


Advance Praise for David Ray Griffin’s
 9/11 Ten Years Later

“Our civilization cannot survive if we do not confront the unanswered
questions about 9/11. David Ray Griffin does that with the same clarity and
meticulous documentation that characterized his preceding books.
Frightening as the enormity of the truth about 9/11 may be, we should also
bear in mind that it is a window of opportunity for addressing a whole range
of problems threatening the lives of our children and grandchildren. I am
sure those who follow will recognize David Ray Griffin’s body of work as
one of the most important contributions of the last decade.”

—Niels Harrit, Associate Professor Emeritus, Nano-science Center,
 Department of Chemistry, University of Copenhagen

“Anyone who has actually studied Griffin's writings on 9/11 knows that the
evidence against the truth of the official account is overwhelming. It is not
surprising that the mainstream response has been to ridicule and ignore
rather than to engage in reasoned discussion. What is disappointing is that
leading liberals and responsible journalists have joined in by affirming ideas
that contradict basic science and condescendingly rejecting solid research
without examining it. In this book, Griffin describes the behavior of these
journalists and attempts, in a remarkably charitable spirit, to understand it.”

—John B. Cobb, Jr., author of The Earthist Challenge to Economism and
 (with Herman Daly) For the Common Good

“Why yet another book on 9/11? Because, as David Ray Griffin points out
clearly and persuasively, 9/11 continues to be not only the greatest crime in
American history, but also the most strenuously covered up, and certainly
the crime with the greatest political consequences. He shows how over a
decade the events of 9/11 and the reports on them have been used to attack
the American democratic system. Above all, he documents the success of
this attack—by the refusal of the media, the academy, and religious
institutions to openly discuss these matters, and by the numbers of critics
who at one extreme have made fools of themselves in echoing the



Orwellian official version, and at the other extreme have been either fired or
silenced after their dissent from it.”

—Peter Dale Scott, poet, former Canadian diplomat, professor at the
 University of California (Berkeley), and author of American War Machine





First published in 2011 by

OLIVE BRANCH PRESS
An imprint of Interlink Publishing Group, Inc.
46 Crosby Street, Northampton, Massachusetts 01060
www.interlinkbooks.com

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, 2011

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic,
electrostatic, magnetic tape, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission in writing of the publisher.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Griffin, David Ray, 1939-
9/11 ten years later : when state crimes against democracy succeed / by
David Ray Griffin.

p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-1-56656-868-5 (pbk.)
1. September 11 Terrorist Attacks, 2001. 2. Terrorism--Government
policy--United States.

3. Conspiracies--United States. 4. United States--Politics and government-
-2001-2009. I.
Title.
HV6432.7.G7457 2011
973.931--dc23

2011029603

Printed and bound in the United States of America

http://www.interlinkbooks.com/


Cover image: The World Trade Center stands out against a blackened New
York City skyline after a power failure struck the city July 14, 1977. © AP
Photos

To request our complete 40-page full-color catalog, please call us toll free at
1-800-238-LINK, visit our website at www.interlinkbooks.com, or write to
Interlink Publishing, 46 Crosby Street, Northampton, MA 01060
e-mail: info@interlinkbooks.com

http://www.interlinkbooks.com/
mailto:info@interlinkbooks.com


Contents

Acknowledgments
Introduction

1. DID 9/11 JUSTIFY THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN?

2. THE DESTRUCTION OF THE WORLD TRADE CENTER: WHY
HAVE OTHERWISE RATIONAL JOURNALISTS ENDORSED

MIRACLES?

3. WHY HAVE BILL MOYERS AND ROBERT PARRY IN
PARTICULAR ENDORSED MIRACLES?

4. BUILDING WHAT? HOW STATE CRIMES AGAINST DEMOCRACY
CAN BE HIDDEN IN PLAIN SIGHT

5. PHONE CALLS FROM THE 9/11 PLANES: HOW THEY FOOLED
AMERICA

6. CHENEY’S MEET THE PRESS INTERVIEW: WHY DID THE 9/11
COMMISSION CONTRADICT IT?

7. THE PENTAGON: A CONSENSUS APPROACH

8. NATIONALIST FAITH: HOW IT BLINDS AMERICA TO THE
TRUTH ABOUT 9/11

9. WHEN STATE CRIMES AGAINST DEMOCRACY SUCCEED

Notes
Index



I

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

must begin by thanking two people without whom I would not be here to
write these acknowledgments.

My wife, Ann Jaqua, nursed me through a series of life-threatening
crises, brought on by a staph infection, that almost took my life in 2010.

It only almost did so because of a superb team of physicians in Santa
Barbara, especially my heart surgeon, Dr. Phillip West. After working on
me for two hours—the aortic valve, having become infected, had become
largely separated from my heart—Dr. West had an assistant warn my wife
that he might not be able to save me. But after five more hours of
extraordinarily tedious work, he did so.

Whereas I was brought to the point where I could write again by Dr.
West and Ann, along with her daughters—Jennifer, Alison, and Sara Jaqua
—and many others, this book also would not have been possible without the
help of several other people. Here I must especially lift up two: Tod
Fletcher and Elizabeth Woodworth. Besides proofreading the entire
manuscript, both of them helped the writing of this book in many other
ways. I owe Elizabeth special thanks for checking all the references as well
as preparing the index.

I also wish to thank several others from whom I received significant
assistance: Matthew Everett, Mark Gaffney, Richard Gage, Niels Harrit,
Jim Hoffman, Barbara Honegger, Frank Legge, Massimo Mazzucco,
Dennis McMahon, Aidan Monaghan, and John Wyndham.

Chapter 1 is based on a lecture delivered during a 15-city May– June
2010 tour, which was organized by Matthew Naus of Milwaukee.

Chapter 2 is based on an essay entitled “Left-Leaning Despisers of the
9/11 Truth Movement: Do You Really Believe in Miracles?” posted July 6,
2010, at Global Research and 911Truth.org.

A lecture in Seattle on May 27, 2011, arranged by Ben Collet, Richard
Curtis, and Mark Snyder, provided the basis for Chapter 3.

http://911truth.org/


Chapter 4 is based on a lecture, “Building What? How SCADs Can Be
Hidden in Plain Sight,” delivered at a conference called “Understanding
Deep Politics” held May 14–16, 2010, in Santa Cruz, California, which was
organized by Gabriel Day, Cheryl Curtiss, Jason King, and Kevin Zenzie.
This lecture was posted at 911Truth.org on May 27, 2010, and reprinted as
“Building What? How State Crimes against Democracy (SCADs) Can Be
Hidden in Plain Sight” in Censored 2011: The Top 25 Censored Stories,
edited by Mickey Huff and Peter Phillips with Project Censored (New York:
Seven Stories, 2010).

Chapter 7 is based on an essay entitled “Tim Russert, Dick Cheney, and
9/11,” which was posted June 17, 2008, at Information Clearing House.

Chapter 8 is based on a lecture entitled “9/11 and Nationalist Faith,”
which was delivered October 19, 2007, at the Iliff School of Theology in
Denver, Colorado. This lecture was sponsored by the Veterans of Hope
Project, located at Iliff and led by Professor Emeritus Vincent Harding, and
by Colorado 9/11 Visibility, led by Fran Shure.

http://911truth.org/


T

INTRODUCTION: 9/11 TEN YEARS LATER

he words in the title of this book—“9/11 Ten Years Later”— are often
followed with an exclamation point. The exclamation point may be a
way of expressing, by members of the 9/11 Truth Movement,

amazement that the truth has not already been publicly revealed. The
exclamation point might be used by detractors of this movement—perhaps
along with an expletive—to express their feeling that it is time for these
people to “get a life.” The exclamation point might reflect a position
somewhat in the middle—of spouses of members hoping that no more years
of their family life will be oriented around the work of trying to get the truth
revealed.

In any case, for reasons discussed in this book (especially the final two
chapters), there is nothing surprising about the fact that the 9/11 crime has
not been revealed. Those who have gained control of a state in an ostensible
democracy have many means not only for orchestrating major crimes, but
also for preventing those crimes (including their crimes against democracy
itself) from being publicized.

What is somewhat surprising, perhaps to the perpetrators themselves, is
the fact that the 9/11 Truth Movement is still alive and, in fact, continues to
grow. The first professional 9/11 organization, Scholars for 9/11 Truth, was
formed in 2005, and since then a dozen professional organizations have
been created. It was not until 2006 that architect Richard Gage started
Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth with one member—himself—but
now over 1,500 architects and engineers have signed its petition. Some of
the organizations, such as Scientists for 9/11 Truth and Actors and Artists
for 9/11 Truth, have started up only in the past two years.

This tenth anniversary marks a milestone in my own work: The present
book is my tenth book about 9/11. I have been pleased to see, as indicated
by sales, that my books on this topic have continued to seem helpful—
including my oldest book, The New Pearl Harbor.1



Unfortunately, “ten years later” also applies to the war in Afghanistan,
which began on October 7, 2001. The first chapter of this book deals with
the still widely-held belief that this war was justified by 9/11. For people
new to the issues, this chapter can serve as a summary of the evidence
against the view that Osama bin Laden in particular, or al-Qaeda in general,
was responsible for the 9/11 attacks. The tenth anniversary of the 9/11
attacks is also the tenth anniversary of the new onslaught of the (Christian
and Jewish) West against the Muslim world—an onslaught that now
includes not only the US-NATO attacks on Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya,
but also support for Israel’s 2006 war on Lebanon/Hezbollah and its
continued oppression of Palestine, along with US provocations in Iran,
Yemen, and Syria. How can anyone think that 9/11 is ancient history, which
no longer matters?

For most people, “9/11” is virtually synonymous with the title of this
book’s second chapter: “The Destruction of the World Trade Center.”
However, rather than simply rehearsing the arguments against the official
view—according to which these buildings were brought down by the
airplane strikes and the resulting fires—this chapter asks: “Why Have
Otherwise Rational Journalists Endorsed Miracles?”—with “miracles”
understood to be events that violate well-established laws of science.
Dealing with a number of left-leaning journalists, I ask why these people,
who in other contexts would ridicule miracles, have endorsed them in
relation to the destruction of the World Trade Center. They do not, to be
sure, speak in terms of miracles. But they affirm events that require
violations of fundamental scientific principles.

In the following chapter, I deal with this question in relation to two of
our best and deservedly respected journalists in particular, Bill Moyers and
Robert Parry. (Although Parry is not nearly as well known as Moyers, who
long hosted what many considered the best hour on television every week,
Parry is well respected by people who know his writings.) I ask: Why do
Moyers and Parry endorse the official 9/11 story about the World Trade
Center, even though one cannot endorse this story without implying a belief
in miracles? I suggest that their endorsement can only be understood in
terms of the psychological dynamics of the “Big Lie.”

In the fourth chapter, I focus on Building 7 of the World Trade Center,
taking the name of this chapter from a New York City judge who, while



getting ready to rule on a petition to allow the people of the city to vote on
whether they want their own investigation of 9/11, asked in response to a
statement about Building 7: “Building what?” Given the fact that this
building was so big, and that the demolition of it was so obvious, I discuss
“How State Crimes against Democracy Can Be Hidden in Plain Sight.” I
thereby introduce the language of “state crimes against democracy,”
abbreviated SCADs, which was in 2010 brought into the discussion of 9/11
by means of a symposium in a leading social science journal (this being
another example of the continued expansion of the 9/11 Truth Movement).
As this language indicates, 9/11 was not simply a crime against the people
of the United States and the world, especially the people who were
murdered on 9/11 or who had loved ones who were murdered. It was also a
crime against democracy itself.

Chapter 5 turns to the chief method through which the perpetrators
convinced the American people that the attacks had been orchestrated by
Muslims: the apparent phone calls from the 9/11 planes, through which
Americans were first told that Middle Eastern men had hijacked four
airliners. This information was provided by a leading member of the Bush-
Cheney administration, the Department of Justice’s solicitor general,
Theodore “Ted” Olson, who told CNN and hence the world that his wife,
well-known CNN correspondent Barbara Olson, informed him that her
plane, American Airlines 77, had been hijacked by men armed with knives
and box-cutters. In 2006, it became public knowledge (by means of the
FBI’s evidence provided for the trial for Zacarias Moussaoui) that Ted
Olson’s report—that his wife had talked to him twice from AA 77—was not
true. This could hardly have been more important, given the fact that the
alleged phone calls had provided the evidence that the planes had been
hijacked, combined with the fact that the first and most important conveyor
of this reported evidence was Ted Olson. And yet the American media,
which have the responsibility of reporting the information the American
public needs to function as a democracy,2 have never reported the FBI’s
acknowledgment that the Olson calls never happened. This chapter also
treats other evidence that the “phone calls from the planes” never happened.

In Chapter 6, we begin a transition to the official story about the attack
on the Pentagon. This chapter is based on an essay that was written the
week that Tim Russert, the well-known moderator of Meet the Press,
suddenly died. Titled “Tim Russert, Dick Cheney, and 9/11,” this article



pointed out that Cheney, in a discussion with Russert on his program only a
few days after 9/11, had revealed something about his actions on 9/11 that
contradicted what the 9/11 Commission later claimed—something that
strongly suggested that Cheney had given “stand-down” orders prior to the
Pentagon attack. I wrote this chapter because I thought that, given the
respect and grief for Russert in the news media, there was a chance—not
much of one, but more than usual—that someone in the mainstream media
might pick up this story. But there was no breach of the general policy:
Stories that challenge any important part of the official account of 9/11 are
not to be covered. Nevertheless, I turned that essay into a chapter for the
present work, both for its intrinsic interest and for its importance for the
following chapter.

The title of that following chapter—“A Consensus Approach to the
Pentagon”—alludes to the widespread sense, both in and outside the 9/11
Truth community, that, whereas there is a lot of consensus within this
community about the destruction of the World Trade Center, there is no
such consensus about the attack on the Pentagon. In this chapter, I argue
that, although there is indeed much disagreement on the issue that has
received the most debate—was the Pentagon hit by a Boeing 757?—this is
a relatively trivial point in comparison with an issue about the Pentagon
attack on which the 9/11 Truth Movement has reached consensus.

The title of Chapter 8 employs an expression that may seem strange to
most readers: “Nationalist Faith.” We normally think of the primary form of
faith in the United States as Christian. But I suggest, in agreement with
theologian John Cobb, that the primary form of faith in America is the
American version of nationalism, which could be called “Americanism.” To
illustrate how this nationalist faith can trump Christian faith, I explain how
the one book I wrote on 9/11 from an explicitly Christian point of view,
Christian Faith and the Truth behind 9/11,3 led to the removal of
Westminster Press’s president and vice-president, who had given the go-
ahead for the publication of my book. As I explain, people in the church
who complained about my book, including members of the board who
censured my book, did not raise any theological objections. What was
objectionable was that I had provided evidence that the 9/11 attacks, rather
than having been carried out by foreign Muslims, were orchestrated by
members of the US government.



The final chapter expounds the idea expressed in the book’s subtitle:
“When State Crimes against Democracy Succeed.” Having introduced the
notion of SCADs in the fourth chapter, I deal in this final chapter with the
dangers to our country and, indeed, to the whole world, when American
SCADs succeed and are not quickly reversed. When President Kennedy and
then Bobby Kennedy were assassinated, wise commentators at the time
warned that if the truth about these murders were not revealed, then more,
perhaps greater, state-sponsored crimes would be committed. That
prediction came true on 9/11.

Ten years have elapsed since 9/11, and this greatest of all SCADs has
not been reversed. So anyone who cares about the future of this country,
and of the world as a whole, should be working to expose the state crime
against democracy that occurred on 9/11.
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1. DID 9/11 JUSTIFY THE WAR IN
 AFGHANISTAN?

here are many questions to ask about the war in Afghanistan. One that
has been widely asked is whether it would turn out to be President
Obama’s Vietnam. This question has implied several others, such as: Is

this war winnable, or has it become a quagmire? And this question is partly
motivated by the widespread agreement that the Afghan government under
Hamid Karzai is at least as corrupt and incompetent as the government we
tried to prop up in South Vietnam for 20 years. Also, just as the American
people turned increasingly against the war in Vietnam, they have now
turned increasingly against the war in Afghanistan. Commentators have
increasingly been referring to it as a “purposeless war.”

Although there have been many similarities between these two wars,
there has also been a big difference: This time, there has been no draft. For
this reason, as anti-war writers often comment, no strong anti-war
movement has developed. If there were a draft, so that college students and
their friends back home were being sent to Afghanistan, there would have
been huge demonstrations against this war all across this country. If the
sons and daughters of wealthy and middle class parents had been coming
home in boxes, or with permanent injuries, or with post-traumatic stress
disorder, which might lead them to commit suicide—this war would have
been stopped long ago. People have often asked, did we learn any of the
“lessons of Vietnam”? Our government learned one: If you’re going to have
an unpopular war, don’t have a draft.

However, even though there has not been a draft, the American people
have said that the war should be brought to an end. An ABC/Washington
Post Poll in June of 2011 showed that only 43 percent of the American
people consider the war “worth fighting,” and this figure reflected a bump
from the announcement of the killing of Osama bin Laden: In March, only
31 percent marked “worth fighting.” A CNN poll showed that 74 percent of
the American people wanted US troops to come home partly or totally.1



There are many other questions that have been asked about the war in
Afghanistan, but in this essay, I focus on only one: Did the 9/11 attacks
justify the war in Afghanistan?

This question has thus far been considered off-limits, not to be raised in
polite company, and certainly not in the mainstream media. It has been
permissible, to be sure, to ask whether the war during the past several years
has been justified by those attacks so many years ago. But one has not been
allowed to ask whether the original invasion was justified by the 9/11
attacks.

Various commentators, to be sure, have raised some pretty fundamental
questions about the effectiveness and affordability of the
“counterinsurgency strategy” and even whether American fighting forces
should remain in Afghanistan at all. But I will ask an even more
fundamental question: Whether this war was ever really justified by the
publicly given reason: the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

This question has two parts: First, did these attacks provide a legal
justification for the invasion of Afghanistan? Second, if not, did they at
least provide a moral justification? I will begin with the question of legal
justification.

I IS THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN
 LEGALLY JUSTIFIED?

Since the founding of the United Nations in 1945, international law with
regard to war has been defined by the UN charter. It is widely agreed by
international lawyers that, measured by this standard, the US-led war in
Afghanistan has been illegal from the outset.

Marjorie Cohn, a well-known professor of international law, wrote in
November 2001:

[T]he bombings of Afghanistan by the United States and the United
Kingdom are illegal. This bombardment violates both international law
and United States law.2

In 2008, Cohn repeated this argument in an article entitled
“Afghanistan: The Other Illegal War.” The point of the title was that,



although by then it had become widely accepted that the war in Iraq was
illegal, the war in Afghanistan was equally illegal.3

According to international law as codified in the UN Charter, she
pointed out, disputes are to be brought to the UN Security Council, which
alone may legally authorize the use of force. Without this authorization, any
military activity against another country is illegal.

However, there are two exceptions to this principle: One of these is that,
if your nation has been subjected to an armed attack by another nation, you
may respond militarily in self-defense. This condition was not fulfilled by
the 9/11 attacks, however, because they were not carried out by another
nation. Afghanistan did not attack the United States. Indeed, the 19 men
charged with the crime were not Afghans; most of them were from Saudi
Arabia.

The other exception occurs when a nation has certain knowledge that an
armed attack by another nation is imminent—too imminent for the matter to
be brought to the Security Council. The need for self-defense must be
“instant, overwhelming, leaving no choice of means, and no moment for
deliberation.” Although the US government claimed that its military
operations in Afghanistan were justified by the need to prevent a second
attack, this need, even if real, was clearly not urgent, as shown by the fact
that the United States waited almost a month to launch its attack on
Afghanistan.

US political leaders have claimed, to be sure, that the UN did authorize
the US attack on Afghanistan. This claim, originally made by the Bush-
Cheney administration, was repeated by President Obama in his West Point
speech of December 1, 2009, in which he said that the “United Nations
Security Council endorsed the use of all necessary steps to respond to the
9/11 attacks,” so that US troops went to Afghanistan “[u]nder the banner of
… international legitimacy.”4

However, the language of “all necessary steps” is from UN Security
Council Resolution 1368, in which the Council, taking note of its
“responsibilities under the Charter,” expressed its own readiness “to take all
necessary steps to respond to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001.”5

Of course, the UN Security Council might have determined that one of
these necessary steps was to authorize an attack on Afghanistan by the
United States. But it did not. Resolution 1373, which is the only other



Security Council resolution about this matter, laid out various responses,
but these included matters such as freezing assets, criminalizing the support
of terrorists, exchanging police information about terrorists, and capturing
and prosecuting terrorists. The use of military force was not mentioned.6

The US war in Afghanistan was not authorized by the UN Security
Council in 2001 or at any time since, so this war began as an illegal war and
has remained an illegal war. Our government’s claim to the contrary is
false.

This war is illegal, moreover, not only under international law, but also
under US law. The UN Charter is a treaty, which was ratified by the United
States, and, according to Article VI of the US Constitution, any treaty
ratified by the United States is part of “supreme law of the land.”7 The war
in Afghanistan, therefore, has been in violation of US law as well as
international law. It could not be more illegal.

II IS THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN
 MORALLY JUSTIFIED?

The American public for the most part probably does not realize that this
war is illegal, because this is not something our political leaders have been
anxious to point out, and our press has for the most part also ignored this
issue. So most people simply do not know.

If they were informed, however, many Americans would be inclined to
argue that, even if technically illegal, the US military effort in Afghanistan
has been morally justified by the attacks of 9/11. For a summary statement
of this argument, we can turn again to the West Point speech of President
Obama, who has taken over the Bush-Cheney account of 9/11. Seeking to
provide an answer to the question of “why America and our allies were
compelled to fight a war in Afghanistan in the first place,” Obama said:

We did not ask for this fight. On September 11, 2001, nineteen men
hijacked four airplanes and used them to murder nearly 3,000 people.
They struck at our military and economic nerve centers. They took the
lives of innocent men, women and children without regard to their faith
or race or station… . As we know, these men belonged to al Qaeda—a
group of extremists who have distorted and defiled Islam, one of the



world’s great religions, to justify the slaughter of innocents… . [A]fter
the Taliban refused to turn over Osama bin Laden—we sent our troops
into Afghanistan.

This standard account can be summarized in terms of three points:

The attacks were carried out by 19 Muslim members of al-Qaeda.
The attacks had been authorized by the founder of al-Qaeda, Osama
bin Laden, who was in Afghanistan.
The US invasion of Afghanistan was necessary because the Taliban,
which was in control of Afghanistan, refused to turn bin Laden over
to US authorities.

On the basis of these three points, our political leaders concluded that
the United States had the moral right, arising from the universal right of
self-defense, to attempt to capture or kill bin Laden and his al-Qaeda
network to prevent them from launching another attack on our country.

The only problem with this argument is that all three points are false. I
will show this by looking at these three points in reverse order, beginning
with the claim that we invaded Afghanistan because the Taliban refused to
hand over bin Laden.

1. FIRST CLAIM: AFGHANISTAN ATTACKED FOR TALIBAN’S
 REFUSAL TO TURN OVER BIN LADEN

The claim that the Taliban refused to turn over bin Laden was repeatedly
made by political leaders and our mainstream media. For example, Robert
Reid, writing for the Associated Press, said in 2009 that the war “was
launched by the Bush administration after the Taliban government refused
to hand over Osama bin Laden for his role in the Sept. 11, 2001 terror
attacks in the United States.”8 Reports from the time, however, show the
truth to be very different.

Who Refused Whom?
Ten days after the 9/11 attacks, CNN reported:

The Taliban … refus[ed] to hand over bin Laden without proof or
evidence that he was involved in last week’s attacks on the United



States… . The Taliban ambassador to Pakistan … said Friday that
deporting him without proof would amount to an “insult to Islam.”
CNN also made clear that the Taliban’s demand for proof was not made

without reason, saying:

Bin Laden himself has already denied he had anything to do with the
attacks, and Taliban officials repeatedly said he could not have been
involved in the attacks.
Bush, however, “said the demands were not open to negotiation or

discussion.”9

With this refusal to provide any evidence of bin Laden’s responsibility,
the Bush administration made it impossible for the Taliban to turn him over.
As Afghan experts quoted by the Washington Post pointed out, the Taliban,
in order to turn over a fellow Muslim to an “infidel” Western nation, needed
a “face-saving formula.” Milton Bearden, who had been the CIA station
chief in Afghanistan in the 1980s, put it this way: While the United States
was demanding, “Give up bin Laden,” the Taliban were saying, “Do
something to help us give him up.”10 But the Bush administration refused.

After the bombing began in October, moreover, the Taliban tried again,
offering to turn bin Laden over to a third country if the United States would
stop the bombing and provide evidence of his responsibility for the 9/11
attacks. But Bush replied: “There’s no need to discuss innocence or guilt.
We know he’s guilty.” An article in London’s Guardian, which reported this
development, was entitled: “Bush Rejects Taliban Offer to Hand Bin Laden
Over.”11 So it was the Bush administration, not the Taliban, that was
responsible for the fact that bin Laden was not turned over.

In August of 2009, President Obama, who had criticized the US
invasion of Iraq as a war of choice, said of the US involvement in
Afghanistan: “This is not a war of choice. This is a war of necessity.”12 It
appears, however, that it was a war of choice, every bit as much as the war
in Iraq.

What Was the Motive for the Invasion?
This conclusion is reinforced by reports indicating that the United States
had made the decision to invade Afghanistan two months before the 9/11
attacks. The background to this decision was the fact that the United States
had been supporting a pipeline project proposed by UNOCAL that would



transport oil and gas from the Caspian Sea region through Afghanistan and
Pakistan to the Indian Ocean.13 This project had been on hold through the
1990s because of the civil war that had been going on in Afghanistan since
the withdrawal of the Soviet Union in 1989.

In the mid-1990s, the US government had supported the Taliban with
the hope that it would be able to unify the country through its military
strength and provide a stable government. By the late 1990s, however, the
Clinton administration had given up on the Taliban.14

When the Bush administration came to power, it decided to give the
Taliban one last chance. During a four-day meeting in Berlin in July 2001,
representatives of the Bush administration insisted that the Taliban must
create a government of “national unity” by sharing power with factions
friendly to the United States. The US representatives reportedly said to the
Taliban: “Either you accept our offer of a carpet of gold, or we bury you
under a carpet of bombs.”15

After the Taliban refused this offer, the Americans said: “[M]ilitary
action against Afghanistan would go ahead … before the snows started
falling in Afghanistan, by the middle of October at the latest.”16 Indeed,
given the fact that the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon
occurred on September 11, the US military was able to mobilize to begin its
attack on Afghanistan by October 7.

It appears, therefore, that the United States invaded Afghanistan for
reasons far different from the official rationale, according to which we were
there to capture or kill Osama bin Laden.

2. SECOND US CLAIM: GOOD EVIDENCE EXISTS OF BIN LADEN’S
 RESPONSIBILITY FOR 9/11 ATTACKS

I turn now to the second point: the claim that Osama bin Laden had
authorized the attacks. Even if the Bush administration refused to give the
Taliban evidence for this claim, it surely, most Americans probably assume,
had such evidence and provided it to those who needed it. Again, however,
the reports from the time indicate otherwise.

The Bush Administration
Two weeks after 9/11, Secretary of State Colin Powell said that he expected
“in the near future … to put out … a document that will describe quite



clearly the evidence that we have linking [bin Laden] to this attack.”17 But
at a joint press conference with President Bush the next morning, Powell
withdrew this pledge, saying that “most of [the evidence] is classified.”18

Is this not remarkable? The Bush administration asked the American
people to support an attack on Afghanistan on the basis of its claim that
Osama bin Laden, who was in Afghanistan at the time, had authorized those
attacks. But it said that the evidence for this claim could not be shared with
us.

Seymour Hersh, citing officials from both the CIA and the Department
of Justice, said that the real reason why Powell withdrew the pledge to
share the evidence was a “lack of solid information.”19

The British Government
The following week, British Prime Minister Tony Blair tried to help out,
issuing a document purportedly showing that “Osama Bin Laden and al-
Qaeda, the terrorist network which he heads, planned and carried out the
atrocities on 11 September 2001.” Blair’s report, however, began by saying:
“This document does not purport to provide a prosecutable case against
Osama Bin Laden in a court of law.”20 So, the case was good enough to go
to war, but not good enough to take to court. The next day, the BBC
emphasized this weakness, saying: “There is no direct evidence in the
public domain linking Osama Bin Laden to the 11 September attacks.”21

The FBI
What about our own FBI? Surely, people would assume, it has an ironclad
case against bin Laden. But the FBI’s “Most Wanted Terrorist” webpage on
“Usama Bin Laden” never listed 9/11 as one of the terrorist acts for which
he was wanted. This webpage did mention Nairobi (Kenya) and Dar es
Salaam (Tanzania) as terrorist acts for which he was wanted. But it made no
mention of 9/11.22 When asked in 2006 why not, Rex Tomb, the FBI’s chief
of investigative publicity replied: “The reason why 9/11 is not mentioned
on Usama Bin Laden’s Most Wanted page is because the FBI has no hard
evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11.”23

After this story started flying around the Internet and was even covered
by a TV station in Louisiana,24 Dan Eggen of the Washington Post tried to
downplay its significance in an article entitled “Bin Laden, Most Wanted
For Embassy Bombings?”25 Complaining about “conspiracy theorists” who



claimed that “the lack of a Sept. 11 reference [on the FBI’s “Most Wanted”
webpage for bin Laden] suggests that the connection to al-Qaeda is
uncertain,” Eggen quoted the explanation offered by a former US attorney,
who said that the FBI could not appropriately “put up a wanted picture
where no formal charges had been filed.”

But that explanation, while true, simply pushes the issue back a step to
this question: Why have such charges not been filed? Rex Tomb’s fuller
statement, which Eggen failed to mention, had answered this question the
previous June, saying:

The FBI gathers evidence. Once evidence is gathered, it is turned over
to the Department of Justice. The Department of Justice then decides
whether it has enough evidence to present to a federal grand jury. In the
case of the 1998 United States Embassies being bombed, Bin Laden has
been formally indicted and charged by a grand jury. He has not been
formally indicted and charged in connection with 9/11 because the FBI
has no hard evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11.26

Most Americans, however, were never told by the press that the
Department of Justice has never formally indicted Osama bin Laden for the
9/11 attacks, because its FBI never provided it with any hard evidence.

The 9/11 Commission
What about the 9/11 Commission? Its entire report is based on the
unquestioned premise that bin Laden was behind the attacks. When we look
closely, however, we see that the Commission’s own co-chairs, Thomas
Kean and Lee Hamilton, later admitted that this assumption was not
supported by any reliable evidence. Insofar as the 9/11 Commission’s report
did give evidence of bin Ladin’s responsibility for the 9/11 attacks, it
consisted of testimony that had reportedly been elicited by the CIA from al-
Qaeda operatives. The most important of these operatives was Khalid
Sheikh Mohammed—generally known as simply “KSM”—who has been
called the “mastermind” of the 9/11 attacks.

If you read the 9/11 Commission’s account of how bin Laden planned
the attacks, and then check the notes, you will find that almost every note
says that the information came from KSM.27

But Kean and Hamilton, in a 2006 book giving “the inside story of the
9/11 Commission,” said that we cannot rely on this information. They had



no success, they reported, in “obtaining access to star witnesses in custody
… , most notably Khalid Sheikh Mohammed.”28 Besides not being allowed
by the CIA to interview KSM, they were not permitted to observe his
interrogation through one-way glass. They were not even allowed to talk to
the interrogators.29 Therefore, Kean and Hamilton complained:

We … had no way of evaluating the credibility of detainee information.
How could we tell if someone such as Khalid Sheikh Mohammed …
was telling us the truth?30

Moreover, it is now known that KSM and the other al-Qaeda leaders
had been tortured, and it is widely acknowledged that statements elicited by
torture lack credibility. “At least four of the operatives whose interrogation
figured in the 9/11 Commission Report,” an NBC report pointed out, “have
claimed that they told interrogators critical information as a way to stop
being ‘tortured.’”31

Accordingly, neither the Bush administration, the British government,
the FBI, nor the 9/11 Commission ever provided reliable evidence of bin
Laden’s responsibility for the attacks.

The Claim that bin Laden Confessed to the 9/11 Attacks
Granted that “hard evidence” of bin Laden’s responsibility for 9/11 has
never been provided, it is often claimed that evidence is no longer needed,
because bin Laden admitted his responsibility. This claim has been made
primarily about a videotape that was released on December 13, 2001, by the
Pentagon, claiming that the videotape, dated November 9, 2001, had been
found in Jalalabad. But doubts have been raised from the beginning. BBC
News said in a report entitled “Could the Bin Laden Video Be a Fake?”

Washington calls it the “smoking gun” that puts Bin Laden’s guilt
beyond doubt, but many in the Arab world believe the home video of
the al-Qaeda chief is a fake.32

Reporting “growing doubt in the Muslim world about the authenticity of
the film,” Guardian writer Steven Morris pointed out that “the White House
had provided no details about how the Pentagon came to be in possession of
the tape. Some opponents of the war theorise that the Bin Laden in the film
was a look-alike.”33 The BBC and Guardian writers also stated that, without
more details, it would be impossible to determine whether the video was
authentic.34



Bin Laden’s Statements about 9/11: Another reason to consider the
“confession video” a fake is that, in the days leading up to November 9, bin
Laden consistently denied that he planned the 9/11 attacks. He made this
statement on September 12, in which bin Laden said that, although he
“thanked Almighty Allah and bowed before him when he heard this news
[about the attacks],” he had “had no information or knowledge about the
attack.”35 He continued to make essentially the same point on September
16,36 September 17,37 September 28,38 and October 7, 2001.39

Bin Laden’s Appearance: To believe that bin Laden confessed to
orchestrating the attacks of 9/11, moreover, one would also need to believe
that there was a sudden change not only in bin Laden’s testimony but also
in his appearance. In videos made on October 7 and November 3, there is a
considerable amount of white in bin Laden’s beard, but in the latter, his
health appears to have deteriorated somewhat.40 We would expect the bin
Laden of the video dated November 9 (the so-called “confession video”) to
have looked about the same, or even somewhat worse, than the bin Laden in
the November 3 video. However, the bin Laden of this video seems darker
than previous videos,41 and seems to be heavier, with fuller cheeks than the
bin Laden of a video known to have been made after November 16. Also,
the bin Laden of the “confession video” also seemed to have a differently
shaped nose42 and shorter, heavier hands.43

Things the Real bin Laden Would Not Have Said: Still another problem is
that the bin Laden of this “confession video” made some statements that the
real bin Laden, if he were confessing to having planned the attacks, would
not have made. For example, “bin Laden,” discussing the collapse of the
towers, said:

[D]ue to my experience in this field, I was thinking that the fire from the
gas in the plane would melt the iron structure of the building and
collapse the area where the plane hit and all the floors above it only.
This is all that we had hoped for.44

Given his “experience in this field,” as a contractor, the real bin Laden
would have known that the buildings were framed with steel, not with iron,
and he also would have known that none of the buildings’ steel (or iron)
would have been melted by the “fire from the gas in the plane.” He would



have known that a building fire fed by jet-fuel could not have gotten above
1,800 degrees Fahrenheit, whereas iron and steel do not begin to melt until
they are heated to at least 2,700 degrees. Osama bin Laden, therefore,
would not have expected any iron or steel to melt.

The Opinion of Professor Bruce Lawrence: In February 2007, Bruce
Lawrence, a Duke University history professor who is widely considered
the country’s leading academic bin Laden expert,45 was asked what he
thought about this so-called confession video. He said: “It’s bogus.” Adding
that he had friends in the US Department of Homeland Security assigned to
work “on the 24/7 bin Laden clock,” he said that “they also know it’s
bogus.”46

“The Killing of Osama bin Laden”
On May 1, 2011, President Barack Obama announced that a team Navy
SEALs had killed Osama bin Laden in Pakistan that day. Although the
corporate press simply reported the president’s statement as if there were no
serious questions to be raised about it, the discussion in the alternative press
showed otherwise.

One kind of question raised the morality and even legality of the
reported raid, in which a defenseless bin Laden was assassinated, hence
murdered.47 Indeed, later reports indicated, the goal “was never to capture
bin Laden,” but simply to kill him.48 Noam Chomsky, for one, argued that
bin Laden, who after all was merely a suspect, deserved a trial.49

Another kind of question dealt with the reported treatment of the body:
No Muslim was invited to perform the last rights, and the body was buried
at sea50—which is definitely not proper.

Another kind of question was whether the person killed by the SEALs
was actually Osama bin Laden.51 After all, the body, reportedly, was quickly
buried at sea; no Muslim friends or acquaintances were asked to confirm
the man’s identity; we were told that one of his wives was there, but there
has not been (as of this writing) an interview with her with a translator. Also
there was the question of how Osama bin Laden, who was close to death in
2001, according to many reports (including one by CNN’s Sanjay Gupta),52

could have survived another ten years. Many authorities had even stated
that bin Laden died—either definitely or probably—in 2001.53



The most important question, however, was one that was not raised in
the mainstream press and was only occasionally raised in the alternative
media. Obama famously said, in announcing the killing of Osama bin
Laden, that “justice was done.” This claim presupposed that people had
been given good evidence that bin Laden was responsible for the 9/11
attacks. As we have seen, however, no evidence of bin Laden’s
responsibility had ever been provided.54 So Chomsky was correct: bin
Laden was merely a suspect.

This point was well stated in 2009 by a German federal judge, Dieter
Deiseroth, who said:

To date, more than 8 years after 9/11, no independent authority, no
independent court, has reviewed available evidence, alleged or actual,
and established verifiable procedures, satisfying constitutional
requirements, as to who was responsible for the attacks of 9/11. What in
no case is to be said is that the argumentation is difficult - that it is for
us too arduous to identify the perpetrators and possible masterminds and
take them into custody: therefore, we avoid these constitutional
difficulties and start a war to kill possible suspects by military force
directly. It is not acceptable in a constitutional state to omit the
necessary steps in identifying suspects and bringing them to trial before
an independent court, but instead proclaim a war, bomb a foreign
country in which possible suspects or perpetrators may reside, and
occupy it militarily.55

So if Osama bin Laden was indeed killed on May 1, 2011, the claim that
“justice was done” is emphatically not true.

3. THE THIRD US CLAIM: THERE IS GOOD EVIDENCE OF
 AL-QAEDA’S RESPONSIBILITY

I turn now to the third claim—that, even if there is no proof that Osama bin
Laden authorized the attacks, we have abundant evidence that the attacks
were carried out by Muslims belonging to his al-Qaeda organization. The
main basis for this claim has been evidence that Muslim hijackers were on
the airliners. The remainder of this chapter shows that no good evidence
exists for this claim. There is even evidence against this claim, suggesting
that 9/11 was instead a false-flag attack—an attack that people within our
own government orchestrated while planting evidence to implicate



Muslims. I will look at various types of evidence that were used to convince
Americans that the 9/11 attacks were orchestrated by al-Qaeda Muslims.

Devout Muslims?
The 9/11 Commission portrayed the 19 men who (allegedly) took over the
planes as devout Muslims, ready to meet their Maker—a “cadre of trained
operatives willing to die.”56

However, the San Francisco Chronicle reported that Atta and other
hijackers had made “at least six trips” to Las Vegas, where they had
“engaged in some decidedly un-Islamic sampling of prohibited pleasures.”
The Chronicle quoted the head of the Islamic Foundation of Nevada as
saying: “True Muslims don’t drink, don’t gamble, don’t go to strip clubs.”57

Mohamed Atta: The contradiction is especially strong with regard to
Mohamed Atta. On the one hand, Professor Dittmar Machule, who was
Atta’s thesis supervisor at a technical university in Hamburg in the 1990s,
said that Atta was “very religious,” prayed regularly, and never touched
alcohol.58 (Professor Machule, incidentally, says that he knew this student
only as Mohamed al-Emir—although his full name was the same as his
father’s: Mohamed al-Emir Atta.) The 9/11 Commission says that Atta was
very religious, even “fanatically so.”59 (The Commission wrote that when
Atta arrived in Germany, he was not fanatically religious at first, but “[t]his
would change.”) Although Machule did not describe Atta as fanatically
religious, he and the 9/11 Commission agreed that Atta was very religious.
According to the American press, on the other hand, Mohamed Atta drank
heavily. After downing five glasses of vodka, wrote Newsweek, Atta
shouted an Arabic word that “roughly translates as ‘F—k God.’”60

Investigative reporter Daniel Hopsicker, who wrote a book about Atta,
stated that Atta regularly went to strip clubs, hired prostitutes, drank
heavily, and took cocaine. Atta even lived with a stripper for several months
and then, after she kicked him out, came back and disemboweled her cat
and dismembered its kittens.61

Could this be the same individual as Professor Machule’s student
Mohamed al-Emir, who would not even shake hands with a woman upon
being introduced, and who never touched alcohol? “I would put my hand in
the fire,” said the professor, “that this Mohamed El-Amir I know will never



taste or touch alcohol.” Could the Atta described by Hopsicker and the
American press be the young man whom this professor described as not a
“bodyguard type” but “more a girl looking type”?62 Could the man who
disemboweled a cat and dismembered its kittens be the young man known
to his father as a “gentle and tender boy,” who was nicknamed
“nightingale”?63

We are clearly talking about two different men. This is confirmed by the
differences in their appearance. The American Atta was often described as
having a hard, cruel face, and the standard FBI photo of him bears this out.
The face of the Hamburg student was quite different, as photos available on
the Internet show.64 Also, his professor described him as “very small,” being
“one meter sixty-two” in height65—which means slightly under 5’4”—
whereas the American Atta has been described as 5’8” and even 5’10”
tall.66

One final reason to believe that these different descriptions apply to
different men: The father of Mohamed al-Emir Atta reported that on
September 12, before either of them had learned of the attacks, his son
called him and they “spoke for two minutes about this and that.”67

Other Members of al-Qaeda: There are also problems in relation to many of
the other alleged hijackers. For example, the BBC reported that Waleed al-
Shehri, who supposedly died along with Atta on American Flight 11, spoke
to journalists and American authorities in Casablanca the following week.68

Moreover, there were clearly two men going by the name Ziad Jarrah—the
name of the alleged hijacker pilot of United Flight 93.69 Accordingly,
besides the fact the men labeled “the hijackers” were not devout Muslims,
they may not have even been Muslims of any type.

And if that were not bad enough for the official story, evidence that
purportedly shows that they hijacked the planes does not even prove that
they were on the planes. All the evidence for this claim falls apart upon
examination. I will illustrate this point with a few examples.70

Incriminating Evidence in Atta’s Luggage?
Proof that al-Qaeda hijacked the planes was reportedly found in luggage
belonging to Mohamed Atta that was discovered inside the Boston airport
after the attacks. Why was the luggage there? Because, we were told,



although Atta was already in Boston on September 10, he and another al-
Qaeda operative, Abdul al-Omari, rented a blue Nissan and drove up to
Portland, Maine. After staying overnight, they caught a commuter flight
back to Boston early the next morning in order to transfer to American
Airlines Flight 11. Although these men got to Boston in time to make the
transfer, Atta’s luggage did not make it.

This luggage, according to an FBI affidavit, contained much
incriminating material, including a handheld flight computer, flight
simulator manuals, two videotapes about Boeing aircraft, a slide-rule flight
calculator, a copy of the Koran, and Atta’s last will and testament.71 This
material was widely taken as proof that al-Qaeda was behind the attacks.
When examined closely, however, the Attato-Portland story loses all
credibility.

One problem is the very idea that Atta would have included these items
in baggage that was to be transferred to Flight 11. What good would a flight
computer and other flying aids do inside a suitcase in the plane’s luggage
compartment? Why would Atta have planned to take his will on a plane he
planned to crash into the World Trade Center?

Another problem with the Atta-to-Portland story was the question of
why he would have taken this trip. Atta was supposedly the ringleader of
the hijackers as well as the intended pilot for Flight 11. If the commuter
flight had been late, Atta would have had to call off the whole operation,
which he had reportedly been planning for two years. Why in the world
would Atta have taken the overnight trip to Portland? Both the FBI and the
9/11 Commission admitted that they had no answer to this question.72

We can see why those unanswerable questions exist by examining news
stories that appeared immediately after the 9/11 attacks. According to these
stories, the incriminating materials were found in a rented white Mitsubishi,
which Atta had left in the Boston airport parking lot (not in Atta’s luggage
inside the airport). As reported in these news stories, two al-Qaeda
members indeed drove the rented blue Nissan to Portland, stayed overnight,
and then took the commuter flight back to Boston the next morning, in time
to board Flight 11. But they—as material left in the car reportedly showed
—were named Adnan and Ameer Bukhari (not Mohamed Atta and Abdul
al-Omari).73



This story fell apart on the afternoon of September 13, when it was
discovered that the Bukharis could not have been on Flight 11, because
neither of them had died on 9/11: Ameer Bukhari had died the year before,
whereas Adnan Bukhari was still alive.74

By the next day—September 14—the Associated Press started saying
that Atta and a companion drove a blue Nissan to Portland, stayed
overnight, and then took the commuter flight back to Boston. By September
16, a Washington Post story added the detail that the incriminating material
had been found in Atta’s luggage inside the Boston airport (rather than in a
white Mitsubishi).75 Within three days, in other words, the story had been
transformed into what has remained the official story to this day.

Given the way in which the Atta-to-Portland story emerged, we cannot
take seriously the idea that Atta’s luggage provided reliable evidence about
al-Qaeda’s responsibility for 9/11.

Al-Qaeda Operatives on Airport Security Videos?
Frames from videos taken by airport security cameras supposedly showed
al-Qaeda operatives checking into the airports at Boston and Washington,
DC. But this photographic evidence was deceptive.

Shortly after the attacks, photos showing Mohamed Atta and Abdul al-
Omari at an airport “were flashed round the world.”76 It was widely
assumed that these photos were from the airport at Boston, whereas they
were really from the airport in Portland, Maine. No photos showing Atta or
any of the other alleged hijackers at Boston’s Logan Airport were ever
produced. We at best have photographic evidence that Atta and al-Omari
were at the Portland Jetport. Moreover, a photo showing Atta and al-Omari
passing through the security checkpoint is marked both 05:45 and 05:5377—
which means that the photo could not be genuine.

On the day in July 2004 that The 9/11 Commission Report was
published, the official story was said to have been corroborated by an
airport video, about which the Associated Press wrote:

Hijacker Khalid al-Mihdhar … passes through the security checkpoint
at Dulles International Airport in Chantilly, Va., Sept. 11 2001, just
hours before American Airlines Flight 77 crashed into the Pentagon in
this image from a surveillance video.78



However, this video contains no evidence that it was taken by a security
camera at Dulles on September 11. As Rowland Morgan and Ian Henshall
pointed out:

[A] normal security video has time and date burned into the integral
video image by proprietary equipment according to an authenticated
pattern, along with camera identification and the location that the
camera covered. The video released in 2004 contained no such data.79

Also, although this so-called Dulles video contained a man who was
identified by the 9/11 Commission as Hani Hanjour,80 this man had a
muscular build and a full head of hair, with no receding hairline, whereas
Hanjour was thin and had a receding hairline (as shown by a photo taken
six days before 9/11).81

Besides the fact the videos purportedly showing hijackers for Flights 11
and 77 are clearly inauthentic, there are no videos even purportedly
showing the hijackers for the other two flights—even though, if the 19
“hijackers” had really checked into the Boston and Dulles airports,
authentic security videos would exist to prove this claim.

A Hijacker’s Voice on a Radio Transmission
Still more evidence for the existence of hijackers on the planes, the public
was told, was provided by a message transmitted by a man on American 11.
The man said:

We have some planes. Just stay quiet, and you’ll be okay. We are
returning to the airport… . Nobody move. Everything will be okay. If
you try to make any moves, you’ll endanger yourself and the air-plane.
Just stay quiet… . Nobody move please. We are going back to the
airport. Don’t try to make any stupid moves.82

The 9/11 Commission Report, employing the first line of this message
(“We have some planes”) as the title of its first chapter, stated that this
transmission came from “American 11.”

However, there was no evidence that this transmission came from
American Flight 11 (or any of the other 9/11 planes). According to the
FAA’s “Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events,” published September 17,
2001, these messages came “from an unknown origin.”83 Bill Peacock, the
FAA’s air traffic director, said: “We didn’t know where the transmission



came from.”84 This transmission, in other words, provided no evidence that
hijackers had taken control of American Flight 11.

Passports at the Crash Sites
The public’s belief that there were al-Qaeda terrorists on the planes was
bolstered by the claim that some of their passports had been found at crash
sites. But were these reports believable? For example, the FBI claimed that,
while searching the streets after the destruction of the World Trade Center,
they discovered the passport of Satam al-Suqami, one of the (alleged)
hijackers on American Airlines Flight 11, which had (reportedly) crashed
into the North Tower.85 For this to be true, the passport would have had to
survive not only the fire ignited by the plane’s jet fuel, but also the
disintegration of the North Tower, which evidently pulverized much of the
building’s contents into fine particles of dust. But this claim was too absurd
to pass the giggle test: “[T]he idea that [this] passport had escaped from that
inferno unsinged,” remarked a British commentator, “would [test] the
credulity of the staunchest supporter of the FBI’s crackdown on
terrorism.”86

By 2004, the claim had been modified to say that “a passer-by picked it
up and gave it to a NYPD detective shortly before the World Trade Center
towers collapsed.”87 So, rather than needing to survive the destruction of the
North Tower, the passport merely needed to escape from al-Suqami’s
pocket or luggage, then from the plane’s cabin, and then from the North
Tower without being destroyed or even singed by the giant fireball that
erupted when this building was struck. (In Flat Earth News, Nick Davies
reported the opinion of some senior British sources that “the discovery of a
terrorist’s passport in the rubble of the Twin Towers in September 2001 had
been ‘a throwdown,’ i.e. it was placed there by somebody official.”88)

An al-Qaeda Headband at a Crash Site?
Some of the “phone calls from the planes” described the “hijackers” as
wearing red headbands. For example, the Washington Post, discussing
United Airlines Flight 93, said:

[P]assenger Jeremy Glick used a cell phone to tell his wife, Lyzbeth, …
that the Boeing 757’s cockpit had been taken over by three Middle
Eastern-looking men… . The terrorists, wearing red headbands, had



ordered the pilots, flight attendants and passengers to the rear of the
plane.89

According to the FBI, one of these headbands was found at the Flight
93 crash site along with Ziad Jarrah’s passport.90 But former CIA agent Milt
Bearden, who helped train the Mujahideen fighters in Afghanistan, pointed
out that it would have been very unlikely that members of al-Qaeda would
have worn such headbands: Al-Qaeda is a Sunni movement, whereas the
red headband is “a uniquely Shi’a Muslim adornment,” dating “back to the
formation of the Shi’a sect.”91 Does it not seem likely that the headband was
planted by people who failed to understand the difference between Shi’a
and Sunni Muslims?

Passenger Manifests
The public has widely assumed, due to misleading claims, that the names of
the alleged hijackers were on the passenger manifests for the four flights.92

However, the manifests for the four airliners did not contain the names of
any of the alleged hijackers. They, in fact, contained no Arab names
whatsoever.93

It might appear that this problem had been rectified in 2005, thanks to
the claim by Los Angeles Times reporter Terry McDermott that he had
received passenger manifests that contain the names of the (alleged)
hijackers.94 However, the evidence presented by the FBI to the Moussaoui
trial in the following year (2006) did not include these purported
manifests.95 And there would have been good reason to consider them
inauthentic. Although the FBI claimed that it had received flight manifests
from the airlines by the morning of 9/11, the “manifests” that appeared in
2005 had names that were not known to the FBI until a day or more after
9/11.96 These 2005 “manifests,” therefore, could not have been the original
manifests for the four 9/11 flights.

The American Airlines Flight 77 Autopsy Report
The absence of Arab names on the flight manifests led Dr. Thomas Olmsted
—a psychiatrist and former Navy officer—to wonder if there were any
Arab names on the autopsy list for American Airlines Flight 77, which
reportedly struck the Pentagon. Having sent a FOIA request to the Armed
Forces Institute of Pathology, which carried out the autopsy, he received,
after a considerable wait, the autopsy list for AA 77. What he discovered



was indicated by the title of his report: “Still No Arabs on Flight 77.”97

Claims to the contrary cannot survive scrutiny.98

Failure to Squawk the Hijack Code
The public has been led to believe that all the evidence about what
happened on board the four airliners supported the claim that they were
taken over by hijackers. This claim, however, was contradicted by
something that did not happen. If pilots have any reason to believe that a
hijacking may be in process, they are trained to enter the standard hijack
code (7500) into their transponders to alert controllers on the ground. This
is called “squawking” the hijack code. But controllers on 9/11 did not
receive the code. Why not?

Two months after 9/11, a Boston Globe story said that “it appears that
the hijackers’ entry was surprising enough that the pilots did not have a
chance to broadcast a traditional distress call.”99 The very day after 9/11,
however, CNN had pointed out: “The action takes seconds.”100 Squawking
the hijack code would have taken much less time than hijackers would have
required to break into the pilots’ cabins. A reporter at the Moussaoui trial,
where the (purported) tapes from United 93 had been played, wrote:

In those tapes, the pilots shouted as hijackers broke into the cockpit.
“Mayday! Mayday! Mayday!” a pilot screamed in the first tape. In the
second tape, 30 seconds later, a pilot shouted: “Mayday! Get out of
here! Get out of here!”101

According to these tapes, therefore, the pilots were still alive and
coherent 30 seconds after realizing that hijackers were breaking into the
cockpit.

So why did neither of the two pilots on United 93 squawk the hijack
code while al-Qaeda hijackers were breaking into the cabin? And why did
none of the pilots on any of the other 9/11 flights squawk the code? The fact
that the hijack code was not squawked provides very strong evidence that
the official story about the 9/11 planes, according to which the cabins were
taken over by hijackers, is false.

The Reported Phone Calls from the Planes
It has been widely believed that we knew about the existence of hijackers
on the airliners by means of numerous phone calls from passengers and



crew members, in which they reported the hijackings. According to the 9/11
Commission: “Reports from two flight attendants [on American 11] tell us
most of what we know about how the hijacking happened.”102 As we will
see in Chapter 5, however, the reported phone calls from passengers and
flight attendants on the 9/11 flights were evidently faked.

CONCLUSION
It appears, therefore, that 9/11 was the most elaborate example yet of a
false-flag attack, which occurs when a country, wanting to attack another
country, orchestrates attacks on its own people while planting evidence to
implicate the other country. Hitler did this when he was ready to attack
Poland, which started the European part of World War II; Japan did it when
it was ready to attack Manchuria, which started the Asian part of that war.
In 1962, the Pentagon’s Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed false-flag attacks
killing American citizens to provide a pretext for invading Cuba.103 This
proposal was not put into effect because it was vetoed by President
Kennedy. But in 2001, the White House wanted to attack Afghanistan, Iraq,
and several other predominantly Muslim countries—including Libya, which
is the latest country to be attacked by America.104 And so, it appears,
evidence was planted to implicate Muslims.

In any case, the official rationale for our presence in Afghanistan is a
lie. The government has been there for other reasons. Critics have offered
various suggestions as to the most important of those reasons.105 Whatever
be the answer to that question, however, we have not been there to
apprehend the terrorists responsible for the 9/11 attacks. Besides never
being legally justified, the war in Afghanistan has not even been morally
justified.

This war has been an abomination. In addition to the thousands of US
and other NATO troops who have been killed or impaired for life,
physically and/or mentally, the US-led invasion-and-occupation of
Afghanistan has resulted in a huge number of Afghan casualties, with
estimates of death running from several hundred thousand to several
million.106 But whatever the true number, the fact is that the United States
has produced a great amount of death and misery— sometimes even
bombing funerals and wedding parties—in this poor country, which had
already suffered terribly and that, even if the official story were true, had



not attacked America. The fact that the official story is a lie makes our war
crimes even worse.

Besides the fact that the war in Afghanistan has been a crime against
peace—which American leaders at the end of World War II declared to be
“the supreme crime”—it should also be understood to be a crime against
democracy. This point will be introduced in Chapter 4 and developed more
fully in Chapter 9.107



I

2. THE DESTRUCTION OF THE WORLD
TRADE

 CENTER: WHY HAVE OTHERWISE
RATIONAL

 JOURNALISTS ENDORSED MIRACLES?

t has now been ten years since the 9/11 attacks. From the beginning, a
few people started arguing that the official account of the attacks—that
they were carried out by foreign Muslims in other countries—was false,

and that 9/11 was an inside job, carried out by people and agencies in our
own government. An emerging movement to make this case came to be
called “the 9/11 Truth Movement.”

According to several left-leaning critics of the 9/11 Truth Movement,
some of its central claims, especially about the destruction of the World
Trade Center, show its members to be scientifically challenged. In the
opinion of some of these critics, moreover, claims made by members of this
movement are sometimes unscientific in the strongest possible sense,
implying an acceptance of magic and miracles.

After documenting this charge in the first part of this chapter, I show in
the second part that the opposite is the case: On the one hand,these left-
leaning critics have endorsed the official account of the destruction of the
World Trade Center, even though it implies many miracles. On the other
hand, the 9/11 Truth Movement, in developing an alternative hypothesis,
has done so under the assumption that the laws of nature did not take a
holiday on 9/11. In the third part of this chapter, I ask these left-leaning
critics some questions raised by the fact that it is they, not members of the
9/11 Truth Movement, who have endorsed a conspiracy theory replete with
miracle stories as well as other absurdities.

I THE CHARGE THAT 9/11 TRUTH THEORIES
REST



ON UNSCIENTIFIC, EVEN MAGICAL, BELIEFS
Several left-leaning critics of the 9/11 Truth Movement charge its members
with relying on claims that are contradicted by good science and, in some
cases, reflect a belief in magic. By “magic,” they mean miracles,
understood as violations of basic principles of the physical sciences.

For example, Alexander Cockburn, who has referred to members of the
9/11 Truth Movement as “9/11 conspiracy nuts,”1 quoted with approval a
philosopher who, speaking of “the 9-11 conspiracy cult,” said that its “main
engine … is … the death of any conception of evidence,” resulting in “the
ascendancy of magic over common sense, let alone reason.”2 Also,
Cockburn assured his readers: “The conspiracy theory that the World Trade
Centre towers were demolished by explosive charges previously placed
within them is probably impossible.”3 With regard to Building 7 of the
World Trade Center, Cockburn claimed (in 2006) that the (2002) report by
FEMA was “more than adequate.”4

Likewise, George Monbiot, referring to members of the 9/11 Truth
Movement as “fantasists,” “conspiracy idiots,” and “morons,” charged that
they “believe that [the Bush regime] is capable of magic.”5

Matt Taibbi, saying that the “9/11 conspiracy theory is so shamefully
stupid” and referring to its members as “idiots,” wrote with derision about
the “alleged scientific impossibilities” in the official account of 9/11; about
the claim that “the towers couldn’t have fallen the way they did [without the
aid of explosives]”; of the view (held by “9/11 Truthers”) that “it isn’t the
plane crashes that topple the buildings, but bombs planted in the Towers
that do the trick”; and of “the supposed anomalies of physics involved with
the collapse of WTC-7.” He had been assured by “scientist friends,” he
added, that “[a]ll of the 9/11 science claims” are “rank steaming bullshit.”6

Chris Hayes, writing in The Nation in 2006, did not stoop to the kind of
name-calling employed by Cockburn, Monbiot, and Taibbi. He also knew,
he admitted, of “eyewitness accounts of [people] who heard explosions in
the World Trade Center.” And he was aware that “jet fuel burns at 1,500
degrees Fahrenheit [whereas] steel melts at 2,500.” He asserted,
nevertheless, that “the evidence shows [a 9/11 conspiracy] to be virtually
impossible,” so that the 9/11 Truth Movement’s conspiracy theory is
“wrongheaded and a terrible waste of time.”7



Noam Chomsky has also declared that the available facts, when
approached scientifically, refute the 9/11 Truth Movement. Speaking of
evidence provided by this movement to show that 9/11 “was planned by the
Bush Administration,” Chomsky declared: “If you look at the evidence,
anybody who knows anything about the sciences would instantly discount
that evidence.”8 In spite of his dismissive attitude, however, Chomsky in
2006 gave some helpful advice to people who believe they have physical
evidence refuting the official account:

There are ways to assess that: submit it to specialists … who have the
requisite background in civil-mechanical engineering, materials science,
building construction, etc., for review and analysis… . Or, … submit it
to a serious journal for peer review and publication. To my knowledge,
there isn’t a single submission.9

In These Times writer Terry Allen, in a 2006 essay entitled “The 9/11
Faith Movement,” assured her readers that “the facts [do not] support the
conspiracists’ key charge that World Trade Center buildings were destroyed
by pre-positioned explosives.”10

In an essay posted at AlterNet a few months after 9/11, David Corn used
a purely a priori argument to demonstrate—at least to his own satisfaction
—that 9/11 could not have been an inside job: “U.S. officials would [not
have been] … good [capable] enough, evil enough, or gutsy enough.” In
2009, after having been silent about 9/11 for the intervening years, he
addressed the issue again. Referring to “9/11 conspiracy silliness,” “9/11
conspiracy poison,” and “9/11 fabulists,” Corn declared:

The 9/11 conspiracy … was always a load of bunk. You don’t have to be
an expert on skyscraper engineering … to know that [this theory]
make[s] no sense.11

Corn thereby implied that, whereas anyone can know that the 9/11 Truth
Movement’s conspiracy theory is false, those people who are “expert[s] on
skyscraper engineering” would have even more certain knowledge of this
fact.

As to how people (such as himself) who are not experts on such matters
could know this movement’s conspiracy theory to be “a load of bunk,” Corn
again employed his three-point a priori argument, as re-worded in a 2009
Mother Jones essay, according to which the Bush administration was “not



that evil,” “not that ballsy,” and “not that competent.”12 Corn even referred
to his three-point argument as “a tutorial that should persuade anyone that
the 9/11 theory makes no sense.” Although this “tutorial” does not, of
course, convince members of the 9/11 Truth Movement, Corn explained this
fact by saying: “I have learned from experience that people who believe this
stuff are not open to persuasion.”13

In any case, although his argument against the inside-job theory was
almost entirely a priori, he did make the above-mentioned suggestion that
one’s a priori certitude would be reinforced by people, such as “expert[s] on
skyscraper engineering,” who have relevant types of expertise to evaluate
the empirical evidence.

A fuller statement of the general claim made by these authors— that the
9/11 Truth Movement is based on unscientific claims—was formulated by
Matthew Rothschild, the editor of The Progressive. In an essay entitled
“Enough of the 9/11 Conspiracy Theories Already,” Rothschild wrote:

Here’s what the conspiracists believe: 9/11 was an inside job… . [T]he
Twin Towers fell not because of the impact of the airplanes and the
ensuing fires but because [of] explosives. Building 7, another high-rise
at the World Trade Center that fell on 9/11, also came down by planted
explosives… . I’m amazed at how many people give credence to these
theories… . [S]ome of the best engineers in the country have studied
these questions and come up with perfectly logical, scientific
explanations for what happened… . At bottom, the 9/11 conspiracy
theories are profoundly irrational and unscientific. It is more than
passing strange that progressives, who so revere science on such issues
as tobacco, stem cells, evolution, and global warming, are so willing to
abandon science and give in to fantasy on the subject of 9/11.14

However, in spite of the confidence with which these critics have made
their charges, the truth is the complete opposite: It is the official account of
the destruction of the World Trade Center, which has been endorsed by the
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), that is profoundly
unscientific (partly because it ignores a massive amount of evidence
pointing to the use of explosives15), and it is precisely for this reason that
the 9/11 Truth Movement has come up with an alternative explanation—
namely, that the WTC buildings were brought down in the procedure
known as “controlled demolition.”



II MIRACLES IMPLIED BY NIST’s EXPLANATION OF
 THE WTC’s DESTRUCTION

The main reason why NIST’s theory of the destruction of the World Trade
Center is profoundly unscientific is that it cannot be accepted without
endorsing miracles, in the sense of violations of fundamental principles of
physics and chemistry. The fact that such violations are ruled out by science
has been treated with humor in a cartoon involving a mathematical proof on
a chalkboard. Most of the steps consist of mathematical equations. But the
second step simply says: “Then a miracle happens.”16 This is funny, because
it is universally understood in the scientific community that a scientific
explanation of some phenomenon cannot include the affirmation of a
miracle, even implicitly.

And yet this is what NIST does. NIST’s theory of the destruction of the
World Trade Center, in fact, includes the affirmation of several miracles. I
will demonstrate this point in terms of nine miracles implied by NIST’s
accounts of the destruction of Building 7 of the World Trade Center (WTC
7) and the Twin Towers (WTC 1 and 2).

1. THE FIRE-INDUCED COLLAPSE OF WTC 7:
 AN APPARENT MIRACLE

WTC 7 was a 47-story building that came down at 5:21 PM that day. In
discussing the miracles implied by NIST’s account of this building’s
collapse, I begin with a fact about WTC 7’s collapse that at least appears to
entail a miracle: that it was (according to the official account) the first steel-
framed high-rise building in the known universe to be brought down solely
by fire. The Twin Towers were hit by airliners, so the official account could
attribute their collapses to the airplane impacts as well as to the ensuing
fires. But WTC 7 was not hit by a plane, so its collapse apparently had to be
attributed to fire alone.

The unprecedented nature of a fire-induced collapse of a steel-framed
high-rise building was expressed a couple of months after 9/11 by New York
Times reporter James Glanz. Calling the collapse of WTC 7 “a mystery,”
Glanz reported that “experts said no building like it, a modern, steel-
reinforced high-rise, had ever collapsed because of an uncontrolled fire.”
Glanz also quoted a structural engineer as saying: “[W]ithin the structural
engineering community, [WTC 7] is considered to be much more important



to understand [than the Twin Towers],” because engineers had no answer to
the question, “why did 7 come down?”17

The mystery was not lessened in 2002 when FEMA issued the first
official report on this building’s collapse. Saying that its “best hypothesis”
was that flaming debris from the collapse of the North Tower had ignited
diesel fuel stored in the building, resulting in large, steel-weakening fires
that made the building collapse, FEMA admitted that this hypothesis had
“only a low probability of occurrence”18 (although Alexander Cockburn
years later, as we saw above, would declare this report to be “more than
adequate”).

This cautionary statement by FEMA did not, however, prevent
defenders of the official account from claiming that WTC 7’s collapse was
not really very mysterious after all. In a 2006 book, Popular Mechanics told
its readers what they could probably expect to find in the report on this
building to be put out by NIST—which had taken over from FEMA the
responsibility for issuing the official reports on the Twin Towers and WTC
7. Citing NIST’s “current working hypothesis,” Popular Mechanics said
that WTC 7’s diesel fuel had probably fed the fires “for up to seven
hours.”19

Also, using NIST’s then-current thinking in order to claim that “WTC 7
was far more compromised by falling debris than the FEMA report
indicated,” Popular Mechanics argued that critics could not reject the
official account on the grounds that it would make WTC 7 the first steel-
framed high-rise to have failed “because of fire alone,” because, Popular
Mechanics claimed, the causes of WTC 7’s collapse were analogous to the
causes of the collapses of WTC 1 and WTC 2: “A combination of physical
damage from falling debris [analogous to the damage caused in the Twin
Towers by the airplane impacts] and prolonged exposure to the resulting
[diesel-fuel-fed] fires [analogous to the jet-fuel-fed fires in the Twin
Towers].”20

Popular Mechanics called this twofold explanation a “conclusion” that
had been reached by “hundreds of experts from academia and private
industry, as well as the government.” This claim evidently impressed many
people, including Chris Hayes and Matthew Rothschild, both of whom said
that Popular Mechanics had disproved the claims of the 9/11 Truth



Movement. Rothschild, repeating Popular Mechanics’ twofold explanation,
wrote:

Building 7 … is a favorite of the conspiracy theorists, since the planes
did not strike this structure. But the building did sustain damage from
the debris of the Twin Towers. “On about a third of the face to the
center and to the bottom—approximately ten stories— about 25 percent
of the depth of the building was scooped out,” Shyam Sunder, the lead
investigator for the National Institute of Standards and Technology, told
Popular Mechanics. What’s more, the fire in the building lasted for
about eight hours, in part because there were fuel tanks in the basement
and on some of the floors.21

Hayes, saying that “Popular Mechanics assembled a team of engineers,
physicists, flight experts and the like to critically examine some of the Truth
Movement’s most common claims,” reported that these experts “found
them almost entirely without merit.” This claim by Popular Mechanics
evidently settled the matter for Hayes.22

Also, although Terry Allen did not mention Popular Mechanics, her
article clearly depended on it. Assuring her readers that she had found it
“relatively easy” to undermine the “facts” employed by the 9/11 Truth
Movement, she wrote:

Many conspiracists offer the collapse of WTC Building 7 as the
strongest evidence for the kind of controlled demolition that would
prove a plot. Although not hit by planes, it was damaged by debris, and
suffered fires eventually fueled by up to 42,000 gallons of diesel fuel
stored near ground level.23

Like Rothschild, therefore, she gave the same twofold explanation for
WTC 7’s collapse that had been provided by Popular Mechanics.24

However, when NIST finally issued its WTC 7 report in 2008, it did not
affirm either element in the twofold explanation that had been proffered by
Popular Mechanics. With regard to the first element, NIST said: “[F]uel oil
fires did not play a role in the collapse of WTC 7.”25 With regard to the
second element, NIST said: “Other than initiating the fires in WTC 7, the
damage from the debris from WTC 1 [the North Tower] had little effect on
initiating the collapse of WTC 7.”26



This second point means that, contrary to what Popular Mechanics had
claimed it would say, NIST actually asserted that WTC 7 was brought down
by fire, at least primarily. In NIST’s words, the collapse of WTC 7 was “the
first known instance of the total collapse of a [steel-framed] tall building
primarily due to fires.”27

One ambiguity needs clearing up: Although in these just-quoted
statements NIST seemed to indicate that the debris damage had “little
effect” on initiating the collapse, so that this collapse was only primarily
(rather than entirely) due to fire, NIST generally treated fire as the sole
cause: Besides repeatedly speaking of a “fire-induced” collapse,28 a press
release by NIST in August 2008 referred to the collapse of WTC 7 as “the
first known instance of fire causing the total collapse of a tall building.”
This press release, moreover, quoted lead investigator Shyam Sunder as
saying: “Our study found that the fires in WTC 7 … caused an
extraordinary event.”29 The brief version of NIST’s final report said: “Even
without the structural damage, WTC 7 would have collapsed from fires
having the same characteristics as those experienced on September 11,
2001.”30 The long version said: “WTC 7 sustained damage to its exterior as
a result of falling debris from the collapse of WTC 1, but this damage was
found to have no effect on the collapse initiating event.”31

It is not wrong, therefore, to say that NIST portrayed WTC 7 as the first
(and thus far only) steel-framed high-rise building to have come down
because of fire alone. NIST said, in other words, precisely what Popular
Mechanics, knowing that claims about unprecedented physical events are
deeply suspect, had assured people it would not say.

In doing so, moreover, NIST contradicted both parts of Popular
Mechanics’ explanation for WTC 7’s collapse, which, according to
Rothschild and Allen, had provided the basis for discounting the 9/11 Truth
Movement’s claims about this collapse. To review: Rothschild said that the
official account was credible, contrary to the Truth Movement’s claims,
because “the building did sustain damage from the debris of the Twin
Towers” and the “fire in the building lasted for about eight hours,” due to
the “fuel tanks in the basement and on some of the floors.”32 Allen likewise
said the official account was believable because, although WTC 7 was not
hit by a plane, “it was damaged by debris, and suffered fires eventually
fueled by up to 42,000 gallons of diesel fuel stored near ground level.”33



But then, when NIST later denied that either the debris-damage or the
diesel fuel played a role in the collapse of WTC 7, Rothschild and Allen did
not retract their prior assurances. It seems that they, in effect, simply said—
like Gilda Radner on Saturday Night Live in the 1970s—“Never mind.”
Their attitude seemed to be, in other words, that whatever the government
says, that is what they will believe. Whatever kind of journalism this is, it is
certainly not critical, truth-seeking journalism.

In any case, NIST’s claim that WTC 7 suffered an unprecedented, fire-
induced collapse is made even more problematic by the fact that the fires in
this building were relatively unimpressive, compared with fires in some
other steel-framed high-rises. In 1991, a huge fire in Philadelphia’s One
Meridian Plaza lasted for 18 hours and gutted eight of the building’s 38
floors.34 In Caracas in 2004, a fire in a 50-story building raged for 17 hours,
completely gutting the building’s top 20 floors. In neither case, however,
did the building, or even a single floor, collapse.35

In WTC 7, by contrast, there were long-lasting fires on only six of the
building’s 47 floors, according to NIST, and by “long-lasting,” NIST meant
only that they lasted up to seven hours.36 It would be exceedingly strange,
therefore, if fire had produced a total collapse of this building. The claim
becomes even stranger when one discovers that NIST had no evidence that
the fires on any of the floors lasted for much over three hours.37

Accordingly, besides undermining the confident explanations of WTC
7’s collapse offered by Popular Mechanics, NIST’s conclusion about this
building—that it was the first steel-framed high-rise building ever to be
brought down by fire—appears to constitute a rather remarkable miracle-
claim.

2. WTC 7’s COLLAPSE: A PERFECT IMITATION OF AN IMPLOSION
More clearly miraculous, given the official account, was the precise way in
which WTC 7 collapsed: symmetrically (straight down, with an almost
perfectly horizontal roofline), into its own footprint. In order for this
symmetrical collapse to occur, the top section of all the (vertical) steel
columns supporting the building had to fail simultaneously. There were 82
of these columns, so the fire theory of WTC 7’s collapse entails that the
fires in this building caused the top section of all 82 of these columns to fail
at the same instant.



Such a symmetrical failure would have been essentially impossible even
if the building had been entirely engulfed by fire, so that all the floors
would have been uniformly covered with fire. As it was, however, there
were fires on only a few floors, and these fires never covered an entire
floor. The official account implies, therefore, that a very asymmetrical
pattern of fires produced an entirely symmetrical collapse. If that is not a
genuine miracle, it will do until one comes along.

Another problem is the fact that, even if a symmetrical, total collapse
could be caused by an asymmetrical pattern of fires, a fire theory could not
explain the sudden onset of WTC 7’s collapse. Popular Mechanics, which
is unreliable on every aspect of 9/11 (as I showed in my 2007 book,
Debunking 9/11 Debunking38), apparently misled Chris Hayes on this point
by suggesting otherwise. Attempting to illustrate his claim that Popular
Mechanics had shown the core ideas of the 9/11 Truth Movement to be
“almost entirely without merit,” Hayes wrote:

To pick just one example, steel might not melt at 1,500 degrees
[Fahrenheit], the temperature at which jet fuel burns, but it does begin
to lose a lot of its strength, enough to cause the support beams to fail.39

However, even if the fire could have heated the steel up to this
temperature in the time available (which would have been impossible40), the
fire would have weakened the steel gradually, causing it to start sagging.
Videos would, therefore, show deformations in the building before it came
down. But they do not. One moment the building was perfectly immobile,
and the next moment, as videos show,41 it was accelerating downward in
free fall (the significance of free fall will be discussed below). As
Australian chemist Frank Legge has observed: “There is no sign of the slow
start that would be expected if collapse was caused by the gradual softening
of the steel.”42

Because of these two features of the collapse, people knowing anything
about such things can tell, simply by seeing a video of WTC 7’s collapse,
that it was brought down in the procedure known as “controlled
demolition.” For example, Daniel Hofnung, an engineer in Paris, has
written:

In the years after [the] 9/11 events, I thought that all I read in
professional reviews and French newspapers was true. The first time I



understood that it was impossible was when I saw a film about the
collapse of WTC 7.43

Kansas City civil engineer Chester Gearhart wrote:

I have watched the construction of many large buildings and also have
personally witnessed 5 controlled demolitions in Kansas City. When I
saw the towers fall on 9/11, I knew something was wrong and my first
instinct was that it was impossible. When I saw building 7 fall, I knew it
was a controlled demolition.44

Jack Keller, emeritus professor of engineering at Utah State University
(who had been named by Scientific American as one of the world’s leaders
in using science and technology to benefit society), wrote simply of WTC
7’s collapse: “Obviously it was the result of controlled demolition.”45

In revealing the collapse of WTC 7 to be an example of controlled
demolition, moreover, the videos show it to be the type of controlled
demolition known as “implosion,” in which explosives and/or incendiaries
are used to slice the building’s steel support columns so as to cause the
building to collapse into its own footprint.

In 2006, for example, a Dutch filmmaker asked Danny Jowenko, the
owner of a controlled demolition company in the Netherlands, to comment
on a video of the collapse of WTC 7, without telling him what it was.
(Jowenko had been unaware that a third building had collapsed in New
York on 9/11.) After viewing the video, Jowenko said: “They simply blew
up columns, and the rest caved in afterwards… . This is controlled
demolition.” When asked if he was certain, he replied: “Absolutely, it’s
been imploded. This was a hired job. A team of experts did this.”46

Moreover, the reason to implode a building, rather than simply causing
it to fall over sideways, is to avoid damaging nearby buildings, and
engineering an implosion is no mean feat. An implosion, in the words of a
controlled demolition website, is “by far the trickiest type of explosive
project,” which “only a handful of blasting companies in the world …
possess enough experience … to perform.”47 Mark Loizeaux, the president
of the aforementioned demolition firm, Controlled Demolition, Inc., has
explained why: “[T]o bring [a building] down … so … no other structure is
harmed,” the demolition must be “completely planned,” using “the right
explosive [and] the right pattern of laying the charges.”48



Would it not be a miracle if a fire-induced collapse, based on scattered
fires on a few of WTC 7’s floors, had produced a collapse that perfectly
imitated the kind of planned, controlled demolition that can be carried out
by only a few companies in the world?

Chris Hayes suggested that the 9/11 Truth Movement, by doubting the
government’s account of 9/11, exemplifies a resurgence of the “paranoid
style” in American politics. But in accepting the government’s account, as
defended by the pseudo-scientific Popular Mechanics, he illustrated the
other target of his article, the “credulous style,” which, he pointed out, is
generally exemplified by the American media.49 Surely, however, his
credulity does not extend to the acceptance of miracles.

3. WTC 7’s DESCENT IN ABSOLUTE FREE FALL
Even if some readers question whether the two previously discussed
features of the collapse of WTC 7, when understood within the framework
of NIST’s fire theory, imply miracles, there can be no doubt about a third
feature: the now-accepted (albeit generally unpublicized) fact that WTC 7
came down in absolute free fall for over two seconds.

Although scientists in the 9/11 Truth Movement had long been pointing
out that this building descended at the same rate as a free-falling object, or
at least virtually so, NIST had long denied this. As late as August 2008,
when NIST issued its report on WTC 7 in the form of a Draft for Public
Comment, it claimed that the time it took for the upper floors—the only
floors that are visible on the videos— to come down “was approximately 40
percent longer than the computed free fall time and was consistent with
physical principles.”50

As this statement implied, any assertion that the building did come
down in free fall, assuming a non-engineered collapse, would not be
consistent with physical principles—meaning basic laws of Newtonian
physics. Explaining why not during a “WTC 7 Technical Briefing” on
August 26, 2008, NIST’s Shyam Sunder said:

[A] free fall time would be [the fall time of] an object that has no
structural components below it… . [T]he … time that it took … for
those 17 floors to disappear [was roughly 40 percent longer than free
fall]. And that is not at all unusual, because there was structural
resistance that was provided in this particular case. And you had a



sequence of structural failures that had to take place. Everything was
not instantaneous.51

In saying this, Sunder was presupposing NIST’s theory that the building
was brought down by fire, which, if it could have produced a collapse of
any type, could have produced only a progressive collapse.

In response, high-school physics teacher David Chandler, who was
allowed to submit a question to this briefing, challenged Sunder’s denial of
free fall, stating that Sunder’s “40 percent longer” claim contradicted “a
publicly visible, easily measurable quantity.”52 Chandler then placed a video
on the Internet showing that, by measuring this publicly visible quantity,
anyone understanding elementary physics could see that “for about two and
a half seconds… , the acceleration of the building is indistinguishable from
freefall.”53 (This is, of course, free fall through the air, not through a
vacuum.)

In its final report on WTC 7, which came out in November 2008, NIST
—rather amazingly—admitted free fall. Dividing the building’s descent into
three stages, NIST described the second phase as “a freefall descent over
approximately eight stories at gravitational acceleration for approximately
2.25 s[econds].”54 NIST thereby accepted Chandler’s case—except for
maintaining that the building was in absolute free fall for only 2.25, not 2.5,
seconds (a trivial difference). NIST thereby affirmed a miracle, meaning a
violation of one or more laws of physics.

Why this would be a miracle was explained by Chandler, who said:
“Free fall can only be achieved if there is zero resistance to the motion.”55

In other words, the upper portion of Building 7 could have come down in
free fall only if something had suddenly removed all the steel and concrete
in the lower part of the building, which would have otherwise provided
resistance (to make a considerable understatment). If everything had not
been removed and the upper floors had come down in free fall anyway,
even if for only a fraction of a second, this would have been a miracle—
meaning a violation of physical principles. Explaining one of the physical
principles involved, Chandler said:

Anything at an elevated height has gravitational potential energy. If it
falls, and none of the energy is used for other things along the way, all
of that energy is converted into kinetic energy—the energy of motion,
and we call it ‘free fall.’ If any of the energy is used for other purposes,



there will be less kinetic energy, so the fall will be slower. In the case of
a falling building, the only way it can go into free fall is if an external
force removes the supporting structure. None of the gravitational
potential energy of the building is available for this purpose, or it would
slow the fall of the building.56

That was what Sunder himself had explained, on NIST’s behalf, the
previous August, saying that a free-falling object would be one “that has no
structural components below it” to offer resistance. But NIST then in
November, while still under Sunder’s leadership and still defending its fire
theory of WTC 7’s collapse, agreed that, as an empirical fact, free fall
happened. For a period of 2.25 seconds, NIST admitted, the descent of
WTC 7 was characterized by “gravitational acceleration (free fall).”57

Besides pointing out that the free fall descent of WTC 7 implied that the
building had been professionally demolished, Chandler observed that this
conclusion is reinforced by two features of the collapse mentioned above:

[P]articularly striking is the suddenness of onset of free fall.
Acceleration doesn’t build up gradually… . The building went from full
support to zero support, instantly… . One moment, the building is
holding; the next moment it lets go and is in complete free fall… . The
onset of free fall was not only sudden; it extended across the whole
width of the building… . The fact that the roof stayed level shows the
building was in free fall across the entire width. The collapse we see
cannot be due to a column failure, or a few column failures, or a
sequence of column failures. All 24 interior columns and 58 perimeter
columns had to have been removed … simultaneously, within a small
fraction of a second.58

For its part, NIST, knowing that it had affirmed a miracle by agreeing
that WTC 7 had entered into free fall, no longer claimed that its analysis
was consistent with the laws of physics. Back in its August draft, in which
it was still claiming that the collapse occurred 40 percent slower than free
fall, NIST had said—in a claim made three times—that its analysis was
“consistent with physical principles.”59 In the final report, however, every
instance of this phrase was removed. NIST thereby almost explicitly
admitted that its report on WTC 7, by affirming absolute free fall while
continuing to deny that either incendiaries or explosives had been
employed, is not consistent with basic principles of physics.



Accordingly, now that it is established that WTC 7 came down in
absolute free fall for over two seconds, one cannot accept the official
theory, according to which this building was not professionally demolished,
without implying that at least one miracle happened on 9/11.

George Monbiot, as we saw, described members of this movement as
“morons” who “believe that [the Bush regime] is capable of magic.”60

Unless Monbiot, upon becoming aware of NIST’s admission of free fall,
changes his stance, he will imply that al-Qaeda is capable of magic.

Matthew Rothschild said he was “amazed” at how many people hold the
“profoundly irrational and unscientific” belief that “Building 7 … came
down by planted explosives.” Given the fact that progressive members of
the 9/11 Truth Movement “so revere science on such issues as tobacco,
stem cells, evolution, and global warming,” Rothschild continued, it is
“more than passing strange that [they] are so willing to abandon science and
give in to fantasy on the subject of 9/11.”61

NIST’s report on WTC 7, however, provided the final proof that the
9/11 Truth Movement had been right all along—that those progressives who
credulously accept the Bush-Cheney administration’s explanation for WTC
7’s collapse are the ones who “abandon science and give in to fantasy on
the subject of 9/11.”

4. THE TWIN TOWERS: DESCENDING IN VIRTUAL FREE FALL
Miracles are implied not only by the official account of WTC 7’s collapse
but also by the official account of the destruction of the Twin Towers.
According to this account, the North Tower (WTC 1) and the South Tower
(WTC 2) came down because of three and only three causes: (i) the airplane
impacts, which caused structural damage; (ii) the ensuing fires, which were
initially fed and spread by jet fuel from the planes; and (iii) gravity. Neither
explosives nor incendiaries helped bring the buildings down. Internationally
known architect David A. Johnson has written:

[A]s a professional city planner in New York, I knew those buildings
and their design… . So I was well aware of the strength of the core with
its steel columns… . When I saw the rapid collapse of the towers, I
knew that they could not come down the way they did without
explosives and the severing of core columns at the base… . Moreover,
the symmetrical collapse is strong evidence of a controlled demolition.



A building falling from asymmetrical structural failure would not
collapse so neatly, nor so rapidly… . [T]he official explanation doesn’t
hold water.62

Johnson was saying, in short, that the official story required miracles.
One of the miracles implicit in this account is that, although each

building had 287 steel support columns—240 perimeter columns and 47
massive core columns—and although neither explosives nor incendiaries
were used to destroy these columns, each building came down, as NIST
itself put it, “essentially in free fall.”63 How would that have been possible?

According to NIST, each airliner took out several perimeter and core
columns at its area of impact and also created huge fires, which began
weakening the steel. After a period of time (56 minutes for the South
Tower, 102 minutes for the North Tower), “the massive top section of
[each] building at and above the fire and impact floors” fell down on the
lower section, which “could not resist the tremendous energy released by
[the top section’s] downward movement.”64 Accordingly, NIST’s report
said:

Since the stories below the level of collapse initiation provided little
resistance to the tremendous energy released by the falling building
mass, the building section above came down essentially in free fall, as
seen in videos.65

Trying to describe more fully its theory of how this happened, NIST
wrote:

The potential energy released by the downward movement of the large
building mass far exceeded the capacity of the intact structure below to
absorb that energy through energy of deformation… . As the stories
below sequentially failed, the falling mass increased, further increasing
the demand on the floors below, which were unable to arrest the moving
mass. In other words, the momentum [of the top stories] falling on the
supporting structure below … so greatly exceeded the strength capacity
of the structure below that [the latter] was unable to stop or even to slow
the falling mass.66

Even before we think about any specific law of physics violated by this
account (assuming that no explosives or incendiaries were used to remove
the steel columns), we can see intuitively that this explanation implies a



miracle: As NIST critic Jim Hoffman has pointed out, it “requires us to
believe that the massive steel frames of the [lower structure of the] towers
provided no more resistance to falling rubble than [would] air.”67

As to why physics rules out NIST’s account, William Rice, who has
both practiced and taught structural engineering, pointed out that NIST’s
account “violates Newton’s Law of Conservation of Momentum,” which
requires that, “as the stationary inertia of each floor is overcome by being
hit,” the speed of descent must decrease.68 A paper by physicists and
engineers published in an engineering journal agreed, stating:

NIST evidently neglects a fundamental law of physics in glibly treating
the remarkable ‘free fall’ collapse of each Tower, namely, the Law of
Conservation of Momentum. This law of physics means that the
hundreds of thousands of tons of material in the way must slow the
upper part of the building because of its mass.69

A letter to NIST signed by physicist Steven Jones, chemist Kevin Ryan,
and architect Richard Gage, among others, made a similar point, saying:

Basic principles of engineering (for example, the conservation of
momentum principle) would dictate that the undamaged steel structure
below the collapse initiation zone would, at the very least, resist and
slow the downward movement of the stories above. There is, indeed, a
good chance that the structural strength of the steelwork below would
arrest the downward movement of the stories above.70

NIST, as we saw above, claimed that the lower portion would not retard
—let alone arrest—the downward movement of the upper part, because the
“tremendous energy” of the upper part’s downward momentum would be
irresistible. Let us examine this claim with regard to the North Tower. It
was struck at the 95th floor, so the upper portion consisted of only 16
floors. Also, the structure at this height had relatively little weight to bear,
compared with the structure lower down, so the steel columns in the upper
part, above the area of impact, were much thinner than those in the lower
part. This means that the upper 16 floors probably constituted less than 15
percent of the building’s total weight. Also, the top portion would have
fallen only a story or two before hitting the lower portion, so it would not
have acquired much velocity before striking the lower portion. For these
reasons, the top portion would have not had much momentum, so its energy



would not have been so “tremendous,” it would seem, as to be irresistible
by the lower part, with its millions of pounds of interconnected steel.

This conclusion, based on a purely commonsense analysis, was
confirmed by a technical analysis of the North Tower collapse by
mechanical engineer Gordon Ross. Far from failing to retard the downward
movement of the building’s upper portion, his analysis showed, the lower
portion would have quickly and completely stopped the top portion’s
descent. Having made the necessary calculations (which NIST failed to do),
Ross concluded that the “vertical movement of the falling section would
[have been] arrested … within 0.02 seconds after impact. A collapse driven
only by gravity would not continue to progress beyond that point.”71

If Ross’s calculations are even close to accurate, then NIST’s account—
according to which the Twin Towers came down “essentially in free fall,”
even though they were not professionally demolished— implied two
enormous miracles (one for each building).

Another element in NIST’s account, to be sure, is the claim that the fires
in the buildings weakened the steel, so that it provided less resistance than
normal. “[W]hen bare steel reaches temperatures of 1,000 degrees Celsius,”
NIST wrote, “it softens and its strength reduces to roughly 10 percent of its
room temperature value.”72 NIST thereby, without actually saying it,
implied that the steel columns had been heated up to the point where they
lost 90 percent of their strength.

NIST was in this way able to mislead some nonscientific journalists into
thinking that fire could have caused the Twin Towers to collapse. Alexander
Cockburn, stating that the collapses did not require preplaced explosives,
said: “High grade steel can bend disastrously under extreme heat.” Chris
Hayes, stating that the 9/11 Truth Movement’s claims about the Twin
Towers are without merit, wrote (in a passage quoted earlier): “[S]teel
might not melt at 1,500 degrees [Fahrenheit], the temperature at which jet
fuel burns, but it does begin to lose a lot of its strength, enough to cause the
support beams to fail.”73

However, the idea that steel heated up by fire could account for the
collapses of the Twin Towers is wrong for at least two reasons. In the first
place, even if the steel had indeed lost 90 percent of its strength, it would
still have offered some resistance, because the law of conservation of



momentum would not have taken a holiday. So a collapse “essentially in
free fall” would have been impossible.

In the second place, there is no empirical basis for claiming that either
tower’s steel had lost any strength, let alone 90 percent of it. On the one
hand, as MIT engineering professor Thomas Eagar has pointed out,
structural steel only “begins to soften around 425°C [797°F].”74 On the
other hand, scientific studies on 16 perimeter columns carried out by NIST
scientists found that “only three [of these perimeter] columns had evidence
that the steel reached temperatures above 250 C [482 F].” These NIST
scientists also found no evidence that even this temperature (250 C [482 F])
had been reached by any of the core columns.75

Accordingly, far from having evidence that any of the steel in the
columns reached the temperature (1,000°C [1,832°F]) at which it would
have lost 90 percent of its strength, NIST had no evidence that any of the
columns would have lost even five percent of their strength. If neither
explosives nor incendiaries were used to remove the 287 steel support
columns, therefore, the top portion of the building came down through the
lower portion as if it were not there, even though the steel in that portion
was cool and hence at virtually full strength.

In claiming, therefore, that both of the Twin Towers came down
essentially in free fall without the aid of either incendiaries or explosives,
NIST implied enormous violations of the physical principle known as the
conservation of momentum. Although Rothschild accused the 9/11 Truth
Movement of being “irrational and unscientific,” this characterization
applies instead to NIST’s report on the Twin Towers and anyone who
accepts it.

5. THE SOUTH TOWER’s MID-AIR MIRACLES
Having illustrated the previous miracle primarily in terms of the North
Tower, I turn now to a miracle unique to the South Tower. It was struck at
the 80th floor, so that its upper portion consisted of a 30-floor block. As
videos of the beginning of this building’s collapse show, this block began
tipping toward the corner that had been most damaged by the airplane’s
impact. According to the law of the conservation of angular momentum,
this section should have fallen to the ground far outside the building’s



footprint. “However,” Jim Hoffman and fellow 9/11 researcher Don Paul
have observed,

as the top then began to fall, the rotation decelerated. Then it reversed
direction [even though the] law of conservation of angular momentum
states that a solid object in rotation will continue to rotate at the same
speed unless acted on by a torque.76

And then, as if this were not miraculous enough:

We observe [wrote physicist Steven Jones] that approximately 30 upper
floors begin to rotate as a block, to the south and east. They begin to
topple over, not fall straight down. The torque due to gravity on this
block is enormous, as is its angular momentum. But then—and this I’m
still puzzling over—this block turned mostly to powder in mid-air! How
can we understand this strange behavior, without explosives?77

If someone were to ask how even explosives could explain this
behavior, we could turn to a statement by Mark Loizeaux, the president of
Controlled Demolition, Inc. In response to an interviewer’s question as to
how he made “doomed structures dance or walk,” Loizeaux said:

[B]y differentially controlling the velocity of failure in different parts of
the structure, you can make it walk, you can make it spin, you can make
it dance. We’ve taken it and moved it, then dropped it or moved it,
twisted it and moved it down further—and then stopped it and moved it
again. We’ve dropped structures 15 storeys, stopped them and then laid
them sideways. We’ll have structures start facing north and end up
going to the north-west.78

If we suppose that explosives were used, therefore, we can understand
the mid-air dance performed by the upper portion of the South Tower.

If we refuse to posit explosives, however, we are stuck with a major
miracle: Although the upper block was rotating and tipping in such a way
that its angular momentum should have caused it to fall down to the side, it
somehow righted itself by disintegrating.

This disintegration, incidentally, further undermines the official theory,
according to which the “tremendous energy” of this block’s downward
momentum caused the lower part of the South Tower to collapse. This
theory requires that the upper part smashed down, as a solid block, on the



lower part. Videos show, however, that it did not. As Gage, Jones, Ryan,
and other colleagues pointed out to NIST:

[T]he upper portion of WTC 2 did not fall as a block upon the lower
undamaged portion, but instead disintegrated as it fell. Thus, there
would be no single large impact from a falling block … [but only] a
series of small impacts as the fragments of the disintegrating upper
portion arrived.79

6. HORIZONTAL EJECTIONS FROM THE TWIN TOWERS
Dwain Deets, former director of the research engineering division at
NASA’s Dryden Flight Research Center, has written that the “massive
structural members being hurled horizontally” from the Twin Towers “leave
no doubt” in his mind that “explosives were involved.”80

Deets was referring to the fact that the disintegration of each of the
Twin Towers began with a massive explosion near the top, during which
huge sections of perimeter columns were ejected out horizontally so
powerfully that some of them traveled 500 to 600 feet. Although this
feature of the destructions was not mentioned in NIST’s (2005) report on
the Twin Towers, there could be no doubt about it, because some of these
sections of steel implanted themselves in neighboring buildings, as can be
seen in videos and photographs.81

These ejections are now, in any case, part of the official account,
because NIST, apparently finding them necessary to explain how fires got
started in WTC 7, mentioned them in its report on this building. In Shyam
Sunder’s opening statement at the August 2008 press briefing to announce
the release of NIST’s draft report on WTC 7, he said: “The debris from
Tower 1 … started fires on at least 10 floors of the building.”82 NIST’s
WTC 7 report said: “The fires in WTC 7 were ignited as a result of the
impact of debris from the collapse of WTC 1, which was approximately 110
m[eters] (350 ft) to the south.”83

NIST thereby admitted that debris had been thrown out horizontally
from the North Tower at least 350 feet.84 NIST’s report also stated:

When WTC 1 collapsed at 10:28:22 AM, … some fragments [of debris]
were forcibly ejected and traveled distances up to hundreds of meters.
Pieces of WTC 1 hit WTC 7, severing six columns on Floors 7 through



17 on the south face and one column on the west face near the
southwest corner. The debris also caused structural damage between
Floor 44 and the roof.85

Debris that caused such extensive damage, including the severing of
seven steel columns, had to be quite heavy. NIST seemed to be granting,
therefore, that sections of steel columns had been hurled at least 650 feet
(because “hundreds of meters” would mean at least 200 meters, which
would be about 650 feet). Enormous force would be needed to eject large
sections of steel that far out.

What could have produced this force? According to NIST, as we saw
earlier, there were only three causal factors in the collapse of the Twin
Towers: the airplane impacts, the fires, and gravitational attraction. The
airplane impacts had occurred 56 minutes (South Tower) and 102 minutes
(North Tower) earlier, and gravitational attraction pulls things straight
downward. Fire could, to be sure, produce horizontal ejections by causing
jet fuel to explode, but the jet fuel had, NIST pointed out, burned up within
“a few minutes.”86 Therefore, although NIST admitted that these horizontal
ejections occurred, it suggested no energy source to explain them.

These ejections could be explained by explosives. According to NIST,
however, explosives did not contribute to the destruction of the Twin
Towers. Those who accept NIST’s account must, therefore, regard these
horizontal ejections as constituting yet another miracle.

7. METAL-MELTING FIRES
In light of the above-discussed unprecedented effects produced by the fires
in the WTC buildings (according to the official account), it would seem that
these fires must have had miraculous powers. This conclusion is reinforced
by an examination of still more extraordinary effects.

Swiss-Cheese Steel: Within a few months of 9/11, three professors from
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) had issued a brief report about a
piece of steel recovered from the WTC 7 debris, stating that it had
undergone “microstructural changes,” including “intergranular melting.”87

A greatly expanded version of this report, which contained a description of
a similarly eroded piece of steel from one of the Twin Towers, was included



as an appendix to the first official report on the destruction of the World
Trade Center, which was issued by FEMA in 2002.88

A New York Times story, noting that parts of these pieces of steel had
“melted away,” even though “no fire in any of the buildings was believed to
be hot enough to melt steel outright,” said that these discoveries constituted
“[p]erhaps the deepest mystery uncovered in the investigation.”89

Describing these mysterious pieces of steel more fully, an article in WPI’s
magazine, entitled “The ‘Deep Mystery’ of Melted Steel,” said:

[S]teel—which has a melting point of 2,800 degrees Fahrenheit— may
weaken and bend, but does not melt during an ordinary office fire. Yet
… [a] one-inch column has been reduced to half-inch thickness. Its
edges—which are curled like a paper scroll—have been thinned to
almost razor sharpness. Gaping holes—some larger than a silver dollar
—let light shine through a formerly solid steel flange. This Swiss
cheese appearance shocked all of the fire-wise professors, who expected
to see distortion and bending—but not holes.90

One of the three WPI professors, Jonathan Barnett, was quoted by the
Times as saying that the steel “appear[ed] to have been partly evaporated in
extraordinarily high temperatures.”91

That the steel had actually evaporated—not merely melted—was also
reported in another New York Times story. Professor Abolhassan Astaneh-
Asl of the University of California at Berkeley, speaking of a horizontal I-
beam from WTC 7, reportedly said: “Parts of the flat top of the I, once five-
eighths of an inch thick, had vaporized.”92

Why do these phenomena involve miracles? Because the fires could not
possibly, even under the most ideal conditions (which did not obtain), have
been hotter than 1,800 degrees Fahrenheit (the maximum possible
temperature for hydrocarbon-based building fires, which these fires were
said to be), whereas the melting and boiling points of steel are only slightly
lower than those of iron, which are 2,800°F and 5,182°F, respectively.93 So
if one accepts the official account, according to which all the heat was
produced by the building fires, then one must believe that these fires had
miraculous powers.

NIST, which took over from FEMA the task of writing the official
reports on the WTC, avoided this issue by simply not mentioning any of
these pieces of steel, even though two of them had been discussed in a



FEMA report appendix. NIST even claimed that no recovered steel from
WTC 7 could be identified, because the steel used in this building, unlike
that used in the Twin Towers, “did not contain … identifying
characteristics.”94

In making this claim, however, NIST was clearly not being truthful. For
one thing, it had previously published a document in which it had referred
to steel recovered from WTC 7—including the piece discussed by the WPI
professors.95 Also, NIST’s claim about not identifying any WTC 7 steel was
made in August 2008, shortly after the airing in July 2008 of a BBC
program on WTC 7, in which one of those WPI professors, Jonathan
Barnett, had discussed an “eroded and deformed” piece of steel from WTC
7, which he and his colleagues had studied in 2001. These professors knew
“its pedigree,” Barnett explained, because “this particular kind of steel” had
been used only in WTC 7, not in the Twin Towers.96

So, although it called the collapse of WTC 7 “the first known instance
of fire causing the total collapse of a tall building,”97 NIST had
demonstrated its awareness of a recovered piece of steel from this building
that only a very miraculous fire could have produced. NIST was surely also
aware of the similarly eroded piece of steel from one of the Twin Towers,
which had likewise been reported by the WPI professors in their paper
included as an appendix to the 2002 FEMA report.

If the fires in WTC 7 and the Twin Towers had miraculous powers, we
would expect still more miraculous effects to have been discovered, and this
was indeed the case.

Melted Iron: The RJ Lee Group, a scientific research firm, was hired by
Deutsche Bank, which had a building close to the World Trade Center, to
prove that the dust contaminating its building after 9/11 was not ordinary
building dust, as its insurance company claimed, but had resulted from the
destruction of the World Trade Center. The RJ Lee Group’s reports showed
that the dust in the bank’s building shared the unique chemical signature of
the WTC dust, part of which was “[s]pherical iron … particles.”98 The
spherical shape shows that melting has occurred: The shape is produced by
surface tension as the drops fly through the air.

There was, moreover, an enormous number of these particles: Whereas
iron particles constitute only 0.04 percent of normal building dust, they



constituted (a whopping) 5.87 percent of the WTC dust.99 The existence of
these particles, the RJ Lee Group said, proved that iron had “melted during
the WTC Event.”100 The scientists conducting the EPA’s WTC dust
signature study, incidentally, had at one time considered including “iron
spheres” among the components to be mentioned; it would be interesting to
learn why this idea was dropped.101

In any case, the identification of iron spheres by both the EPA and the
RJ Lee Group was another miraculous discovery, for the reason given
above: The melting point of iron is 2,800°F, whereas the WTC fires could
not possibly have gotten above 1,800°F.102

Melted Molybdenum: Scientists at the US Geological Survey, in a study
intended to aid the “identification of WTC dust components,” discovered an
even more miraculous effect of the fires. Besides finding the spherical iron-
rich particles, these scientists found that molybdenum, the melting point of
which is 4,753°F (2,623°C), had also melted. Although these USGS
scientists failed to mention this discovery in their published report,103

another group of scientists, having obtained the USGS team’s data through
a FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) request, reported evidence showing
that the USGS scientists had devoted serious study to “a molybdenum-rich
spherule.”104

8. INEXTINGUISHABLE FIRES
Besides having the power to produce the extraordinary effects already
reported, the World Trade Center fires were also miraculously
inextinguishable. The fact that fires continued burning in the Ground Zero
rubble for many months, in spite of every attempt to put them out, was
widely reported. The title of a New York Times story in the middle of
November, two months after the attacks, referred to the “Most Stubborn
Fire.” A New Scientist article in December was entitled “Ground Zero’s
Fires Still Burning.” Very hot fires continued to burn in the Ground Zero
debris piles, these stories reported, even though heavy rains came down,
millions of additional gallons of water were sprayed onto the piles, and a
chemical suppressant was pumped into them.105

According to Greg Fuchek, vice president of a company that supplied
computer equipment to identify human remains at the site, the working



conditions at Ground Zero remained “hellish” for six months, because the
ground temperature ranged from 600 to 1,500 degrees Fahrenheit.106

These inextinguishable fires were a mystery. Assuming the truth of the
official account of the destruction of the World Trade Center, there would
have been nothing in the debris pile other than ordinary building materials,
and these can burn only in the presence of oxygen. There would have been
little oxygen available in the densely packed debris piles, and wherever it
was available, the fires should have been easily suppressed by the enormous
amounts of water and chemical suppressants pumped into the piles. The
fires’ seemingly miraculous power to keep burning could not be explained
by the airplanes’ jet fuel (which is essentially kerosene), because it would
have all burned out, as mentioned above, within a few minutes.

A non-miraculous explanation is suggested by the discovery of a large
amount of nanothermite residue in the WTC dust, which was reported in a
peer-reviewed scientific journal in 2009. Nanothermite— “which can be
tailored to behave as an incendiary (like ordinary thermite) or as an
explosive”107—is one among several types of “energetic nanocomposites,”
which were described by an article in The Environmentalist as “chemical
energetic materials, which provide their own fuel and oxidant and are not
deterred by water, dust or chemical suppressants.”108 The discovery of
nanothermite residue in the dust provided, therefore, an empirical basis for
a non-miraculous explanation of the long-lasting fires at Ground Zero.

According to the official account, however, the buildings were all
brought down without the aid of any incendiaries or explosives. WTC 7 was
said by NIST, as we saw above, to have been brought down by fire alone,
and this fire, NIST added, was “an ordinary building contents fire.”109 As
for the Twin Towers, they were brought down through the combined effects
of the airplane impacts and the ensuing fires: NIST explicitly rejected
“alternative hypotheses suggesting that the WTC towers were brought down
by controlled demolition using explosives.”110

For anyone who accepts the official account, therefore, the
inextinguishable underground fires at Ground Zero provide still another
demonstration of miraculous powers that must have been possessed by the
World Trade Center fires.

9. SUPERNATURAL SULFUR



In the seventh section, I discussed the two Swiss-cheese-appearing pieces of
steel that had been recovered from the World Trade Center rubble—one
from WTC 7, the other from one of the Twin Towers. In that discussion,
however, I ignored one of the critical features of these pieces of steel, which
was central to the reason they were said by the New York Times to constitute
“the deepest mystery.”

This was the fact that the thinning of the steel had resulted, according to
the three WPI professors’ report, from sulfidation, but there was no
explanation for the source of the sulfur or the mechanism through which it
entered into the steel. According to a preliminary analysis reported by the
professors, said the New York Times article, “sulfur released during the fires
—no one knows from where—may have combined with atoms in the steel
to form compounds that melt at lower temperatures.”111

This phenomenon was discussed more fully in the article, “The ‘Deep
Mystery’ of Melted Steel,” in WPI’s magazine, which attributed the holes
and the thinning to “a eutectic reaction” that “occurred at the surface,
causing intergranular melting capable of turning a solid steel girder into
Swiss cheese.”112

In summarizing their findings in the paper included in the FEMA report,
the three professors wrote:

1. The thinning of the steel occurred by a high-temperature corrosion
due to a combination of oxidation and sulfidation.

2. Heating of the steel into a hot corrosive environment approaching
1,000°C (1,832°F) results in the formation of a eutectic mixture of
iron, oxygen, and sulfur that liquefied the steel.

3. The sulfidation attack of steel grain boundaries accelerated the
corrosion and erosion of the steel.113

Then, having mentioned sulfidation in each of these three points, the
professors added: “The severe corrosion and subsequent erosion of Samples
1 and 2 are a very unusual event. No clear explanation for the source of the
sulfur has been identified… . A detailed study into the mechanisms of this
phenomenon is needed.”114



However, although Arden Bement, who was the director of NIST when
it took over the WTC project from FEMA, said that NIST’s report would
address “all major recommendations contained in the [FEMA] report,”115

NIST ignored this recommendation. Indeed, as we saw earlier, it did not
even mention these Swiss-cheese pieces of steel.

Also, when NIST was later asked about the sulfidation, it tried to
maintain that the source of the sulfur was not actually a mystery, saying that
“sulfur is present in the gypsum wallboard that was prevalent in the interior
partitions.”116

But there are three problems with this explanation. First, gypsum is
calcium sulfate, so if all the sulfur discovered had been from gypsum
wallboard, it would have been matched by about the same percentage of
calcium. That, however, was not the case.117

Second, the WPI professors reported not merely that there was sulfur in
the debris, but that the steel had been sulfidized. This means that sulfur had
entered into the intergranular structure of the steel (which the New York
Times article had indicated by saying that sulfur had “combined with atoms
in the steel”). As chemist Kevin Ryan has said, the question NIST would
need to answer is: “[H]ow did sulfates, from wallboard, tunnel into the
intergranular microstructure of the steel and then form sulfides within?”118

Physicist Steven Jones added:

[I]f NIST claims that sulfur is present in the steel from gypsum, they
should do an (easy) experiment to heat steel to about 1000°C in the
presence of gypsum and then test whether sulfur has entered the steel…
. [T]hey will find that sulfur does not enter steel under such
circumstances.119

Chemistry professor Niels Harrit has explained why it would not:
Although gypsum contains sulfur, this is not elemental sulfur, which can
react with iron, but sulfur in the form of calcium sulfate, which cannot.120

The official account of the destruction of the World Trade Center,
therefore, implies that the sulfidized steel had been produced by a twofold
miracle: Besides the fact that the fires, as we saw earlier, could have melted
steel only if they had possessed miraculous powers, the sulfur in the
wallboard could have entered into this melted steel only by virtue of
supernatural powers.



Once again, a non-miraculous explanation is available: We need only
suppose that thermate, a well-known incendiary, had been employed. As
Steven Jones has written:

The thermate reaction proceeds rapidly and is in general faster than
basic thermite in cutting through steel due to the presence of sulfur.
(Elemental sulfur forms a low-melting-temperature eutectic with
iron.)121

Besides providing an explanation for the eutectic reaction, thermate
could also, Jones pointed out, explain the melting, oxidation, and
sulfidation of the steel:

When you put sulfur into thermite it makes the steel melt at a much
lower temperature, so instead of melting at about 1,538°C [2,800°F] it
melts at approximately 988°C [1,820°F], and you get sulfidation and
oxidation in the attacked steel.122

NIST, however, insists that no incendiaries were employed: WTC 7 was
brought down by fire alone; the Twin Towers by the fires combined with
damage from the airplane impacts. Those who endorse the official account,
therefore, are stuck with yet another miracle.

III WHICH 9/11 CONSPIRACY THEORY IS
TRULY

 DISCREDITING AND DISTRACTING?
In light of the above facts, I ask Terry Allen, David Corn, Noam Chomsky,
Alexander Cockburn, Chris Hayes, George Monbiot, Matthew Rothschild,
and Matt Taibbi: Are you still comfortable with endorsing the official
account of the destruction of the World Trade Center?

A symposium on “State Crimes against Democracy” in one of our major
social science journals, American Behavioral Scientist,123 has recently
addressed this issue. Likening Orwell’s “secret doctrine” that 2 + 2 = 4,
which intellectuals must safeguard in dark times, to unquestioned laws of
physics, one of the symposium’s authors criticized “the awesome
intellectual silence making permissible the blithe dismissal of more than
one law of thermodynamics in the World Trade Center Towers’ collapse.”124



Part of this silence has involved the failure of the academy to protest when
“Professor Steven Jones found himself forced out of [a] tenured position for
merely reminding the world that physical laws, about which there is no
dissent whatsoever, contradict the official theory of the World Trade Center
Towers’ collapse.”125

I wonder if you are still comfortable with giving your own consent to
NIST’s “blithe dismissal” of otherwise unquestioned physical principles—
as did Cockburn, when he ridiculed the 9/11 Truth Movement for its
“delirious litanies about … the collapse of the WTC buildings,” and Taibbi,
when he wrote dismissively of people who have tried to educate him “on
the supposed anomalies of physics involved with the collapse of WTC-
7.”126 I would think that, if there are good reasons to suspect that these
physical principles have been dismissed in the interests of covering up a
major state crime against democracy, you journalists would be especially
uncomfortable with giving your consent to it.

Some of you have expressed fear, to be sure, that the left will be
discredited insofar as it is seen as endorsing a 9/11 conspiracy theory.
Having asked in 2007, “Why do I bother with these morons?” George
Monbiot replied: “Because they are destroying the movements some of us
have spent a long time trying to build.”127 In 2009, David Corn wrote:
“[W]hen the 9/11 conspiracy theories were first emerging on the left, I
wrote several pieces decrying them [for] fear … that this unsound idea
would infect the left and other quarters—discrediting anyone who got close
to it.”128

Some of you, moreover, have objected to the 9/11 Truth Movement on
the grounds that it has served as a distraction from truly important issues.
The 9/11 conspiracy theories, Corn wrote in 2002, serve to “distract people
from the real wrongdoing.”129 Cockburn, writing in 2006, agreed, saying:
“The Conspiracy Nuts have combined to produce a huge distraction.”130

That same year, Chomsky said: “One of the major consequences of the 9/11
movement has been to draw enormous amounts of energy and effort away
from activism directed to real and ongoing crimes of state.”131 And
Monbiot, naming in 2007 some truly important issues from which, in his
view, the 9/11 conspiracy theory has distracted us, mentioned “climate
change, the Iraq war, nuclear proliferation, inequality, … [the fact] that



corporate power stands too heavily on democracy, [and] that war criminals,
cheats and liars are not being held to account.”132

I will address these two fears—of being discredited and of being
distracted—in order.

1. THE FEAR OF BEING DISCREDITED
Left-leaning journalists are certainly right to fear that the left would be
discredited by being aligned with a conspiracy theory that is scientifically
unsupportable and even absurd. It is hard to imagine, however, what could
discredit the left more than having many of its recognized leaders endorsing
the Bush-Cheney administration’s 9/11 conspiracy theory, especially at a
time when more and more scientists and people in relevant professions are
pointing out its absurdities.

Conspiracy Theories and the Official Account of 9/11: I realize, of course,
that most of you do not like to acknowledge that the official account of 9/11
is itself a conspiracy theory, given the one-sided, propagandistic meaning
with which this term is now commonly employed. As New Zealand
philosopher Charles Pigden has pointed out in a superb essay entitled
“Conspiracy Theories and the Conventional Wisdom”:

[T]o call someone ‘a conspiracy theorist’ is to suggest that he is
irrational, paranoid or perverse. Often the suggestion seems to be that
conspiracy theories are not just suspect, but utterly unbelievable, too
silly to deserve the effort of a serious refutation.133

However, Pigden continues, using the term in this way is intellectually
dishonest, because “a conspiracy theory is simply a theory that posits a
conspiracy—a secret plan on the part of some group to influence events by
partly secret means.”134 And, given this neutral, dictionary meaning of the
term:

[E]very politically and historically literate person is a big-time
conspiracy theorist, since every such person subscribes to a vast range
of conspiracy theories… . [T]here are many facts that admit of no non-
conspiratorial explanation and many conspiracy theories that are
sufficiently well-established to qualify as knowledge. It is difficult … to



mount a coup [or an assassination] without conspiring… . Thus anyone
who knows anything about the Ides of March or the assassinations of
Archduke Franz Ferdinand or the Tsar Alexander II is bound to
subscribe to a conspiracy theory, and hence to be a conspiracy
theorist.135

In light of the neutral meaning of the term provided by Pigden, everyone
is a conspiracy theorist about 9/11, not only people who believe that the US
government was complicit. According to the government’s theory, the 9/11
attacks resulted from a conspiracy between Osama bin Laden, other al-
Qaeda leaders (such as Khalid Sheikh Mohammed), and 19 young members
of al-Qaeda who agreed to hijack airliners.136

Failure to recognize this point can lead to absurd consequences. For
example, after an article about 9/11 by former Minnesota Governor Jesse
Ventura, which had been posted at the Huffington Post, was quickly taken
down, the HP editor gave this explanation:

The Huffington Post’s editorial policy … prohibits the promotion and
promulgation of conspiracy theories—including those about 9/11. As
such, we have removed this post.137

In response, I pointed out that this policy entails that the Huffington
Post “cannot accept any posts that state, or imply, that al-Qaeda was
responsible for the 9/11 attacks, for that is a conspiracy theory.” This fact
has been acknowledged, I added, by former Harvard law professor and
current Obama administration member Cass Sunstein—who referred to the
above-quoted article by Charles Pigden. I pointed out that this fact
combined with the Huffington Post’s policy would lead to a strange
implication:

[The Huffington Post] cannot allow President Obama to say that we are
in Afghanistan to ‘get the people who attacked us on 9/11,’ because he’s
thereby endorsing the Bush-Cheney conspiracy theory about 9/11.138

But the Huffington Post, evidently not bothered by logical
inconsistency, has not changed its policy.

In any case, once it is acknowledged that both of the major theories
about 9/11 are conspiracy theories, the 9/11 Truth Movement’s theory
cannot rationally be rejected on the grounds that it is a conspiracy theory.
Making a rational judgment requires comparing the two conspiracy theories



to see which one is more plausible. And when the issue is posed in this way,
the official theory does not fare well, whether viewed from a scientific or a
merely prima facie perspective.

The Prima Facie Absurdity of the Official Conspiracy Theory: Even when
viewed only superficially (prima facie), the central elements in the official
story, if evaluated in abstraction from the fact that it is the official story, is
certainly implausible—it probably would even have been too implausible to
pass muster as the plot for a bad Hollywood movie. Matt Taibbi has made
such a statement about the story implicit in the various claims made by the
9/11 Truth Movement, saying that if you combine those claims into a
coherent script, “you get the dumbest story since Roman Polanski’s
Pirates.”139 However, aside from the fact that Taibbi failed to support this
claim, he simply ignored the absurdity of the official story, which, boiled
down to a one-sentence summary, says:

Inexperienced Muslim hijackers, armed only with knives and box-
cutters, took control of four airliners, then outfoxed the world’s most
sophisticated air defense system, then used two of these airliners to
bring three skyscrapers down (indeed, straight down, in virtual free
fall),140 and then, almost an hour later—when the US air defense system
would have been on highest alert—flew a third one, undetected, from
the midwest back to Washington, DC, where— thanks to heroic piloting
by a man who had never before flown an airliner and who was,
according to the New York Times, known as a “terrible pilot,” incapable
of safely flying even a tiny plane—this third airliner went through an
extremely difficult trajectory (even too difficult for themselves, said
some experienced airline pilots) in order to strike the first floor of the
Pentagon—surely the most well-protected building on the planet—
without scraping the Pentagon lawn.
What could discredit “the left” more than the fact that you, some of its

leading spokespersons, have endorsed such nonsense?

The Scientific Status of the Two Conspiracy Theories: Actually, there is one
thing that would be even more discrediting: If, after having it pointed out to
you that at least nine miracles are implied by this story, you fail to renounce
your former acceptance of it.



Also, it is not only the miracles implicit in the official account that
undermine your apparent assumption that good science supports the official
account rather than that of the 9/11 Truth Movement. Although that
assumption was less obviously unreasonable a few years ago, at least by
people who either could not or would not look at the evidence for
themselves, that assumption is now completely and obviously unreasonable,
due to developments that have occurred in the past few years.

In 2006, as we saw above, Chomsky suggested that there would be two
decisive tests for the physical evidence touted by the 9/11 Truth Movement:
(i) “submit it to specialists [with] the requisite background in civil-
mechanical engineering, materials science, [and] building construction,” (ii)
“submit it to a serious journal for peer review and publication.”

To begin with the second test: A few months before December 2006,
when Chomsky made this suggestion, physicist Steven Jones and some
other scientists started a new online outlet, the Journal of 9/11 Studies. By
2011, it has published dozens of peer-reviewed papers, five of which were
cited earlier: “Why Indeed Did the WTC Buildings Completely Collapse?”
and “Revisiting 9/11/2001: Applying the Scientific Method” (by Jones
himself); “Extremely High Temperatures during the World Trade Center
Destruction” (by Jones and seven other scientists); “9/11: Acceleration
Study Proves Explosive Demolition” (by Frank Legge); and “Momentum
Transfer Analysis of the Collapse of the Upper Storeys of WTC 1” (by
Gordon Ross).

Of course, people who are skeptical of the 9/11 Truth Movement’s
claims may assume—albeit wrongly, from what I have learned—that this
journal, being favorable to such claims, may have a less than rigorous peer-
review process. And what Chomsky had suggested, in any case, was that
9/11 Truth Movement scientists should submit articles to mainstream
science journals, to see if they could pass their peer-review processes.

Jones and other physical scientists, deciding to take up Chomsky’s
challenge, started working on papers to submit, and since 2008, at least six
papers disputing the official account of the WTC have been published in
mainstream journals:

“Fourteen Points of Agreement with Official Government Reports
on the World Trade Center Destruction,” by Steven E. Jones, Frank



M. Legge, Kevin R. Ryan, Anthony F. Szamboti, and James R.
Gourley, published in 2008 in the Open Civil Engineering Journal.141

“Environmental Anomalies at the World Trade Center: Evidence for
Energetic Materials,” by Kevin R. Ryan, James R. Gourley, and
Steven E. Jones, published in 2009 in The Environmentalist.142

“Active Thermitic Material Observed in Dust from the 9/11 World
Trade Center Catastrophe,” by University of Copenhagen chemistry
professor Niels Harrit and eight colleagues (including Jones, Ryan,
Legge, and Gourley), published in 2009 in The Open Chemical
Physics Journal.143

“Discussion of ‘Progressive Collapse of the World Trade Center: A
Simple Analysis’ by K.A. Seffen,” by physicist Crockett Grabbe,
published in 2010 in the Journal of Engineering Mechanics, which
is published by the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE).144

“Discussion of ‘Mechanics of Progressive Collapse: Learning from
World Trade Center and Building Demolitions’ by Zdenek P. Bazant
and Mathieu Verdure,” by chemical engineer James R. Gourley,
published in 2010 in the ASCE’s Journal of Engineering
Mechanics.145

“Discussion of ‘What Did and Did Not Cause Collapse of World
Trade Center Twin Towers in New York?’ by Zdenek P. Bazant, Jia-
Liang Le, Frank R. Greening, and David B. Benson,” by Anders
Björkman, published in 2010 in the ASCE’s Journal of Engineering
Mechanics.146

Given the time it takes to write scientific papers and get them through
the peer-review process, combined with the relatively small number of
scientists writing about these issues, this is an impressive achievement. It
would seem that this part of Chomsky’s test has been met.

These publications demonstrate, moreover, that many of the same
scientists who had been publishing in the Journal of 9/11 Studies have now
written papers that have gotten through the peer-review process of
mainstream science journals. There is no empirical basis, accordingly, for



the assumption that the Journal of 9/11 Studies’ peer-review process is any
less critical. We can, therefore, add the 25 scientific papers about the WTC
collapses in the Journal of 9/11 Studies to the six recent papers in
mainstream journals, giving us a total of over 30 peer-reviewed scientific
articles challenging the official theory about the destruction of the WTC
that have appeared since 2006.

I turn now to Chomsky’s other suggested way for members of the Truth
Movement to test physical evidence that they see as disproving the official
story: “submit it to specialists [with] the requisite background in civil-
mechanical engineering, materials science, [and] building construction.”
This has now been done and, as a result, the movement has large and
continually growing numbers of physical scientists, engineers, and
architects.

Some scientists (beyond those already mentioned) who have recently
formed an organization called Scientists for 9/11 Truth include:

Dr. A. K. Dewdney, professor emeritus of mathematics and physics,
University of Western Ontario.

Dr. Timothy E. Eastman, Consultant, Plasmas International, Silver
Spring, Maryland.

Dr. Mark F. Fitzsimmons, senior lecturer in organic chemistry,
University of Plymouth.

Dr. David L. Griscom, former research physicist at the Naval
Research Laboratory; principal author of 100 papers in scientific
journals; fellow of the American Physical Society and of the
American Association for the Advancement of Science.

Dr. Jan Kjellman, research scientist in nuclear physics and
nanotechnology, École Polytechnique Federale, Lausanne.

Dr. Herbert G. Lebherz, professor emeritus, Department of
Chemistry, San Diego State University.

Dr. Eric Leichtnam, professor of mathematics and physics,
University of Paris.



Dr. Terry Morrone, professor emeritus, Department of Physics,
Adelphi University.

Dr. John D. Wyndham, former research fellow, California Institute
of Technology.147

With regard to architects and engineers: In December 2006, when Chomsky
issued his suggestion, there were few if any architects and engineers who
had publicly questioned the official account of the destruction of the World
Trade Center. But in January, 2007, architect Richard Gage, a member of
the American Institute of Architects (AIA), founded Architects and
Engineers for 9/11 Truth, and by 2011 its membership had grown to include
over 1,500 professional architects and engineers. Here are a few of the
architects:

Daniel B. Barnum, AIA fellow; founder of the Houston AIA
Residential Architecture Committee.

Bertie McKinney Bonner, M. Arch; AIA member; licensed architect
in Pennsylvania.

David Paul Helpern, AIA fellow; founder of Helpern Architects.

Cynthia Howard, M. Arch; licensed architect in Maine and
Massachusetts; past president, AIA’s New England Chapter.

Dr. David A. Johnson, internationally known architect and city
planner; chaired the planning departments at Syracuse and Ball State
universities; former president of the Fulbright Association of the
United States.

Kevin A. Kelly, AIA fellow; author of Problem Seeking: An
Architectural Programming Primer, which has become a standard
textbook.

Anne Lee, M. Arch, AIA member; licensed architect in
Massachusetts.



Dr. David Leifer, coordinator of the Graduate Program in Facilities
Management, University of Sydney; former professor at Mackintosh
School of Architecture, Glasgow.

Paul Stevenson Oles, fellow of the AIA, which in 1989 called him
“the dean of architectural illustrators in America”; co-founder of the
American Society of Architectural Perspectivists.

David A. Techau, B. Arch., MS; AIA member; licensed architect in
Hawaii.148

Here are a few of the engineers:

Dr. John Edward Anderson, professor emeritus, Mechanical
Engineering, University of Minnesota; licensed Professional
Engineer (PE).

Dr. Robert Bowman, former head, Department of Aeronautical
Engineering, US Air Force Institute of Technology; director of
Advanced Space Programs Development (“Star Wars”) under
Presidents Ford and Carter.

Ronald H. Brookman, MS Eng; licensed Professional Civil and
Structural Engineer in California

Dwain Deets, former Director for Research Engineering and
Aerospace Projects, NASA Dryden Flight Research Center, which
awarded him the NASA Exceptional Service Award.

Dr. Joel Hirschhorn, former professor, Metallurgical Engineering,
University of Wisconsin, Madison; former staff member,
Congressional Office of Technology Assessment.

Richard F. Humenn, licensed PE (retired); senior Project Design
Engineer, World Trade Center electrical systems.

Dr. Fadhil Al-Kazily, licensed Professional Civil Engineer.



Dr. Jack Keller, professor emeritus, Civil Engineering, Utah State
University; member, National Academy of Engineering; named one
of the world’s 50 leading contributors to science and technology
benefiting society by Scientific American.

Dr. Heikki Kurttila, Safety Engineer and Accident Analyst for
Finland’s National Safety Technology Authority.

Dr. Ali Mojahid, Civil and Architectural Engineering; licensed PE.

Edward Munyak, Mechanical and Fire Protection Engineer; former
Fire Protection Engineer for California and the US Departments of
Energy and Defense.

Kamal S. Obeid, MS, licensed Professional Structural and Civil
Engineer.149

In addition to Scientists for 9/11 Truth and Architects and Engineers for
9/11 Truth, many other 9/11 organizations of professionals with relevant
types of expertise have been formed, including Firefighters for 9/11 Truth,
Intelligence Officers for 9/11 Truth, Medical Professionals for 9/11 Truth,
Military Officers for 9/11 Truth, Pilots for 9/11 Truth, and Veterans for 9/11
Truth.150

Less obviously relevant, but surely not entirely irrelevant, are some
other professional organizations, including Actors and Artists for 9/11
Truth, Journalists and Other Media Professionals for 9/11 Truth, Lawyers
for 9/11 Truth, Political Leaders for 9/11 Truth, Religious Leaders for 9/11
Truth (the organization to which I belong), and Scholars for 9/11 Truth and
Justice.151 If we combine the membership of these organizations with those
in the previous paragraph, we can see that several thousand professional
people have publicly announced their alignment with the 9/11 Truth
Movement.

In light of the above-mentioned developments, could any fair-minded
person deny that the 9/11 Truth Movement’s evidence has passed
Chomsky’s twofold test with flying colors?

Given the make-up of the 9/11 Truth Movement, could any such person
agree with the claims about this movement quoted in the first part of this
chapter, according to which its members are “conspiracy nuts,” “idiots,”



and “morons,” who, being devoid of “any conception of evidence,” are
“willing to abandon science” in favor of “magic”? In one of his 2009
essays, David Corn expressed concern about “9/11 conspiracy silliness.”152

But it is hard to imagine anything sillier, and hence more self-discrediting,
than making such claims about the scientists, architects, engineers,
intelligence officers, lawyers, medical professionals, political leaders, and
other professionals who have publicly aligned themselves with the 9/11
Truth Movement.

As I stated on a lecture tour in early 2009:

Among scientists and professionals in the relevant fields who have
studied the evidence, the weight of scientific and professional opinion is
now overwhelmingly on the side of the 9/11 Truth Movement. Whereas
well over 1,000 such people have publicly supported the stance of this
movement, there are virtually no scientists or professionals in the
relevant fields who have gone on record in defense of the official story
—except for people whose livelihood would be threatened if they
refused to support it. This caveat is important, because, as Upton
Sinclair famously observed: “It is difficult to get a man to understand
something when his salary depends upon his not understanding it.”153

Except for such people, virtually everyone who has expertise in a
relevant field, and who has seriously studied the evidence, rejects the
official conspiracy theory. It is time, therefore, for journalists and
everyone else to take a second look.154

A More General Problem with the Official Conspiracy Theory: In addition,
the twofold fact that the official conspiracy theory’s account of the WTC
destruction implies miracles and has been increasingly rejected by informed
and independent people in relevant professions, this theory is rendered
unworthy of belief by a more general problem: when its various details are
subjected to critical scrutiny, the entire story falls apart—as I showed in my
2008 book, The New Pearl Harbor Revisited154 (which, incidentally, was a
Publishers Weekly “Pick of the Week” in November 2008,155 an honor not
normally bestowed on books written by morons and idiots).

One of the things that falls apart, as we will see in Chapter 5, is the idea
that the existence of al-Qaeda hijackers on the airliners was shown by the



reported phone calls from the airliners. All of you have evidently accepted
these calls as genuine.

For example, Matthew Rothschild, defending the government’s account
of what happened on United Flight 93, wrote: “we know from cell phone
conversations that passengers on board that plane planned on confronting
the hijackers.”156 As pointed out in Chapter 5, however, the cell phone
technology at that time did not allow cell phone calls to be made from
airliners flying at high altitudes.

Chris Hayes faulted the Truth Movement for focusing on what he called
“physical minutiae,” such as “the altitude in Pennsylvania at which
cellphones on Flight 93 should have stopped working.”157 It would appear,
however, that the FBI took such “minutiae” seriously. As pointed out in
Chapter 5, the FBI in its 2006 report to the Moussaoui trial stated that of all
the reported phone calls from the four flights, only two of them were calls
from Flight 93 when it, about to crash, was at a low altitude. This meant
that the reported calls from Tom Burnett had to be recategorized as onboard
calls, even though Deena Burnett told the FBI that she knew her husband
had used his cell phone, because she recognized his cell phone number on
her phone’s Caller ID.158

By denying that either the Burnett call or any of the other calls from
United 93 when it was flying above 35,000 feet were made on cell phones,
the FBI got rid of the problem of technologically impossible (miraculous)
phone calls. But if Tom Burnett had really called his wife using a seatback
phone, as the FBI now claims, and yet his cell phone number showed up on
Deena Burnett’s Caller ID, this would have to count as a miracle.

I have also raised questions, as I point out in Chapter 5, about the
alleged phone calls from CNN correspondent Barbara Olson. As one of
several of my views that Rothschild treated with derision, he said: “Griffin
casts doubt on whether the phone calls actually happened.”159 But in the
FBI’s 2006 report on phone calls, as I show in Chapter 5, the FBI did not
support the claim that the calls from Barbara Olson “actually happened.”
Although Ted Olson said he had received two lengthy calls from his wife,
the FBI says that Barbara Olson attempted one call, which was
“unconnected,” so that it (of course) lasted “0 seconds.”160 Is Rothschild so
certain that the reported calls from Barbara Olson “actually happened” that
he now regards the FBI with derision?



The reported calls from Barbara Olson were very important: They
provided the first evidence given to the public that the planes had been
hijacked; they were instrumental in getting the American public ready to
strike back at Muslims in a “war on terror”; and they were also the only
source for a piece of information that everyone “knows”— that the
hijackers had box-cutters. One would think, therefore, that it would be of
more than passing interest to people concerned about the direction of US
foreign policy since 9/11 that an FBI report in 2006 indicates that these
calls never happened.

This is the same FBI that—in spite of Rothschild’s confident claim that
there is no doubt of Osama bin Laden’s responsibility for the attacks,
because he (allegedly) claimed responsibility for them in a video (allegedly)
found in Afghanistan by the US military—does not list him as wanted for
9/11. Why? Because, an FBI spokesman explained, “the FBI has no hard
evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11.”161 The FBI must be less certain
than Rothschild about the evidentiary value of that so-called confessional
video—and for good reason, as I have shown elsewhere.162

Accordingly, insofar as you left-leaning detractors of the 9/11 Truth
Movement have been concerned not to discredit yourselves by endorsing an
unsupported, implausible, irrational, and even scientifically impossible
conspiracy theory, that is precisely what you are doing so long as you stand
by your endorsements of the Bush administration’s—and now the Obama
administration’s—9/11 conspiracy theory.

2. THE FEAR OF BEING DISTRACTED
The second fear—that the focus on a false conspiracy theory has been
distracting many people from more important matters—is equally valid. But
this fear has been directed toward the wrong conspiracy theory. Nothing has
distracted the United States and its allies from issues such as global
apartheid, the ecological crisis, nuclear proliferation, and corporate power
more than the “war on terror”—with its huge operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq, its incessant terror alerts and stories of attacks prevented, and its
depletion of our national treasury. Lying at the root of this so-called war on
terror, both historically and as present justification, is the official account of
9/11. So this official account is, as I wrote in response to Cockburn in Le



Monde Diplomatique four years ago, “The Truly Distracting 9/11
Conspiracy Theory.”163

Had the falsity of this account been exposed within weeks—as it
certainly could and should have been—the war in Afghanistan, which has
now been consuming the country’s time, talent, treasury, and young lives
for a decade, could have been avoided altogether. If the falsity of the Bush-
Cheney 9/11 conspiracy theory had at least been exposed within a year, the
fiasco in Iraq could have been avoided. If the truth had been exposed within
three years, those wars could have been closed down long ago and the
Bush-Cheney administration dismissed before it had a second term. If so,
the next administration, not distracted by two major wars and exaggerated
fears about terrorist attacks on the “homeland,” might have focused on the
fact that many environmental regulations needed to be strengthened. One
consequence might have been that the Gulf oil blowout (not “spill”), which
was very destructive to our planet’s ecosystem, might never have occurred.
The fact that the official conspiracy theory about 9/11 has distracted the
United States and its allies from the ecological crisis— especially global
climate change—is no trivial matter, and this is merely one of many
illustrations that could be given.

That the 9/11 Truth Movement, by contrast, cannot be rationally
considered a distraction from more important matters was persuasively
expressed in August 2006 by former CIA official Bill Christison, who by
the end of his 28-year career had risen to the position of Director of the
CIA’s Office of Regional and Political Analysis (and who, sadly, died in
2010).164 In an article entitled “Stop Belittling the Theories About
September 11,” Christison wrote:

After spending the better part of the last five years treating these
theories with utmost skepticism, I have devoted serious time to actually
studying them [and] have come to believe that significant parts of the
9/11 theories are true, and that therefore significant parts of the ‘official
story’ put out by the U.S. government and the 9/11 Commission are
false.
Then, after listing nine judgments that had led him to this conclusion—

one of which was that the “North and South Towers of the World Trade
Center almost certainly did not collapse and fall to earth because hijacked
aircraft hit them”—he added:



If [these] judgments … are correct, they … strongly suggest that some
unnamed persons or groups either inside or with ties to the government
were actively creating a ‘Pearl Harbor’ event, most likely to gain public
support for the aggressive foreign policies that followed—policies that
would, first, ‘transform’ the entire Middle East, and second, expand
U.S. global domination.
Finally, explaining why the evidence for this conclusion cannot

reasonably be dismissed as a distraction from more important matters,
Christison wrote:

A manageable volume of carefully collected and analyzed evidence is
already at hand … that elements within the Bush administration, as well
as possibly other groups foreign or domestic, were involved in a
massive fraud against the American people, a fraud that has led to many
thousands of deaths. This charge of fraud, if proven, involves a much
greater crime against the American people and people of the world than
any other charges of fraud connected to the run-up to the invasion of
Iraq in March 2003. It is a charge that we should not sweep under the
rug because what is happening in Lebanon, Gaza, Iraq, Syria, and Iran
seems more pressing and overwhelming. It is a charge that is more
important because it is related to all of the areas just mentioned—after
all, the events of 9/11 have been used by the administration to justify
every single aspect of U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East since
September 11. It is a charge that is more important also because it
affects the very core of our entire political system. If proven, it is a
conspiracy, so far successful, not only against the people of the United
States, but against the entire world.165

In this passage, Christison expressed this charge of fraud conditionally,
saying “if proven.” He later made clear, however, that he had personally
found the evidence convincing, referring to the 9/11 attacks as “an inside
job.”166

In any case, besides saying that 9/11 is more important than America’s
crimes in the Middle East because “the events of 9/11 have been used by
the administration to justify every single aspect of U.S. foreign policy in the
Middle East since September 11,” Christison also, in saying that the 9/11
fraud “affects the very core of our entire political system,” anticipated the
above-cited symposium in the American Behavioral Scientist, which treated



9/11 as a probable instance of its topic: State Crimes against Democracy.
Christison’s implicit message to Chomsky, therefore, was: Given your
concern with “real and ongoing crimes of state,” I would respectfully
suggest that you do what I finally did: Actually examine the evidence that
9/11 was one of these crimes.

As for the concern to prosecute war criminals, what bigger war
criminals could there be than people within our own government who
engineered these attacks, then used them as a pretext for the wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq, which have killed millions?167

As for the hope of stopping these horribly deadly and terribly expensive
wars, what better means could be had than proof—which scientists,
architects, engineers, firefighters, and pilots in the 9/11 Truth Movement
have provided—that the official account of 9/11 is a lie and that the attacks
had to be, at least in part, an inside job?

CONCLUDING STATEMENT
In a 15-city tour in 2010, I presented as a lecture what became the first
chapter of this book, asking whether the war in Afghanistan was justified by
9/11. My hope was that, by providing clear evidence that it is not justified
—because the official account of 9/11 is false from beginning to end—“the
9/11 Truth Movement and more traditional Peace and Anti-War groups
[would] be able to combine forces to oppose this illegal and immoral
war.”168 The present book as a whole is in part animated by this hope. But if
this hope is to be fulfilled, erstwhile left-leaning detractors of the 9/11 Truth
Movement will need to prove that the charges about this movement’s
members leveled by Cockburn—“They’re immune to any reality check”—
and Corn—they “are not open to persuasion”169—are not instead true of
themselves.

If the anti-war community in general becomes willing, as did Bill
Christison in particular, to look at the evidence, it will quickly realize that
9/11 was a false-flag operation, intended to enable the US military machine
to attack Muslim countries without much examination of the grounds for
those attacks. The anti-war coalition will then be able to add to the already
well-rehearsed arguments against these wars the fact that the US
government, with its Pentagon, murdered almost three thousand people in
order to launch an anti-Muslim “war on terror.” The strongest proof of the



false-flag nature of these attacks is that the government’s story could be true
only if many miracles happened that day. And surely, one hopes, left-
leaning journalists are not willing to accept such miracles.



A

3. WHY HAVE BILL MOYERS AND ROBERT
 PARRY IN PARTICULAR ENDORSED
 MIRACLES?

s we saw in the previous chapter, the 9/11 Truth Movement argued
from the outset that 9/11 was a false-flag attack, designed to allow the
Bush-Cheney administration and its Pentagon to attack Afghanistan

and Iraq, but that most of the traditional anti-war journalists did not endorse
the 9/11 Truth Movement. Most of them, in fact, attacked it.

In the first years, to be sure, the Movement did not have a very
impressive membership: It had few professionals in relevant disciplines.
But in recent years, a dozen professional organizations have been formed,
including Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, Firefighters for 9/11
Truth, and Scientists for 9/11 Truth. The 9/11 Truth Movement is now very
impressive in both size and professional leadership.

Nevertheless, the traditional anti-war leadership has continued to
distance itself from the 9/11 Movement. There have been a few notable
exceptions—including Richard Falk and former CIA analysts Bill
Christison and Ray McGovern. But most of the anti-war leaders have
maintained the stance they took in the first years after 9/11, in spite of all
the changes in the 9/11 Truth Movement in the intervening years. For
example, when I was interviewed on Democracy Now! in 2004, the main
argument against my position was that I could not name “one structural
engineering expert who said it is not feasible that the planes caused the
towers to go down.”1 The movement’s lack of architects and engineers at
that stage constituted a persuasive argument. But now that there are 1,500
professional members of Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, who say
“it is not feasible that the planes caused the towers to go down,” one would
suppose that Democracy Now! would have reassessed its position. But it
has not.

Progressive journalists in general have not availed themselves of the
evidence provided by the 9/11 Truth Movement to argue against the
legitimacy of the so-called “war on terror.” If any major journalist could
have been expected to do so, it would have been Bill Moyers.



I BILL MOYERS
Moyers began his public life by working for President Lyndon Johnson,
ending up as the White House press secretary. But having become
increasingly opposed to Johnson’s war in Vietnam, Moyers resigned in
1966. Next becoming the publisher of Newsday, Moyers turned this
conservative paper into a progressive organ, which in five years won over
30 awards for journalism, including two Pulitzer Prizes. Then after a brief
stint at CBS, Moyers spent most of the rest of his professional life at PBS
producing and writing the Bill Moyers Journal.

In these programs, Moyers argued that democracy cannot co-exist with
a permanent war state. His 2007 program on “The Secret Government”
exposed ways in which presidents have deceived the people to promote war,
and another 2007 program, “Buying the War,”2 showed that the media,
instead of exposing truths that could have prevented the war in Iraq, served
as cheerleaders.

However, while driving home the fact that the media failed to expose
Saddam Hussein’s lack of weapons of mass destruction, Moyers failed to
expose Osama bin Laden’s lack of responsibility for the 9/11 attacks. And
then in 2011, he attacked the 9/11 Truth Movement. After criticizing Rush
Limbaugh and Fox News for providing disinformation that undermines the
truths needed for democratic self-government, Moyers added:

Disinformation is not unique to the right… . Like other journalists, I
have been the object of malevolent assaults from the ‘9/11 truthers’ for
not reporting their airtight case proving that the Bush administration
conspired to bring about the attacks on the World Trade Center.3

In referring to this “airtight case,” Moyers spoke sarcastically,
considering this case anything but airtight. In fact, he said that “the
truthers,” having no real evidence, simply “‘cherry-picked’ a few supposed
‘anomalies’ to build an ‘inside-job’ story line.”4

II ROBERT PARRY
In criticizing this case, Moyers was paraphrasing a statement by
independent journalist Robert Parry, who said: “Lacking any real evidence
… , the ‘truthers’ have built their case on alleged anomalies in the collapse
of the buildings.”5 In drawing on Parry, Moyers was aligning himself with
one of the best of the independent journalists. Having helped to reveal the



Iran-Contra affair and having been the first journalist to report Oliver
North’s involvement, Parry received the George Polk award for journalism
in 1984 and was a finalist for a Pulitzer the following year. In 1995, having
resigned from both the Associated Press and Newsweek because they put
brakes on stories he wanted to report, he created Consortiumnews.com, the
first online magazine of investigative journalism. “What distinguishes
Parry’s project from the mass media’s cyber-ventures,” Norman Solomon
wrote, “is his passionate belief that journalism has a responsibility to follow
the trail of the truth, wherever it leads.”6 In 2004, explaining the motivation
behind Consortiumnews, Parry wrote:

[T]he Consortiumnews.com Web site … was meant to be a home for
important, well-reported stories that weren’t welcome in the …
conventional-wisdom-driven national news media … . I was distressed
by the silliness … that had pervaded American journalism by the mid-
1990s. I feared, too, that the decline of the U.S. press corps
foreshadowed disasters that would come when journalists failed to alert
the public about impending dangers.
In concluding that 2004 essay, Parry said: “[T]he fight for honest

information is a battle for the future of American democracy.”7 Given
Parry’s commitments, we would have expected him to explore some of the
contradictions in the official 9/11 story.

There is still another reason why we would have expected Parry to
expose obvious lies in the official 9/11 narrative. After Parry had won
awards for his reporting about the Iran-Contra affair, he delved more deeply
into this story, finding evidence to support the theory that the Reagan-Bush
administration’s contact with the Iranian government of Ayatollah
Khomeini had begun years earlier, during the 1980 presidential campaign.
President Jimmy Carter was trying to negotiate the release of US citizens
being held as hostages by the Iranian government. The Republicans
reportedly feared that Carter would arrange an “October Surprise”—a last-
minute release of the hostages, which would guarantee Carter’s reelection.

But Parry moved toward the theory that the Reagan-Bush campaign had
worked out a different “October Surprise”—according to which the
Iranians, in exchange for weapons for their war with Iraq, would hold the
hostages until after the election, thereby virtually guaranteeing victory by
the Republicans. This theory had been argued in a 1989 book, entitled
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October Surprise, by Barbara Honegger8 (who had worked in the Reagan
White House until she resigned for reasons of conscience in 1983). But
Parry publicly endorsed this view only after he had investigated the claims
himself, uncovering additional evidence.

Having left Newsweek in 1990 after it insisted that Parry quit reporting
about Iran-Contra, he was approached by PBS’s Frontline to do a special
about the October Surprise allegations. Parry knew his career would be
improved if he joined other journalists in debunking the charge that the
Reagan-Bush ticket had won the election by means of a dirty trick.
However, finding multiple testimonies that George Bush, then the
Republican vice-presidential candidate, and Bill Casey, the Republican
campaign chairman, met with Iranians in Madrid and Paris in 1980, he
reported these events in a 1991 Frontline program. This program, appearing
the same week as a New York Times op-ed by Iranian expert Gary Sick, led
to a congressional investigation. But these allegations were widely
denounced in the press, and Democratic congressman Lee Hamilton, who
headed the congressional task force, declared that the theory of a secret deal
had “no credible evidence.”

In reality, there was a lot of credible evidence. Jamshid Hashemi, the
brother of Iranian banker Cyrus Hashemi, said that he and his brother had
met with Casey in Madrid on July 27 and 28, 1980. And testimony that
Bush and Casey had met with Iranian officials was provided by former
Iranian President Bani-Sadr, by Russian intelligence, and by the biographer
of France’s chief of intelligence. However, Hamilton and his chief counsel,
Lawrence Barcella, hid some of this evidence and disputed the rest of it by
means of false claims and ludicrous alibis.9

One task force member, Democratic Representative Merv Dymally,
recognized the absurdity of the alibis and planned to dissent. But Hamilton
used threats to get him to remain silent, so the task force’s report was
accepted without dissent. Hamilton then wrote a New York Times op-ed
entitled “Case Closed” (January 24, 1993), in which he stated that the task
force’s findings “should put the controversy to rest once and for all.”
Consequently, Parry wrote, “Washington’s ‘conventional wisdom’ quickly
solidified around the judgment that the October Surprise story was a loony
conspiracy theory.”10



However, in spite of this conventional wisdom, Parry did not recant.
Indeed, he founded Consortiumnews.com in large part because of new
documents “that put the history of the 1980s in a new … light,”11 especially
showing that the Reagan-Bush team had won the presidency in 1980 by
virtue of a dirty trick that bordered on treason. But the press continued to
hold, Parry wrote, that “the October Surprise story was a bogus conspiracy
theory, despite the fact that many of the same Reagan figures had been
caught lying about the secret Iran-Contra guns-for-hostages negotiations in
1985-86.”12

Parry’s continuing insistence on the truth and importance of the October
Surprise, wrote a sympathetic journalist in 1996, has “made him persona
non grata” in the media establishment.13 Parry himself said: “It used to be
that you were admired if you took on a tough story. Now you’re portrayed
as a nut.”14

Given Parry’s commitment to truthful journalism, combined with his
awareness that the October Surprise became relegated to the status of a
“bogus conspiracy theory” only because of lying politicians and careless
and dishonest journalists, we would have expected him to engage in
meticulous reporting about independent (from the government)
intellectuals, including scientists, who have expressed dissent from the
official account of the 9/11 attacks. We would have expected him to be
suspicious of the official account because it was provided by the Bush-
Cheney administration, which is now known to have lied about Iraq. And
we would have expected Parry to be even more suspicious about the official
story of 9/11 because the chief of the lying politicians in the October
Surprise case, Lee Hamilton, served as the Democratic co-chair of the 9/11
Commission.15

Moreover, Parry could have learned from a book entitled The
Commission, by New York Times writer Philip Shenon, that Hamilton’s
duplicitous ways continued in his new role.16 Hamilton, together with the
Republican co-chair Thomas Kean, appointed Philip Zelikow to be the
commission’s executive director, even though he was essentially a member
of the Bush White House.17 Hamilton also, with Kean, concealed from the
staff the fact that Zelikow had written a detailed outline of the
Commission’s final report, complete with “chapter headings, subheadings,
and sub-subheadings,” before the staff had its first meeting.18
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III MOYERS AND PARRY VS. 9/11 TRUTH
For all of these reasons, we should have expected Parry, as well as Moyers,
to have done good reporting about the 9/11 attacks. They instead used bad
reporting to attack the 9/11 Truth Movement’s claim that 9/11 was an inside
job.

Both Moyers and Parry, as we saw earlier, said that “truthers” had
rejected the official account of 9/11 on the basis of alleged or supposed
anomalies. “Anomalies,” coming from the word nomos, refers to
occurrences that are exceptions to norms, rules, or regularities. In saying
that the 9/11 Truth Movement speaks of supposed, or alleged, anomalies in
the collapse of the World Trade Center buildings, Moyers and Parry were
saying that the official account, according to which the buildings were
brought down by the airliners and the resulting fires, contained no real
anomalies—no exceptions to the regularities of physics and chemistry, no
miracles.

1. WORLD TRADE CENTER MIRACLES
In truth, the official account of the destruction of the World Trade Center
contains many anomalies, and some of them so obviously and violently
violate laws of science, as we saw in the previous chapter, that they must be
called “miracles.” Insofar as Moyers and Parry endorse the official account
of the destruction of the World Trade Center, they accept all of these
miracles. I will focus on six of the miracles discussed in the previous
chapter.

WTC 7 As Brought Down By Fire: When people talk about the World Trade
Center, they usually have in mind the Twin Towers. But a third building
came down: World Trade Center 7, a 47-story building two blocks from the
Twin Towers, which came down at 5:21 in the afternoon.

It came to be widely accepted that the collapse of the Twin Towers was
understandable, because they were struck by airliners, which caused
damage, and the planes’ jet fuel led to big fires. But WTC 7 was not hit by a
plane, so its collapse seemed to be unprecedented, being the first steel-
framed building to collapse because of fire. And this building’s fires,
moreover, were neither very big nor very long-lasting, compared with



earlier building fires—such as the 1991 fire in Philadelphia’s One Meridian
Plaza, which raged for 18 hours.19

New York Times writer James Glanz referred to the collapse of this
building as a “mystery.”20 The obvious solution to this mystery would be to
say that WTC 7 was brought down by explosives—and there was much
evidence for this conclusion. But the Bush administration and NIST—an
agency of the federal government—insisted that no explosives were used.

From the perspective of the official account, therefore, the collapse of
WTC 7 was definitely an anomaly. If Moyers and Parry endorse the official
view of this building, do they not therefore endorse a miracle?

Imitation of a Controlled Implosion: As we saw in the previous chapter,
Building 7 collapsed symmetrically, coming down with an almost perfectly
horizontal roofline—which means that all 82 of the steel columns
supporting the building had to fail simultaneously. Even if we leave aside
the fact that fires could not have caused a steel-framed building to collapse,
the pattern of fires in WTC 7 was very asymmetrical, and a symmetrical
effect could not be caused by a very asymmetrical pattern of causes. Also,
rather than starting to sag, as the fires gradually heated up, the collapse had
a sudden onset, changing in a split second from complete immobility to
coming down in free fall.

These two characteristics of Building 7’s collapse—the symmetrical
pattern and the sudden onset—are characteristics of a controlled implosion,
in which incendiaries and explosives are used to slice the building’s steel
support columns so as to cause the building to come straight down. And
engineering an implosion, as we saw, is “by far the trickiest type of
explosive project,” which “only a handful of blasting companies in the
world … possess enough experience … to perform.”21

If Moyers and Parry hold that Building 7 came down without the aid of
explosions, then they imply that scattered fires in this building produced a
collapse that perfectly imitated the kind of controlled implosion that could
be performed by only a few companies in the world. Moyers and Parry
would be stuck, therefore, with a miracle.

WTC 7’s Descent in Absolute Free Fall: If Moyers and Parry believe that
WTC 7 was brought down by fire, they imply that a third miracle is



constituted by the fact that WTC 7 came down in free fall for over two
seconds.

As we have seen, Shyam Sunder, who was in charge of NIST’s World
Trade Center reports, pointed out that WTC 7, assuming that it was brought
down by fire, could not have come down in free fall, “because there was
structural resistance.”22 Later, however, NIST came to agree with physicist
David Chandler that the building came down in free fall for over two
seconds. NIST had rightly said that this would be impossible in a fire-
induced collapse. But NIST, continuing to insist that no explosives were
used, continued to presuppose a fire-induced collapse.

If Moyers and Parry accept the official account, therefore, they would
imply that the free-fall descent of WTC 7 was a miracle.23

The Twin Towers: Descending in Virtual Free Fall: The Twin Towers came
down, in NIST’s words, “essentially in free fall.”24 In trying to explain this
fact while denying that explosives were used, NIST said, as we saw in the
previous chapter, that “the massive top section of [each] building” fell down
on the lower section, which “was unable to stop or even to slow the falling
mass.”25

As we further saw, however, this idea violates one of the fundamental
principles of physics and (hence) engineering, called “the conservation of
momentum.” By this principle, the “undamaged steel structure” of the
lower part would necessarily retard the descent of the upper part and
perhaps even completely arrest it.

In claiming, therefore, that each of the Twin Towers came down
essentially in free fall without the aid of explosives, NIST implied
enormous violations of the conservation of momentum. If Moyers and Parry
endorse the official view of the destruction of the Twin Towers, therefore,
they would imply the occurrence of two more miracles.26

Horizontal Ejections from the Twin Towers: As we also saw, the collapse of
each tower began with a massive explosion near the top, during which huge
sections of perimeter columns were ejected out 500 to 600 feet. Enormous
force would have been needed to eject such large sections of steel that far
out. But these ejections could not have been produced by any of the three
causal factors allowed by NIST: airplane impacts, fires, and gravity. NIST



would not allow that these horizontal ejections were produced by
explosives. If Moyers and Parry really mean to endorse the official account,
therefore, they imply that these horizontal ejections were miracles.

Metal-Melting Fires: Moyers and Parry probably did not think of the fires
in the World Trade Center as having had miraculous powers. But NIST’s
account, as we saw in the previous chapter, implies they did. According to
professors at Worcester Polytechnic Institute and the University of
California, steel in the Twin Towers and WTC 7 melted and even
evaporated—a process requiring a temperature almost three times that of an
ordinary building fire. Equally extraordinary was evidence by the US
Geological Survey that something in the World Trade Center melted
molybdenum, the melting point of which is over two and a half times the
temperature that the building fires could have produced.27

So if Moyers and Parry reaffirm the official account, they would imply
that the World Trade Center fires had miraculous powers.

2. TRYING TO EXPLAIN MOYERS AND PARRY
Moyers and Parry have not, of course, explicitly endorsed miracles. In fact,
they would surely deny that the destruction of the World Trade Center
involved any miracles. But insofar as they accept the official account, their
views of the six phenomena I have discussed violate principles of physics,
so these phenomena would have to be classified as miracles.

Wrong Answers: Why would Moyers and Parry accept the official account,
even though it implies miracles? One answer might be that they, like many
other journalists, have accepted the official view out of fear for their
reputations. But Moyers and Parry have repeatedly shown that they have
the courage to stand up for truth as they see it, regardless of the
consequences.

So why did Parry, who was wrongly charged with making “baseless
accusations” about an October Surprise,28 wrongly charge “truthers” with
making “unsubstantiated and bizarre claims about ‘controlled
demolitions’”?29 As we have seen, there is nothing unsubstantiated about
the claims that the Twin Towers and Building 7 were brought down by
means of explosives. Parry claims that “scientists and engineers have



provided plausible explanations” for the official view.30 But only a handful
of scientists and engineers have stated in print that they see nothing wrong
with the official view, and most of them have been dependent upon the
government. (Remember Upton Sinclair’s famous statement: “It is difficult
to get a man to understand something, when his salary depends upon his not
understanding it!”31) By contrast, thousands of professionals have publicly
stated that the official view cannot be true, and these professionals include
scientists, firefighters, intelligence officers, military officers, and over 1,500
architects and engineers.32

Parry has unfairly been called a “nut” because of his persistence in
laying out the evidence for the October Surprise. So why did he, on the
basis of inadequate study, turn around and say: “To label the ‘truther’
version of the 9/11 events nutty would seem an understatement.”33

Moyers has also treated 9/11 poorly. Observing that “America seems
more and more unable to deal with reality,” Moyers rightly said in his 2011
lecture that “many people inhabit a closed belief system on whose door they
have hung the ‘Do Not Disturb’ sign.”34 But Moyers’ own belief system has
evidently made him unable to deal with the reality revealed by the 9/11
Truth Movement.

Moyers’ Bias Against Truthers: Moyers’ bias against 9/11 Truth was
manifested, it seems, three years before his 2011 statement. On February 1,
2008, in preparation for the presidential election, the Bill Moyers Journal
asked viewers: “What one book do you want your next president to read?”
The next week, Moyers named the three books receiving the most votes,
while adding: “We detected only one organized campaign behind a certain
book, and we disqualified it as a result.”35 The book in question, viewers
learned the following week, was my book 2007 book, Debunking 9/11
Debunking—which was the book that actually received the most votes.36

Was the alleged “organized campaign” the real reason why this book
was disqualified? It would seem not, for three reasons. First, Moyers had
not, in explaining the contest, said anything about disallowing organized
campaigns.

In the second place, the so-called organized campaign consisted entirely
of one person writing a statement on 9/11 Blogger. Saying that he suspected
most members of the 9/11 Truth Movement would be recommending one of



my 9/11 books, he suggested that they agree on one of them, and he
suggested the most recent, Debunking 9/11 Debunking. I myself played no
role in this “campaign.” Indeed, I did not even know about the contest until
it was over.

In the third place, one of the book authors, Kim Michaels, organized a
campaign on behalf of his own book, The Art of Non-War. On his website,
he wrote: “Bill Moyers is asking viewers to recommend the one book that
the next president of the United States should take to the White House. If
you feel so inclined, please recommend The Art of Non-War.”37 As a result,
Michaels’ book came in third, a fact that the book’s publisher used to
promote the book.38 However, the Bill Moyers Journal did not eliminate
Michaels’ book from the competition in spite of his self-organized
campaign. In justifying the exclusion of my book because of “signs of an
orchestrated campaign,” Moyers said: “I wouldn’t call it a conspiracy, but I
wouldn’t call it fair, either.”39 But if unfairness was the reason why my book
was excluded, the Michaels book—the campaign for which could have
easily been detected—should also have been excluded.40

It would seem, accordingly, that my book was excluded because Bill
Moyers did not want to announce that his program had recommended my
book, with its claim that 9/11 was an inside job.

By taking together Moyers’ treatment of my book with his 2011 attack
on “truthers,” we can see that he, like Parry, has expressed hostility to the
9/11 Truth Movement that is not justified by the empirical evidence.

The Esteemed Friends Who Are Truthers: I have yet another question for
Moyers and Parry. Given their negative characterization of people they call
“truthers”—such as Moyers’ statement that they employ “sophistry” and
Parry’s charge that they have “preposterous” ideas— one would assume that
none of their esteemed friends would have anything good to say about such
people. But one of Moyers’ most esteemed friends was William Sloane
Coffin, who after leaving the CIA became famous as a preacher, an anti-
Vietnam-war activist, and a leader of the civil-rights movement. Moyers
interviewed Coffin in 2004 and then spoke at his funeral in 2006.41 Shortly
before his death, Coffin wrote:

All Americans who love their country enough to dig into the facts of
these critical times will be well rewarded by examining Professor



Griffin’s books. 9/11 truth is a very important issue with the power to
bring lasting change to our country.
Another of Moyers’ esteemed friends whom he interviewed is Joseph

Hough, who at the time was the president of Union Theological Seminary.42

Hough wrote a blurb for my first 9/11 book, saying that it “ought to be read
by any American who values our democracy.”

One of Parry’s esteemed friends is Ray McGovern, who as a CIA
analyst prepared the President’s Daily Brief for three presidents and more
recently founded Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity. McGovern
has published many articles in Consortiumnews.com, and he and Parry have
lectured together. And yet McGovern wrote endorsements for two of my
9/11 books, saying in one of them that he hoped readers did not “prefer the
comfort of acquiescing to the official version of 9/11 and the imperial wars
it facilitated.”

How would Moyers and Parry reconcile the comments by these
esteemed friends with their negative treatment of “truthers”? I do not know.

The Big Lie: But can we at least understand why Moyers and Parry
developed such hostility to the 9/11 Truth Movement? Might the
explanation be that the spin machine has been so effective in presenting the
9/11 Truth Movement as “kooky” that Moyers and Parry simply accepted
this view and never seriously looked at the best evidence? I suspect that this
is part of the answer. Although Parry charged “truthers” with being guilty of
“anti-empiricism,”43 it is Parry and Moyers who have violated the need for
empiricism about 9/11— for which I called, incidentally, in the lecture I
gave in Seattle in 2007, “9/11: Let’s Get Empirical.”44

However, whereas Moyers’ and Parry’s anti-empiricism about 9/11 is
probably due in part to the spin machine, this surely cannot be the whole
answer. Parry and Moyers both know how effective the spin machine can be
with regard to any charge that would put the government in a bad light, so
they would know the need to get behind the spin by examining the best
evidence for the issue at hand.

So why did they not do this with regard to 9/11? For many journalists
and other people, the answer would be what I have called “nationalist
faith”—the mythical belief that the American government would never
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deliberately do anything terribly evil. But Parry and Moyers have both
reported stories that contradict this myth.

We can distinguish, however, between the kinds of evils they have
reported and the type of enormous evil to which Hitler alluded in his
discussion of “the Big Lie,” in which he said:

[Ordinary people] more readily fall victims to the big lie than the small
lie, since they themselves often tell small lies in little matters but would
be ashamed to resort to large-scale falsehoods. It would never come into
their heads to fabricate colossal untruths, and they would not believe
that others could have the impudence to distort the truth so infamously.45

I suspect that, although Moyers and Parry have been more willing than
most American journalists to expose ugly truths about American political
and military leaders, they drew the line at 9/11. For American political
leaders to have planned 9/11, they felt, would have been so evil, and the
resulting lie would have been so colossal, that they could not believe that
any American politicians—even Bush and Cheney— would have done it.

The very idea that 9/11 could have been an inside job, Parry said, is
“preposterous.” Any right thinking person would know this, he seemed to
think, and so one could know the claims of the “truthers” to be false without
delving into their arguments.46 One can know a priori, for example, the
falsity of their claim that explosives brought down the Twin Towers and
Building 7. One does not need to know why the buildings came down to
know that they were not brought down by explosives, because explosives
would mean that it was an inside job, and this idea is preposterous.

The “truthers” are so obviously wrong that it is not necessary to study
their writings. The truth about 9/11 is provided by the NIST reports and the
Popular Mechanics book, both of which Parry recommended.47 Perhaps
David Ray Griffin wrote a book criticizing Popular Mechanics and the
NIST report on the Twin Towers and another entire book on Building 7. But
Moyers and Parry could know, without reading them, that these books could
safely be ignored. And if Parry and Moyers are now aware that the 9/11
Truth Movement contains thousands of professional people—including
architects, engineers, lawyers, pilots, medical professionals, scientists, and
religious and political leaders—they think that the very fact that these
people have become “truthers” shows that something is wrong with their
thought processes.



This is my answer to the question, Why do Bill Moyers and Robert
Parry endorse the official 9/11 story, even though this story implies that
massive miracles occurred on 9/11? Moyers and Parry have fallen for the
Big Lie. Whereas they would usually, as Norman Solomon said about Parry,
“follow the trail of the truth, wherever it leads,” Moyers and Parry did not
follow the trail of truth laid down by the independent scientists and other
intellectuals who inform the 9/11 Truth Movement.

Whereas Parry said that journalists should not accept “patently absurd
reasoning,” he and Moyers accepted NIST’s patently absurd claims about
the Twin Towers and Building 7. Parry said that time spent on 9/11 “means
that real crimes … get neglected.”48 But 9/11 was the biggest crime in
American history. Parry started Consortiumnews.com because he feared
that “the decline of the U.S. press corps foreshadowed disasters that would
come when journalists failed to alert the public about impending dangers.”
But the failure to expose the 9/11 crime is the supreme example of the
decline of the American press. Parry rightly said that “the fight for honest
information is a battle for the future of American democracy,”49 and Moyers
said that he and Bill Coffin agreed that democracy had reached a fork in the
road, one fork of which “leads to an America where military power serves
empire rather than freedom.” Yet nothing has promoted American
imperialism and distorted American democracy more than the Big Lie
about 9/11.

One example of this Big Lie at work, I have suggested, is that even Bill
Moyers and Robert Parry, two of our best journalists, fell for it. One of the
next steps for the 9/11 Truth Movement, I propose, is to focus on the
relatively small number of journalists who are both honest and courageous
as well as intelligent, trying to help them, starting with Moyers and Parry
themselves, to see that the 9/11 Big Lie is indeed a lie.

http://consortiumnews.com/
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4. BUILDING WHAT? HOW STATE CRIMES
 AGAINST DEMOCRACY CAN BE HIDDEN IN
 PLAIN SIGHT

t 5:21 PM on 9/11, Building 7 of the World Trade Center collapsed,
even though it had not been hit by a plane. This fact is important, as
we saw in Chapter 2, because of the widespread acceptance of the

idea, in spite of its scientific absurdity, that the Twin Towers collapsed
because of the combined effect of the impact of the airliners plus the
ensuing jet-fuel-fed fires. Even if the government’s account of the Twin
Towers is accepted (in spite of its scientific impossibility), the collapse of
Building 7 undermines the official account of the destruction of the World
Trade Center, according to which it was accomplished by al-Qaeda
hijackers. This fact—that the official explanation of the World Trade
Center, based on the Twin Towers, is radically changed by taking into
account WTC 7—was emphasized in the title of a review of my 2009 book,
The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7,1 by National Medal of
Science-winner Lynn Margulis: “Two Hit, Three Down—The Biggest
Lie.”2

I WHY THE COLLAPSE OF WTC 7 CREATED
AN

 EXTRAORDINARY PROBLEM
The collapse of WTC 7 created an extraordinary problem for the official
account of 9/11 for several reasons.

1. AN UNPRECEDENTED OCCURRENCE
One reason is that, because of the collapse of WTC 7, the official account of
9/11 includes, as pointed out in Chapter 2, the dubious claim that, for the
first time, a steel-framed high-rise building was brought down by fire, and
science looks askance at claims of unprecedented occurrences regarding



physical phenomena. After New York Times writer James Glanz, who
himself has a Ph.D in physics, made his previously quoted statement—“that
experts said no building like it, a modern, steel-reinforced high-rise, had
ever collapsed because of an uncontrolled fire”—Glanz quoted a structural
engineer as saying: “[W]ithin the structural engineering community, [WTC
7] is considered to be much more important to understand [than the Twin
Towers],” because engineers had no answer to the question, “why did 7
come down?”3

2. VISUAL EVIDENCE OF IMPLOSION
Equally remarkable, besides the mere fact that this building came down,
was the way it collapsed: straight down, in virtual free fall, making it appear
to be an example of the type of controlled demolition known as
“implosion,” in which explosives and/or incendiaries are used to slice the
building’s steel support columns in such a way as to cause the building to
collapse into its own footprint. CBS anchor Dan Rather, not one to let a
remarkable fact go unremarked, said:

[I]t’s reminiscent of those pictures we’ve all seen … on television … ,
where a building was deliberately destroyed by well-placed dynamite to
knock it down.4

Dan Rather, moreover, was not the only reporter to make such a
comment. Al Jones, a reporter for WINS NYC News Radio, said: “I turned
in time to see what looked like a skyscraper implosion—looked like it had
been done by a demolition crew.”5

Moreover, whereas Jones and Rather, being laymen in these matters,
merely said that the collapse of Building 7 looked like a controlled
demolition, experts, upon seeing the video, could tell immediately that it
actually was a controlled demolition.

In 2006, for example, a Dutch filmmaker asked Danny Jowenko, the
owner of a controlled demolition company in the Netherlands, to comment
on a video of the collapse of WTC 7, without telling him what it was.
(Jowenko had been unaware that a third building had collapsed on 9/11.)
After viewing the video, Jowenko said: “They simply blew up columns, and
the rest caved in afterwards… . This is controlled demolition.” When asked
if he was certain, he replied: “Absolutely, it’s been imploded. This was a
hired job. A team of experts did this.”6



3. TESTIMONIES ABOUT EXPLOSIONS
Besides the obviousness from the very appearance of the collapse of
Building 7 that it had been brought down by explosives, there were
testimonies about explosions in this building.

One of these was provided by Michael Hess, New York City’s
corporation counsel and a close friend of Mayor Rudy Giuliani. While on
his way back to City Hall, Hess was stopped for an interview at 11:57 that
morning, during which he said:

I was up in the emergency management center on the twenty-third floor
[of WTC 7], and when all the power went out in the building, another
gentleman and I walked down to the eighth floor [sic] where there was
an explosion and we were trapped on the eighth floor with smoke, thick
smoke, all around us, for about an hour and a half. But the New York
Fire Department … just came and got us out.7

Hess thereby reported a mid-morning explosion in WTC 7.
The other gentleman, Barry Jennings of the New York City Housing

Authority, reported the same thing during another on-thestreet interview,
reporting that he and “Mr. Hess” had been walking down the stairs when
they became trapped by a “big explosion.”8 Jennings, in fact, said that
explosions continued going off while they were waiting to be rescued.9

There were also reports of explosions in the late afternoon, just as WTC
7 started coming down. Reporter Peter Demarco of the New York Daily
News said:

[T]here was a rumble. The building’s top row of windows popped out.
Then all the windows on the thirty-ninth floor popped out. Then the
thirty-eighth floor. Pop! Pop! Pop! was all you heard until the building
sunk into a rising cloud of gray.10

NYPD officer Craig Bartmer gave the following report:

I was real close to Building 7 when it fell down… . That didn’t sound
like just a building falling down to me … . There’s a lot of eyewitness
testimony down there of hearing explosions… . [A]ll of a sudden… I
looked up, and … [t]he thing started pealing in on itself… . I started
running … and the whole time you’re hearing “boom, boom, boom,
boom, boom.”11



A New York University medical student, who had been serving as an
emergency medical worker that day, gave this report:

[W]e heard this sound that sounded like a clap of thunder… . [T]urned
around—we were shocked… . [I]t looked like there was a shockwave
ripping through the building and the windows all busted out… . [A]bout
a second later the bottom floor caved out and the building followed after
that.12

4. PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
In addition to the visual and testimonial evidence, there was clear physical
evidence that WTC 7 was brought down by explosives. As pointed out in
Chapter 2, professors from Worcester Polytechnic Institute reported
discovering a piece of steel from Building 7 with holes in it, giving it a
Swiss-cheese appearance. The steel had melted, they said, and evidently
even partly vaporized.13 And Professor Abolhassan Astaneh-Asl of the
University of California at Berkeley also stated, according to New York
Times reporter Kenneth Change, that parts of a beam from this building had
vaporized.14

These reports clearly showed that something other than fire had been
making things happen in the buildings, because the fires could not possibly
have been higher than 1800 degrees Fahrenheit, while the boiling point of
steel is roughly the same as that of iron, which is 5182°F.15 But even if the
steel had simply melted, that by itself would have proved the point, because
the melting point of steel is only a little less than that of iron, which is
2800°F.16

5. EVIDENCE IN PLAIN SIGHT
Therefore, clear evidence against the official account of Building 7,
according to which it was brought down by fire, existed in plain sight in the
form of videos of its collapse, published testimonies about explosions in the
building, and physical evidence reported in the New York Times. The
reasonable inference to draw from this evidence— namely, that the official
account is false, because explosives were used—was reinforced by the first
official report on this building’s collapse, which was issued in 2002 by
FEMA. Besides including as an appendix the report by the three professors
on the Swiss-cheese appearing piece of steel, the scientists who wrote the



report for FEMA admitted that their “best hypothesis” about why WTC 7
collapsed had “only a low probability of occurrence”17—which was
science-speak for: “It would not happen in a million years.”

6. FAILURE TO BECOME WELL KNOWN
In addition to all these facts, WTC 7 was a very big building, being 47
stories high and having a base about the size of a football field. Although it
was dwarfed by the 110-story Twin Towers, it would have been the tallest
building in half of the states in the nation. For all of these reasons, the
collapse of this building should have become one of the best-known facts
about 9/11. But it did not.

II WIDESPREAD IGNORANCE ABOUT WTC 7
A Zogby poll in May 2006 found that 43 percent of the American people
were unaware that WTC 7 had collapsed.18 That same year, as we saw
earlier, Danny Jowenko of the Netherlands still did not know about this
building’s collapse, even though controlled demolition was his field.

1. BUILDING WHAT?
A dramatic example of the fact that this building’s collapse has not been
prominent in the public consciousness was provided in a New York City
courtroom in September 2009. Judge Edward Lehner was hearing
arguments about a petition, sponsored by NYC CAN (NYC Coalition for
Accountability), to allow residents to vote on whether New York City
should have its own investigation of the World Trade Center attacks. After
Judge Lehner had remarked that the 9/11 Commission had carried out an
investigation and issued a report, Dennis McMahon, a lawyer for NYC
CAN, said that this report left many unanswered questions. “One of the
biggest questions,” he added, “is why did Building 7 come down”—at
which point Judge Lehner asked: “Building what?” McMahon replied:
“World Trade Center Seven. There were three buildings that came down.”
When the judge, continuing to illustrate his ignorance about this building,
asked if it was owned by the Port Authority, McMahon replied that it was
owned by Larry Silverstein.19



Judge Lehner, it should be emphasized, was not simply an ordinary
American citizen. Besides being a judge presiding in New York City, he had
been assigned to a case involving the 9/11 attacks in this city. So his
ignorance about this building was surprising. And yet it was typical. With
his “Building what?” query in 2009, he expressed the same ignorance that
had been manifested in 2006 by controlled demolition expert Danny
Jowenko and by almost half of the American people. How can we account
for this ignorance?

2. ABNORMAL CIRCUMSTANCES
In a New York Times story in November 2001, James Glanz wrote that the
collapse of WTC 7 was “a mystery that under normal circumstances would
probably have captured the attention of the city and the world.”20 Clearly
these were not normal circumstances.

Part of the abnormality was the fact that Building 7, while huge, was
overshadowed by the Twin Towers, which were over twice as tall. This fact
by itself, however, would not account for the enormous ignorance about this
third building’s collapse. Knowledgeable people had said right away, as
Glanz pointed out, that there was a sense in which the collapse of Building
7 should have been the bigger story. Why was it not?

3. DELIBERATE SUPPRESSION
The answer seems to be that it was a deliberately suppressed story. This
conclusion is supported by the following facts:

First, after 9/11 itself, our television networks played videos of the
Twin Towers being hit by planes, then coming down, over and over,
but the collapse of Building 7 was seldom, if ever, shown.

Second, when The 9/11 Commission Report was issued in 2004, it
did not even mention that Building 7 came down.

Third, after NIST—the National Institute for Standards and
Technology—took over from FEMA the task of explaining the
destruction of the World Trade Center, it repeatedly delayed its
report on WTC 7. In 2003, NIST said that this report would be
issued along with its report on the Twin Towers, the draft of which



was to appear in September 2004.21 However, even though NIST’s
report on the Twin Towers did not actually appear until 2005, the
promised report on WTC 7 was not included: NIST said that it
would appear in 2006. But when August of 2006 came, NIST said:
“It is anticipated that a draft report [on WTC 7] will be released by
early 2007.”22 But it was not released in 2007—either early or late.
Instead, NIST in December 2007 “projected” that it would release
draft reports on July 8, 2008, followed by final reports August 8,
2008.23 Instead, the draft report did not appear until August, and the
final report not until November of that year—when the Bush-
Cheney administration was about to leave office.

To expand on this third point: When in 2008 NIST was accused of
having deliberately delayed its report on WTC 7 (which the 9/11 Truth
Movement had long considered the “Achilles’ Heel” or “Smoking Gun” of
the official account of 9/1124), NIST lied, saying that it had worked on this
report only since 2005 and hence for only three years— the same length of
time it had worked on its Twin Towers report. However, NIST had filed
progress reports on WTC 7 in December 2002 and May 2003;25 in June
2004, it published an Interim Report on WTC 7;26 and in April 2005, NIST
released another preliminary report on WTC 7.27 Then, after ceasing work
on this building until after the report on the Twin Towers was issued in
October 2005, NIST reported, “the investigation of the WTC 7 collapse
resumed.”28 In truth, therefore, NIST had worked on its report on WTC 7
for almost six years, not merely three. So there was good reason to suspect
that this report had been deliberately delayed for as long as possible.

III NIST’S DRAFT FOR PUBLIC COMMENT:
 MYSTERY SOLVED?

In any case, when the Draft for Public Comment did finally appear in
August 2008, it was announced at a press conference with much bravado.
Shyam Sunder, NIST’s lead investigator for its World Trade Center
projects, said:

Our take-home message today is that the reason for the collapse of
World Trade Center 7 is no longer a mystery. WTC 7 collapsed because



of fires fueled by office furnishings. It did not collapse from
explosives.29

The mainstream media for the most part simply repeated Sunder’s
claims. For example, an Associated Press story entitled “Report: Fire, Not
Bombs, Leveled WTC 7 Building,” began by saying: “Federal investigators
said Thursday they have solved a mystery of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks: the
collapse of World Trade Center building 7, a source of long-running
conspiracy theories.” Then, after reinforcing this message by quoting
Sunder’s assurance that “the reason for the collapse of World Trade Center
7 is no longer a mystery,” this story concluded by quoting Sunder’s claim
that the science behind NIST’s findings is “incredibly conclusive,” so that
“[t]he public should really recognize that science is really behind what we
have said.”30

Reporters, however, could easily have discovered that this was not so.
They could have seen, in fact, that NIST’s WTC 7 report committed
scientific fraud in the technical sense, as defined by the National Science
Foundation.

IV NIST FALSIFICATION OF EVIDENCE
One type of fraud is falsification, which includes “omitting data.”31 While
claiming that it “found no evidence of a … controlled demolition event,”32

NIST simply omitted an enormous amount of evidence that explosions had
brought WTC 7 down.

1. OMITTING TESTIMONIAL EVIDENCE
NIST failed, for one thing, to mention any of the testimonial evidence for
explosions. Besides claiming that the event described as a mid-morning
explosion by Michael Hess and Barry Jennings was simply the impact of
debris from the collapse of the North Tower— which occurred at 10:28 and
hence about an hour later than the explosion they had described—NIST
failed to mention any of the reports of explosions just as the building started
to come down.

2. OMITTING PHYSICAL EVIDENCE



NIST’s report on this building also omitted various types of physical
evidence, such as the piece of Swiss-cheese steel reported by the three
professors in the appendix to the 2002 FEMA report.

The Swiss-Cheese Steel: After describing this piece of steel, the professors
said: “A detailed study into the mechanisms of this phenomenon is
needed.”33 When NIST took over from FEMA the responsibility of issuing
the official reports on the World Trade Center, NIST’s director promised
that its reports would address “all major recommendations contained in the
[FEMA] report.”34 However, when NIST’s report on Building 7 appeared in
2008, it did not even mention this mysterious piece of steel, let alone
explain how it had been produced. NIST even claimed that no recovered
steel from this building had been identified.35

Melted Iron and Molybdenum: As we saw in Chapter 2, the RJ Lee research
organization reported that steel was melted during “the WTC Event.” This
report by the RJ Lee Group was made known in an article published in
January 2008 by a team of scientists led by physicist Steven Jones,36 but
these reports were simply ignored by NIST.

Scientists at the US Geological Survey, besides also finding evidence
that steel had melted, found that molybdenum,37 with its extremely high
melting point (4,753°F),38 had melted. NIST failed to mention this
discovery by another federal agency, although the Steven Jones group had
reported it ten months before NIST’s final report on WTC 7.

Nanothermite: A report by Jones and several other scientists, including
University of Copenhagen chemist Niels Harrit, showed that the WTC dust
contained unreacted nanothermite. Nanothermite, Harrit has said, can be
tailored to behave as an incendiary (like ordinary thermite), and as an
explosive.39 This report, which was published in a peer-reviewed science
journal,40 was not published until after NIST’s final report on WTC 7
appeared. But NIST should have tested the WTC dust for signs of
incendiaries, such as ordinary thermite, and explosives, such as
nanothermite. But in spite of guidelines mandating examinations to
ascertain whether such substances were used,41 NIST evidently did not do
so: When NIST was asked whether it had carried out such tests, NIST said



that it had not.42 When a reporter asked NIST spokesman Michael Newman
why not, he replied: “[B]ecause there was no evidence of that.” When the
reporter asked, “[H]ow can you know there’s no evidence if you don’t look
for it first?” Newman replied: “If you’re looking for something that isn’t
there, you’re wasting your time … and the taxpayers’ money.”43

V NIST’s FABRICATION OF EVIDENCE
Besides omitting and otherwise falsifying evidence, NIST also committed
the type of scientific fraud called fabrication, which means simply “making
up results.”44

1. NO GIRDER SHEAR STUDS
For example, in offering its explanation as to how fire caused Building 7 to
collapse, NIST said that the culprit was thermal expansion, meaning that the
fire heated up the steel, thereby causing it to expand. Expanding steel
beams on the 13th floor, NIST claims, caused a steel girder connecting
columns 44 and 79 to break loose. Having lost its support, column 79
failed, starting a chain reaction in which the other 81 columns all failed.45

Leaving aside the question of whether this is even remotely possible, let
us simply ask: Why did that girder fail? NIST’s answer was that it was not
connected to the floor slab with shear studs. NIST wrote: “In WTC 7, no
studs were installed on the girders.”46 In another passage, NIST said: “Floor
beams … had shear studs, but the girders that supported the floor beams did
not have shear studs.”47

However, NIST’s Interim Report on WTC 7, which it published in 2004
before it had developed its girder-failure theory, said shear studs were used
to anchor “[m]ost of the beams and girders,” including the girder in
question.48

2. A RAGING 12TH FLOOR FIRE AT 5:00
Although in its 2004 Interim Report on WTC 7, NIST said that by 4:45 PM,
“the fire on Floor 12 was burned out,”49 it claimed in its 2008 report that at
5:00, just 21 minutes before the building collapsed, the fire on this floor
was still going strong.50



VI NIST’s FINAL REPORT: AFFIRMING A
MIRACLE

As we saw in Chapter 2, NIST denied in its next-to-final report on WTC 7
—the Draft for Public Comment—that this building had come down in free
fall or even close to it. Shyam Sunder, who headed up NIST’s reports on the
World Trade Center, even stated that free fall would have been impossible.
Speaking in August of 2008, he explained:

[A] free fall time would be [the fall time of] an object that has no
structural components below it… . [But] there was structural resistance
… . And you had a sequence of structural failures that had to take place.
Everything was not instantaneous.51

But in its final report on WTC 7, which came out in November 2008,
NIST admitted that free fall did occur for over two seconds, reporting “a
freefall descent over approximately eight stories at gravitational
acceleration for approximately 2.25 s[econds].”52

While making this admission, NIST did not revise its explanation as to
why the building came down: It still claimed that WTC 7 was brought down
by fire. And yet Sunder had explained only three months earlier (in the
previous indented statement) that a fire-induced collapse (which was what
he was defending) could not possibly have come down in free fall.

Physicist David Chandler, who provoked NIST to admit free fall, had
explained why a fire-induced collapse could not come down in free fall:
“Free fall can only be achieved if there is zero resistance to the motion.”53

In other words, a fire-induced collapse of a steel-framed building—
assuming for the sake of argument that this might be possible—could not
enter free fall, because even if the top floor came down, its descent would
encounter resistance. The top floor of Building 7 could have come down in
free fall only if something had suddenly removed all the steel and concrete
in the lower part of the building, so that there would be zero resistance.

This removal could only have been produced—assuming that there was
no divine intervention—by explosives. And yet NIST, continuing to insist
that explosives were not used, implied that a violation of laws of physics
occurred. Knowing full well that it had violated laws of physics, NIST—as
we saw in Chapter 2—removed every instance of the phrase, stated in the



preliminary report, that its report on WTC 7 is “consistent with physical
principles.”54

VII EXPLAINING THE IGNORANCE ABOUT
WTC 7

NIST’s admission that WTC 7 came down in free fall for over two seconds
—an admission that implies either explosives or a miracle— should have
been front-page news. Given the fact that the collapse of WTC 7 had been
declared a mystery from the outset, the world should have been waiting
with baited breath for every new clue as to why this 47-story building had
come down. Upon hearing Building 7 mentioned, nobody in the world with
access to CNN should have replied, “Building what?” How do we explain
the fact that five and even ten years after the mysterious collapse of this
building, ignorance about it was still widespread?

To begin answering this question, let us return to James Glanz’s
statement that the collapse of WTC 7 was “a mystery that under normal
circumstances would probably have captured the attention of the city and
the world.”55 As I stated before, the abnormality seems to have been such
that the fact of this building’s collapse, and especially videos of this
collapse, were deliberately suppressed. What was this abnormality?

1. SCADs
As mentioned in Chapter 2, an issue of American Behavioral Scientist, a
leading social science journal, had a symposium on State Crimes against
Democracy, which is abbreviated SCADs.56 The authors of this symposium
argue that this is an increasingly important type of criminality, so that social
scientists need to develop a scientific approach to studying it. SCADs are
understood as “concerted actions … by government insiders intended to
manipulate democratic processes and undermine popular sovereignty.”
Having the “potential to subvert political institutions and entire
governments,” SCADs are “high crimes that attack democracy itself.”57

There are two types of SCADs. On the one hand, there are officially
proven SCADs, such as “the Watergate break-ins and cover-up … , the
secret wars in Laos and Cambodia … , the illegal arms sales and covert



operations in Iran-Contra … , and the effort to discredit Joseph Wilson by
revealing his wife’s status as an intelligence agent.”

On the other hand, there are suspected SCADs for which there is good
evidence. The symposium authors included in this category

the fabricated attacks on U.S. ships in the Gulf of Tonkin in 1964 … ,
the “October Surprises” in the presidential elections of 1968 … and
1980 … , the assassinations of John Kennedy and Robert Kennedy … ,
the election breakdowns in 2000 and 2004 … , the numerous defense
failures on September 11, 2001 … , and the misrepresentation of
intelligence to justify the invasion and occupation of Iraq.58

As this list of illustrations shows, the symposium authors discuss as
merely suspected SCADs some events that are widely considered proven,
such as the Gulf of Tonkin hoax and the false claim that Saddam Hussein’s
Iraq had weapons of mass destruction.

In any case, besides regarding the 9/11 attacks as one of the suspected
SCADs for which there is good evidence, this symposium treated it as its
primary example. The abstract for the introductory essay began thus: “The
ellipses of due diligence riddling the official account of the 9/11 incidents
continue being ignored by scholars of policy and public administration.”59

The symposium’s final essay, criticizing the majority of the academic
world for its “blithe dismissal of more than one law of thermodynamics”
that is violated by the official theory of the World Trade Center collapses,60

also criticized the academy for its failure to protest when “Professor Steven
Jones found himself forced out of a tenured position for merely reminding
the world that physical laws, about which there is no dissent whatsoever,
contradict the official theory of the World Trade Center Towers’ collapse.”61

2. HIDING THE MOST OBVIOUS EVIDENCE THAT
 9/11 WAS A SCAD

Now, if 9/11 was a SCAD, we would understand the full extent to which the
destruction of the World Trade Center occurred under “abnormal”
circumstances, and we would thereby be in a position to understand why the
collapse of Building 7, which “under normal circumstances would probably
have captured the attention of the city and the world,” did not do so.



The fact is that it was not allowed to become well known, for reasons
mentioned earlier: Unlike the Twin Towers, it was not hit by a plane;
because of this, there was no jet fuel to spread big fires to many floors; and
its collapse, unlike that of each of the Twin Towers, looked exactly like a
classic implosion, in which the collapse begins from the bottom and the
building folds in upon itself, ending up almost entirely in its own footprint.
That Building 7 was brought down by explosives was, therefore, much
more obvious than the fact that the Twin Towers were explosively
demolished.

This greater obviousness is illustrated not only by Danny Jowenko’s
response, but also by the many engineers and scientists who joined the 9/11
Truth Movement only after seeing a video of this building’s collapse. For
example, Daniel Hofnung, an engineer in Paris, wrote:

In the years after the 9/11 events, I thought that all I read in professional
reviews and French newspapers was true. The first time I understood
that it was impossible was when I saw a film about the collapse of WTC
7.62

Likewise, civil engineer Chester Gearhart wrote:

I have watched the construction of many large buildings and also have
personally witnessed 5 controlled demolitions in Kansas City. When I
saw the towers fall on 9/11, I knew something was wrong and my first
instinct was that it was impossible. When I saw building 7 fall, I knew it
was a controlled demolition.63

This video was also decisive for University of Copenhagen chemist
Niels Harrit, who later became the first author of the nanothermite paper.
When asked how he became involved with these issues, he replied:

It all started when I saw the collapse of Building 7, the third skyscraper.
It collapsed seven hours after the Twin Towers. And there were only
two airplanes. When you see a 47-storey building, 186 meters tall,
collapse in 6.5 seconds, and you are a scientist, you think “What?” I had
to watch it again… and again. I hit the button ten times, and my jaw
dropped lower and lower. Firstly, I had never heard of that building
before. And there was no visible reason why it should collapse in that
way, straight down, in 6.5 seconds. I have had no rest since that day.64



Given these reactions, it is obvious that, if 9/11 was a State Crime
against Democracy, the fact of Building 7’s collapse, and especially the
video of this collapse, had to be suppressed as much as possible. In order to
prevent awareness that this building came down in virtual free fall, the
cover-up artists prevented videos of WTC 7’s “collapse” from being shown
on television. And in order to forestall as long as possible widespread
awareness that this third building even came down, these cover-up artists
prevented this fact from being mentioned in The 9/11 Commission Report.

3. WTC 7 AS A DUD
Having made this point, I need to respond to an obvious objection: If those
who were responsible for bringing down Building 7 were going to need to
suppress the video of its collapse, why did they not bring this building
down until late in the afternoon, when the air was clean and cameras would
be trained on the building—with the consequence that we have perfectly
clear videos of the collapse of WTC 7 from various angles, each one
showing its straight-down, virtual free-fall, descent? Why did they not bring
it down in the morning, shortly after one of the Twin Towers had collapsed,
when the resulting dust cloud would have made any images impossible?
After the collapse of the North Tower at 10:28, for example, visibility did
not return sufficiently for film crews to come back to the area, NIST
reported, until 11:00.65 Had Building 7 been imploded at, say, 10:45, we
would not have these videos clearly showing it coming straight down in
virtual free fall.

There are many reasons, as I showed in an appendix to The Mysterious
Collapse of World Trade Center 7, to believe that this had indeed been the
plan—that is, to bring it down at about 10:45 AM— but that this building
was, as one researcher put it, “a dud”66—meaning that “the demolition
system in WTC 7 simply did not respond as intended and the building
defiantly remained intact.”67 If this is what happened, then it would make
sense that agents would have been sent into the building to set fires, so that
the cover-story could be that fires had brought the building down. This
hypothesis would explain why, although the fires in Building 7 were
supposedly started by flaming debris from the North Tower’s collapse at
10:28, no flames were visible in this building, NIST admitted, until after
noon, and on some floors there is no photographic evidence of fire until
3:40, 4:00, and 5:00 PM.68



In any case, had the demolition system worked as intended, this
building’s collapse would still have been a big mystery, but there would
have been no videos showing that it had come straight down and, for over
two seconds, in absolute free fall.

I have emphasized this likelihood—that the destruction of WTC 7 was a
botched operation—because if true it provides the clearest possible
illustration of the theme of this chapter, namely, that SCADs can be hidden
in plain sight. There are literally dozens of contradictions in the official
account of 9/11 that show it to have been an inside operation. But the
clearest proof of this is provided by the video of this enormous building
coming straight down in free fall— virtual free fall for the entire period,
which was about seven seconds, and absolute free fall for 2.25 seconds of
that period. And yet even though this proof has existed in plain sight for all
these years, the fact that 9/11 was an inside job, and hence a State Crime
against Democracy, has remained a hidden fact, at least in the sense that it is
not part of the public conversation. If the destruction of WTC 7 was a
botched operation, then the hiding of the fact that 9/11 was a SCAD is even
more impressive. How was this hiding achieved?

4. HIDING SCADs: THE ROLE OF THE MAINSTREAM MEDIA
Peter Dale Scott, discussing the erosion of the US constitution in recent
times, suggests that “this erosion has been achieved in part through a series
of important deep events in [post-World-War-II] American history—events
aspects of which … will be ignored or suppressed in the mainstream
media.”69 Indeed, Scott adds:

[T]he mainstream U.S. media … have become so implicated in past
protective lies … that they, as well as the government, have now a
demonstrated interest in preventing the truth about any of these events
from coming out. This means that the current threat to constitutional
rights does not derive from the deep state alone… . [T]he problem is a
global dominance mindset that prevails not only inside the Washington
Beltway but also in the mainstream media … , one which has come to
accept recent inroads on constitutional liberties, and stigmatizes, or at
least responds with silence to, those who are alarmed by them… .
[A]cceptance of this mindset’s notions of decorum has increasingly
become a condition for participation in mainstream public life.70



Referring thereby to events such as the JFK assassination, the Tonkin
Gulf hoax, and 9/11, Scott by “deep events” means the same types of events
called SCADs by the authors of the symposium on that topic. Indeed, one of
those authors cited Scott’s writings, treating his “deep events” as examples
of SCADs and quoting his statements about the complicity of the
mainstream media in covering up the truth about these events.71

These authors also make the same point themselves, remarking that “the
U.S. government’s account of 9/11 [is] parroted by the mainstream media”72

and commenting on “the profound disavowal of still burning, molten
questions originating at 9/11 Ground Zero gone begging by the American
media.”73

Besides parroting the government’s account of 9/11 and stigmatizing
those who provide alternative accounts with the discrediting label
“conspiracy theorist,” how has America’s mainstream media kept the truth
about WTC 7 hidden from the majority of the American people? Through
various means:

First, by never replaying the statements by Dan Rather and other
reporters about how the collapse of WTC 7 looked just like a
controlled demolition.

Second, by seldom, if ever, replaying the video of this building’s
collapse.

Third, by never mentioning credible critiques of the official account.
For example, my 2009 book, The Mysterious Collapse of World
Trade Center 7: Why the Final Official Report about 9/11 is
Unscientific and False, which has been endorsed by prestigious
scientists and engineers, has never been reviewed in the mainstream
media, even though my previous 9/11 book, The New Pearl Harbor
Revisited, was a Publishers Weekly “Pick of the Week” in 2008.74

Fourth, by never mentioning, except for one story that apparently
slipped through,75 the existence of an organization called Architects
and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, which by now has over 1,500 licensed
and/or degreed members calling for a new investigation of WTC 7
as well as the Twin Towers.76



Fifth, by never reporting scientific evidence contradicting the
official account of these buildings’ destruction, such as the reported
discovery of nanothermite in the WTC dust.

Sixth, by overlooking the fact that NIST’s report on WTC 7 omitted
an enormous amount of evidence showing that explosives must have
been used. For example, although the New York Times in 2002
called the piece of Swiss-cheese steel recovered from this building
“the deepest mystery uncovered in the investigation,” it did not issue
a peep when NIST’s 2008 report on this building failed to mention
this piece of steel and even claimed that no steel from this building
had been identified. The Times knew better but said nothing.

Seventh, by reporting NIST’s press briefing of August 2008
announcing the Draft for Public Comment, in which Shyam Sunder
announced with great bravado that the “the reason for the collapse
of World Trade Center 7 is no longer a mystery” and that “science is
really behind what we have said,” but then not reporting on NIST’s
final report in November, in which it almost explicitly admitted that
science does not stand behind, but contradicts, its theory of this
building’s collapse (by admitting that it came down in absolute free
fall for over two seconds, even though Sunder had pointed out that
free fall would, in a fire-induced collapse, have been impossible).

CONCLUSION
Through these and related means, the truth about the collapse of Building 7
has been effectively hidden, even though it has existed in plain sight all
these years. Even the bare fact of the collapse itself has been so effectively
hidden that over 40 percent of the American public in 2006 did not know
that WTC 7 had come down on 9/11, and in 2009 a judge in New York City,
upon hearing a reference to Building 7, could ask: “Building what?”

I offer this chapter as a case study in the power of the forces behind
SCADs to hide things that exist in plain sight, because if they can hide the
straight-down free-fall collapse of a 47-story building captured on video in
broad daylight, they can hide almost anything.

POSTSCRIPT



When I delivered the lecture on which this chapter is based in 2010, I said
that I made the closing point—that “they can hide almost anything”—not to
instill despair but to point to the seriousness of the problem, and also to
pave the way for making a proposal: Recognizing the high correlation
between those who know about the collapse of WTC 7 and those who
believe that a new—or rather real—9/11 investigation is needed, I proposed
that the international 9/11 Truth Movement should initiate, starting in
September 2010, a year-long Building 7 campaign. This would involve
expanding the Building What? campaign that had already been launched in
New York by the NYC Coalition for Accountability (NYC CAN). This
campaign would seek to increase greatly, by the tenth anniversary of 9/11,
the level of awareness worldwide of what happened to World Trade Center
7.

The campaign became quite successful. In August 2010, a 30-second
“Building What?” video ad was made by a first-rate filmmaker.77 Through
small donations, $100,000 was raised to purchase commercial time on cable
television in the NYC area.

On November 13, Geraldo Rivera of Fox News, having seen the ad,
arranged a segment about Building 7 with engineer Tony Szamboti, a
member of Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, and Bob McIlvaine,
who lost his son in the 9/11 attacks. “What caught my eye,” Rivera said,
was the fact that over 1,300 architects and engineers disagreed with NIST’s
conclusion about WTC 7. At the end of this segment, Rivera, who had
previously derided “Truthers” (telling them to “get a life”), said: “I certainly
am much more open minded about it than I was, because of the
involvement of the 9/11 families, and all these engineers and architects—
clearly they know more than I do.”78

On November 19, 2010, Rivera was interviewed by Judge Andrew
Napolitano, Fox’s legal analyst, on his Fox Business show Freedom Watch.
In light of Rivera’s acknowledgement that over 1,300 architects and
engineers disagree with NIST’s conclusion, Napolitano asked Rivera
whether he doubts the official conclusion. Rivera said:

I think that it is highly unlikely that the government would do anything
nefarious on a scale of this epic nature. However, the building does
appear to come down in a way that is reminiscent of a controlled
demolition.



Rivera even said that, if the building was indeed brought down by
explosives, then “the most obnoxious protestors in recent years are right.”79

The following week, Judge Napolitano said: “It’s hard for me to believe
that it came down by itself… . It couldn’t possibly have been done the way
the government told us.”80

In March 2011, the campaign, having changed its name to “Remember
Building 7,” created a video ad of that name. Pointing out that the
government claimed that, in Sunder’s words, the building collapsed
“primarily due to fires,” an engineer states: “I along with 1,400 other
architects and engineers have found the government’s conclusion to be
physically impossible.”81 Another $100,000 was raised to inform still more
people.

Simultaneously with releasing this new ad in June, the Remember
Building 7 campaign released the results of a new poll. Among other things,
this poll revealed that, although people in NYC surely are much more aware
than people in the rest of the country, 33 percent of New Yorkers were still
unaware that a third building had come down. And only 14 percent could
name this building. So if the goal was to keep people ignorant about WTC
7, the perpetrators should be pleased.

But even more important, given Remember Building 7’s effort to
overcome this ignorance, is this information: Of those who were aware that
Building 7 came down, 24 percent of them believed it was a controlled
demolition (while 49 percent believed it to be caused by fire). When people
were informed that 1,500 architects and engineers dispute the government’s
explanation of WTC 7’s collapse, the percentage who believe it was a
controlled demolition rises from 24 to 36 percent. Assuming that the
government has “encouraged” the press not to report about the existence of
professional 9/11 organizations, such as Architects and Engineers for 9/11
Truth, this finding by the poll would confirm the government’s wisdom in
seeking to keep the public uninformed.

Likewise, these same poll results show the wisdom of Remember
Building 7’s twofold approach: Informing people that not only the Twin
Towers, but also Building 7 came down, and also that a growing number of
architects and engineers say that the government’s explanation is physically
impossible.
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5. PHONE CALLS FROM THE 9/11 PLANES:
 HOW THEY FOOLED AMERICA

he public has been led to believe that passengers and flight attendants
on the 9/11 airplanes made telephone calls to people on the ground,
telling them what was happening on the planes. According to these

messages, the airplanes were hijacked. The reported phone calls fooled
America, with even well-educated people believing that the reported calls
were real. As we saw in Chapter 2, Matthew Rothschild, the editor of The
Progressive, said in a 2006 essay defending the official account of 9/11:
“we know from cell phone conversations that passengers on board that
plane planned on confronting the hijackers.”

Besides convincing people that the 9/11 planes had been hijacked, some
of the reported calls were more specific, saying that the planes were taken
over by “Middle Eastern-looking men.” One caller, reporting having gotten
a close look at one of the hijackers, described him as having “an Islamic
look.”1

These reported phone calls have been of utmost importance to the
official story about 9/11. They provided the main basis for the twofold
belief that (1) the planes had been hijacked and that (2) the hijackers were
from the Middle East. The authorities quickly identified the alleged
hijackers as members of al-Qaeda.

There is a multi-faceted argument against the official account of 9/11
(according to which the 9/11 attacks were carried out by Muslim members
of al-Qaeda). Part of this argument is that the “phone calls from the planes”
were not authentic. The present essay provides various types of evidence
that the calls were, indeed, faked.

I THE ALLEGED HIJACKERS: NO EVIDENCE
THEY

 EXISTED, EVIDENCE THEY DID NOT EXIST



The final section of Chapter 1 dealt primarily with evidence that was
provided by US authorities for the claim that there were hijackers on four
flights: AA 11 and 77 and UA 175 and 93. This evidence included
incriminating evidence said to have been found in Mohamed Atta’s
luggage; al-Qaeda operatives captured on airport security videos; the voice
of a member of al-Qaeda, generally thought to be Atta, on a radio
transmission; al-Qaeda passports at crash sites; an al-Qaeda headband at a
crash site; and passenger manifests generally thought to contain the names
of the men identified as the hijackers. As we saw in Chapter 1, however, all
of this proffered evidence, when examined, disintegrates.

In addition to this negative evidence—that there is no evidence for the
claim that al-Qaeda operatives hijacked the planes—there is also, as we
saw, evidence for a stronger conclusion: that there simply were no al-Qaeda
hijackers. This conclusion is grounded in three types of evidence: (1) That
there were no authentic passenger manifests with the names of the alleged
hijackers (in fact, with any Arab names whatsoever). (2) That the autopsies
for the attack on the Pentagon contained no names of any of the alleged
hijackers (indeed, no Arab names whatsoever). (3) That not a single one of
the eight pilots squawked the hijack code. These facts count heavily—
indeed decisively—against the idea that there were Arab-Muslim hijackers
on the planes. And if there were no Arab-Muslim hijackers, then there
would have been no phone calls from the planes in which passengers and
flight attendants described such hijackers.

II EVIDENCE FOR FAKED PHONE CALLS:
 THE BURNETT CALLS

Some people may argue, nonetheless, that the presence of hijackers on the
planes was proved by phone calls from passengers and flight attendants on
the 9/11 flights—phone calls in which the existence of hijackers was
reported. If authentic, these calls would provide strong evidence for the
existence of hijackers.

However, as I have pointed out (along with others2), there is strong
evidence that these calls were faked. To support this conclusion, one does
not need to show that all, or even a large number, of the purported calls



were faked. It is sufficient, logically, to show that one of the purported calls
was faked. A century ago, philosopher William James pointed out that it
takes only one white crow to prove that not all crows are black. Likewise, it
takes only one faked call to prove that not all of the reported calls from the
9/11 airliners were authentic.

But at this point, the parallel with James’ white crow example breaks
down. Spotting a white crow does not provide evidence that all, most, or
even several crows are white. But realizing that one of the purported calls
was faked does suggest that all of the purported phone calls were faked.
Why? Because if some group or agency within the US government
(including the US military) made a phone call that was supposed to be from
one of the 9/11 planes, this could have come about only with considerable
advance planning. This planning would disprove the official account of
9/11, according to which the planes were taken over in a surprise operation.
And if the official account is false on this point, then it must be supposed
that all of the purported calls were faked.

But while one example would suffice, I will discuss several purported
phone calls from the 9/11 planes, showing that it would be very difficult to
escape from the conclusion that they were faked. In the present section, I
discuss the case of Deena Burnett, who reportedly received calls from her
husband.

1. THE CALLS RECEIVED BY DEENA BURNETT
Deena Burnett reported that while her husband, Tom Burnett, was on UA
93, she received “three to five cellular phone calls” from him.3 This is
important, because it would have been impossible—see the next section—
for these calls to have been made using a cell phone. And yet it seems
equally impossible to doubt her report about the calls she received.

With regard to some reports about people saying they had been called
by a friend or relative using a cell phone, we can suspect that the person
receiving the call misunderstood the caller, or that a reporter got the facts
wrong. But such explanations would not work in relation to Deena Burnett,
because she had recognized, she said, her husband’s cell phone number on
her phone’s caller ID. She, in fact, told this to the FBI. The FBI’s summary
of the interview said:



[Deena] Burnett was able to determine that her husband was using his
own cellular telephone because the caller identification showed his
number, 925 980-3360. Only one of the calls did not show on the caller
identification as she was on the line with another call.4

We might, of course, assume that by the time Deena Burnett was
interviewed, her memory had become confused. But this interview with the
FBI occurred on 9/11 itself, only hours after she received the phone calls.

It seems, therefore, that one could explain away Deena Burnett’s
testimony—that her caller ID indicated that she was called from Tom
Burnett’s cell phone—only by arguing that she must have lied. However,
besides the absence of evidence that Deena Burnett lied, there also appears
to be no plausible hypothesis as to why she would have lied. Moreover, any
suspicion that she is the type of person who might have lied would surely
be dissolved by reading a 2006 interview.5 We must conclude, therefore,
that Deena Burnett’s caller ID indicated that she was called from Tom
Burnett’s cell phone. Given this conclusion, would there be any way to deny
that these calls must have somehow been faked?

2. REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THE BURNETT
 CALLS HAD BEEN FAKED

At the times when Tom Burnett supposedly made his calls from UA 93, this
plane would have been flying at an altitude of between 34,300 and 40,700
feet.6 Scientific studies have shown that the calls reported by Deena Burnett
could not have come from Tom Burnett using his cell phone aboard UA 93.
The most rigorous evidence of this kind has been provided by Canadian
mathematician and scientist A. K. Dewdney, who for many years wrote a
column for Scientific American. In 2003, he carried out experiments, using
all the kinds of cell phones that were available in 2001 that he could find.7

In my 2008 book, The New Pearl Harbor Revisited, I wrote this about him:

[Dewdney] conducted some experiments with single- and double-engine
airplanes to test the likelihood of successful cell phone calls from high
altitudes. He found that in a single-engine plane, successful calls could
be counted on only under 2,000 feet. Above that altitude, they became
increasingly unlikely. At 20,000 feet, Dewdney concluded, “the chance
of a typical cellphone call making it to ground and engaging a cellsite
there is less than one in a hundred.” … In later experiments using a



twin-engine plane, which has greater mass and hence provides greater
insulation from electronic signals than a single-engine plane, Dewdney
found that the success rate decayed to 0 percent at 7,000 feet.8 A large
airliner, having much greater mass, would provide far greater
insulation.9

I also wrote:

[A] cell phone had to complete a ‘handshake’ with a cellsite, and this
took several seconds, so cell phones in high-speed planes would have
had trouble staying connected to a cellsite long enough to complete a
call.10

Therefore, cell phone calls in airliners flying over 30,000 feet,
especially calls that lasted long enough to have conversations, would have
been out of the question.

A researcher named Erik Larson has dismissed Dewdney’s work as “not
relevant” to the 9/11 flights on the grounds that “it was done in Canada, and
no evidence was provided that conditions were similar.”11 However,
Dewdney wrote:

[N]ot only is the cellphone technological base in Canada identical to its
US counterpart, but Canadian communication technology is second to
none, Canada being a world-leader in research and development.12

Given the fact that Dewdney, as a scientist, would have known that the
relevant conditions needed to be similar, it was up to Larson, if he wanted
to dismiss Dewdney’s findings, to provide evidence that the conditions were
not similar.

Larson’s dismissal of Dewdney’s work appears in the midst of an essay
entitled “Critique of David Ray Griffin’s Fake Calls Theory.” Disputing my
argument against the authenticity of the 9/11 phone calls, Larson claims that
“there’s no actual evidence any of the phone calls were faked,” even the
Burnett calls.13

Larson refers the reader to “myriad credible sources” that “indicate cell
phone calls from airplanes were possible prior to 2001.” But the issue is not
whether cell phone calls could have been made from planes. The issue is
whether cell phone calls that lasted long enough for people to have
conversations could have been made from high-altitude, fast-moving



airliners. With regard to this issue, Larson, in spite of his dismissal of
Dewdney’s work, said:

Cell phone calls from planes were possible before 2001, but it’s obvious
that reception quality and the ability to connect and maintain a quality
connection would decrease at higher altitudes and speeds. Some of the
reported cell phone calls did take place at lower altitudes, but other
reported calls, including Tom Burnett’s, were at higher altitudes.14

Given that recognition, there are only three options for dealing with the
Burnett calls: First, one could claim that, in spite of Deena Burnett’s
testimony that her husband used a cell phone, he actually used an onboard
phone; this was the FBI’s approach. Second, one could claim that the calls
were produced by fakery; that is my approach. Third, one could suggest that
Tom Burnett’s cell phone received an electronic boost as part of a different
type of fakery; this is Larson’s approach (although he has not referred to it
is a type of fakery). I will look first at the FBI’s approach.

3. THE CONFLICT WITH THE FBI’S REPORT
 TO THE MOUSSAOUI TRIAL

The FBI’s report on its interview with Deena Burnett on September 11,
2001, as we have seen, said she stated that her husband used his cell phone
to call her, and that she knew this because she saw its number on her caller
ID. Nevertheless, when the FBI issued its report on phone calls from the
planes—which it made public in 2006 for the trial of Zacarias Moussaoui15

—it said that all of Tom Burnett’s calls were made from a passenger-seat
phone. (The report even indicated the rows from which the calls were
supposedly made, saying that one call was made from Row 25 and two of
them from Row 24.)16

Why, in light of the fact that Deena Burnett had clearly told the FBI in
2001 that her husband had used his cell phone to call her, did the FBI in
2006 state that Tom Burnett had used passenger-seat phones?

The answer seems to be that the FBI decided to make all of the reports
of phone calls from the 9/11 airliners consistent with the evidence that cell
phones available in 2001 would not work, at least reliably, from airliners at
high altitudes. Dewdney’s work may have helped convince the FBI that it
could not present a formal report that made claims thought to be impossible.



It had widely been reported that roughly 15 phone calls from the four
9/11 flights had been made from cell phones—some of which were, of
course, the Burnett calls. But in its 2006 report, the FBI described all but
two of these calls as having come from onboard phones.17 The only two
calls listed as cell phone calls were from UA 93, and they both were said to
have occurred at 9:58 AM. This was when the plane had reportedly
descended to 5,000 feet,18 which was an altitude at which cell phone calls
might seem plausible (even if Dewdney considered such calls quite unlikely
above 1,000 feet). All of the other phone calls were said to have been made
from onboard phones.

Is it not surprising that so many calls that for several years were
considered cell phone calls are now designated onboard phone calls by the
FBI? Is it really plausible that all of these calls had been made from
onboard phones, in spite of the fact that news stories at the time reported
that they had been made on cell phones? Does it not appear that the FBI
simply changed their reports to prevent the stories about phone calls from
being discredited by the evidence that high-altitude cell phone calls would
have been impossible?

In the FBI’s defense, there are reasons to believe that many of the 15
reported calls in question had actually been described as onboard calls in
some news stories from the beginning. For example, a Newsweek story
about UA 93, published in September 2001, said: “Elizabeth [Honor]
Wainio, 27, was speaking to her stepmother in Maryland. Another
passenger, she explains, had loaned her a cell phone and told her to call her
family.”19 Although that story clearly indicated that Wainio had used a
borrowed cell phone, a Pittsburgh Post-Gazette story, published only a
month later, said that the phone she borrowed was an “Airphone.”20 With
this and many other cases, we cannot say that the calls were consistently
reported as having been made by cell phones.

There was also ambiguity with the case of flight attendant Amy
Sweeney. In previous writings, I had taken as definitive an FBI affidavit
about her testimony, in which FBI agent James Lechner stated that the
American Airlines employee with whom Sweeney had a long discussion,
Michael Woodward, said that Sweeney had been “using a cellular
telephone.”21 However, an FBI agent named Craig Ring reported having
interviewed Woodward on that day, according to an FBI report dated



September 11, 2001, and that he said Woodward “talked to flight attendant
Amy Sweeney via air phone.”22 Also, a recording reportedly discovered in
2004 by the FBI said that Sweeney had used a passenger-seat phone thanks
to “an AirFone card, given to her by another flight attendant.”23 So the
evidence for the Sweeney call is ambiguous.

But with regard to Deena Burnett, as we have seen, there is no
ambiguity, because there can be no reasonable way to deny her statement
that her husband had called her from his cell phone, because her caller ID
showed its number. And there is no reasonable way to deny, we have also
seen, that her caller ID did indeed indicate that she had been called from his
cell phone.

However, it is virtually impossible that Tom Burnett could have actually
used his cell phone to call from UA 93, because this plane was reportedly
flying at over 40,000 feet, and in 2001 it would have been impossible for
Tom Burnett to have had three cell phone conversations with his wife while
flying at that altitude.

Even Deena Burnett, who had been a flight attendant, found this
puzzling. After writing in her 2006 book that she “looked at the caller ID
and indeed it was Tom’s cell phone number,” she added: “I didn’t
understand how he could be calling me on his cell phone from the air.”24

Most important, the FBI, when writing its report on phone calls from
the 9/11 planes—made public in 2006 in relation to the trial of Zacarias
Moussaoui—evidently concluded that Tom Burnett could not have called
his wife using his cell phone. So, although Deena Burnett had clearly said
that her caller ID showed that she had been called from her husband’s cell
phone, the FBI said in its report for the Moussaoui trial that Tom Burnett’s
calls had been made from onboard phones.

4. WHY WOULD THE FBI HAVE ALTERED
 DEENA BURNETT’S REPORT?

There are good reasons to believe that the FBI altered the report about the
calls to Deena Burnett to avoid having this report contain a claim—that
Tom Burnett made cell phone calls while Flight 93 was over 40,000 feet in
the air—that was technologically impossible. This is strongly suggested by
the fact that the FBI treated Deena Burnett’s testimony differently from the



way it treated the testimony of Lorne Lyles, the husband of CeeCee Lyles, a
flight attendant on UA 93.

The FBI interviewed Lyles about a phone call from CeeCee Lyles to
him that was said to have occurred at 9:58 AM, when her plane had
descended to 5,000 feet. The 9:58 call from her was one of the two reported
cell phone calls that were accepted by the FBI as having truly been made
from cell phones. In the FBI’s summary of its interview with Lorne Lyles
about the call from his wife, it said:

At 9:58 AM, Lorne Lyles received a call at home from her celular [sic]
telephone… . Lyles commented that CeCe [sic] Lyles’ telephone
number 941-823-2355 was the number on the caller ID.25

The FBI’s telephone report for the Moussaoui trial shows that the FBI
accepted Lorne Lyles’s testimony, based on information derived from his
caller ID, that his spouse had used a cell phone. But even though Deena
Burnett provided the same type of evidence—that her spouse’s cell phone
number had appeared on her phone’s caller ID26— the FBI’s report did not
reflect her testimony. It instead said that her husband had used a seat-back
phone. The difference in treatment seems to reflect the fact that the Burnett
calls occurred when UA 93 was over 35,000 feet in the air, whereas the
Lyles call occurred when the plane was only 5,000 feet in the air, where cell
phone calls would at least be possible. This contrast provides strong
evidence that the FBI’s report was tailored to avoid affirming any high-
altitude cell phone calls.

The Burnett case, therefore, provides evidence for two conclusions: On
the one hand, this case indicates that the phone calls to Deena Burnett had
been faked, because the evidence shows that she was called from Tom
Burnett’s cell phone, even though he could not possibly have carried on cell
phone conversations from UA 93 while it was over 35,000 feet in the air.
On the other hand, the FBI’s treatment of Tom Burnett’s reported calls—its
claim that he had made the calls from onboard phones, even though his wife
had clearly said that he had used his cell phone—strongly suggests an
attempt to cover up faked calls.

III FAKERY BY MEANS OF VOICE MORPHING



The FBI illustrated, as we have seen, one of the ways of dealing with the
Burnett calls: simply deny that they were cell phone calls. Considering that
a dishonest way of dealing with the Burnett calls, I have argued that these
calls must have been faked. In previous writings,27 I have argued that this
fakery could have been achieved by means of the technology of voice
morphing. Later in this essay, I will discuss another way in which the fakery
might have been achieved. For the present, however, I will discuss voice
morphing.

I have argued, in agreement with others,28 that voice morphing had been
sufficiently developed by September 2001 to provide a way in which the
calls to Deena Burnett might have been made. According to this hypothesis,
although Deena Burnett was convinced that the calls were made by her
husband, they were actually produced by means of voice morphing.

Voice-morphing technology was already quite advanced by early 1999,
when an article entitled “When Seeing and Hearing Isn’t Believing” was
published by Washington Post journalist William Arkin. “By taking just a
10-minute digital recording of [anyone’s] voice,” wrote Arkin, voice
morphing experts at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico
can “clone speech patterns and develop an accurate facsimile,” causing
people to appear to have said things that they “would never otherwise have
said.”29

To illustrate, Arkin described a demonstration in which the voice of
General Carl Steiner, former commander-in-chief of the US Special
Operations Command, said: “Gentlemen! We have called you together to
inform you that we are going to overthrow the United States government.”
The voice “sounds amazingly like [Steiner],” wrote Arkin.

“To refine their method,” Arkin continued, the members of the voice-
morphing team—which was headed by scientist George Papcun—“took
various high quality recordings of generals and experimented with creating
fake statements.” One of the generals spoofed by this team was Colin
Powell, whose voice was heard to say: “I am being treated well by my
captors.”30

People are quite familiar with photo and video morphing, as illustrated
by the 1994 film Forest Gump, in which Tom Hanks, in the title role, was
seen to shake hands with President Kennedy. But voice morphing has been
equally well developed. And, as Arkin points out, these types of morphing



can be used not only by Hollywood but also by military and intelligence
agencies: “For Hollywood, it is special effects. For covert operators in the
U.S. military and intelligence agencies, it is a weapon of the future.”

One agency interested in this “weapon of the future,” Arkin reported,
was “the Information Operations department of the National Defense
University in Washington, the military’s school for information warfare.”
Adding that video and photo manipulation had already “raised profound
questions of authenticity for the journalistic world,” teaching it that “seeing
isn’t necessarily believing,” Arkin pointed out that the addition of voice
morphing means that “hearing isn’t either.” He meant, of course, that
hearing shouldn’t necessarily be believing, because one now needs to be
aware that voices can be morphed.

Morphed voices can be convincing, thanks to an array of techniques. As
Dewdney said, the operator assigned to a particular call would have a voice
changer, which has been adjusted to reproduce the timbre, pitch, and other
characteristics of the voice of the person being simulated. The operator
would also have various types of information about the person. If a call is
supposed to be to the person’s spouse, for example, the operator would be
supplied with the married couple’s pet names for each other and also
“commonplace items such as references to ‘the kids.’” Moreover, audio
engineers for 9/11 calls would have tapes that “portray mumbled
conferences among passengers or muffled struggles, replete with shouts and
curses.”

The voice morphing hypothesis can explain why Deena Burnett was
convinced that her husband used his cell phone to call her from UA 93 in
the air, even though that would have been impossible.

Erik Larson belittled this notion, referring to “easily exposed flaws in
the voice morphing theory.”31 Those who have seriously studied voice
morphing, however, know that it cannot be so easily dismissed.32

Larson belittled voice-morphing techniques by appealing to George
Papcun himself, saying that Papcun “has commented that voice-morphing a
conversation in near real time would be more complex than fabricating a
simple recorded statement, and would require an extensive recording as a
sample.” But according to Arkin’s article, the capacity to morph voices in
“near real time” using a ten-second voice sample had already been
developed by early 1999, more than two years before the 9/11 attacks. And



surely there would have been no great difficulty in getting sufficiently
extensive recordings of the people in question. As researcher Aidan
Monaghan has written:

Advance booking of 9/11 flight reservations by 9/11 flight passengers
would make surveillance of them and recordings of their pre-9/11 cell
phone or other phone conversations possible. In 2006, the FBI ‘hacked’
into cell phone accounts of known organized crime figures to record
their voices.33

In a statement entitled “Voice Morphing and the Alleged 9/11
Government Conspiracy,”34 Papcun made other arguments against the idea
that morphing might have been used in the 9/11 calls. And this is not
surprising: Papcun would naturally be inclined to minimize the possibility
that his creation was instrumental in the 9/11 attacks, in which almost 3,000
people were killed.

In any case, the important question is not Papcun’s motivation, but the
persuasiveness of his arguments. And his arguments are problematic. For
example, Papcun stated: “[T]he conspiracy theory purveyors have needed to
claim that someone (namely, me) created the voices of the passengers in
those phone calls.” I know of no one, however, who has suggested that
Papcun himself created the voices for the phone calls.

Also, in Papcun’s arguments against what he calls “wild-eyed theories”
that voice morphing was used in the 9/11 calls, he stated:

[I]n this situation it would be necessary to know what someone would
say to his or her loved ones under such circumstances. What pet names
would be used?
But I think anyone reading the summaries of the statements made by

alleged passengers—such as those purportedly made by Tom Burnett, as
reported by Deena Burnett—would find statements that could have been
made by operators who had studied the targeted passengers. Dewdney,
having quoted passages from many of the reconstructed conversations,
wrote that “all the conversations are consistent with [a voice-morphing]
operation, along with a sprinkling of tantalizing clues that are more
consistent with the operation than actual in-flight calls.”35

Papcun also asked, rhetorically: “What references would be made to
children and other loved ones?” As we have seen, however, operators



making the calls would normally be supplied with phrases for children,
such as “the kids,” and if having conversations with “the kids” would be
uncomfortable for the operators, they could easily be avoided (as with the
case at the end of the final call by “Tom Burnett,” treated later in this
chapter).

Larson, building on Papcun’s statements, has said:

It would be [especially] difficult to fool the subject’s family members,
who, in addition to being familiar with the person’s voice, would be
familiar with their unique communication style and intimate details of
their lives.36

Unfortunately for this argument, however, Papcun published a letter he
had received, in which a woman wrote to him:

I came across an article called “When Seeing and Hearing is not
believing,” where your name was mentioned as the inventor of a
technology in which human voice can be cloned in real time without the
voice owner saying all the things in a recording. I am writing to seek
your assistance… . The reason I am asking this is that my husband
heard a fake voice of me with another man and he is now suspecting
me. My marriage is becoming a hell… . I swore to him and told him the
voice was not me, but he actually doesn’t believe that such a technology
exists. Can you please help me show him that such a thing is possible
and I am not lying to him?37

Papcun “declined to become involved.” But without entering into the
question as to whether he could have said something helpful without
becoming “involved,” we can draw the most important conclusion: Just as
voice morphing is good enough to fool friends of military generals, it is also
good enough to fool spouses.

Given the voice morphing technology that was available in 1999, Arkin
pointed out that hearing “should not necessarily be believing.” But this
lesson has not been widely appreciated. Individuals who received phone
calls on 9/11 from people who identified themselves as friends or relatives,
as well as people who heard recordings of flight attendants from the 9/11
flights, have evidently accepted the phone calls as authentic. Even
journalists have evidently accepted the authenticity of the calls without
question. The point of Arkin’s 1999 article, however, was that people



should understand that “hearing is not necessarily believing,” at least when
there are reasons to doubt the authenticity of the calls.

And with the 9/11 calls, there are objective bases for questioning the
authenticity of some of them. Insofar as people had been told that the calls
they received were made from cell phones, they clearly had bases for
doubting their authenticity. Former flight attendant Deena Burnett herself
knew that there was good reason to wonder about the purported calls from
her husband, because, as we saw earlier, she said: “I didn’t understand how
he could be calling me on his cell phone from the air.”38 Likewise, Lorne
Lyles, the husband of flight attendant CeeCee Lyles, reported that he said
something similar after hearing the tape-recording of the previously-
discussed 9:58 AM call from her:

I looked at the caller ID [said Lyles], and noticed that … it was from her
cell phone. And I’m like, OK, wait a minute. How can she call me from
on the plane from a cell phone, because cell phones don’t work on a
plane? That’s what I’m thinking.39

As pointed out earlier, her plane, UA 93, was reportedly at 5,000 feet,
and that is an altitude at which cell phone calls might have been possible.
Nevertheless, Dewdney said, cell phone calls above 2,000 feet would have
been “unlikely.”40

Moreover, even if cell phone usage might be made possible because of a
plane’s altitude, it might be rendered impossible by the “handshake”
problem, if the plane is still flying at the normal cruising speed—
approximately 500 mph. The problem is that the plane, Dewdney says,

would not be over the cellsite long enough to complete the electronic
‘handshake’ (which takes several seconds to complete) before arriving
over the next cellsite, when the call has to be handed off from the first
cellsite to the next one.41

UA 93 was reportedly flying at a very high speed: 580 mph. Therefore,
even the two reported cell phone calls that were allowed by the FBI, both of
which would have been at 9:58 AM when UA 93 was at 5,000 feet, would
have to be rated as very unlikely.

In any case, as we have seen, the calls received by Deena Burnett
provide very clear examples of faked calls.



IV FURTHER EVIDENCE FOR FAKED CALLS
ON 9/11

There are other objective reasons for doubting the authenticity of many of
the 9/11 calls, beyond the calls to Deena Burnett, as the following sections
will show.

1. “TOM BURNETT” DECLINES CHANCE TO TALK TO CHILDREN
The Burnett case, as we have seen, provides seemingly incontrovertible
evidence that the phone calls received by Deena Burnett must have been
faked, because her caller ID indicated that the calls came from Tom
Burnett’s cell phone, even though Tom could not possibly have called her
on his cell phone while his plane was 40,000 feet in the air.42

There is, however, another reason to doubt that the Burnett calls were
really made by Tom Burnett while he was in an airplane hijacked by foreign
terrorists. In the final call received by Deena Burnett, she told him (in her
retelling of the conversation) that their “kids” had been asking to talk to
him. Tom, however, replied: “Tell them I’ll talk to them later.”43

It is most unlikely, assuming that the events had developed in the
purported way, that Tom Burnett would have responded this way. The
reported response by Tom occurred after he told his wife he had realized
that the hijackers were on a suicide mission, planning to “crash this plane
into the ground,” so that he and others had decided to try to gain control of
the plane as soon as it was “over a rural area.” And the hijackers had
already killed one person. So Tom would have known there was a good
chance that he would die in the next few minutes. And yet, rather than
taking this probably last opportunity to speak to his children, he told his
wife to say that he would “talk to them later.”44 It is difficult to believe that
the real Tom Burnett, dealing with a real situation, would have responded in
this way.

However, if someone, using voice morphing, had been pretending to be
Tom, we could well imagine why he would not want to talk to the children.
For example, he might not have been told their names— in Deena’s
accounts, the caller referred to the children only as “the kids.” Even if he
had been told their names, he might not have wanted to admit that he did
not know much about them, or that he could not distinguish their voices.



In addition to these two facts about the Burnett calls, there are
additional facts about the “phone calls from the planes” that cast doubt on
their authenticity.

2. THE CEECEE LYLES CALL: “YOU DID GREAT”
The most direct evidence of fakery is provided by the previously-discussed
call to Lorne Lyles, the husband of flight attendant CeeCee Lyles, which he
later heard on his answering machine. In the message, which his machine
indicates was received on Tuesday at 9:47 AM, the CeeCee Lyles voice
said:

Hi Baby. I’m … . Baby, you have to listen to me carefully. I’m on a
plane that’s been hijacked. I’m on the plane. I’m calling from the plane.
I wanna tell you I love you. Please tell my children that I love them very
much. And I’m so sorry, babe. Un, I don’t know what to say. There’s
three guys, they’ve hijacked the plane. I’m trying to be calm. We’re
turned around and I’ve heard there’s planes that’s been, been flown into
the World Trade Center. I hope to be able to see your face again, baby. I
love you. Goodbye.45

After these words have been said, but before the recorded message
comes to an end, a voice can be heard to whisper: “You did great.” How
could anyone not take this whispered comment as clear evidence that the
“CeeCee Lyles” message was a fake?

To call it a “fake” means that the message was not what it purported to
be. It could have been a fake produced by voice morphing. Or it could have
been CeeCee Lyles reading a script she was forced to read—in which case,
the whispered message might have been by a person coaching her. But in
either case, the message was not authentic.

It is important to realize that the whispered statement occurs in the
official recording of the call—the one included in the computer presentation
of the 9/11 phone calls given as evidence for the 2006 Moussaoui trial.46

Otherwise, we could suspect that the whispered message had been added by
someone later, perhaps as a hoax. How and why the whispered comment
got included on the official recording of this call will likely remain a
mystery. In any case, this whispered comment undermines the official story
about 9/11.



3. THE LACK OF NOISE AND EMOTION
Assuming that foreign terrorists had really hijacked the four 9/11 planes,
and that some of the passengers and flight attendants had been able to use
telephones to convey to people on the ground what was happening on
board, we would not assume that the cabin would be quiet and that the
passengers and flight attendants would be calm. And yet that is what was
reported in numerous accounts.47

Flight Attendants: I will begin with flight attendants whose calls from the
planes were reportedly characterized by surprising calmness. Sandy
Bradshaw, a flight attendant on UA 93, was described by a United Airlines
manager as “shockingly calm.”48 Calmness by her or any of the other flight
attendants would indeed have been “shocking,” given what people on UA
93 supposedly experienced. According to The 9/11 Commission Report:

[Passengers and crew members who made phone calls] understood the
plane had been hijacked. They said the hijackers wielded knives and
claimed to have a bomb… . Callers reported that a passenger had been
stabbed and that two people were lying on the floor of the cabin, injured
or dead—possibly the captain and first officer. One caller reported that a
flight attendant had been killed.49

The flight attendants on AA 11 should also have been very frightened.
The 9/11 Commission Report said that “a man in first class had his throat
slashed; two flight attendants had been stabbed … ; the flight attendants
were unable to contact the cockpit; and there was a bomb in the cockpit.”50

And yet Amy Sweeney, a flight attendant on AA 11, was said to have
spoken “very, very calmly” while giving information about the hijackers.

Betty Ong was another flight attendant on American 11. Besides
observing all the events witnessed by Sweeney, Ong was reportedly
subjected to Mace, making it very difficult for her and others to breathe.51

Moreover, she reported:

Our No. 1 (flight attendant) got stabbed. Our purser is stabbed. Nobody
knows who stabbed who. We can’t even get up to business class right
now, because nobody can breathe. Uh, our No. 1 is stabbed right now.
Our No. 5, our first class passenger, er, our first class galley flight



attendant and our purser have been stabbed. And we can’t get into the
cockpit. The door won’t open.52

Nevertheless Ong, like Sweeney, reportedly remained very calm. Fellow
American Airlines employee Nydia Gonzalez said of her: “Betty was calm,
professional, and in control throughout the call.”53 When Ong’s family
heard the recording of her call, said an ABC reporter, they “couldn’t believe
the calm in Betty’s voice.”54 An Associated Press story about her said:
“[She] seemed calm and professional beyond reason as she reported a
ghastly scenario during a 23-minute telephone call.”55

Individual Passengers: The same calmness was reported about passengers.
For example, Tom Burnett’s wife, Deena, said of him: “It was as if he was
at Thoratec [the company for which he worked], sitting at his desk, and we
were having a regular conversation. It was the strangest thing because he
was using the same tone of voice I had heard a thousand times.”56

Jack Grandcolas, referring to a call from his wife, Lauren Grandcolas,
said: “She sounded calm.”57 New York Times reporter Jere Longman said:
“It sounded to Jack as if [his wife] were driving home from the grocery
store or ordering a pizza.”58

Lyz Glick, speaking about calls from her husband, Jeremy Glick, said:
“He was so calm, the plane sounded so calm, that if I hadn’t seen what was
going on on the T V, I wouldn’t have believed it.”59

Kathy Hoglan, the aunt of passenger Mark Bingham on UA 93, said that
he sounded “calm, matter-of-fact.” Bingham’s mother, Alice Hoglan, said:
“His voice was calm. He seemed very much composed.”60

Esther Heymann, discussing a conversation she had had with her
stepdaughter, Honor Elizabeth Wainio, said that her stepdaughter remained
“remarkably calm throughout our whole conversation.”61

Todd Beamer, the passenger on UA 93 who became immortalized as the
person who (reportedly) said “Let’s roll” before he and others took on the
hijackers, was also described as calm. Lisa Jefferson, a supervising
customer service operator for GTE-Verizon who reportedly received a long
telephone call from Beamer, said that he “stayed calm through the entire
conversation.”62 Indeed, Jefferson later wrote, “his voice was … so tranquil
it made me begin to doubt the authenticity and urgency of his call.”63



The Passengers as a Whole: Not only these individuals, but also the
passengers in general, seem to have been calm and quiet. For example, Jack
Grandcolas, the husband of UA 93 passenger Lauren Grandcolas,
commented: “It was really quiet in the background. There wasn’t
screaming.”64

Lyz Glick, also speaking about UA 93, said: “I was surprised by how
calm it seemed in the background. I didn’t hear any screaming. I didn’t hear
any noises. I didn’t hear any commotion.”65

According to New York Times reporter Jere Longman, Esther Heymann,
while listening to a call from her stepdaughter, Honor Elizabeth Wainio,
“could not hear another person. She could not hear any conversation or
crying or yelling or whimpering. Nothing.”66

Vanessa Minter, an American Airlines employee who listened to Ong’s
call, commented: “You didn’t hear hysteria in the background. You didn’t
hear people screaming.”67

Mark Bingham’s mother, Alice Hoglan, said that a discussion between
passengers about taking back the plane from the hijackers, which she
overheard while talking with Mark, sounded like a “calm boardroom
meeting.”68

If the reported calls by these flight attendants and passengers were truly
made from the four 9/11 flights, then such calmness would border on the
miraculous. But if the calls were made elsewhere, then we have not
supernatural calmness but merely poor acting.

4. THE MYSTERIOUS BETTY ONG CALL
The call by flight attendant Betty Ong, which was mentioned above, was
surprising partly because of the extraordinary calmness of this call. But it
was also surprising because “Betty Ong” did not contact either of the places
that we would have expected an experienced flight attendant to contact:
American Airlines in Boston, from which her flight had departed, or
American Airlines headquarters in Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas.

The Call to Cary, North Carolina: Rather, “Betty Ong” called the airline’s
tiny reservations office in Cary, North Carolina. Betty Ong was, as we saw,
praised for being “calm, professional, and in control.” If so, why did she not



call a security office in Boston or Dallas, rather than a reservations office in
Cary?

Also surprising is the fact that her phone call lasted for 27 minutes.
American Airlines officials in Dallas-Fort Worth were eventually notified,
but this was only because one of the employees in North Carolina alerted
them. If Betty Ong was “calm and professional,” why did she use her
telephone to go on and on with reservations workers in Cary, North
Carolina, rather than contacting people who could have done something
useful with her information?

If we assume that the “Betty Ong” phone call was actually made by the
flight attendant named Betty Ong (who according to reports was indeed an
excellent flight attendant), and that this call was made in the midst of a
genuine hijacking, the phone call to Cary, North Carolina, is a complete
mystery.
A Possible Solution to the Call to Cary: However, if one supposes that the
Betty Ong call was produced by voice morphing, then one can formulate a
plausible hypothesis as to why this call went to the reservations office in
Cary, North Carolina. Rowland Morgan wrote:

A clue about why the Ong voice chose to call such a remote part of the
American Airlines organisation might come from the following
supposition. Plotters might have known that American’s reservations
office in Cary, N.C., had just installed new recording equipment that
recorded the first four minutes of any reservations call, for call-
screening and archiving purposes… . Calling the Cary office ensured
that the Ong voice would be recorded, not for the whole duration of the
call, but just for a handy four-minute snippet, long enough to frighten
the daylights out of the U.S. public, but not long enough for any
blunders by the teleoperator to be exposed for all to hear (although the
recorded Ong voice did at first misidentify the flight as Flight 12 on the
recording).69

And indeed, the four-minute call by “Betty Ong” proved very useful.
Although it was not heard by the public until 2004, this call was heard
immediately by American Airlines supervisor Nydia Gonzalez and also a
manager in Fort Worth—this being the first message about hijacking
received by authorities. This message was also available to be played in
2004, when the 9/11 Commission was reporting its findings.70



In any case, there are good reasons to take the “Betty Ong call” as
inauthentic.

5. TELEPHONE CALLS LASTING AFTER THE CRASHES
Another reason for taking the phone calls from the 9/11 planes to be fakes is
that, according to the records, two of the telephones stayed connected after
the crash of the airplane on which they supposedly were located.

The Jeremy Glick Call: Lyzbeth Glick, while visiting her parents (Richard
and JoAnne Makely), received a call that they all assumed to be from
Lyzbeth’s husband, Jeremy Glick, onboard UA 93. After a conversation
with “Jeremy,” she agreed with him that he should join a group of men who
were going to try to wrest control of the plane from the hijackers.
According to the FBI’s report of its interview the next day with Lyzbeth
Glick:

Jeremy told Lyzbeth that he loved her and asked her not to hang-up the
telephone. Lyzbeth remained on the phone for a few minutes and then
handed the telephone to her father, Richard Makely.71

In a book she wrote, she said: “I handed the receiver to my dad, ran into
the bathroom, and gagged over the sink.”72 The FBI’s summary of its
interview with her father said:

When Makely got the telephone from Lyzbeth, he only heard silence on
the telephone, then three, four, or five minutes went by, and there were
high pitched screaming noises coming over the telephone … . There
was then several minutes of silence on the telephone. Then Makely
heard a series of high pitched screaming sounds again, followed by a
noise which he described as ‘wind sounds.’ The ‘wind sounds’ were
followed by noises that sounded as though the airplane telephone was
hitting a hard surface several times or banging around. Then there was
silence on the telephone. During the screaming and other sounds that
Makely heard, a telephone operator from Horizon broke into the
telephone call and relayed the information to police officers… . Makely
and the telephone operator stayed on the telephone for approximately 1
1/2 hours, until approximately 10:45 AM, but never heard any further
noises on the telephone.73



UA 93 crashed at 10:03, according to the 9/11 Commission74—or at
10:06, according to the seismology report and local reporters.75 In either
case, Makely and the operator remained on the line long after UA 93
crashed. According to the FBI’s report on phone calls from the planes,
indeed, the phone remained connected for 7,565 seconds (two hours and six
minutes).76 Did a voice-morpher forget to hang-up?

The Long-Lasting Todd Beamer Call: Verizon employee Lisa Jefferson, as
mentioned above, had a long conversation with a man who described
himself as Todd Beamer, a passenger on UA 93. Beamer became the most
celebrated of the “heroes” of UA 93, thanks to his being credited with
saying, as a group of passengers started their counter-attack on the
hijackers, “Let’s roll.”

Various problems with the “Todd Beamer” call will be discussed in the
following section. For now, I focus only on the length of the call. Although
Lisa Jefferson apparently showed, in a 2006 book she coauthored,77 that she
accepted the authenticity of the “Todd Beamer call,” she elsewhere made
clear that the telephone of the man with whom she had been speaking
remained connected after UA 93 crashed:

After he said, “Let’s roll,” he left the phone, and I would assume that’s
at the point that they went to charge the cockpit. And I was still on the
line and the plane took a dive, and by then, it just went silent. I held on
until after the plane crashed—probably about 15 minutes longer and I
never heard a crash—it just went silent because—I can’t explain it. We
didn’t lose a connection because there’s a different sound that you use.
It’s a squealing sound when you lose a connection. I never lost
connection, but it just went silent.78

As with the Jeremy Glick call, telephone company information
indicating that the telephone line remained open was accepted by the FBI.
According to that information, the Todd Beamer call lasted for 3,925
seconds, slightly over 65 minutes. So rather than ending at 10:03 or 10:06
AM, when the plane crashed, the phone stayed connected until 10:49.79

Interpretation: The Jeremy Glick call, as we saw, lasted even longer: for
7,565 seconds, or two hours and six minutes.



What do we make of these long-lasting calls? It is hard to explain how
these calls happened. What seems clear, however, is that these calls were
not made from phones in an airplane that crashed a few minutes after 10:00
AM, because the crash would certainly have caused the calls to be
disconnected. The calls, therefore, could not have been from UA 93
(assuming, of course, that a flight designated “UA 93” actually crashed).

6. THE TODD BEAMER CALL
As we have seen, Todd Beamer became celebrated as a hero of UA 93.
Larry Ellison, who headed the company for which Beamer worked, wrote
of him: “He helped prevent the airplane from reaching its target - our
nation’s Capitol… Todd’s brave actions saved countless lives on the
ground.”80 The phrase “Let’s roll,” which Beamer supposedly uttered at the
end of his call, became “the Pentagon’s recruitment slogan,” as Rowland
Morgan put it,81 for the US-led “war on terror.” (This so-called war on terror
has, of course, been aimed at Muslim countries.) By early 2002, the phrase
“Let’s roll” had not only been “[e]mbraced and promoted by President Bush
as a patriotic battle cry,” wrote the Washington Post, but this phrase was
also “emblazoned on Air Force fighter planes, city firetrucks, school
athletic jerseys, and countless T-shirts, baseball caps and souvenir
buttons.”82 There are problems, however, with the idea of Beamer as hero.

One problem is the evidence that in her first account of Todd Beamer’s
final words, Lisa Jefferson did not attribute the “Let’s Roll” phrase to
Beamer. Jefferson claimed later that she heard Beamer say, as he put down
the phone to her, “Are you guys ready? Let’s roll!”83 But in an interview
shortly after 9/11, Jefferson reportedly quoted Beamer as having said only,
“Are you ready? OK.” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reporter Jim McKinnon
wrote:

He [Beamer] addressed his cohorts, still calm, saying, “Are you ready?
OK,” Jefferson said. She did not complete the phrase that [Todd
Beamer’s wife] Lisa Beamer relayed in an earlier interview with the
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette in which she quoted her husband using a family
catch phrase: “Are you guys ready? Let’s roll!”84

However, although McKinnon’s suggestion that Todd Beamer did not
actually use this catch phrase on 9/11 is of historical interest, it does not
provide a reason to doubt the authenticity of the “Todd Beamer phone call.”



But a reason to doubt this has been provided by the fact that the call
continued long after UA 93 crashed. And there are, we will see next, some
additional reasons.

“Todd Beamer” Passes Up Chance to Call Wife: Much more important is
the fact that the self-identified Todd Beamer talking to Lisa Jefferson did
not call Lisa Beamer—Todd Beamer’s wife—even though he had ample
opportunity to do so. Rather, he talked the entire period to GTE/Verizon
Airfone operators, whom he had never met. After spending the first few
minutes of his call talking with an Airfone operator named Phyllis Johnson,
he spent the remainder of it talking with Lisa Jefferson.85

At first, as we saw earlier, “Todd Beamer” seemed calm. But as it
seemed that the passengers on UA 93 were going to die, he expressed fear.
He told Jefferson: “I know we’re not going to make it out of here.”86 He
cried out: “Oh my God, we’re going down! We’re going down! Jesus help
us.” A little later, having asked Lisa Jefferson to say the Lord’s Prayer with
him, he said:

Jesus help me… . I just wanted to talk to someone, and if I don’t make it
through this, will you … tell my wife and family how much I love
them?87

However, we must wonder: Why did he not call his wife and two
children and tell them himself, or ask to be connected to them? There could
have been no problem in reaching his wife, given the fact that he was
talking with an Airfone supervisor. In fact, Jefferson volunteered: “Would
you like me to try to reach your wife and patch her call through?” In
response, however, “Todd” replied:

No, no. I don’t want to upset her unnecessarily. She’s expecting our
third child in January, and if I don’t have to upset her with any bad
news, then I’d rather not.88

If this were the real Todd Beamer, and if he believed that he was
probably going to die in the next few minutes, would he not have realized
that his wife would be “upset with [some] bad news” when she learned he
was killed? Would he not suspect she would be especially upset if she
learned that he had passed up the opportunity to talk to her one last time?
Can we, in any case, believe that he would have passed up this last chance



to speak to his wife and children? As Rowland Morgan says: “The contrast
between a young man facing his end and his refusal to speak to his wife is
implausible.”89 The refusal of (the real) Todd Beamer to speak to his wife
would have been as strange as (the real) Tom Burnett not speaking to his
children.

However, if the man on the line was not really Todd Beamer, but merely
someone who knew some facts about him, we can perfectly understand why
he would not have wanted to talk to Todd Beamer’s wife. Was the
Conversation Not Taped? One more difficult-to-believe feature of this story
involves Lisa Jefferson’s claim that she did not tape her telephone
conversation with Todd Beamer. Her explanation: “I had not had time to
press the switch in my office that initiates the taping of a conversation.” But
given the high-tech office in which she worked and given the fact that she
had been an Airfone supervising operator for 17 years, her statement that
the call was not recorded is, as Rowland Morgan says, implausible.90

In fact, a Pittsburgh Post-Gazette story published eight days after 9/11
said: “[B]ecause [the Beamer call] was to an operator, [it] was
taperecorded.”91 This report contradicts what was asserted by Airfone and
the government. If there was indeed a tape of the phone call that has been
concealed from the public, we can only wonder why. The recorded
conversation might have shown, we could suspect, that the phrase “Let’s
Roll” was missing—just as it was evidently missing from Lisa Jefferson’s
first account of the call. Worse yet, we might suspect, the caller’s voice
might not have sounded sufficiently like Todd Beamer’s to convince people
who knew him.

In any case, the concealment of the tape recording would be yet another
reason to believe the “Todd Beamer phone call” was inauthentic.

To Summarize: We have at least three reasons to consider the “Todd Beamer
call” inauthentic:

The call remained connected long after UA 93 crashed.

The man making the call passed up the opportunity to call Todd
Beamer’s wife and sons.



Lisa Jefferson and the authorities claimed, implausibly, that no tape
of the call was made.

7. THE BARBARA OLSON CALLS
Barbara Olson was a well-known commentator on CNN and the wife of US
Solicitor General Theodore “Ted” Olson. On 9/11, Ted Olson told CNN and
the FBI that his wife had called him twice from AA 77, with the first call
lasting “about one (1) minute,”92 and the second one “two or three or four
minutes.”93 His wife told him, he reported, that “all passengers and flight
personnel, including the pilots, were herded to the back of the plane” by
hijackers, who were armed with “knives and cardboard cutters.”94

An Implausible Story: One problem with this story was that the alleged
hijackers were rather small men. “The so-called muscle hijackers,” the 9/11
Commission pointed out, “were not physically imposing, as the majority of
them were between 5’5” and 5’7” in height and slender in build.”95 If these
small men were armed only with knives and box-cutters, they surely could
not have held off 60 passengers and crew members, who included pilot
Charles “Chic” Burlingame, a former Navy pilot who was a weightlifter
and a boxer, who was described as “really tough” by one of his erstwhile
opponents.96

Moreover, even aside from the question of the size of the “muscle
hijackers,” the story is implausible because of its claim that the pilots “were
herded to the back of the plane.” Pilots do not give up their planes easily.
Chic Burlingame’s brother Mark, in fact, said: “I don’t know what
happened in that cockpit, but I’m sure that they would have had to
incapacitate him or kill him because he would have done anything to
prevent the kind of tragedy that befell that airplane.”97 The historians at the
Pentagon expressed this view, saying that “the attackers either incapacitated
or murdered the two pilots.”98

Cell Phone Calls Ruled Out: A second problem was whether a passenger on
AA 77 could have made calls, from either a cell phone or an onboard
phone. The summary of the FBI’s interview with Ted Olson said: “[Mr.
Olson] doesn’t know if the calls were made from [Barbara Olson’s] cell
phone or the telephone on the plane.” But Ted Olson seemed to lean



towards the cell phone view, saying: “She always has her cell phone with
her.”99 And this was what Ted Olson told CNN, saying that his wife had
“called him twice on a cell phone.”100 He later surmised on Hannity &
Colmes that she must have been using the “airplane phone.”101 But that
same day, he suggested to Larry King that she used her cell phone.102

Thanks to the first report on CNN plus this Larry King appearance,
most Americans accepted the idea that Barbara Olson had used a cell phone
to call her husband. In statements made in later months, however, Ted
Olson said that she had used a seatback phone.103 But these statements
evidently had little influence in America: On the first anniversary of 9/11,
CNN was still reporting that Barbara Olson had used a cell phone.104

However, Barbara Olson could not have used her cell phone to call from
AA 77. Her first call, according to the 9/11 Commission, occurred “between
9:16 and 9:26 AM,” when Flight 77, the official report said, would have
been at an altitude of between 25,000 and 14,000 feet.105 This would have
been far too high for someone flying in an airliner in 2001 to have made
cell phone calls lasting a minute or longer.

In any case, an FBI report ruled out this possibility in 2004, saying: “All
of the calls from Flight 77 were made via the onboard airphone system.”106

Evidence There Were No Functioning Seatback Phones: Unfortunately for
the claim that onboard calls were made from AA 77, there is strong
evidence that this plane did not have a functioning onboard phone system.
In 2004, Ian Henshall and Rowland Morgan had come to suspect that the
Boeing 757s used by American Airlines did not have onboard telephones.
Accordingly, they asked American Airlines whether its “757s [are] fitted
with phones that passengers can use.” An AA spokesperson replied:
“American Airlines 757s do not have onboard phones for passenger use.”
Then, to check on the possibility that Barbara Olson might have borrowed a
phone intended for crew use, they asked: “[A]re there any onboard phones
at all on AA 757s, i.e., that could be used either by passengers or cabin
crew?” The response was: “AA 757s do not have any onboard phones,
either for passenger or crew use. Crew have other means of communication
available.”107

Then in 2006, a person on a German Internet forum reported that he had
asked American Airlines this same question:



“On your website [he wrote], there is mentioned that there are no
seatback satellite phones on a Boeing 757. Is that info correct? Were
there any such seatback satellite phones on any Boeing 757 before or on
September 11, 2001 and if so, when were these phones ripped out?”
An AA representative named Chad Kinder responded thus:
“That is correct; we do not have phones on our Boeing 757. The

passengers on flight 77 used their own personal cellular phones to make out
calls during the terrorist attack.”108

Captain Ralph Kolstad has also provided testimony on this point. After
serving for 20 years in the US Navy—he was a fighter pilot and an air
combat instructor at the US Navy Fighter Weapons School, where he was
twice designated Top Gun—he served as an airline pilot for 27 years,
during 13 of which he flew Boeing 757s and 767s for American Airlines.
He wrote:

[T]he “air phones,” as they were called, were … deactivated in early or
mid 2001. They had been deactivated for quite some time prior to Sep
2001… I have no proof, but I am absolutely certain that the phones
were disconnected on the 757 long before Sep 2001. They were still
physically installed in the aircraft, but they were not operational.109

The same testimony has been given by a former American Airlines
flight attendant, Ginger Gainer, who wrote: “I am sure the 757’s on which I
flew during that time frame either had the phones totally removed, or they
were in place in the seat backs, but disabled.”110

The FBI’s 2006 Report: In any case, the evidence that Barbara Olson could
not have made calls from either a cell phone or an onboard phone is no
longer needed to contradict the belief that she called her husband twice on
the morning of 9/11, because the FBI has now stated that she made no calls.
As we saw earlier, Ted Olson said he received two telephone calls from his
wife that morning, the first of which, he told the FBI, “lasted about one (1)
minute.”111 A few minutes later, he said, he received the second call, during
which, he later told CNN’s Larry King, they “spoke for another two or three
or four minutes.”112

But the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial said that Barbara Olson
attempted one call, and it was “unconnected” and (therefore) lasted “0



seconds.”113 This report contradicted Ted Olson’s statement that he talked to
his wife twice while she was on AA 77.

This report does not, to be sure, deny that there were calls to Ted
Olson’s office that appeared to be from Barbara Olson. That such calls
occurred was well supported.114

The FBI’s Moussaoui trial report also does not deny that Barbara Olson
called her husband and talked to him. The telephone information indicated
only that there were no calls to Ted Olson’s office by Barbara Olson using
phones aboard AA 77.

What really happened is, to be sure, mysterious. I am reporting only
what the evidence indicates. This is one of many issues on which people in
the 9/11 Truth Movement cannot be expected to figure out “what really
happened.” But the new Department of Justice, given all the resources it
has, could surely answer this question, if only it would try, by conducting a
new and unrestrained investigation into the 9/11 attacks. A Last-Ditch
Attempt to Salvage the Olson Story: In spite of the fact that the FBI report
said unambiguously in 2006 that there were no calls from Barbara Olson on
AA 77 to her husband, some people, including Larson, have sought to
reaffirm that those calls took place. These attempts are based on the fact
that the FBI’s report to the 9/11 Commission in 2004 and to the Moussaoui
trial in 2006 said that, in addition to the unconnected call from Barbara
Olson, there were five calls from this flight for which the details were
unknown. They were, in fact, doubly unknown: Each call was made by an
“unknown caller,” and each call went to an “unknown number.” Four of
these five calls were, however, listed as “connected.”115

The most obviously desperate attempt to salvage the Olson story was
provided by the 9/11 Commission. With no mention of American Airlines’
evidence that Barbara Olson only attempted one call, which lasted “0
seconds,” the Commission suggested that all four of the “connected calls to
unknown numbers” were calls from Barbara Olson to her husband. It wrote:

The records available for the phone calls from American 77 do not
allow for a determination of which of [these four calls] represent the
two between Barbara and Ted Olson, although the FBI and DOJ believe
that all four represent communications between Barbara Olson and her
husband’s office.116

This was, I wrote in 2007:



[A] very strange conclusion: If Ted Olson reported receiving only two
calls, why would the Commission conclude that the DOJ had received
four connected calls from his wife?”117

Larson agreed, writing:

It is puzzling the DOJ/FBI reached this conclusion, given that Solicitor
General Ted Olson, his Special Assistant Helen Voss, and his Secretary
Lori Keyton all told the FBI there had been two calls from Barbara
Olson.118

Larson added, however: “It would have been reasonable for the FBI to
conclude that there were two connected calls from Barbara Olson to Ted
Olson.”119

But would it? The most likely of the two unknown calls to be
considered calls from Barbara Olson would be the first two.120 The first one
started at 9:15:34 and lasted for one minute and 42 seconds; the second
began at 9:20:15 and lasted for four minutes and 34 seconds.121 But there
are several problems with this two-call hypothesis.

For one thing, the first of the connected unknown calls started precisely
at 9:15:34, whereas the first of the calls from Barbara Olson was said to be
“between 9:16 and 9:26 AM.”122 According to these records, therefore, the
first of the unknown but connected calls started 26 seconds earlier than the
first of the calls from Barbara Olson.

Raising a second problem, one commentator pointed out:

[I]t is very strange that the FBI did not have any confirmed calls from
Barbara Olson to Ted Olson. There were 4 connected calls with
unconfirmed numbers and unconfirmed callers. That is odd. If they
were able to confirm a call by Barbara Olson that was unconnected to
the DOJ and lasted zero seconds, why not calls that were actually
connected and lasted several minutes long?123

Discussing this “very strange” set of ideas, I wrote:

[It] appears to be so bizarre as to be completely implausible. If the FBI
was able to identify the number dialed for a call that failed to connect—
so that it did not endure for even a hundredth of a second—could
anyone give a plausible explanation as to why the FBI could not



identify the number reached by two calls that, besides connecting,
endured for over 1.5 and 4.5 minutes, respectively?124

Third, I added:

This problem becomes even more severe when we focus on the
hypothesis that two of the connected calls to unknown numbers were
from Barbara Olson to the Department of Justice, which was also
reportedly the number reached by an attempted call from her that failed
to connect. If the FBI was able to determine that Barbara Olson had at
9:18:58 unsuccessfully attempted to reach the Department of Justice,
why would it have been unable to determine that the calls that she—
according to the two-call hypothesis—made at 9:15:34 and 9:20:15 had
reached that same Department of Justice?125

A New Analysis of Primary Telephone Records: A recent analysis of
evidence from newly discovered primary telephone records confirms the
FBI’s conclusion that Barbara Olson did not attempt any calls to her
husband’s office from AA 77.126 This is important: The FBI’s report,
according to which Barbara Olson attempted a call from AA 77 (even if it
was an unconnected call, which lasted “0 seconds”), still provided support
for the claim that she was on AA 77 and it was still aloft. The full
importance of this evidence will be made clear in Chapter 7.

Conclusion: On the one hand, a combination of evidence shows that
Barbara Olson did not make two successful calls to her husband’s office
from AA 77.127 On the other hand, it seems impossible to deny that Ted
Olson’s office received two calls that seemed to be from Barbara Olson.
When taking these two points together, we must conclude that the Barbara
Olson calls were in some sense faked.

8. THE SMALL NUMBER OF PASSENGERS WHO MADE CALLS
Another reason for doubting the authenticity of the 9/11 phone calls is the
very small number of passengers who, according to the official story, took
advantage of the opportunities to make phone calls. The number of
passengers who did so was significant in only one of the four airplanes.



AA 11: With regard to AA 11, we were told that although two flight
attendants—Betty Ong and Amy Sweeney—made calls, no passenger did
so. Rowland Morgan has written:

There were about 76 passengers sitting unsupervised in business and
coach while the alleged hijackers were locked away… . All of them sat
facing seatback phones. [A] voice over the public address system
ostensibly had announced “If you try to make any moves you’ll
endanger yourself and the airplane. Just stay quiet.”
In spite of this announcement, Morgan was emphasizing, these men and

women, being unsupervised and having phones right in front of them, could
have made calls easily and with little fear of being detected by the
hijackers. And yet, Morgan asked rhetorically, “no passenger called 9-1-1?”

Given the fact that AA 11 was the first of the airplanes to be involved,
the passengers would not have known that it was to be crashed into a
building. We might assume, therefore, that they thought that the hijackers
simply planned, like most hijackers, to use them to extort money or some
agreement from the authorities, and that if they simply sat quietly, no harm
would come to them. As we saw earlier, however, the hijackers reportedly
killed one passenger, stabbed two flight attendants, and sprayed Mace. The
passengers would have known that developments were not promising.
Surely some of them would have tried to call a relative, a friend, or 9-1-1.
“The official account of Flight 11,” according to which not a single person
placed a call, “is implausible,” Morgan wrote.128

United 175: What about United 175? According to the official account,
there were 51 passengers on this flight, but only three of them placed
calls.129 It might be thought that this account is at least more plausible than
that of AA 11, because three of 51 passengers on United 175 made calls,
whereas none of the 76 passengers on AA 11 made calls.

But the official account of this flight is even more implausible. One can
imagine that, because no passengers on AA 11 were making calls, they all
may have assumed that there must have been some good reason why no one
was using a phone. But once three passengers on United 175 proved that
calls could be made successfully, many of the other passengers would
surely have followed their lead. (The first successful call from United 175
reportedly occurred at 8:52 AM, so there would have been 11 more minutes



in which calls could have been made.) We cannot believe that phone calls
would have been made by three, and only three, of 51 passengers on this
flight.

AA 77: According to the FBI’s 2006 account of AA 77, only one of this
plane’s 57 passengers and flight attendants used a phone to reach someone,
this being flight attendant Renee May.130 If Renee May had made a
successful call, while standing or sitting near to other flight attendants and
passengers, it is hard to believe that none of the other flight attendants and
passengers would have made their own calls. It is, in fact, unthinkable that,
if calls were possible, only one person on this flight made calls.

UA 93: We might think the official account of UA 93 is more credible,
because it tells us that 11 of its 38 passengers made calls. Rowland Morgan
wrote:

It is commonly thought that, while most passengers inexplicably did not
call from the three earlier doomed flights, those aboard Flight 93 had
longer to decide, and were influenced by the news of the 9/11 events
received by those who had called, so lots of them called.131

However, Morgan pointed out:

[C]allers were still an inexplicably small minority of those aboard… .
[A]ccording to the Moussaoui evidence only about 11 of [the 38
passengers] called the ground… . That is to say: 33 passengers aboard
Flight 93 flew for some 35 minutes, ostensibly knowing that their plane
had been hijacked by a murderous gang, without calling home, office or
police on one of the phones that were installed opposite their faces.
Calling required only a credit card… . But … three-quarters of the
passengers, … passing around news that indicated their plane might be
doomed as well as hijacked, nevertheless did not call anyone.
When looked at from this perspective, the story about UA 93 is no more

plausible than that of the other three flights. Given the position implied in
the official account, that everyone on this flight knew that hijackers were
planning to fly the plane into a building, it is hard to believe that only 11 of
38 passengers would have called someone— that is, that 27 of them would



not. Could people watch Todd Beamer talk on the phone for 20 minutes
while not calling someone to talk for a minute or two? Could someone near
Tom Burnett watch him call his wife three times while not making a single
call?

To the evidence cited in the previous sections, therefore, we must add
this consideration: that the numbers of passengers on the 9/11 flights who
supposedly made phone calls—from 11 passengers on UA 93 to 0
passengers on AA 11—are implausible. These implausible figures count
strongly against the view that the reported phone calls from the 9/11 flights
were authentic.

V COULD 9/11 CALLS HAVE BEEN
 FAKED IN ANOTHER WAY?

Because I, like some others, have tended to equate phone fakery with voice
morphing, the two ideas have widely come to be equated. However, the idea
that the calls to Deena Burnett, along with other 9/11 calls, were faked
should not be simply equated with the idea that these calls were produced
by voice morphing. Rather, that is only one way in which they might have
been faked. I referred to this point in some writings.

In my 2010 book, Cognitive Infiltration, I wrote:

It would appear … that the reported calls from Tom Burnett, along with
all of the other reported high-altitude cell phone calls, had somehow
been faked.132

In that book, I also wrote:

If Tom Burnett had actually used a seat-back phone, as the FBI’s report
now says, why did Deena Burnett see his cell phone number on her
Caller ID? The official defenders of the government’s conspiracy theory
have offered no answer to this question. And for good reason: There is
no possible answer except to admit that these calls had been faked, in
one way or another.133

As these statements indicate, there could be more than one way in
which phone calls could be faked. We must, in other words, distinguish



clearly between fact and hypothesis. We have seen, I believe, sufficient
evidence to consider it beyond reasonable doubt that at least some of the
9/11 phone calls were faked.134 Voice morphing is merely a hypothesis
about a way in which these calls could have been faked. We need to remain
open to the possibility that the calls might have been faked in a different
way.

1. THE “REPEATER” HYPOTHESIS
In fact, a different way in which the 9/11 calls could have been faked was
suggested by Erik Larson—although he has not portrayed it as a type of
fakery. Larson based his suggestion on the following statement by scientist
and 9/11 researcher Jim Hoffman:

[A repeater] is sufficiently powerful to establish reliable connections
with ground stations for several minutes at a time, and forwards all the
communications between the cell phones aboard the plane and ground
stations.135

Building on Hoffman’s hypothesis, Larson said that “cell phone
repeaters could have been placed on the 9/11 flights.” These repeaters
would have made it possible for cell phones to work at altitudes at which
they normally would not. Therefore, Deena Burnett and other people who
received calls would have learned what was going on in the planes.

Larson’s idea is evidently that there were real hijackers on the planes,
who would be allowed to carry out their activities, but that everything was
ultimately under the control of US operatives who had arranged physical
processes that would destroy the World Trade Center and damage the
Pentagon. Because passengers and flight attendants would see the plane
being taken over by Middle Eastern terrorists, their messages to loved ones
and colleagues would be filled with the types of genuine emotion needed to
get the American public ready for the planned “war on terror.” In Larson’s
words:

It could easily have been anticipated by insiders arranging for planes to
be successfully hijacked and hit their targets on 9/11, that passengers,
once aware of the hijackings, would attempt to use their cell phones and
report hijackings by Middle-Eastern-looking men. It would have been
obvious that news reports of these calls would be emotionally-charged,



and could be used to convince the public that Islamic radicals were
responsible for 9/11, as well as channel the public’s fear and anger into
support for a “war on terror.”136

As shown by the first sentence of this passage—“It could easily have
been anticipated by insiders arranging for planes to be successfully hijacked
and hit their targets”—we have here a version of phone call fakery that
would not have involved voice morphing.

In this scenario, real passengers and flight attendants would have made
the calls. But they would not have been doing so in the context presented by
the official account of 9/11, according to which the planes were hijacked in
an operation that surprised our national political and military leaders.
Rather, the people who made the phone calls would be under the control of
the US perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks. This point is made clear in the
following statement by Hoffman, in which he explained an advantage of
this hypothesis:

[T]his method would have afforded the attack planners great benefits
with little risk of exposure. Genuine reports of the theatrics of the red-
bandanna-wearing bomb-displaying Arabic-looking patsies aboard
Flight 93 could be allowed to get through as long as the operatives
wanted, adding realism to the hijackings so central to the official
account. But the same operatives could “cut the feed” at the moment
events took a turn threatening to evince something other than that
account.
According to this scenario, there would be Arab-looking patsies on the

planes, but the calls would be “allowed to get through [only] as long as the
operatives wanted,” and the operatives “could ‘cut the feed’ at the moment
events took a turn threatening to evince something other than [the official]
account.” Within this framework, the so-called “hijackers” would not have
really hijacked the planes. They would have believed that this was what
they were doing, but they would have simply been employed, unbeknownst
to them, to play roles in apparent hijackings.

So, although Larson presented the “repeater hypothesis” as an
alternative to the view that “the phone calls were faked,” this is really
another version of phone call fakery. Once this is seen, the next question is
whether this version is better than the one employing voice morphing.



2. IS THE “REPEATER” FAKERY BETTER?
Larson claimed that if repeaters had been carried onto UA 93, this would
explain the Burnett calls. He admitted that “no direct evidence has surfaced
[that repeaters were involved].” Also, this hypothesis has evidently not even
been tested. I asked Jim Hoffman, who originated this idea, whether there
have been “any demonstrations that repeaters would allow conversations of
a few minutes at (say) 35,000 feet.”137 Hoffman replied: “I’m not aware of
specific tests relating to portable repeaters used to relay cellular calls from
jets at 35K feet.”138

Larson criticized A.K. Dewdney’s ideas about the functioning of cell
phones in airplanes, although these ideas were based on empirical tests.
And Larson criticized voice morphing, even though this technology had
been publicly demonstrated in 1999. And yet Larson proposed that the
Burnett calls worked because repeaters had been placed on UA 93—even
though he admittedly has no evidence that they were actually involved, and
even though Hoffman admittedly does not know of any tests to determine
whether repeaters would have enabled cell phones in 2001 to call home
while cruising at 35,000 feet. It seems that Larson is excessively critical of
Dewdney’s ideas and excessively uncritical of the repeater hypothesis, as I
will suggest next.

3. WHY REPEATER FAKERY CANNOT EXPLAIN MOST
 OF THE INAUTHENTIC PHONE CALLS

In any case, even if repeater-boosted cell phones could have successfully
made calls to the ground, the idea that repeaters accounted for some of the
9/11 calls seems unlikely. I will briefly explain why.

Tom Burnett’s Refusal to Speak to ‘the Kids’: If the man with whom Deena
Burnett was talking were not really her husband, but only seemed to be him
thanks to voice morphing, we could understand why that man would not
have spoken to “the kids.” But if the real Tom Burnett had been speaking to
his wife on his cell phone aided by repeaters (about which he would not
have known), there would have been no reason, when his wife told him that
the children wanted to talk to him, for him to decline. It is very hard, in fact,
to believe that he would have passed up probably the last chance to speak to
his children. So, even if the repeater hypothesis could explain how the



Burnett calls could have been connected, it would not give a credible
account of these calls as a whole.

The Lack of Noise and Emotion: If the “phone calls from the planes” were
fabricated using voice morphing, we could readily understand how the
passengers and flight attendants could have been so calm and the cabins so
quiet. But if repeaters had allowed Tom Burnett and other passengers to
make cell phone calls from UA 93 when the plane had been taken over by
foreign hijackers, some people had been killed, and the passengers had
learned that the hijackers planned to fly the plane into a building, we would
have no explanation of the calm and quiet behavior of the passengers and
flight attendants.

It is interesting that Hoffman said that this plan—having repeater-
magnified phone calls reporting hijackings carried out by Arab-looking men
—would help the 9/11 operation by “adding realism to the hijackings,”139

and Larson said that “news reports of these calls [were] emotionally-
charged.” The idea seems to be that the reports were emotionally charged
because the phone calls themselves had been emotionally charged. As we
have seen, however, the phone calls were notable for the calmness and lack
of emotion of most of the passengers and flight attendants. It is true, to be
sure, that if the phone calls were actually reporting the kinds of events
described, we would expect the calls to have been very emotionally
charged. The fact that they were generally not charged with the level of
emotion we would expect counts against the application of the repeater
hypothesis to 9/11.

The Small Number of Passengers Who Made Calls: As we have seen,
Larson has said that once passengers became aware of hijackings, some of
them would try to use their cell phones to report them, and if the calls went
through—thanks to repeaters—many others would surely have used cell
phones to make calls. So we would have expected most of the passengers
on UA 93 to have made cell phone calls.

According to the FBI report made available to the Moussaoui trial in
2006, however, there were only two cell phone calls—the 9:58 AM calls
made by passenger Ed Felt and flight attendant CeeCee Lyles.



It seems that Larson disagreed with the FBI’s report with regard to—
and perhaps only with regard to—the Burnett calls: Whereas the FBI said
that Tom Burnett had used a seatback phone, Larson said that Burnett,
thanks to repeaters, had used his cell phone. But Larson’s account
disconfirms his expectation “that passengers, once aware of the hijackings,
would attempt to use their cell phones and report hijackings by Middle-
Eastern-looking men.” Three repeater-assisted cell phone calls by Tom
Burnett would be a much smaller number of calls than could have
reasonably been expected from 38 passengers on UA 93.

Also, if repeaters were put on Flight 93, they would also presumably
have been placed on Flights 11, 175, and 77. But any expectation that
repeaters on those planes would have led to the widespread use of cell
phones would not have been fulfilled. According to the FBI, there were no
cell phone calls by passengers on any of those three flights. But even if
Larson said, in opposition to the FBI’s stance, that all of the calls on these
three flights described by the FBI as onboard calls were actually cell phone
calls, there still would have been very few cell phone calls.

Again, Larson is certainly right to suggest that, if passengers on 9/11
flights had become aware of hijackers on their planes and had discovered
that cell phones would work, they would probably have made numerous
phone calls, many of which would have been cell phone calls. Therefore,
the very low number of cell phone calls on the 9/11 flights, even UA 93,
serves to disconfirm the repeater hypothesis.

4. STILL ANOTHER WAY TO FAKE CALLS?
However, the failure of the repeater hypothesis does not necessarily mean
that the voice-morphing hypothesis is correct. There may still be another
way in which the phone calls from the planes could have been faked. And
this is important. Those who believe, for some reason, that the calls could
not have been morphed should not, for that reason, conclude that the calls
were not faked. We need to keep a clear distinction between the evidence
for a phenomenon that needs to be explained (called by philosophers of
science the explanandum) and the explanation for that phenomenon (the
explanans). We might reject all the available explanations. But that
rejection will not do away with the explanandum, which in this case is the
evidence that reported phone calls from the planes were faked. This chapter



has focused primarily on this evidence. A secondary purpose is to show that
voice morphing provides a possible explanation for these faked calls. But
there might be a better explanation, which is presently unknown— except
perhaps to the perpetrators.

CONCLUSION
It was the “phone calls from the 9/11 planes” that first convinced the public
that America had been attacked by al-Qaeda, and until the public comes to
see that these calls were faked, the United States will probably never shake
free from the myth of “the al-Qaeda attack on America.”

Those who speak and write about 9/11 should, of course, take an
evidence-based approach. And the evidence that the “calls from the planes”
were faked is strong. The evidence against the authenticity of the phone
calls from the planes is especially strong when we remember all the types of
evidence summarized in the first section of this chapter. Some of this
evidence shows there is no credible proof that the alleged hijackers were on
the planes, and some of it supports an even stronger point: that the alleged
hijackers simply were not on the planes. Obviously, if there were no
hijackers on the planes, then purported descriptions of such hijackers by
passengers and hijackers cannot be authentic.

Accordingly, there are two ways of showing that all of the “phone calls
from the planes” were faked. One of those has just been stated: If there
were no hijackers on the planes, then there could have been no phone calls
from the planes reporting their activities. The second way of showing that
all of the purported calls were inauthentic begins with a few of these calls—
such as the Tom Burnett, the CeeCee Lyles, the Betty Ong, the Todd
Beamer, and the Barbara Olson calls—which were rather obviously faked.
We then move to the point that, if some of the calls were faked, then all of
them must have been inauthentic, because if the official account—
according to which the planes were hijacked in a surprise operation—were
true, then no one would have been prepared to fake any calls.

In any case, the reported “phones from the planes” were central to the
processes through which the perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks convinced
Americans that these attacks were planned and carried out by Muslims.
These reported phone calls were, therefore, a central element of the 9/11
SCAD, or state crime against democracy—this plan “by government



insiders intended to manipulate democratic processes and undermine
popular sovereignty.”

Unfortunately, this plan succeeded brilliantly, allowing the Bush-
Cheney administration to pass the so-called PATRIOT Act, through which
the US Constitution was subverted; to increase military spending
enormously; and to launch attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq, even though
these attacks did not work out well for the United States—except to further
increase military spending.



O

6. CHENEY’S MEET THE PRESS
 INTERVIEW: WHY DID THE 9/11
 COMMISSION CONTRADICT IT?

n September 16, 2001, just five days after the 9/11 attacks, Vice
President Dick Cheney was interviewed at Camp David for a special
edition of NBC? Meet the Press.1 Cheney was for a special edition of

NBC’s Meet the Press. interviewed by Tim Russert, the long-time
moderator of that program, who died seven years later, on June 13, 2008.
During an interview with NBC’s Matt Lauer the morning after Russert died,
Cheney referred to the Camp David interview, saying:

I always, when I think of Tim and think of Meet the Press, that’s the
show that always comes to mind… . It was a remarkable moment in
American history.2

Lauer, commenting that he himself “remember[ed] that interview
vividly,” asked: “Anything stand out from that interview?” In his reply,
Cheney said: “We went back and reminisced to some extent about what had
actually happened on the morning of 9/11. So it was—it was a remarkable
moment in my career.”3

The Cheney-Russert interview itself was “a remarkable moment in
American history.” One thing that made it remarkable was the fact that, in
reminiscing about his movements that morning, Cheney contradicted a
claim that the 9/11 Commission would later make.

Alluding to Russert’s reputation for being a rigorous, well-prepared
interviewer, Cheney said to Lauer: “He would ask you tough questions, he
would remind you of quotes you made previously in other settings or on
earlier shows, so you never got away with anything going up vis-à-vis
Tim.”4 We should apply Russert’s method to Cheney’s interview with him
at Camp David, reminding ourselves of exactly what Cheney said about his
movements that morning, then comparing his statement with what the 9/11
Commission said.



I THE CAMP DAVID INTERVIEW
After discussing with Cheney the US response to the 9/11 attacks, Russert
turned to September 11 itself, asking Cheney where he was when he learned
of the first attack on the World Trade Center. Replying that he was in his
White House office, Cheney said that, after seeing the second attack on
television, he convened a meeting in his office with Condoleezza Rice and
others, then talked by telephone to President Bush (who was in Florida),
discussing the public statement the latter might make. (This call would have
needed to take place shortly after Bush left the classroom, which was
reportedly at about 9:12,5 if it was to help him prepare his address to the
nation, which was to be given at 9:30. The New York Times wrote: “[A]t
9:12, [Bush] abruptly retreated [from the classroom], speaking to Mr.
Cheney and New York officials.”6) Cheney then said:

While I was there, over the next several minutes, watching
developments on the television and as we started to get organized to
figure out what to do, my Secret Service agents came in and, under
these circumstances, they just move. They don’t say “sir” or ask
politely. They came in and said, “Sir, we have to leave immediately,”
and grabbed me and… .7

Russert asked: “Literally grabbed you and moved you?” Cheney replied:

Yeah. And, you know, your feet touch the floor periodically. But they’re
bigger than I am, and they hoisted me up and moved me very rapidly
down the hallway, down some stairs, through some doors and down
some more stairs into an underground facility under the White House,
and, as a matter of fact, it’s a corridor, locked at both ends, and they did
that because they had received a report that an airplane was headed for
the White House.

After confirming Russert’s supposition that this was Flight 77, Cheney
continued:

And when it entered the danger zone and looked like it was headed for
the White House was when they grabbed me and evacuated me to the
basement… . [O]nce I got down into the shelter, the first thing I did—
there’s a secure phone there. First thing I did was pick up the telephone



and call the president again, who was still down in Florida, at that point,
and strongly urged him to delay his return.

After discussing that advice in terms of the need to secure “presidential
succession,” Cheney continued the narrative about his own movements that
day, saying:

Once I left that immediate shelter, after I talked to the president, urged
him to stay away for now, well, I went down into what’s called PEOC,8

the Presidential Emergency Operations Center, and there, I had Norm
Mineta … . I had Condi Rice with me and several of my key staff
people. We had access, secured communications with Air Force One,
with the Secretary of Defense over in the Pentagon. We had also the
secure videoconference that ties together the White House, CIA, State,
Justice, Defense.

After giving still more details, Cheney said: “I was in a position to be able
to see all the stuff coming in, receive reports and then make decisions in
terms of acting with it.” Cheney made clear, in other words, that he had
everyone and everything he needed in the PEOC to take charge. He then
added: “But when I arrived there within a short order, we had word the
Pentagon’s been hit.

II SUMMARY OF CHENEY’S ACCOUNT TO
RUSSERT

According to what Vice President Cheney told Tim Russert, only five days
after 9/11, the sequence of events went like this:

1. The Secret Service came into Cheney’s office to take him downstairs
after they “received a report that an airplane was headed for the White
House.” Although it turned out that the plane “turned away and … flew a
circle” (after which the plane “came back in and then hit the Pentagon”), it
was “when it entered the danger zone and looked like it was headed for the
White House,” Cheney said, that “they grabbed me and evacuated me to the



basement.” (This was shortly after his 9:12 phone call with the president,
perhaps at about 9:15.)

2. The Secret Service agents hustled Cheney down to the underground
corridor (which he also called the “immediate shelter,” evidently meaning
the part of the bomb shelter that one reaches first).

3. While in this corridor, Cheney used the secure phone available in the
corridor to talk to the president again, this time urging him to delay his
return to Washington.

4. Cheney then went from this corridor to the Presidential Emergency
Operations Center, or PEOC (which is also called the “shelter conference
room”).

5. After he arrived in the PEOC (which is under the East Wing of the
White House), Cheney learned that the Pentagon had been hit. Cheney’s
statement here—“[W]hen I arrived there within a short order, we had word
the Pentagon’s been hit”—is ambiguous. Did “within a short order” mean
that Cheney arrived in the PEOC soon? Or did it mean that, soon after
arriving there, he learned that the Pentagon had been hit? The latter seems
more likely. The main point, in any case, is clear: Cheney learned about the
Pentagon attack only after arriving in the PEOC. He did not learn about
the Pentagon attack while he was still in the corridor.

This is significant because it contradicts what the 9/11 Commission
would state three years later.

III THE 9/11 COMMISSION’S ACCOUNT
According to The 9/11 Commission Report, the sequence of events was as
follows:

1. At 9:33, the Secret Service learned that an unidentified aircraft was
coming toward the White House. “No move was made to evacuate the Vice
President at this time,” because the Secret Service learned at 9:34, just
before sounding the alarm, “that the aircraft was turning south.” (So,
whereas Cheney’s account to Russert on Meet the Press indicated that he
was taken down to the underground corridor at roughly 9:15, this account
by the 9/11 Commission says that Cheney was still in his office at 9:33.)



2. Just before 9:36, the Secret Service, having learned that the plane had
started circling back, “ordered the immediate evacuation of the Vice
President.” (This account by the 9/11 Commission has Cheney being taken
downstairs 15 to 20 minutes later than Cheney’s Meet the Press account
suggested.)

3. After being hustled downstairs: “The Vice President entered the
underground tunnel leading to the shelter at 9:37. Once inside, Vice
President Cheney and the agents paused in an area of the tunnel that had a
secure phone, a bench, and television.”

4. While there, “The Vice President [telephoned Florida] and asked to
speak to the President, but it took time for the call to be connected.”
(Cheney’s Meet the Press account did not include the unbelievable claim
that it took some time for Cheney on this secure phone to reach the
president—a claim evidently included to kill some time.)

5. “He [Cheney] learned in the tunnel that the Pentagon had been hit,
and he saw television coverage of the smoke coming from the building.”
(Whereas this account by the 9/11 Commission claimed that Cheney
learned about the Pentagon attack while he was still in the tunnel (corridor),
Cheney had told Meet the Press in 2001 that he learned about the Pentagon
attack only after he entered into the PEOC.)

6. Mrs. Cheney, having arrived at the White House at 9:52, “joined her
husband in the tunnel.”

7. “[A]t 9:55, the Vice President was still on the phone with the
President, advising that three planes were missing and one had hit the
Pentagon.”

8. “After the call ended, Mrs. Cheney and the Vice President moved
from the tunnel to the shelter conference room… . [T]he Vice president
arrived in the room shortly before 10:00, perhaps at 9:58.”9

As a comparison of these two timelines shows, the 9/11 Commission’s
account differs significantly from the account that Cheney gave to Russert.

IV CONTRADICTIONS BETWEEN THE TWO
ACCOUNTS



The crucial difference is that, according to Cheney’s Meet the Press
interview, he arrived in the PEOC before he learned about the attack on the
Pentagon. But according to the 9/11 Commission, Cheney entered the
PEOC after he learned about this attack (and, in fact, about 20 minutes after
the attack, assuming we accept the Commission’s judgment that the attack
occurred at 9:38 AM).

The two accounts appear, moreover, to contradict each other with regard
to the time at which Cheney was taken downstairs to the underground
corridor. According to what Cheney told Russert, this occurred as soon as
the Secret Service agents heard that a plane was approaching the White
House (they did not wait until the plane came in that direction a second
time), and this seems to have been shortly after Cheney called the president
about the latter’s public statement—a call that, according to the New York
Times, occurred at 9:12. If Cheney was taken downstairs approximately five
minutes later, his account would be compatible with the testimony of
Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta, who told the 9/11 Commission
during an open hearing in 2003 that Cheney was already in the PEOC when
he got there at 9:20.10

If Cheney meant something close to this, his account would, however,
strongly contradict The 9/11 Commission Report, according to which
Cheney did not head downstairs until 9:36 and did not enter the corridor
until 9:37.

Also, the natural interpretation of Cheney’s statement about the
Pentagon—“when I arrived there [in the PEOC] within a short order, we
had word the Pentagon’s been hit”—seems to be that the Pentagon attack
occurred after Cheney was in the PEOC. Worded otherwise, Cheney was in
the PEOC before the attack on the Pentagon.

One can point out, to be sure, that Cheney did not actually say this.
Cheney said only that he learned about the Pentagon attack after he entered
the PEOC—that is, that he was already in the PEOC when he learned about
the Pentagon attack. One who wanted to support the 9/11 Commission’s
timeline might argue that, although the Pentagon was attacked at 9:38,
Cheney did not hear about this attack until approximately 20 minutes later
—after he, as the Commission says, entered the PEOC at 9:58. On that
basis, one might argue, Cheney’s account and that of the Commission could
be reconciled.



However, besides being extremely implausible (by suggesting that Vice
President Cheney, who was formerly the secretary of defense and on 9/11
was the person in charge at the White House, would not have been notified
about such an attack for over 20 minutes), this attempted reconciliation
would be ruled out by the Commission’s timeline, which says that Cheney
learned about the Pentagon attack while he was still in the corridor, before
he entered the PEOC. Cheney told Russert that he learned about the
Pentagon after he was in the PEOC.

It is impossible, therefore, to reconcile the two accounts. If the story that
Cheney told Russert at Camp David, just five days after 9/11, was true, then
the story told by the 9/11 Commission in July 2004— almost three years
later—was false.

V THE UNIQUE SOURCE FOR THE 9/11
 COMMISSION’S TIMELINE

On what did the 9/11 Commission base its timeline? It claimed that the 9:37
time for Cheney’s entry into the corridor, from which the 9:58 estimate for
his entry into the PEOC followed, was based on a timeline in a Secret
Service report. By the Commission’s own admission, however, the Secret
Service said that “the 9:37 entry time in their timeline was based on alarm
data, which is no longer retrievable.”11 There is no official documentation,
in other words, for the claim that Cheney entered the corridor at 9:37.

Could the Commission cite journalistic accounts to support its timeline?
It appears that there was one journalistic account, and only one, that
supported this timeline: an MSNBC-Newsweek article by Evan Thomas,
which was dated December 31, 2001, at MSNBC and appeared in the
January 7, 2002, issue of Newsweek. This article said: “Shortly before 10
a.m., the Cheneys were led into the PEOC conference room… . [T]hey
looked up at the TV screens. It was 9:58 a.m.”12

In saying this, Thomas disagreed not only with what Norman Mineta
would later tell the 9/11 Commission—namely, that Cheney was in the
PEOC before 9:20, when Mineta arrived down there—but also with what
Richard Clarke would say in Against All Enemies, which became a best-
selling book in 2004 while the 9/11 Commission was holding hearings.



According to Clarke, shortly after the meeting that Cheney had with
Condoleezza Rice following the second attack on the World Trade Center
(which occurred at 9:03), the Secret Service wanted Rice as well as Cheney
to go down to the PEOC. Rice, however, first went with Clarke to the White
House’s Video Teleconferencing Center (which is in the Situation Room, in
the West Wing of the White House), where Clarke was to set up a video
conference. This conference, Clarke’s statements suggest, began at about
9:10.13 After spending a few minutes there, Rice said, according to Clarke:
“You’re going to need some decisions quickly. I’m going to the PEOC to be
with the Vice President. Tell us what you need.” Clarke replied: “What I
need is an open line to Cheney and you.”14 Some minutes later, evidently at
about 9:15, Norman Mineta arrived and Clarke, after receiving him in the
Situation Room, “suggested he join the Vice President.”15 Clarke thereby
seemed to imply that Cheney was in the PEOC prior to 9:15.

An ABC News program narrated by Peter Jennings on the first
anniversary of 9/11 agreed—in advance—with Norman Mineta’s 2003
account, according to which Cheney was down in the PEOC before Mineta
arrived. ABC’s Charlie Gibson said: “In the bunker, the Vice President is
joined by [Condoleezza] Rice and Transportation Secretary Norman
Mineta.”16

According to another ABC News program that same week, Cheney’s
own White House photographer, David Bohrer, also supported the early
descent time. This program, having Bohrer describe the moment when the
Secret Service agents said to Cheney, “Sir, you have to come with us,”
portrayed this event as happening “just after 9 AM.” ABC presumably
portrayed it thus because that is what Bohrer himself had said.17

The 9/11 Commission’s timeline, according to which Cheney arrived
much later, was based on a twofold claim: that Cheney did not enter the
corridor until 9:37 AM, and that his phone call to the president then took
about 20 minutes, so that he did not go into the PEOC until about 9:58 AM.

As we saw above, the alleged Secret Service claim that Cheney did not
enter the corridor until 9:37 was, by the Commission’s own admission,
undocumented. Surely this undocumented claim cannot trump the combined
testimony of Norman Mineta, Richard Clarke, David Bohrer (as described
by ABC News), and even Dick Cheney himself (as given to Tim Russert
five days after 9/11).



However, the claim that Cheney did not enter the corridor until 9:37 was
mentioned by one journalistic account: the aforementioned MSNBC-
Newsweek article by Evan Thomas. According to Thomas, it was 9:35 when
the Secret Service entered Cheney’s office (where the vice president was
not in a take-charge mode but was simply “standing by his desk, looking at
the TV in the corner”). This article also contains the other main elements
later articulated in The 9/11 Commission Report: Cheney’s time-consuming
phone call to the president (who was “not easy to reach”); Cheney’s being
told about the Pentagon attack while he was still in the corridor; Lynne
Cheney’s arrival while the vice president was still on the phone; and then
the conclusion: “Shortly before 10 a.m., the Cheneys were led into the
PEOC conference room… . [T]hey looked up at the TV screens. It was 9:58
a.m.”18

If the 9/11 Commission’s timeline was derived from the Thomas article,
the question becomes: Where did Thomas get the information on which he
based his account?

The note provided by the 9/11 Commission (464 n. 211) for its
conclusion—that the Cheneys arrived in the PEOC “shortly before 10:00,
perhaps at 9:58”—mentions three transcripts, all of which are White House
transcripts: “Lynne Cheney interview with Newsweek, Nov. 9, 2001”; “Vice
President Cheney interview with Newsweek, Nov. 19, 2001”; and “Rice
interview with Evan Thomas, Nov. 1, 2001.” Evidently, therefore, the Evan
Thomas MSNBC-Newsweek article of December 31, 2001, was based
significantly on interviews with Condoleezza Rice and the Cheneys.

It would appear, accordingly, that the account given by Cheney to
Newsweek in the interview of November 19, 2001, differed significantly
from what he had told Tim Russert on Meet the Press two months earlier.
He told Russert that he learned about the Pentagon attack after he was
already in the PEOC, thereby suggesting agreement with all the above-
named witnesses who would later indicate that he was in the PEOC prior to
the Pentagon attack. But according to the story that he (along with his wife
and Rice) apparently told Newsweek, which was later accepted by the 9/11
Commission, Cheney did not enter the PEOC, where he took charge of
matters, until about 20 minutes after the attack on the Pentagon had already
occurred.



VI POSSIBLE MOTIVES FOR CHANGING
 THE TIMELINE

What possible motives would there have been for Cheney to change the
timeline? What possible motives might the 9/11 Commission have had for
accepting Evan Thomas’s timeline, even though it was apparently the only
journalistic account that depicted Cheney as not entering the PEOC until
almost 10:00?

I mentioned above the fact that Secretary of Transportation Norman
Mineta reported to the 9/11 Commission in 2003 that, when he arrived in
the PEOC at about 9:20, Cheney was already there. Mineta then gave the
following account of a conversation he witnessed:

During the time that the airplane was coming in to the Pentagon, there
was a young man who would come in and say to the Vice President,
“The plane is 50 miles out.” “The plane is 30 miles out.” And when it
got down to “the plane is 10 miles out,” the young man also said to the
Vice President, “Do the orders still stand?” And the Vice President
turned and whipped his neck around and said, “Of course the orders still
stand. Have you heard anything to the contrary?”19

When asked by Commissioner Timothy Roemer how long this
conversation occurred after his arrival at 9:20, Mineta said, “Probably about
five or six minutes.” That, as Roemer pointed out, would have been “about
9:25 or 9:26.”20

During an informal interview in Seattle in 2007, Mineta reaffirmed that
Cheney was already there when he arrived in the PEOC, saying
“absolutely.” When Mineta was told by the interviewer that the
Commission had said that Cheney did not arrive until 9:58, Mineta
expressed surprise and said: “Oh no, no, no; I don’t know how that came
about.” Although Mineta said he “might have been mistaken on the 9:25,”
he said that Cheney was definitely there before the Pentagon was struck,
and “so was Mrs. Cheney.”21

Mineta’s 2003 testimony at the 9/11 Commission hearing created two
problems for the official story of the day’s events. For one thing, it
indicated that Cheney—who, as he told Russert, was in contact with
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld—knew that an aircraft was approaching
Washington several minutes before the Pentagon was struck. This



implication directly contradicted the official claim, according to which
Pentagon officials did not know that an aircraft was approaching their
building. This claim was essential for explaining why the Pentagon had not
been evacuated, with the result that 125 Pentagon employees were killed.
For example, one Pentagon spokesperson, having been asked why this
evacuation did not occur, said: “The Pentagon was simply not aware that
this aircraft was coming our way.”22

A second problem created by Mineta’s story involved the nature of “the
orders.” Although Mineta assumed, he said, that they were orders to have
the aircraft shot down, no aircraft approaching Washington was shot down.
Mineta’s interpretation also made the young man’s question unintelligible.
Given the fact that the airspace over the Pentagon is categorized as
“forbidden,” meaning that commercial aircraft are never permitted in it; the
fact that two hijacked planes had already crashed into the Twin Towers; and
the fact that still other hijacked planes had been reported, the expected
orders, if an unidentified plane were approaching that airspace, would have
been to shoot it down. Had Cheney given those orders, there would have
been no reason for the young man to ask if the orders still stood. The young
man’s question made sense only if the orders were to do something
unexpected: not to shoot it down. The most natural interpretation of
Mineta’s story, accordingly, was that he had inadvertently reported that he
had heard Cheney confirm stand-down orders.

That Mineta’s testimony was perceived as a dangerous threat to the
official account is suggested by four steps taken by the 9/11 Commission.

The first step was the one on which we have focused: the claim, based
on the White House-supplied MSNBC-Newsweek story, that Cheney only
entered the PEOC after the Pentagon had been struck— at which time he
went into his take-charge mode (prior to that, he was talking with the
president and watching television).

A second step was to make no mention of this portion of Mineta’s
testimony in The 9/11 Commission Report.

A third step was to remove this portion of Mineta’s testimony from the
9/11 Commission video archive.23

A fourth step was the creation of an alternative version of the story
about an incoming aircraft. The 9/11 Commission Report wrote:



At 10:02, the communicators in the shelter began receiving reports from
the Secret Service of an inbound aircraft… . At some time between
10:10 and 10:15, a military aide told the Vice President and others that
the aircraft was 80 miles out. Vice President Cheney was asked for
authority to engage the aircraft… . The Vice President authorized
fighter aircraft to engage the inbound plane… . The military aide
returned a few minutes later, probably between 10:12 and 10:18, and
said the aircraft was 60 miles out. He again asked for authorization to
engage. The Vice President again said yes.24

Although this story by the 9/11 Commission had some elements in
common with Mineta’s story, it differed in two major respects. First, it
portrayed Cheney as having issued a shoot-down, not a stand-down, order.
Second, it indicated that Cheney’s order came far too late to have had any
relevance to the Pentagon attack.25

CONCLUSION
As we have seen, it would appear that the 9/11 Commission’s timeline—
which rules out the possibility that Cheney could have been responsible for
the attack on the Pentagon—came from Cheney himself, via the account
that he (along with Lynne Cheney and Condoleezza Rice) gave to
Newsweek.

Very strong evidence against the 9/11 Commission’s timeline is
provided by the account that Cheney had given to Tim Russert on the
September 16, 2001 edition of Meet the Press, because this account was
given by Cheney himself, and it was given just five days after 9/11, when
the events of that day were still fresh in his mind. This interview was very
well known. Matt Lauer, for example, said: “I remember that interview
vividly… . I was glued to that.”26

In describing Russert’s typical method on Meet the Press, Cheney said,
as we saw earlier: “He [Russert] would ask you tough questions, he would
remind you of quotes you made previously in other settings or on earlier
shows, so you never got away with anything going up vis-à-vis Tim.” But
Cheney has thus far gotten away with the contradiction between what he
told Russert and what he apparently told Newsweek, which became the
position of The 9/11 Commission Report. Should journalists today not apply
Russert’s method to Cheney’s own statements about his movements on



9/11, asking about the contradiction between what he told Russert and what
the 9/11 Commission, evidently under his guidance, said?

Further evidence of the truth of the account given to Russert by Cheney
has, moreover, been provided by a document obtained through a FOIA
request. In 2010, Aidan Monaghan received a memorandum from the Secret
Service, dated October 1, 2001, that rehearsed the movements of various
people that morning. One item said: “SAIC [Special Agent in Charge]
Anthony Lotto had telephoned… during the initial states to advise that Vice
President Cheney had been relocated to the PEOC.”27

In any case, the contradiction between Cheney’s statement to Russert,
according to which Cheney was in the PEOC before the Pentagon attack,
and the 9/11 Commission’s account—according to which Cheney did not
enter the PEOC, where he took charge, until almost 10:00 AM, long after
the Pentagon attack—provides us with an introduction to problems faced by
the official story about the Pentagon attack, according to which it was
struck by American 77 under the control of al-Qaeda.
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7. THE PENTAGON:
 A CONSENSUS APPROACH

s we saw in the previous chapter, Dick Cheney and the 9/11
Commission went to great lengths to try to cover up the fact that
Cheney was in the PEOC prior to the attack on the Pentagon. This

attempted cover-up had become essential because Norman Mineta, in an
unscripted moment during a televised public hearing of the 9/11
Commission, had revealed (apparently innocently) that Cheney had stated,
in response to a question of what to do about a plane approaching
Washington, that the previously given orders should stand—meaning that
the plane should not be shot down.

As this episode illustrates, the attack on the Pentagon was an “inside
job” as fully as was the destruction of the World Trade Center. As Chapters
2, 3, and 4 have shown, there is overwhelming evidence that the official
story about the WTC attacks is a lie. There is likewise abundant evidence
that the official story about the Pentagon, according to which the Pentagon
was attacked by American Airlines Flight 77 (AA 77) under the control of
al-Qaeda, is a lie. This is the most important point about the Pentagon
attack, and it is a point about which all members of the 9/11 Truth
Movement agree.

This consensus about the primary issue has been disguised by an
ongoing debate about a quite secondary question: What hit the Pentagon?
(Was there a strike by a large airliner, probably a 757, perhaps even AA 77?
Or was it a strike by a smaller airplane or a missile? Or was there no strike
at all, so that explosives accounted for all the damage? Or was the damage
caused by a strike—whether by a large or small aircraft—combined with
explosives?) Members of the 9/11 Movement have sometimes pointed out
that, regardless of what position is held on this secondary question, there is
ample evidence about the primary issue: the falsity of the claim that the
Pentagon was attacked by Flight 77 under the control of al-Qaeda.
Nevertheless, the question of whether a Boeing 757 struck the Pentagon has
been discussed in such a way as to create the impression that this is the
primary issue.



By contrast, the 9/11 Truth Movement in dealing with the World Trade
Center has focused almost entirely on showing that the official story,
according to which al-Qaeda destroyed the buildings by means of airplane
strikes and resulting fires, is a lie. Members of the Truth Movement have
marshaled arguments that the buildings could not have been brought down
without explosives, combined with evidence—physical and testimonial—
that explosives were indeed used to bring down the buildings. There has
been, to be sure, some discussion about the secondary question of what hit
the Twin Towers (AA 11 and UA 175; drones; or no aircraft whatsoever).
Overwhelmingly, however, the discussion has focused on the primary point:
The official story is shown to be false by evidence that the Twin Towers and
Building 7 were brought down with explosives.

By analogy, the most important evidence to be lifting up about the
Pentagon is simply the various types of evidence showing the falsity of the
official story, according to which the Pentagon was attacked by AA 77
under the control of al-Qaeda. But if we were to focus primarily on
evidence supportive of our personal views about what caused the Pentagon
damage, we would imply that the main audience for our talks and writings
consists of other members of the 9/11 Truth Movement. We need to
remember that most of the press and the public, at least in the United States,
still accept the official story, according to which al-Qaeda terrorists
hijacked an airliner in order to attack the Pentagon. We need to focus,
therefore, on various types of evidence against the official story about
which all of us in the 9/11 Truth Movement agree, regardless of our position
on the secondary question, What hit the Pentagon?

If we come to focus our efforts about the Pentagon on this primary point
—rather than continuing to argue about a secondary issue—then the 9/11
Truth Movement could address the press and the public on the basis of a
consensus about the Pentagon, as it already does for the most part with
regard to the World Trade Center. Insofar as we are able to show that the
9/11 Truth Movement has achieved consensus with regard to the attacks in
both Washington and New York, we will greatly increase our chances for
success.

I myself played a role in the battle about what damaged the Pentagon,
not fully realizing that this issue is not only of very secondary importance,



but also that this issue, unless seen to be quite unimportant, can be very
destructive.

With regard to the question of unimportance: Because the official story
claimed, contrary to appearances, that the Pentagon was struck by a Boeing
757, the “no 757” position seemed a natural corollary of the rejection of the
official story. It needs to be understood, however, that people can endorse
the 757 view while fully rejecting the official story.

With regard to possible destructiveness: Because the evidence against
the 757 claim has seemed far more convincing to most members of the 9/11
Truth Movement than any arguments to the contrary, a battle about it surely
would not, I assumed, greatly damage the 9/11 Movement. I have now,
however, come to see that a battle about this issue could easily become
destructive—that is, if it is indeed a battle between the two positions, based
on the assumption that the issue is quite important, rather than a discussion,
based on the fact that the issue is relatively unimportant.

In order to emphasize the fact that we do have consensus on the most
important point, I have called the approach in this chapter “A Consensus
Approach.” In the first part of this chapter, I explain why a serious dispute
about whether a 757 hit the Pentagon is unnecessary, because this issue is
quite unimportant. In the second part, I explain why a serious dispute about
this issue might be (needlessly) destructive.

I THE QUESTION OF WHAT STRUCK THE
PENTAGON

 AS QUITE UNIMPORTANT
Most members of the 9/11 Truth Movement have long associated defenders
of the 757 claim with defenders of the official story about the Pentagon.
People who identified with the 9/11 Truth Movement, while defending the
757 claim, have rather naturally, therefore, given rise to suspicions. In
recent times, however, a number of scientists have articulated full-fledged
rejections of the official story about the Pentagon while endorsing, or at
least leaning toward, the 757 claim.1



This development shows that any serious dispute about what hit the
Pentagon is unnecessary. That this issue should not divide the 9/11 Truth
Movement is demonstrated most clearly by a set of facts showing that,
regardless of what damaged the Pentagon, the attack was engineered not by
al-Qaeda but by Cheney and cohorts—including his long-time colleague
Donald Rumsfeld, who was then Secretary of Defense. I will mention 14
such facts.

1. THE PENTAGON SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN STRUCK
The Pentagon was probably the best protected building in the world.
Without some kind of stand-down order, it simply could not have been
attacked by amateur hijackers. This point can be, and has been, articulated
by people who hold, or at least lean towards, the view that the Pentagon
was struck by a 757. It could even be held by people who affirm that this
757 was AA 77.

Scientist Frank Legge, in an article entitled “What Hit the Pentagon?”
wrote: “[The Pentagon] should have been well defended… . There was
ample time to send up fighters to intercept, as is the normal procedure.”2

Likewise, physicist David Chandler and engineer Jonathan Cole asked,
rhetorically:

How could the Pentagon, the hub of the US military, have been so
poorly defended that it could be hit … . after the buildings in New York
City had already been hit and other hijacked planes were known to still
be in the air?3

Critics of the official story have often commented, in fact, that the
failure of the US military, with its unprecedented intelligence and power, to
protect its own headquarters stands as the most obvious evidence that the
official story is false.

2. CHENEY’S GUILT
The previous chapter pointed out that Dick Cheney and the 9/11
Commission went to great lengths to claim, falsely, that he did not enter the
PEOC until almost 10:00, and thereby to claim that he was not in the PEOC
prior to the attack on the Pentagon. This claim was used to bury Norman
Mineta’s story about Cheney’s discussion with a young man concerning
whether the “orders” still stood. Because Cheney’s response that they did



stand could only be understood as orders for the military to “stand down,”
this episode leaves no question about who was behind the Pentagon attack.

Legge, calling Mineta’s testimony “crucial,” wrote: “There is little
doubt that Cheney had it in his hand to block this attack [on the
Pentagon].”4 Chandler and Cole asked: “Why was Norman Mineta’s
testimony about Cheney’s response to the approach of the aircraft
discounted in the 9/11 Commission report?”5

3. HANI HANJOUR’S INCOMPETENCE
The official story is rendered especially dubious by its claim that the
Pentagon was struck by a Boeing 757 flown by al-Qaeda’s Hani Hanjour.
As the title of a New York Times story revealed in 2002, Hanjour, who was
taking lessons in a single-engine plane, was known as “a trainee noted for
incompetence,” about whom an instructor said: “He could not fly at all.”6

The 9/11 Commission later even reported that in 2001, just months before
9/11, a flight instructor, after going up with Hanjour, “declined a second
request because of what he considered Hanjour’s poor piloting skills.”7

And yet on September 11, 2001, before Hanjour had been declared by
authorities to have been the pilot of the plane that hit the Pentagon, a
Washington Post story said:

[J]ust as the plane seemed to be on a suicide mission into the White
House, the unidentified pilot executed a pivot so tight that it reminded
observers of a fighter jet maneuver… . Aviation sources said the plane
was flown with extraordinary skill, making it highly likely that a trained
pilot was at the helm.8

A Post story the following year stated: “[A]viation experts concluded
that the final maneuvers of American Airlines Flight 77 … was the work of
‘a great talent.’”9 This was clearly impossible: A man who could not safely
fly a single-engine plane could not possibly have flown a giant airliner with
“extraordinary skill,” like “a great talent.”

Legge agrees that the claim that Hanjour flew a 757 into the Pentagon
may be ruled out by his “poor flying skills.”10 Chandler and Cole ask,
rhetorically: “How could an untrained pilot have performed the difficult
maneuvers?”11



4. WEDGE I REQUIRED EXTRAORDINARY MANEUVER
Another disproof of the official story involves the extraordinary maneuver
attributed to a 757 airliner hijacked by al-Qaeda. This maneuver would
have been so difficult in a 757 that the impossibility of the official story
could not have been avoided by simply choosing a less incompetent al-
Qaeda trainee. Ralph Kolstad, who was a US Navy “top gun” pilot before
becoming a commercial airline pilot, has said: “I have 6,000 hours of flight
time in Boeing 757’s and 767’s and I could not have flown it the way the
flight path was described.”12 If the maneuver could not have been executed
in a 757 by one of America’s top pilots, it could not have been executed by
any of the alleged hijackers.

The extreme difficulty of this maneuver raises the question of why a
pilot would have chosen this trajectory. The answer is that it was made
necessary if the plane was to strike the first two floors of Wedge 1. This
target required the pilot to execute a downward spiral. The Flight Data
Recorder says that the plane descended about 8,000 feet in somewhat over
three minutes. The plane then came in at 530 miles per hour, close to the
ground, striking the building between the first and second floors.13 This was
the maneuver that even Kolstad could not have executed in a 757.

Legge has said that, even if al-Qaeda could not have flown this
trajectory, this fact would say nothing against the 757 theory, given “the
possibility that the plane was hijacked by an on-board device, pre-
programmed to take over the autopilot.”14 Chandler and Cole have made the
same suggestion, asking: “Was the plane flown by some kind of automatic
controls and/or guided by a homing beacon?”15

5. WHY WOULD AL-QAEDA NOT HAVE
 CRASHED INTO THE ROOF?

If al-Qaeda masterminds had wanted to strike the Pentagon, they would not
have targeted Wedge 1, thereby requiring an amateur pilot to fly a trajectory
that even an expert professional probably could not have executed. The
masterminds would have told the pilot simply to crash into the roof, thereby
having a 29-acre target.16

Chandler and Cole have made this point, writing: “Why would the
purported hijackers risk mission failure by choosing a difficult ground level



approach when they could have simply dived into the building?”17 Legge
has asked: “Why did [the plane] not hit the relatively weak roof?”18

6. WEDGE I REQUIRED EXTRA TIME
Given the fact that the al-Qaeda hijackers would have been flying through
the most restricted airspace in the United States, they should have feared
that they would be intercepted by fighter jets and shot down. And yet
executing the downward spiral required by targeting Wedge 1 meant that
the hijacked plane needed to be aloft considerably longer than if it had
simply flown straight to the Pentagon and crashed into its roof. Al-Qaeda
masterminds would not have had the pilot take this extra risk, through
which the whole mission might have failed.

7. WEDGE I ALONE PRESENTED OBSTACLES
The only part of the Pentagon that presented an obstacle course for an
attacking airplane was Wedge 1: There were elevated signs (because this
part of the Pentagon was close to a highway); there was a control tower for
the Pentagon’s heliport; and there were many large objects on the lawn
because of the renovation. (According to reports, in fact, the plane’s wings
struck a cyclone fence, a generator trailer, and a mobile home, among other
things.) By contrast, any of the other wedges would have provided an
obstacle-free approach path. Again, Wedge 1 would have been the least
likely part of the Pentagon for al-Qaeda to have targeted.

8. WEDGE I GUARANTEED THE SAFETY OF PENTAGON LEADERS
If the official story, according to which the Pentagon attack was carried out
by al-Qaeda operatives, were true, these operatives would surely have
wanted to kill the top military officers and the secretary of defense. But the
offices of these men are about as distant as possible from Wedge 1. Al-
Qaeda terrorists would not have planned the attack at a location virtually
guaranteeing the safety of the top brass and Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld.

These facts evidently created some cognitive dissonance in the authors
of two books supportive of the official narrative. Steve Vogel, while
accepting in his history of the Pentagon every detail of the official account,



remarked that “the plane had hit the building in the best possible place.”
Vogel explained:

The hijackers had not hit the River or Mall sides, where the senior
military leadership had been concentrated since 1942. Rumsfeld had
been sitting in the same third-floor office above the River entrance as
every secretary of defense since Louis Johnson in 1949, a location that
had been a matter of public record all that time. The joint chiefs … were
arrayed in various prime E-Ring offices on the River and Mall sides… .
[T]he National Military Command Center could have been decimated
… , a disaster that could have effectively shut down the Pentagon.19

In saying that the hijackers’ plane hit the Pentagon “in the best possible
place,” Vogel meant: from the perspective of the Pentagon’s leaders. But
from the perspective of al-Qaeda, the plane had struck the Pentagon in the
worst possible place. Assuming that al-Qaeda terrorists wanted to kill
Rumsfeld, they could have killed these Pentagon leaders by the method
mentioned above: simply crashing their plane into the roof above
Rumsfeld’s third-floor office. In Firefight, Patrick Creed and Rick Newman
wrote:

Had terrorists been targeting not just the Pentagon, but the senior
government officials inside, there was plenty of information available to
help them figure out exactly where to aim… . Yet the VIPs in the most
prestigious part of the Pentagon were strangely immune.20

There would have been nothing strange about the Secretary of
Defense’s immunity, of course, if he did the targeting.

9. WEDGE I RENOVATED
The Pentagon was being renovated (with steel-reinforced concrete, blast-
resistant windows, fire-resistant Kevlar cloth, and a new sprinkler system)
to make the Pentagon less vulnerable to terrorist attacks. Wedge 1 was the
only part of the Pentagon in which this renovation had been carried out—a
renovation that was virtually complete. Thanks to this renovation, the attack
on Wedge 1 caused much less damage than would have an attack on any
other section of the Pentagon. Al-Qaeda terrorists, wanting to inflict
damage on America’s chief symbol of military power, would not have
chosen to hit the section where the least damage would be inflicted.



10. WEDGE I SPARSELY OCCUPIED
The renovation was not quite completed. For this reason, Wedge 1 was only
sparsely occupied. Accordingly, whereas a strike on any other part of the
Pentagon would have caused hundreds of deaths, perhaps even thousands,
the attack on Wedge 1 killed only 125 Pentagon employees. Al-Qaeda
terrorists, wanting to kill Americans working at the Pentagon, would not
have struck Wedge 1, where the attack would cause the smallest number of
deaths.

Chandler and Cole, endorsing this point, along with point 8, wrote:
“Why would the purported hijackers perform a difficult spiral descent to hit
the face of the Pentagon that had the least number of people in it, and was
opposite from the offices of the Pentagon high command?”

As points 3 through 10 show, the al-Qaeda “mastermind” behind the
attack on the Pentagon would have been the stupidest mastermind
conceivable: Besides selecting a completely incompetent pilot to attack the
Pentagon, he ordered Hanjour to attack Wedge 1, thereby forcing him to fly
an impossibly difficult trajectory, to get through an obstacle course, and to
spend extra time for the approach, during which his plane could have been
shot down. The choice of Wedge 1 also resulted in the least damage and the
fewest deaths, including no deaths whatsoever among the Pentagon’s
leadership. This summary shows that, no matter what position is taken on
what damaged the Pentagon—a Boeing 757, a smaller plane, simply
explosives, or some combination—the fact that Wedge 1 was targeted
demonstrates, by itself, that the Pentagon attack was not engineered by al-
Qaeda.

11. RUMSFELD’S GUILT
Whereas points 3 through 10 have provided evidence for the negative fact
that the Pentagon attack was not an al-Qaeda operation, the remaining
points enlarge the evidence for the positive fact stated in the first point,
namely, that the Pentagon attack was an inside operation. Point 2’s having
already established Cheney’s guilt, the present point documents Rumsfeld’s.

Just as Cheney’s guilt is shown by his false claim (endorsed by the 9/11
Commission) that he was not in the PEOC between 9:15 and almost 10:00
AM, Rumsfeld made the false claim (endorsed by the 9/11 Commission)
that he was not in the Pentagon’s video conference center, participating in



Richard Clarke’s White House video conference, in the period between the
second attack on the World Trade Center (9:03) until shortly after the attack
on the Pentagon.

Just as the official story about Cheney was contradicted by Clarke’s
book Against All Enemies—which appeared in 2004 while the 9/11
Commission was holding its hearings, and which The 9/11 Commission
Report never once mentioned—the fact that Rumsfeld actually participated
in Clarke’s video conference was reported by Clarke in his book.

As Clarke entered the Video Center, he wrote, he “could see … Donald
Rumsfeld” rushing into a studio.21 After the attack on the Pentagon, Clarke
said: “I can still see Rumsfeld on the screen.”22 Slightly later, Clarke wrote,
“Rumsfeld said that smoke was getting into the Pentagon secure
teleconferencing studio,” after which Rumsfeld, in response to a suggestion
by Franklin Miller that he should take a helicopter to the Department of
Defense’s alternative site, retorted: “I am too goddam old to go to an
alternate site.”23

Rumsfeld gave a very different account to the 9/11 Commission, saying
he was in his office from before 9:03, when the second tower was hit, until
“9:38, [when] the Pentagon shook with an explosion.” Rumsfeld said he did
not make it to the Executive Support Center, which houses the Pentagon’s
teleconferencing studio, until about 10:00.24

Rumsfeld’s version was endorsed in The 9/11 Commission Report,
which said that Rumsfeld had remained in his office until the Pentagon was
struck, and that it was not until shortly after 10:00 when Rumsfeld went to
the Executive Support Center, “where he participated in the White House
video teleconference.”25

The falsity of Rumsfeld’s account of his actions, which was implied by
Clarke’s account, was confirmed by a former Green Beret who served as
one of Rumsfeld’s assistants. Robert Andrews, a CIA liaison to the White
House and Department of Defense, was on 9/11 the acting assistant
secretary of defense for special operations and low intensity conflict. After
the second attack on the World Trade Center at 9:03, Andrews stated in a
2004 interview, Rumsfeld went across the hall from his office to the
Executive Support Center (ESC), where he joined Clarke’s teleconference.26

Knowing that “Secretary Rumsfeld would need the most up-to-date
information,” he gathered up various kinds of data available at the



Pentagon’s counterterrorism center in order “to take it to him in the
Executive Support Center.”27 Andrews added: “I was there in the
[Executive] Support Center with the Secretary when he was talking to
Clarke on the White House videoteleconference.”28

Rumsfeld’s false account shows that, regardless of what position is
taken on what damaged the Pentagon, the attack was engineered by the
Pentagon under the leadership of then-Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld.

12. MYERS’ GUILT
The highest-ranking military officer on 9/11 was General Richard B. Myers,
who was the acting chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As with Cheney
and Rumsfeld, Myers gave an account of his own activities that differed
radically from that by Richard Clarke.

Having indicated that the White House videoconference began at about
9:10, Clarke said: “Air Force four-star General Dick Myers was filling in
for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Hugh Shelton, who was over the
Atlantic.”29 His first actual exchange with Myers, Clarke suggested,
occurred shortly before 9:28, when he asked: “JCS [Joint Chiefs of Staff],
JCS. I assume NORAD has scrambled fighters and AWACS. How many?
Where?” Myers replied: “Not a pretty picture Dick… . Otis has launched
two birds toward New York. Langley is trying to get two up now.” Clarke
then asked: “Okay, how long to CAP over D.C.?” Myers replied: “Fast as
we can. Fifteen minutes?” While asking this question, Clarke stated, Myers
was “looking at the generals and colonels around him.”30 After getting the
report that a plane had hit the Pentagon, Clarke announced that he had
received from Cheney (at roughly 9:50) the authority to shoot planes down,
leading Myers to ask: “Okay, shoot down aircraft, but what are the ROE
[Rules of Engagement]?”31

According to Myers, however, none of these conversations with Clarke
took place. Rather than being in the Pentagon, participating in Clarke’s
videoconference—with “generals and colonels around him”—Myers
between 8:40 and 9:40 was in the office of Senator Max Cleland, preparing
for Myers’ confirmation hearing to be chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Having learned from television, while waiting in Cleland’s outer office,
about the first strike on the World Trade Center, which Myers understood to



be “a small plane,” he and Cleland went ahead with their meeting. While
they were talking, the second tower was struck, but: “Nobody informed us
of that.” Myers did not learn about this second attack until he came out of
the office “right at [the] time somebody said the Pentagon has been hit.”
Myers then got a cell phone call from General Eberhart (the commander of
NORAD in Colorado Springs), after which he “jumped in the car, ran back
to the Pentagon.”32 The 9/11 Commission, endorsing Myers’ account,
wrote: “Myers was on Capitol Hill when the Pentagon was struck, … saw
smoke as his car made its way back to the building,”33 and returned to the
Pentagon’s National Military Command Center “shortly before 10:00.”34

Even apart from contradicting Clarke’s account, Myers’ account is
unbelievable because of implausibilities and contradictions.

With regard to implausibilities: After the first airplane strike on the
World Trade Center, Myers, the acting chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
simply went ahead with a scheduled meeting without checking to see what
had really happened. After the second strike, which everyone reportedly
took as evidence that the country was under attack, Myers was not told
about this strike by Cleland’s secretary or anyone from the Pentagon. Even
after the Pentagon itself was attacked, no one from this building called him
to ask his advice. Indeed, Myers, according to this account, was not
contacted by anyone until General Eberhard called from Colorado Springs.
(Eberhard had evidently not considered the second attack on the World
Trade Center to be important enough to bother Myers.)

With regard to contradictions: In his confirmation hearing of September
13, 2001, Myers said: “I spoke, after the second tower was hit, I spoke to
the commander of NORAD, General Eberhart.”35 But in his interview of
October 17, 2001, which was cited above, Myers said that no one told him
about the attack on the second tower and that Eberhart did not call him until
after the Pentagon strike.36 In testimony to the 9/11 Commission in 2004,
Myers gave still another version, saying that he was already driving from
Cleland’s office toward the Pentagon when he got a call from Eberhart,
after which the Pentagon was hit.37

In light of these implausibilities and contradictions, combined with the
fact that Myers’ account is contradicted by that of Clarke— which has
proved to be accurate with regard to both Cheney and Rumsfeld—we can
safely say that Myers’ account, according to which he was not at the



Pentagon when the attacks on the Twin Towers and the Pentagon occurred,
is a lie. And because of Myers’ lying, we can say, independently of what
struck the Pentagon, that the US military—in the person of the highest-
ranking military officer in the Pentagon—directed the attack on the
Pentagon.

13. PENTAGON’S CLAIM OF IGNORANCE
Those who planned the Pentagon attack clearly wanted some people in the
Pentagon to die. As we saw in the previous chapter, Cheney knew several
minutes before the Pentagon attack that an unidentified aircraft was
approaching Washington. A Rumsfeld spokesman, in explaining why the
Pentagon had not evacuated, said: “The Pentagon was simply not aware that
this aircraft was coming our way.”38 But this excuse is contradicted by
several facts.

First, an E-4B, which CNN’s John King rightly called a “state-ofthe-art
flying command post,” was flying over the area at the time. The E-4Bs
belong to an Air Force Unit with the motto Videmus Omnia—“We See All.”
Thanks to the E-4B over the area, the military leaders would have been able
to monitor all aircraft in the vicinity.39 The claim that the Pentagon “was
simply not aware” that an aircraft was coming in its direction was,
therefore, a lie—a lie that would explain why the Pentagon told another lie,
claiming that the white plane seen over Washington that morning was not a
military plane, even though proof to the contrary was presented on CNN’s
Anderson Cooper 360°.40

Second, Dr. Thomas Mayer, chair of the Department of Emergency
Medicine and medical director for Fairfax County Fire and Rescue, was
notified by air traffic control that a hijacked aircraft was missing. He said
(in a statement quoted in Pentagon 9/11): “We knew that something was
headed towards the national capital area. We didn’t know where. But we
knew we needed to get ready. So we immediately went on disaster planning
mode.”41 If Mayer “knew that something was headed towards the national
capital area,” it is impossible to believe that the Pentagon “was simply not
aware.”

Third, a United States Park Police helicopter, which was a Huey and
was seen flying around the Pentagon and even landing on the helipad (near
where the Pentagon was to be hit),42 had been instructed, according to Navy



historian John Darrell Sherwood, to “try to distract the plane” that was
coming toward the Pentagon—to “try to do something to, you know,
prevent the plane from going into the Pentagon.”43 The official story claims
that this Huey, along with another one, took off only after the Pentagon had
been hit.44 But Sherwood’s claim, according to which at least one of the
Hueys was launched prior to the attack on the Pentagon, has been supported
by Stephanie Hughes, a nurse at Johns Hopkins Hospital, who was dating
one of the helicopter pilots, Keith Bohn. She was supposed to meet Bohn at
the aviation unit that morning, but when she arrived, she found a note from
Bohn saying: “Got called into the air, there is another plane headed this
way, go home and wait for me to call.”45 Further evidence that the official
story was a lie is shown by the fact that Bohn and the other Huey pilot,
Ronald Alan Galey, both gave contradictory accounts in their attempts to
claim that they had not been told to launch their crafts until after the
Pentagon was struck.46

The information about the E-4B, Thomas Mayer’s statement, and the
cover-up of the time of the Huey launching reinforces what was made clear
by Norman Mineta’s report about Cheney in the PEOC: that the Pentagon
knew that an aircraft was coming its way several minutes in advance, so
there would have been time to have evacuated at least some of the Pentagon
—certainly the ground floor, where 92 of the 125 Pentagon deaths
occurred.47

In spite of what Mineta himself may have believed, as we have seen, his
story about “orders” can only be understood as Cheney’s confirmation of
previously given stand-down orders. According to Charles Lewis, who had
worked on security systems at Los Angeles International Airport (LAX),
the fact that such orders had been given was discussed by some law-
enforcement officers at LAX. Receiving information on walkie-talkies,
these officers were at first upset because the FAA had failed to notify
NORAD. But these officers were soon even more upset, because they
learned that the FAA had notified NORAD, but that it did not respond
because it had been “ordered to stand down.” Asking who had issued this
stand-down order, the officers were told that it had come “from the highest
level of the White House”48—which, given the fact that the president was in
Florida, would have meant Cheney.



14. WEDGE I’S GROUND FLOOR TARGETED
When people ask why the Pentagon, as well as the World Trade Center, was
attacked, we can say that the attack on the Pentagon supported the purpose
of 9/11 as a false-flag attack. Americans readily accepted the idea that
radical Muslims would have wanted to attack not only the World Trade
Center, as the chief symbol of America’s economic power, but also the
Pentagon, as the chief symbol of America’s military might. But to get a
more realistic understanding, we must ask not merely why the Pentagon
was attacked, but why a particular part of the Pentagon was targeted.

As indicated earlier, Cheney and the Pentagon leaders could have
simply had the “terrorists” fly into the roof. This would have been the
sensible thing, if their goal was to accuse al-Qaeda of attacking the
Pentagon, and to make the accusation credible. But they strained credulity
by targeting Wedge 1, because it would have been very difficult for an
amateur pilot to strike Wedge 1. For such a pilot to have hit Wedge 1’s
ground floor would have been impossible. And yet that was the target, as
shown by the fact that 92 of the 125 Pentagon deaths occurred on the
ground floor.49 There must have been an overwhelming reason, therefore,
for the perpetrators to target the ground floor of Wedge 1.

A possible clue to the reason has been provided by the report that the
Pentagon was missing $2.3 trillion dollars—a report that was released the
day before 9/11, with the result that the story disappeared.50 (Chandler and
Cole raised this issue, asking: “Why was the target the newly reinforced
west face of the building, occupied primarily by accountants that were
tracing down what happened to the missing trillions of dollars announced
just a few days earlier?”51) This supposition fits with the fact that the area
with the greatest damage included the Army’s financial management/audit
area, where many of those killed were accountants, bookkeepers, and
budget analysts.52 Michael Gleason, a civilian auditor who worked in the
Operations Office of the Army’s Financial Management Branch—who
survived because he was out of the office at the time of the attack— replied
affirmatively to a question whether his office might have been targeted
because of the missing money. The records, he added, were destroyed.53

Some people argue against an “inside job” conception of the Pentagon
attack, incidentally, on the grounds that military officers would not have
organized a self-inflicted attack. But the US Air Force, under General



Myers, did not attack its own people: No Air Force personnel were killed.
All the victims were either in, or worked for, the Army or the Navy.54

In any case, there likely would have been another motive, as suggested
by the fact that, whereas a high percentage of the victims were in the
Army’s financial management/audit area, an even higher percentage—over
half of the victims—“were in the Navy Command Center,”55 where 43 of
the 44 people present that morning died.56 That is an extremely high
percentage, implying that this office was the target of a highly specific and
deadly attack. Author E.P. Heidner concluded that the perpetrators targeted
agents of the Office of Naval Intelligence, in order to cover up financial
crimes they had been investigating.57

In any case, people seeking to understand 9/11 can, regardless of their
view about what hit the Pentagon, understand a portrait of Donald
Rumsfeld, Richard Myers, and Dick Cheney—who was Secretary of
Defense long before he became Vice President—as having engineered
attacks on the Pentagon, as well as the World Trade Center. And we can
understand attacks as having had particular goals, as well as the general
goal of initiating a “war on terror” directed at Muslim nations.

II THE QUESTION OF WHAT HIT THE
PENTAGON AS

 POTENTIALLY DIVISIVE
If it is not realized that the question of what hit the Pentagon is relatively
unimportant, compared with all the points that unite the 9/11 Truth
Movement in its rejection of the official view of the Pentagon attack, then a
focus on this issue could be quite divisive. As Frank Legge says: “The
evidence regarding what hit the Pentagon is contradictory.”58 Because of
this, reaching agreement will be difficult, perhaps impossible.

Some people, being impressed by evidence supporting the 757 view,
will tend to suggest that evidence for the “no 757” view can be easily
explained away. Other people, being impressed with the evidence for the
“no 757” view, will tend to believe that the evidence supporting the 757
view can be easily explained away. My experience in dealing with this issue
has led me to conclude that, because different people are impressed by



different types of evidence, few people on one side of the issue or the other
will be persuaded to change their minds.

In the first section, I will report various types of evidence that have been
cited on behalf of the view that the Pentagon was struck by a Boeing 757.
In the second section, I will explain reasons why many people do not find
this evidence persuasive. In the third section, I will summarize my main
argument—that the question of what damaged the Pentagon is relatively
unimportant, in comparison with the 9/11 Truth Movement’s consensus on
the above points. If we continue to discuss the question of what hit the
Pentagon, we should keep in mind that this is a question of only secondary
importance, no more important than the question of what aircraft hit the
Twin Towers.

1. EVIDENCE THAT A 757 STRUCK THE PENTAGON

The 757 as the Default View
Scientists who believe that a 757, perhaps AA 77, hit the Pentagon tend to
hold this view as the default position, holding that this view should be
accepted unless it can be disproved. Frank Legge has stated this explicitly,
saying: “I think it is perfectly valid to say that the default position should be
the official explanation that AA77 hit the Pentagon.”59

Witness Testimony
Legge does not mean, however, that no evidence is needed. The main
evidence consists of witness testimony. “Think of all the people who saw
[the impact],” Legge says. “Why would anyone even begin to doubt it?”60

David Chandler and Jonathan Cole have written:

The nearly unanimous testimony of over a hundred eyewitnesses, is that
a large aircraft, consistent with a 757, flew very low at very high speed,
clipped several light poles, and crashed into the face of the Pentagon at
ground level… . The eyewitness testimony is consistent with the pattern
of damage both inside and outside of the Pentagon.61

Jim Hoffman, who has dealt with the evidence at length, says:

Anyone who reads the collections of Pentagon witness accounts such as
Eric Bart’s is likely to be impressed by the broad agreement among



witnesses on aspects of the event—the low-angle approach of a large
jetliner followed by a huge explosion and billowing smoke.62

The 757 View as Not Disproved by Physical Evidence
Finding the witness testimony to constitute overwhelming evidence of the
757 view, the holders of the 757 theory say that the main point to be shown
with regard to physical evidence is that it cannot disprove the claim that the
Pentagon was hit by a 757. Legge has said that “it cannot be conclusively
proved that no 757 hit the Pentagon.”63 David Chandler and Jonathan Cole
made essentially the same statement, while specifying that what is not ruled
out is the possibility that it was “American Airlines Flight 77” that struck
the Pentagon.64 Drawing especially on Jim Hoffman, who has done the most
work on evidence for the 757 view, we can see that there is a long list of
physical facts that are taken to support, or at least not contradict, the 757
view.

Debris: Although critics of the 757 view have written about a debris deficit,
Legge says:

[There is] a massive amount [of debris] inside the Pentagon and ample
outside for the light parts, as seen in videos immediately after the
impact, and no evidence whatsoever for truck loads of this material
being carted to the site.65

Hoffman, arguing that the debris is “consistent with a jetliner crash,”
says that seeing this requires understanding several points. First, although
very little debris was visible from outside, “the vast majority of debris
ended up inside of the building.” Second, although “no photographs show
large pieces of aircraft, it is not reasonable to expect large pieces to have
survived intact given the nature of the crash.” Third, “there are relatively
few public photographs of the interior of the Pentagon after the crash.”
Fourth, “seats, passengers, and luggage would [not] have survived the over
500-mph crash and subsequent fires in a form yielding to easy identification
in photographs,” and any photographs taken “would [not] have been made
public.”66

Specific Debris Matches: Hoffman states that, although most of the debris
shown in photographs is too small to be identifiable, there were a few



identifiable pieces, and all of these “plausibly match parts of a 757.” These
include a rotor that matches “several of the high-pressure rotors in a 757
engine,” and a scrap, photographed by Mark Faram on the lawn, with a
silver, white, and red color scheme matching that of an AA jet. Although it
has been alleged that “[o]nly one engine was found,” we “have no way of
knowing how many or what engine pieces were found.”67

The Damage to the Façade: Legge says that “the size of the hole in the wall
[is] more than large enough for all the heavy parts of the plane,” and also
that the “damage to the wall [is] in the outline of a plane, right to the wing
tips.”68 According to Hoffman, the façade damage fits what a 757 would do,
as there was a hole of at least 96 feet, and probably 105 feet, on the first
floor, so most of a 757 would have been admitted. And there is no reason,
contrary to the expectation of many observers, that the impact of a 757
should have left a clear imprint of its profile on the façade’s very thick
limestone facing.

With regard to the widespread view that the vertical stabilizer should
have damaged the façade at the second floor level above the central impact
region: There is no proof, Hoffman says, that the stabilizer would cause
such damage. And the trajectory of the vertical tail section could have been
altered in any one of various ways, including a “bomb in the luggage hold
exploded just as the front of the fuselage was beginning to impact the
façade,” or a “surface-to-air missile exploded on the aft starboard side of
the jetliner just as the nose was beginning to impact the façade.”69 (These
possibilities make very clear that Hoffman sees the Pentagon attack as an
inside operation.)

Interior Damage: Damage to the Pentagon’s interior, Hoffman argues, is
consistent with a 757 crash. The floor space from the façade to the C Ring
was mainly unobstructed, so the fuselage debris “could have produced the
punch-out hole.”70

Damage to Surroundings: The damage to the surroundings also, Hoffman
argues, fits what a 757 crash would have caused. In the first place, the five
lamp poles that were downed had to be hit by an aircraft with a wingspan of
at least 100 but not more than 130 feet, and a 757’s wingspan is 125 feet.



(Hoffman knows that some people claim that the lamp poles “were pulled
out or toppled the wrong way,” but he has “yet to find a single coherent
exposition of it.”) Hoffman also finds the positions of the cable spools to be
consistent with a 757 crash; those who think otherwise, Hoffman says, have
not realized how far the photographs were taken from the façade.71

The Attack Plane’s Approach: Although a 757 is normally not flown in the
manner taken by the downward spiral, this maneuver is not beyond a 757’s
capabilities. Although the plane’s final 1,000 yards, flying quite low (albeit
not “inches from the ground”), would have been impossible for Hani
Hanjour, especially given ground effect turbulence, it would have been “an
easy task for a 757’s autopilot.”72

The Flight Data Recorder File: Legge adds another point: “The FDR file
[is] an exquisite compilation of data, indicating the plane descended
smoothly, pulled up safely, passed through the light poles, and hit the
Pentagon, accurate to within a couple of feet of the impact mark.”73

Although Legge knows that there is no proof that this file actually reflects
the flight of AA 77 and that one must be suspicious—he has written about
“known falsehoods in other crucial 9/11 documents74”— Legge believes
that it is authentic, revealing the actual trajectory of AA 77.75

Conclusion: Whereas the physical evidence “comports with the crash of a
Boeing 757,” Hoffman says, “the evidence does not conclusively prove that
the aircraft was a 757, much less that it was Flight 77.” Both Hoffman and
Legge believe, however, that the physical evidence, especially when taken
together with the testimonial evidence, provides very strong evidence that
the Pentagon was struck by a 757, likely AA 77.

2. REASONS TO DOUBT THAT A 757 STRUCK THE PENTAGON
The above summary seems to provide impressive evidence for the 757
theory. However, if the attack was not what it was claimed to be by
Pentagon and FBI officials, that is just what we would expect: lots of
witnesses to support the 757 claim and lots of physical evidence to back up
this testimony.



I can understand why some members of the 9/11 Truth Movement say
that, even though the government’s claims about the World Trade Center
are almost entirely false, the official theory about the Pentagon attack
contains more truth. They add, to be sure, that the official theory is
ultimately false, because al-Qaeda hijackers did not fly AA 77 into the
Pentagon. But the physical and testimonial evidence, they say, supports the
view that the Pentagon was struck by a 757, perhaps even AA 77.

However, while I can understand this view, I am more impressed by the
places where the evidence for the official story falls down, including places
where there are signs of fraud.

Given the fact that the defenders of the 757 view rest their case
primarily on eyewitness testimony, I will begin with a discussion of this.

Eyewitness Testimony: What Does It Say?
Among those who claim that the Pentagon was hit by a Boeing 757, it has
been common to suggest, as we have seen, that the issue is largely settled
by witness testimony, because the witnesses supporting the official theory
are too numerous to doubt. For example, Matt Taibbi, in a debate with me,
suggested that my position required “that thousands of witnesses who saw a
plane [meaning a large airliner] hit the Pentagon were wrong.”76 Popular
Mechanics more modestly claimed only that “hundreds of witnesses saw a
Boeing 757 hit the building.”77 But that is still much too high. The best-
known list of witnesses to the Pentagon attack, and the primary one
appealed to by Jim Hoffman, is the list compiled by Eric Bart. His list
contains 152 people who were regarded as “witnesses” in some sense,78 but
only some of them claimed to have seen an airliner hit the Pentagon.

Some of the other people gave quite different reports, with six of them
speaking of a small or mid-sized aircraft, perhaps a commuter jet or even a
missile.79 Still others believed that the damage had been caused by one or
more bombs.80 Only 66 of the 152 people claimed to have seen an airliner
headed toward the Pentagon. And Dr. Jerry Russell, focusing on those who
“provide explicit, realistic and detailed claims that a 757 crashed into the
Pentagon after executing a high velocity, low altitude approach,” found that
there were only 31 such individuals.81



The 31 Explicit Witnesses: An examination of those 31 “explicit” witnesses,
moreover, raises doubts about the authenticity of at least some of them.
Russell—who earned advanced degrees in both engineering and psychology
—discovered that of these 31 witnesses, 13 of them fit his category of “elite
insiders,” meaning “highly placed military officers, government officials,
media officials, or employees of the Pentagon renovation team and security
staff,” and that 24 of these 31 people “worked for either the Federal
Government or the mainstream media.”82 We can be more specific,
furthermore, about the seven mainstream media journalists: five of these
seven worked for Gannett (primarily USA Today), and another for the
Armed Forces Information Service. So six of the seven journalists worked
for organizations known to support the government’s position on military-
related matters.83

The fact that almost half of the 31 explicit witnesses were “elite
insiders,” combined with the fact that a great majority (77 percent) of the 31
witnesses worked for either the government or a Gannett news organization,
should give pause. There were very few individuals who could be
considered neutral, in the sense of not occupationally biased in favor of the
government’s account of events. We cannot, therefore, simply assume them
to be disinterested, and thereby trustworthy, witnesses.

Criteria of Trustworthiness: In judging the trustworthiness of witnesses,
there is a principle commonly used by historians in evaluating conflicting
testimonies of people who belong to a movement or institution. Let’s say
that two strong political supporters of John Smith give different accounts of
some event in his life. One account makes him seem noble and heroic,
while the other account reflects poorly on him. All other things being equal,
we would give more credence to the critical account, because such an
account from a John Smith supporter would be surprising, suggesting that
party loyalty has been trumped by honesty.

Likewise, if a member of an organization has given testimony about an
issue that contradicts the position of that organization, we should take that
testimony more seriously than we take testimonies that reflect the
organization’s party line.

There is, however, a principle that is neutral with regard to a person’s
membership in an organization: We rightly regard with skepticism any



testimony that includes claims that seem impossible or at least extremely
improbable.

Bias, Impossibility, Implausibility: Applying these principles to the
testimony of reporters for the corporate press—which has been completely
supportive of the official account of 9/11—we are rightly skeptical of
claims that reflect the government’s position about the Pentagon attack, if
those claims conflict with physical evidence or are otherwise extremely
implausible, or if these claims reflect the government’s claims while being
challenged by other journalists or by people outside the government.

An example of conflict with physical evidence is provided by the
testimony of Steve Anderson of USA Today, who said that he watched as a
plane “banked slightly to the left, drug its wing along the ground and
slammed into the west wall of the Pentagon.”84 Given the fact that
photographs of the Pentagon lawn immediately after that attack showed no
sign of the enormous scar that would have been caused by a wing dragging
along the ground, Anderson’s testimony must be considered untrustworthy.

Likewise, retired Army officer Frank Probst, supporting the idea that an
American airliner came towards the Pentagon very close to the ground,
claimed that it was flying so low that he dove to the ground for fear of
being hit.85 Probst, in fact, claimed that one of the plane’s engines passed by
him “about six feet away.”86 But Dave McGowan, with reference to the
wind turbulence created by large airliners, noted that if a Boeing 757 going
over 500 miles an hour had come this close to Probst, he would have been a
victim, not a witness.87

Choosing between Mainstream Reporters: With regard to conflict between
various reporters within the mainstream media, seven reporters on Eric
Bart’s list, as we have seen, claimed to have watched an airliner hit the
Pentagon. But two highly respected reporters gave accounts that made it
difficult to understand how a large airliner could have hit the Pentagon.
CNN’s Jamie McIntyre, describing what he saw outside the Pentagon after
inspecting the area near the “strike zone” shortly following the attack, said:

[I saw only] very small pieces of the plane… . The biggest piece I saw
was about three feet long. [All the pieces] are small enough that you can



pick up in your hand. There are no large tail sections, wing sections,
fuselage, nothing like that anywhere around.88

ABC’s John McWethy, who was able to get inside the Pentagon, said: “I
got in very close, got a look early on at the bad stuff. I could not, however,
see any plane wreckage.” Then, perhaps repeating an explanation that he
had received from the Pentagon official who took him inside, added that the
plane “had been, basically, vaporized.”89

As this example shows, it is not simply a matter of accepting or
rejecting testimony from the mainstream press. One has to decide which
testimonies have greater credibility (all other things being equal).

Choosing between Pentagon Employees: The same principle can be applied
with regard to Pentagon personnel. They provided nine of the most graphic
accounts of an airliner hitting the Pentagon. But other witnesses gave
testimonies that make it difficult to understand how a large airliner could
have hit the Pentagon.

Karen Kwiatkowski, who was then an Air Force Lieutenant Colonel
employed at the Pentagon, wrote: “There was a strange lack of visible
debris on the Pentagon lawn, where I stood only moments after the
impact… . I saw … no airplane metal or cargo debris.”90

Sgt. Reginald Powell said: “I was … impressed … with how the
building stood up, after they told me the size of the plane. And then I was in
awe that I saw no plane, nothing left from the plane. It was like it
disintegrated as it went into the building.”91

Naval Officer Sheryl Alleger, having gone past the crash site that
afternoon in an ambulance, said: “[Y]ou couldn’t see any bits of the
airplane, that was the thing that got me… . I expected to see the tail sticking
out… . But—nothing. It was like the building swallowed the plane.”92

Registered Nurse Eileen Murphy said:

I knew it was a crash site before we got there, and I didn’t know what it
was going to look like. I couldn’t imagine because the building is like
rock solid. I expected to see the airplane, so I guess my initial
impression was, “Where’s the plane? How come there’s not a plane?” I
would have thought the building would have stopped it and somehow
we would have seen something like part of, or half of the plane, or the



lower part, or the back of the plane. So it was just a real surprise that the
plane wasn’t there.93

Research analyst Will Jarvis, having hoped to see the plane, said:
“There was just nothing left. It was incinerated. We couldn’t see a tail or a
wing or anything.”94

April Gallop, a US Army executive administrative assistant with top
security clearance, had just returned to work on the morning of September
11 after a two-month maternity leave. Although she planned to take her
baby son to the day-care center, she was told that she needed to take care of
some work on her computer immediately, so she took her baby to her work
station. As soon as Gallop pushed the button to start her computer, she said,
she heard a huge “boom,” which “sounded like a bomb.” The ceiling caved
in, injuring her and her son.95 After regaining consciousness and locating
her son, she took him outside through the “impact hole,” but she saw no
evidence that a plane had hit the Pentagon.

I had no jet fuel on me… . I didn’t see any airplane seats. I didn’t see
any plane parts… . I didn’t see anything that would give me any idea
that there was a plane.96

Later, knowing that she had had a traumatic experience, Gallop checked
with other people who had been there, but “they did not see anything of this
nature as well.”97 Asked if she saw any fire, Gallop said: “Coming out of
the computers. There were flames coming out of … the computers.”
(Another woman in the D Ring named Tracy Webb reported that her
“computer burst into flames.”98) But there was no fire, Gallop was certain,
on the floor: Having lost one of her shoes, her foot did not feel anything
hot.99 This account is difficult to reconcile with the view that an airliner
with thousands of gallons of jet fuel crashed into the Pentagon and
exploded.100

Substantial Errors and Contradictions: In explaining grounds for doubting
the testimonies that an airliner hit the Pentagon, Russell also stated that
many of these testimonies contain “substantial errors or contradictions.”101

Here are some examples.
In addition to USA Today’s Steve Anderson, quoted earlier, three other

people claiming to have seen a plane hitting the Pentagon said that it hit the



ground first. Mary Ann Owens, who like Anderson worked for Gannett,
said “the left wing dipped and scraped the helicopter area.” David Marra
reportedly said that after the wing touched the helicopter pad, the plane
“cartwheeled” into the Pentagon. Self-described pilot Tim Timmerman,
who told CNN that the Pentagon was “hit by an American Airlines Boeing
757,” said that “it hit right in front of … the building; most of the energy
was dissipated in hitting the ground.”102 These testimonies are disproved by
the available photographic evidence, as it shows that the lawn was not
marred by an airliner.103

Other sets of testimonies are discredited by being mutually
contradictory. For example, Major Lincoln Leibner, saying that the plane
“completely entered the building,” added: “The plane went into the building
like a toy into a birthday cake.” Whereas USA Today reporter Narayanan
Vin said: “The hijacked jet slammed into the Pentagon at a ferocious speed.
But the Pentagon’s wall held up like a champ. It barely budged.”104

Insiders and Skepticism: Emphasizing that most of the 31 people who
claimed to have seen an airliner hit the Pentagon worked for the US
government or a government-supportive news organization; that almost half
of these 31 witnesses were “elite insiders,” meaning “highly placed military
officers, government officials, media officials, or employees of the
Pentagon renovation team and security staff”; and that 24 of these 31 people
“worked for either the Federal Government or the mainstream media,” we
need to remember that Americans supported the unprovoked war in Iraq on
the basis of demonstrably false statements made by members of the
mainstream press and the military, including General Colin Powell.

So why should we be surprised [asked Jerry Russell] if “eyewitness”
sources strongly linked to the US corporate and media elite might also
provide false testimony about the events of September 11? … If all the
perpetrators need to do is produce sufficient lying eyewitnesses on
behalf of any sort of nonsense, what hope is there for the truth?105

Still More Witnesses: Firefighters: Another relevant principle is that, if
there are members of an organization who could be considered neutral, or
who might even be inclined to support the official story, members of this
organization should be taken with special seriousness if they have given



accounts contrary to the official account. This principle is exemplified by
some firefighters.

Brian Ladd, a firefighter from Fort Myers, reported that, although he
had expected to see pieces of the airplane’s wings or fuselage, he instead
saw “millions of tiny pieces” of debris spread “everywhere.”106

When Captain Dennis Gilroy—the acting commander of the Fort Myers
fire department—arrived, “he wondered why he saw no aircraft parts.”107

Still another firefighter, Captain John Durrer—also quoted (like Ladd
and Gilroy) in Pentagon 9/11—“had expected to see large parts of the plane
and thought, ‘Well where’s the airplane, you know, where’s the parts to it?
You would think there’d be something.’”108

The most interesting firefighter in this respect is county fire chief Ed
Plaugher, who had been in charge of putting out the fire. At a Pentagon
briefing the day after the attack, Plaugher was asked whether anything was
left of the airplane. He replied that there were “some small pieces … but not
large sections … . [T]here’s no fuselage sections and that sort of thing.”109

Eight months later, Plaugher was much more supportive of the official
story. Having arrived at the scene 35 to 40 minutes after the attack, he said,
he saw “pieces of the fuselage, the wings, the landing gear, pieces of the
engine, seats.” He added: “I can swear to you, it was a plane.”110 However,
when someone has given earlier and later statements, one of which
contradicts the other, we generally assume the earlier statement to have
been closer to the truth, as long as there is no reason to suspect the person to
have lied. This is especially the case if there was pressure on the person to
change his or her statement—which could reasonably be suspected to have
occurred in this case.

Pilots: Major Dean Eckmann, one of the F-16 pilots who were sent to
Washington from Langley Air Force Base, was asked, according to a book
published in 2003, by NEADS to fly over the Pentagon and report on the
extent of the damage. He reported that he suspected that the damage had
been caused by “a big fuel tanker truck because of the amount of smoke and
flames coming up and … there was no airplane wreckage off to the side.”111

The previous year, Eckmann said, according to a 2002 Associated Press
story: “My initial thought was that it was a truck bomb… . [W]e didn’t
actually find out it was an airliner until the next day.”112



As stated earlier, Keith Bohn, a Huey pilot for the Park Police, who was
flying near the Pentagon prior to the attack, had to claim that he had not
been sent to the Pentagon until after the attack. But Bohn, in an interview at
the US Naval Historical Center in November 2001, did not fully support the
official story, saying:

When I landed on the scene, there was actually a particular slit into the
side of the Pentagon, which is hard to believe that an aircraft made it,
but it’s that small of a slit. A large portion of the Pentagon is gone now.
But when I got there, there was a slit that I couldn’t believe an aircraft
had actually penetrated. I could not see any aviation parts. I couldn’t see
an engine or a wing. There was just rubble, pieces, small pieces.113

A second Huey pilot for the Park Police who flew to the Pentagon that
morning was Ronald Alan Galey. In his interview with the Naval Historical
Center, he said, having arrived “easily within four minutes of the impact”:

My first, all of our impressions [he means the impressions of himself
and the helicopter’s other crew members] were it couldn’t possibly have
been a 757. The building had not collapsed at that point and there was
spot fires everywhere. In fact the most fire that I saw was the crash
truck, foam truck on fire. That was creating the greatest amount of fire
at the particular point and it was a relatively small hole in the side of the
building. I’m going, “This couldn’t possibly have been a 757.” There’s
absolutely nothing that you could identify as an aircraft part anywhere
around there. Nothing. Just couldn’t have been. We saw what appeared
to us to have been the flight path of the aircraft with the lights being
knocked down and such, but that was only supposition on our part at
that point. I just, I just can’t emphasize enough, the initial damage,
looking at it, it just didn’t look like a 757 hit that building… . [T]he
building started, it collapsed and I’m going, “Oh, Oh, Not good.” But
even with the collapse it still didn’t look like a 757 hit it.114

Besides reinforcing the position of Bohn and others that the damage did
not seem commensurate with an airplane the size of a 757, Galey made two
other points of interest: First, he said, like April Gallop, that shortly after
the attack there was not a big fire. Second, even having seen the building’s
collapse and “the lights being knocked down,” he still thought “it didn’t
look like a 757 hit it.”



Others: Judy Rothschadl, a documentary producer, was—like ABC’s John
McWethy—able to get inside the Pentagon. She reported: “There weren’t
seats or luggage or things you find in a plane.”115

Engineer Steve DeChiaro, the president of a technology firm, said:
“[W]hen I looked at the site, my brain could not resolve the fact that it was
a plane because it only seemed like a small hole in the building. No tail. No
wings. No nothing.”116

Scott Cook and his boss, Ray, were in the conference room of the
Portals building in Washington. This room had a wide window looking
directly at the Pentagon, with Reagan Airport to the left. Having learned
about the attacks in New York and thinking that Washington might be
attacked next, they kept their eyes on the landscape as well as the TV set.
Suddenly they saw that the Pentagon had been struck. Cook later wrote:

We didn’t know what kind of plane had hit the Pentagon… . Later, we
were told that it was a 757 out of Dulles, which had come up the river in
back of our building, turned sharply over the Capitol, ran past the White
House and the Washington Monument, up the river to Rosslyn, then
dropped to treetop level and ran down Washington Boulevard to the
Pentagon. I cannot fathom why neither myself nor Ray, a former Air
Force officer, [saw] a big 757, going 400 miles an hour, as it crossed in
front of our window in its last 10 seconds of flight.117

Witnesses to Bombs and Cordite: April Gallop’s conviction that one or
more bombs had gone off in the Pentagon was shared by other people.

Army Lt. Colonel Victor Correa said: “We thought it was some kind of
explosion. That somehow someone got in here and planted bombs because
we saw these holes.”118

When Lt. Nancy McKeown heard an explosion and saw ceiling tiles
coming down, reported Pentagon 9/11, she yelled “Bomb!”119

Military reporter Steve Vogel, while supporting the official view, wrote
that there was much confusion: “Some thought a bomb had exploded;
almost no one understood the building had been hit by a plane.”120

Michael J. Nielsen, who was a civilian auditor for the Department of the
Army on temporary assignment at the Pentagon, reported that, after he
heard an explosion and felt the building shake, hundreds of panicked



Pentagon personnel ran down the corridor outside his office towards the
south entrance yelling “Bombs!” and “A bomb went off!”121

The conclusion that the explosions really were caused by bombs is
supported by the fact that some witnesses said they smelled cordite, a
substance used in bombs that has a very distinctive smell, completely
different from that of jet fuel.

Don Perkal, the deputy general counsel for the secretary of defense,
wrote:

People shouted in the corridor outside [my office] that a bomb had gone
off… . Even before stepping outside I could smell the cordite. Then I
knew explosives had been set off somewhere.122

Gilah Goldsmith, an attorney at the Pentagon, reported that, after
hearing an “incredible whomp noise,” she saw a “huge black cloud of
smoke,” adding that it smelled like cordite or gun smoke.123

Death and Destruction in A and B Rings: The conclusion that bombs went
off is also supported by reports of death and destruction in the B and A
Rings—which were further inside the building than the C Ring, beyond
which the airliner reportedly did not go. The day after the event, a
Washington Post story said:

The attack destroyed at least four of the five “rings” that spiral around
the massive office building… . A 38-year-old Marine major … said he
and dozens of his colleagues rushed to the area in the Pentagon that
appeared most heavily damaged—the B ring between the 4th and 5th

corridors.124

If all the damage was due to an airliner, which crashed into the E Ring
and did not travel past the C Ring, why would the B Ring have suffered
severe damage?

Moreover, there should not have been deaths in the A Ring. But Robert
Andrews—the acting assistant secretary of defense who had gone to the
Pentagon’s counterterrorism center to gather up materials for Rumsfeld—
reported that after he and his aide had felt the effects of some kind of
explosive, they were rushing to get to the other side of the Pentagon to join
Rumsfeld. Entering the corridor on the A Ring, he reported, they “had to
walk over dead bodies.”125 In a notarized statement, swearing that she was



giving a true summary of what she was told by Andrews, Barbara Honegger
said she asked Andrews “if he really meant that he’d had to step over dead
bodies in the innermost A ring. He said yes the inner ring.”126

Conclusion to Section on Witnesses: The moral of this discussion is that,
contrary to the view that witness testimony provides overwhelming support
for the 757 theory, it does not, for two reasons: First, although many people
did indeed claim to see a 757 hit the Pentagon, most of these were
employees of the government or of news organizations known to support
military views, and many of these employees were “elite insiders,” so their
testimony, insofar as it is challenged by other points of view, should be
regarded with skepticism. In the second place, the 757 claim has been
challenged by other witnesses at the Pentagon—by people who witnessed
the attack but gave different accounts, and by people who witnessed the
Pentagon after the attack and saw no signs of a 757, whether inside or
outside the Pentagon.

Therefore, the witness testimony cannot be said to supply
overwhelming evidence for the 757 view. Whether it does provide some
positive support will surely be a matter of perspective.

Physical Evidence: What Can Be Drawn from It?
The eyewitness evidence shows that, if the 757 view were to be advocated,
the advocates cannot remain content with stating that the 757 view is not
contradicted by the physical evidence. They would need to point to physical
evidence that provides unambiguously positive support for this view. But
the available evidence is ambiguous. Although there is much to support the
757 view (as shown above), there is much evidence that counts against it.

False Claims Supporting the 757 Theory
I will begin with three cases in which the government provided false
evidence to support its claim that the Pentagon was struck by AA 77,
beginning with a video supposedly showing the Pentagon being struck by a
757.

Videos Purportedly Showing 757 Hitting Pentagon: In 2002, five frames of
a video from a Pentagon parking lot were released by the Department of
Defense.127 Analyses of these frames raised many problems. These frames



purportedly show an airliner flying across the Pentagon lawn and striking
the building, causing a big explosion with a bright red flame. However, the
first frame shows only what appears, on its right-hand side, to be a white
trail of smoke; and ahead of the smoke, it might be argued, a tail can be
seen. In any case, a cement column hides whatever it is that causes the trail
of smoke. The next frame simply shows an explosion (because, the
Department of Defense presumably would have explained, the plane, due to
its speed, would have hit the Pentagon). The rest of the video shows the
smoke billowing up.128

In 2004, Judicial Watch made a FOIA request for all videos relevant to
the question of what hit the Pentagon. The DOD refused, saying that videos
could not be released while the trial of Zacarias Moussaoui was continuing.

Finally, in 2006, the DOD said that, because the trial of Moussaoui was
over, “we are able to … provide the video.”129 The DOD actually released
two videos, one of which contained the five frames released in 2002, which
we can call the video from Camera 1.

Whereas Camera 1 is stationed behind a cement post, which partially
obscures its view of the “flight path,” Camera 2 is situated in front of this
column and hence has a clear field of view.

The Camera 2 video shows nothing for the first minute, after which a
police car drives through the line of vision. After another 10 seconds, we
get an unobstructed view of what we had seen in the 2002 video, with this
difference: Rather than seeing a plane followed by a white trail of smoke
just before the explosion, we see only what appears to be the nose of a
plane appearing in the right-hand corner.130

The video from Camera 1 has action from the beginning, with the police
car appearing after only a couple of seconds, then ten seconds later the
white trail of smoke followed by the explosion.

However, a new analysis of these videos has been provided by award-
winning Italian film-maker Massimo Mazzucco.131 Though the available
footage from the Camera 2 video starts and ends before the Camera 1 video,
Mazzucco shows that the videos overlap in the middle sections of the
footage, where they are identical and perfectly synchronized—due to being
controlled by a single recording system— except for Frame 23, which is
where the plane presumably flies across the lawn. The key to understanding
these videos lies in this pair of frames.



Having watched the Camera 1 video, for which our vision (in Frame 23)
of whatever was leaving a trail of smoke was blocked, we would expect the
Camera 2 video, which has an unblocked shot of the lawn, to show what is
in front of the trail of smoke. However, instead of seeing that, we see the
nose of an airplane just coming into view on the right. It is further from the
Pentagon than is the trail of smoke in Camera 1’s Frame 23. This means
that the plane’s “tail” is in front of its “nose.”

Since the appearance of these videos in 2006, students of the videos and
digital experts had been unable to provide a technical explanation of the
discrepancy. But, explains Mazzucco, Italian digital expert Pier Paolo
Murru,132 using “Boolean subtraction,” was able to identify an area of
pixelation that was identical in both frames. “What is said to be the nose of
the airplane in Camera 2 is also present as part of the smoke trail in Camera
1.”

“As this is obviously impossible in the physical world,” Mazzucco
added, “we are forced to conclude that at least one of the two frames is the
result of an intentional alteration—doctoring.”

As to the nature of the doctoring, Mazzucco said: “It looks as if
someone has partially covered the trail of smoke in Camera 1, through cut-
and-paste means, leaving the end of the smoke trail visible, to make it look
like the nose of the plane in Camera 2.”133

Mazzucco’s film confirms what students of these videos have long
suspected: that the idea that the videos show an airliner moving across the
Pentagon lawn involves deception. This fact suggests that the Department
of Defense, even though its cameras were pointed at the Pentagon, had
nothing to show that the Pentagon was struck by a Boeing 757.

Phone Calls from Barbara Olson: In the first years after the 9/11 attacks, it
was believed that Barbara Olson had made two calls to her husband,
Theodore “Ted” Olson, from aboard AA 77. This belief was very important
to the official story, because the FAA had lost track of this flight at 8:56
AM, never again to receive any signal from its transponder. In fact, the FAA
came to believe that this flight had crashed. USA Today reported: “Another
jet disappears from radar and might have crashed in Kentucky. The reports
are so serious that [FAA head Jane] Garvey notifies the White House that



there has been another crash. Only later does she learn the reports are
erroneous.”134

The evidence that these reports were “erroneous” evidently consisted of
two supposed facts: the “fact” that Barbara Olson had called her husband at
his office in the Justice Department—he was the US solicitor general—
from AA 77 shortly before the Pentagon was hit, and the “fact” that AA 77
had hit the Pentagon.

With regard to the Pentagon being hit by AA 77, this “fact” was from
the beginning not obvious. Fox, NBC, and MSNBC all reported that an
explosion took place at the Pentagon.135 An AP story reported that “an
aircraft crashed on a helicopter landing pad near the Pentagon.”136 Fox TV
reported that the Pentagon had been hit by a US Air Force flight.137 What
would become the official story began to emerge with a report from the
American Forces Press Service, which said: “Authorities confirmed that a
commercial airliner, possibly hijacked, had crashed into the building.”138

And then that afternoon, the Los Angeles Times reported that some military
officials, speaking on condition of anonymity, said that the Pentagon had
been struck by AA 77.139 As these stories show, the notion that the Pentagon
was struck by AA 77 was not based on visible evidence. The press came to
believe it simply because it was stated by sources within the military.

For that claim to be plausible, however, there had to be reason to believe
that AA 77 had not crashed in the Midwest. This reason was provided by
the report, supplied by the government’s solicitor general, that Barbara
Olson had made calls from AA 77 shortly before it crashed.

But in 2006, as we saw in Chapter 5, the FBI failed to support that story.
Ted Olson had said that his wife had made two phone calls to him, the first
of which lasted “about one minute,”140 the second of which lasted “two,
three, or four minutes.”141 Having indicated that she could not have used a
cell phone, because “[a]ll of the calls from Flight 77 were made via the
onboard airphone system,”142 the FBI said that there was only one seatback
phone call from Barbara Olson, and it was an “unconnected call,” which
(obviously) lasted “0 seconds.”143 Moreover, although the FBI’s report
supported the idea that Barbara Olson at least attempted a call from this
flight, it provided no evidence for this claim: Whereas the FBI’s reports on
the (claimed) calls from United 93 and United 175 specify the rows from
which the calls were supposedly made, the FBI’s AA 77 report gives no



information about the alleged attempted call by Barbara Olson. It merely
states her assigned seat number.

Given the fact that the alleged Olson calls were evidently faked, they
cannot provide a basis for saying that Flight 77 was still aloft after it
disappeared from the FAA radar at 8:56.

To be sure, the official story still has flight attendant Renee May as
having made a call. But as I argued in Chapter 5, it is “unthinkable that, if
calls were possible, only one person on this flight made calls.”

So, besides there being no evidence that AA 77, and hence a 757, hit the
Pentagon, there is not even any evidence that AA 77 was aloft after it
disappeared from the FAA’s radar at 8:56. Accordingly, there is no reason to
think of the aircraft that made the three-plus-minute downward spiral as a
Boeing 757, especially given the fact that air traffic controller Danielle
O’Brien, who followed the blip on radar, said: “The speed, the
maneuverability, the way that he turned, we all thought in the radar room,
all of us experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plane.”
To be sure, she added: “You don’t fly a 757 in that manner. It’s unsafe.” The
fact remains that, according to her testimony, she and the other controllers
thought at the time that it was a military plane.144

The C Ring Hole: There was a round hole, about 9 feet in diameter, in the
Pentagon’s C ring in Wedge 2, about 310 feet from the “impact zone.” This
hole was in line with the official trajectory for AA 77.

The original explanation for the hole, called the “exit hole,” was that it
was created by AA 77’s nose. (Although the strike zone was in Wedge 1 of
the Pentagon, the reported trajectory of “AA 77” was such that, by the time
it reached the C ring, it would have been in Wedge 2.) Two days after 9/11,
Donald Rumsfeld, appearing on ABC’s Good Morning America, said:

[The plane] came in … between about the first and second floor … .
And it went in through three rings. I’m told the nose is—-is still in
there, very close to the inner courtyard, about one ring away.145

Two days later, Lee Evey, the program manager for the Pentagon
Renovation Project, said at a Pentagon news briefing:

The plane actually penetrated through the … E ring, D ring, C ring… .
The nose of the plane just barely broke through the inside of the C ring,



so it was extending into A-E Drive a little bit.146

However, the nose of a 757 is very fragile. It could not have gone
through the outer (E ring) wall, with its steel-reinforced concrete, and then
punched out a large hole in the C-ring wall, with its steel mesh and eight
inches of brick. French critic Thierry Meyssan wrote:

The nose of a plane … contains the electronic navigation system. In
order to allow passage of the waves emitted by the apparatuses, it is not
made of metal, but of carbon fibers. [It is] thus extremely fragile [and]
would be crushed rather than piercing through.147

And as a matter of fact, no official document endorsed the Rumsfeld-
Evey claim.

The Arlington County After-Action Report stated that “Flight #77
penetrated the outer wall of the Pentagon’s E Ring” and that “the damage
extended all the way through the inner wall of the C Ring,” but it did not
say that any part of Flight 77 continued to the C Ring.148

The Pentagon Building Performance Report, prepared by the American
Society of Civil Engineers, was more explicitly critical, saying that the
“data suggest that the front of the aircraft disintegrated essentially upon
impact.”149

The Rumsfeld-Evey position was even rejected in the Popular
Mechanics book of 2006, which said that “the hole was not made by… the
nose of Flight 77 pushing through the building’s interior.”150

In his book on the history of the Pentagon, Washington Post writer
Steve Vogel said that “the nose came to an almost immediate stop.”151

Even the book Pentagon 9/11, written in 2007 by historians employed
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, did not support the story told by
their former boss. Just before mentioning “the so-called ‘punch out hole’ in
the C Ring wall,” they said that, when the plane struck the building, “the
front part of the relatively weak fuselage disintegrated.”152

Summary: We must wonder: If the Pentagon was actually hit by AA 77,
why were lies told—about two videos of an apparent plane, about Barbara
Olson, and about the C Ring—to support that claim?

Physical Evidence That Suggests the Falsity of the 757 Claim



Some scientists, in support of the 757 theory, have stated very modest
requirements for supporting this theory. Frank Legge, as we have seen, has
said that “it cannot be conclusively proved that no 757 hit the Pentagon.”153

Perhaps not, but the evidence certainly suggests that it is unlikely.
Incidentally, the physical evidence surveyed here does not include all

the evidence that contradicts the entirety of the official theory, according to
which the Pentagon was hit by AA 77 under the control of al-Qaeda, with
perhaps Hani Hanjour at the controls. The present discussion is with people
who agree that the al-Qaeda theory is absurd, but who nevertheless believe
that the Pentagon was struck by a Boeing 757, perhaps AA 77, being guided
automatically by the US military.
Given the nature of this discussion, I have not included several points that
would be relevant only against the view of the attack as directed by al-
Qaeda. I have not, for example, included the fact that the lawn was not
scarred, because it seems at least conceivable that a 757 being guided
automatically might have been able to strike the ground floor of the
Pentagon without hitting the lawn.

Debris Deficit: In response to the claim that there is “too little debris,”
Legge said: “There are photographs which show ample small fragments
scattered over a wide area.”154 But the question is whether the debris, both
inside and outside, could have possibly added up to the weight of a Boeing
757. As former airline pilot Russ Wittenberg pointed out: “It’s roughly a
100 ton airplane. An airplane that weighs 100 tons all assembled is still
going to have 100 tons of disassembled trash and parts after it hits a
building.”155 Dave McGowan, doubting that the trash and parts would have
come anywhere close to 100 tons, wrote: “Even if all of the photos did
actually depict debris from a 757, … then a few hundred pounds of Flight
77 has been accounted for.”156 McGowan probably underestimated. But can
anyone point to photos suggesting even 20 or 30 thousand pounds of trash
and parts, let alone 80 or 90 tons?

Videos: If a Boeing 757 had really hit the Pentagon, that would have been
easy for authorities to prove. A FOIA request to release the relevant videos
led the Department of Justice to admit that it has 85 videos that were
confiscated from cameras on or near the Pentagon. The DOJ denied the



request, however, saying that these videos were “exempt from
disclosure.”157 The 9/11 Commission, far from using its subpoena power to
obtain these videos, did not even mention their existence. Brief segments of
a few videos have been released, but they have shown nothing definitive.158

Is it believable that of the 85 videos, none would give a clearer idea of what
did and did not hit the Pentagon than the few frames that have been
released? Can we believe that the government would not release them if
they supported its story?

Some people, to be sure, say yes: The government likely has videos that
would prove that the Pentagon was struck by AA 77, which it is saving to
unleash at an opportune moment. Legge wrote:

Evidence that proves that a 757 did hit the Pentagon would function as
[the authorities’] insurance policy. If they feel endangered by the
progress of public opinion toward demanding a new investigation, and
realizing that this will likely lead to criminal charges and convictions,
they will produce this evidence.159

Yes, there is a (remote) possibility that the authorities have evidence
that the Pentagon was hit by a 757. But there is also a remote possibility
that the authorities have an explosives-free explanation of the collapse of
World Trade Center 7. Should that possibility prevent Legge and other
scientists from declaring that this building was almost certainly brought
down with explosives? Of course not. Imaginings of remote possibilities
should not be allowed to dissuade us from our judgments based on the best
evidence we have.

And the possibility that the videos would prove the truth of the
government’s claim—that the Pentagon was hit by AA 77—is very remote.
The majority of the 9/11 Truth Movement is right to assume that the reason
the government has not released the videos is that they would prove its
claim to be a lie.

Time-Change Parts: There would have been an even more definitive way
for the government to prove that AA 77 hit the Pentagon, if it really did.
Retired Air Force Colonel George Nelson, who had specialized in the
investigation of aircraft mishaps, has pointed out that every plane has many
“time-change parts,” which must be changed periodically because they are
crucial for flight safety. Each time-change part has a distinctive serial



number. These parts, moreover, are virtually indestructible, so an ordinary
fire resulting from an airplane crash could not possibly “destroy or
obliterate all of those critical time-change parts or their serial numbers.”160

By identifying some of those numbers, investigators can determine the
make, model, and registration number of a crashed aircraft. Accordingly, if
Flight 77 did indeed hit the Pentagon, the FBI, which took charge of the
investigation, could have proven this to the press within hours.

Legge, however, believes that the government may have these parts
with their serial numbers, along with the videos, and is waiting to release
them at an opportune moment. And, Legge worries: “As many members of
the 9/11 truth movement believe that no 757 hit the Pentagon, this evidence
will throw the movement into disarray and create crippling loss of
credibility.”161 However, in the extremely unlikely event that the
government releases proof that AA 77 really did hit the Pentagon, this
would cause us no loss of credibility. We could simply ask—along with a
majority of the American public: Why did the government sit on this
evidence all this time? It would be the government’s credibility, not ours,
that would suffer.

Flight Data Recorder: In any case, one more sure-fire way for authorities to
have proven that AA 77 struck the Pentagon, if it did, would have been to
show the press the serial number of the plane’s flight data recorder (FDR),
which Pentagon authorities claimed to have found in the wreckage. As
Aidan Monaghan has shown with extensive documentation: When the
NTSB (National Transportation Safety Board) issues a report on a crashed
airplane, it almost always lists the serial number of the FDR.162 Indeed, the
only exceptions between 1991 and 2006—excluding planes with no FDRs
—have evidently been the reports about the four planes that allegedly
crashed on 9/11.163 How can we avoid suspecting that the NTSB’s report on
AA 77’s FDR does not mention its serial number because no FDR with the
serial number for that flight was found at the Pentagon?

In 2007, Monaghan sent a FOIA request to the FBI for “documentation
pertaining to any formally and positively identified debris by the FBI, from
all four civilian commercial aircraft used in the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001.” The FBI replied (in August 2008) that “any



potentially responsive records were located in a pending file of an ongoing
investigation, and [are] therefore … exempt from disclosure.”164

Monaghan then asked the FBI for “documentation revealing the process
by which wreckage recovered by defendant [the FBI] … was positively
identified by defendant (with the aid of the National Transportation Safety
Board), … presumably through the use of unique serial number identifying
information.” The FBI responded with a truly incredible claim: that no such
documentation existed because “the identity of the three [sic] hijacked
aircraft has never been in question by the FBI, NTSB or FAA.”165 I asked
Monaghan if he knew “of any similar report.” He replied: “To my
knowledge there is not another example of the feds withholding identifying
information of a crashed commercial jet because everyone supposedly knew
what the plane was.”

In any case, the FBI itself admits that it has no documentation to prove
that the aircraft that hit the Pentagon was AA 77.166

There is another problem with the alleged flight data recorder for AA
77. The Pentagon’s file on this FDR, based on information downloaded
from it, was created over four hours before this FDR was reportedly found.
That is, according to a widely published report, the FDR from Flight 77 was
found Friday, September 14, 2001, at 4:00 in the morning. USA Today, for
example, wrote:

Searchers on Friday found the flight data and cockpit voice recorders
from the hijacked plane that flew into the Pentagon and exploded,
Department of Defense officials said. The two “black boxes,” crucial to
uncovering details about the doomed flight’s last moments, were
recovered at about 4 a.m., said Army Lt. Col. George Rhynedance, a
Pentagon spokesman. Rhynedance said the recorders were in the
possession of the FBI, and that officials from the National
Transportation Safety Board were providing technical assistance in
reading any data they contain.167

This story also reported that despite some damage to the boxes, “the
FBI still was confident the data can be recovered from both.”168 Newsweek
had a similar story.169

However, according to a file released by the NTSB (in response to a
FOIA request from Aidan Monaghan), the flight data file for AA 77, which
was based on this FDR, was created at 11:45 PM on Thursday, September



13.170 The presence of this problem—that the flight data file was created
before the FDR itself was found—suggests that the story about the
discovery was invented.

There is yet another problem: According to the USA Today story just
quoted, the FDR was found “right where the plane came into the building.”
The Newsweek story likewise stated that the FDR was discovered “near the
impact site.”171 But according to the Pentagon Building Performance
Report, the FDR was found “nearly 300 ft into the structure.”172 This view
was made well known by Popular Mechanics, which said that that the FDR
“was found almost 300 feet inside the building.”173

Given these problems, it is difficult to take seriously the claim that AA
77’s flight data recorder was found in the debris at the Pentagon.

Fires: As we saw earlier, April Gallop stated that there was no evidence of
fire on the first floor where she walked from her office to the “entrance
hole.” Sgt. Ronald Alan Galey, having gotten to the Pentagon within a few
minutes, said that there was nothing but “spot fires” and that “the most fire
that [he] saw was the crash truck … on fire.”

These testimonies lift up one of the problems with the 757 theory: that
the crash of a plane carrying several thousand gallons of fuel should have
immediately ignited fires similar to the jet-fuel-fed fires that occurred in the
first ten minutes after the strikes on the Twin Towers. There was, to be sure,
an initial fireball, but it was very localized and lasted only a few seconds.

A video by freelance videographer Bob Pugh, which began only a few
minutes after the attack,174 shows what Galey said: that there were only spot
fires and that the greatest amount of fire, producing most of the smoke, was
from a truck on fire. Ralph Omholt, on the basis of photographs, says:

There are no firemen with shiny aluminized protective hoods donned,
prepared to penetrate a jet fuel fire, in a rescue attempt… There is no
suggestion of an aircraft crash and the expected fuel fire… . An aircraft
full of fuel, crashing at 300 Knots will not experience a delay in the full
burning of its fuel … [T]he fire—what little there is—comes from the
second-floor windows. What happened to all that fuel which is
supposed to be spilled on the ground floor?175



There is again a disconnect between the official theory and the
empirical evidence.

Seismic Evidence: Seismologist Won-Young Kim, of Columbia University’s
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory, and Gerald R. Baum, of the Maryland
Geological Survey, were asked by the Army to determine the exact time of
the four 9/11 flights. They found that the signal for the Pentagon attack—
alone of the four attacks—was too weak to produce a detectable signal
(above the “noise”). They wrote:

We analyzed seismic records from five stations in the northeastern
United States, ranging from 63 to 350 km from the Pentagon. Despite
detailed analysis of the data, we could not find a clear seismic signal.
Even the closest station … did not record the impact. We concluded that
the plane impact to the Pentagon generated relatively weak seismic
signals.176

Having made this point in a previous book, I asked:

If United 93, also a Boeing 757, created a detectable signal by crashing
into the soft soil in Pennsylvania, how could a detectable signal not be
created by a Boeing 757 crashing into the Pentagon’s steel-reinforced
outer wall at several hundred miles per hour?177

This seemed to me strong evidence that the Pentagon had not been
struck by a Boeing 757.

However, well-respected seismologist Terry Wallace, who also could
find no signal at the Pentagon (above the noise), calculated the magnitude
of a 757 strike on this building to be only 0.8. He calculated this relatively
low magnitude on the basis of the fact that the impact would have been “on
the wall,” rather than being a vertical crash, striking the ground, and the
noise at all the stations was above 0.8.178 It has been suggested that this
could explain why neither he nor the Kim-Baum team could detect any
signal for the Pentagon attack.

According to ScienceDaily, however:

On September 11, seismographs operated by Columbia University’s
Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in Palisades, New York, recorded
seismic signals produced by the impacts of the two aircraft hitting the



Twin Towers of the World Trade Center and the subsequent collapse of
the 110 story towers.179

If a Boeing 767 striking one of the Twin Towers produced a detectable
seismic signal, then a Boeing 757 striking the Pentagon should likewise
produce a detectable seismic signal. The Pentagon, especially at Wedge 1,
with its reinforcement, was much more rigid than the Twin Towers. This
fact should compensate for the fact that the Boeing 767s, which hit the
towers, were larger than the 757, which reportedly hit the Pentagon.
Accordingly, if all three buildings were hit by airliners, as reported, then all
three should have produced seismic signals.

Bodies from the Plane: One of the “proofs” that AA 77 hit the Pentagon
was that the bodies sent to be autopsied apparently included people killed in
the airplane as well as the 125 people who were in the Pentagon. However,
there is no proof that the bodies were all from the Pentagon.

The reason for uncertainty began when the FBI immediately took
complete control of the Pentagon crash site. Dr. Marcella Fierro, the chief
medical examiner of Virginia, pointed out that it was her office’s
responsibility to carry out the autopsies. But the FBI insisted that the
autopsies be carried out by the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology at
Dover Air Force Base. Also, when the bodies arrived at the Dover Institute,
they were brought by the Army and accompanied by the FBI.180 Therefore,
although the remains of reportedly 189 bodies were evidently delivered to
the Dover Institute with word that they had all come from the Pentagon,
there is no independent evidence that all of them were actually brought
from that site.

The victims of the Pentagon attack were taken to a temporary morgue in
the Pentagon’s north parking lot loading dock. They were then trucked to
Davison Army Airfield at Fort Belvoir, then flown by helicopter to Dover.
“FBI agents rode in the trucks, participated in the escort, and accompanied
the remains during the flight to preserve the chain of custody.”181 For all we
know, however, human remains from two different sites could have been
combined by FBI and military personnel before they were brought to
Dover.182

The Dover Institute’s radiology report said that “specimens ranging
from relatively intact bodies to small body-part fragments were received



from the Pentagon site.”183 But remains from the Pentagon site could have
been mixed at Davison with remains of bodies from elsewhere. And we
certainly cannot simply assume that the military would not do such a thing,
given its tampering and deceit with regard to the video purportedly showing
a 757 hitting the Pentagon.

The Five Lamp Poles: In the above section on “Damage to Surroundings,”
in evidence supportive of the 757 theory, the most important element was
the fact that five lamp poles were downed. Frank Legge, writing with
Warren Stutt, said:

[I]mpact with five light poles not only establishes the track through the
damaged area, but also provides evidence that the wingspan of the
plane, if it was a plane, is consistent with that of a Boeing 757, 124 feet
10 inches.184

But this is sometimes mentioned as if serious doubts had not been raised
about it. Critics have made the following points:

If lamp poles had been torn out of the ground by an airliner going
close to 500 mph, these poles, which were quite heavy— weighing
180 to 300 pounds—would surely have skidded over the lawn,
creating gouges in it. But photographs show none.185

Could the airliner not have been caused to go off course, or even
crash, by hitting these lamp poles?

Do not the lamp poles appear to be cut at the base, rather than
having the jagged edge of a pole that was knocked down by a
plane’s wing?

Summary: Although the available physical evidence cannot strictly prove
that a Boeing 757 did not hit the Pentagon, some of the evidence fails to
suggest the 757 hypothesis, and some of the evidence even counts against
the truth of this hypothesis.

Additional Reason for Skepticism about Secondary Matters:
 Attack at 9:31

Having said that there is a growing consensus in the 9/11 Truth Movement
about a primary matter—namely, that the Pentagon was not struck by AA



77 under the control of al-Qaeda—I have given reasons to be skeptical
about secondary matters. Although at first glance there appears to be
overwhelming witness testimony supporting the view that a 757 hit the
Pentagon, a critical examination supports a skeptical attitude toward this
testimony. And although the physical evidence has long seemed to
contradict the 757 view, some scientists have endorsed the 757 view in
recent years. So there seems to be evidence on both sides.

There is an additional reason for skepticism about the Pentagon attack.
On the one hand, virtually everyone has agreed that the attack occurred at
only a few seconds before 9:38. On the other hand, there is powerful
evidence that the attack on the Pentagon occurred almost seven minutes
earlier, between 9:30 and 9:32.

In the first place, early stories by Reuters, USA Today, and the New York
Times reported that the Pentagon attack occurred at “about 9:30” and the
U.S. News and World Report said that it occurred “shortly after 9:30.”

In the second place, an FAA Timeline document, “Executive Summary:
Chronology of a Multiple Hijacking Crisis, September 11, 2001,” stated
that at 9:32 Air Traffic Control reported “aircraft crashes into west side of
Pentagon.”

In the third place, and most important, several time-pieces in the
Pentagon stopped between 9:30 and 9:32.

The US Navy website, with a note saying “clock frozen at the time
of impact,” shows a photograph of a clock with the hands at
9:31:40.186

The electric clock that hung on the wall of the Pentagon Heliport,
which is now in the national 9/11 exhibit at the Smithsonian
Institution, shows its hands as having stopped at 9:31:30.187

April Gallop, who was knocked unconscious by the attack, has kept
her watch, the hands of which stopped shortly after 9:30.188

Assistant Secretary of Defense Robert Andrews reported that, while
he was in the Counterterrorism Center, an explosive event occurred
at about 9:32. (Although his watch actually said 9:35, he reported,
he kept it a few minutes fast in order to get to meetings on time.)189



Denmark’s soon-to-be Foreign Minister Per Stig Møller, who was in
Washington, DC, reported that, having immediately looked at his
wrist watch upon hearing an explosion and seeing smoke rise from
the Pentagon, saw the time to be 9:32.

III EMPHASIZING CONSENSUS
In the first part of this essay, we saw that there is consensus within the 9/11
Truth Movement on the most important issue regarding the attack on the
Pentagon: that the official story, according to which the Pentagon was
attacked by AA 77 under the control of al-Qaeda, is a lie.

Unfortunately, this consensus has often been overshadowed by battles
on secondary matters, especially the question of what hit the Pentagon. This
battle allows the press to portray the 9/11 Movement as absurd, with
members being more concerned with their battles against other “truthers”
than with their differences from the government’s account.

It is important, therefore, to realize that the question of what hit the
Pentagon is really a very secondary matter. The passionate concern with
this issue is a hangover from the 9/11 Truth Movement’s battle with the
government’s position. In that battle, rejecting the government’s position
was widely regarded as rejecting the idea that the Pentagon was struck by a
757, which might have been AA 77. But it is now recognized that there is
no necessary connection between these ideas: Some people who believe
that the Pentagon was struck by a 757, perhaps even by AA 77, completely
reject the idea that Pentagon was struck by AA 77 under the control of al-
Qaeda.

Given the consensus on this point—that whatever hit the Pentagon was
controlled not by al-Qaeda hijackers but by the Pentagon’s leadership—the
issue of what hit the Pentagon loses most of its importance.

The recognition that this consensus on the essential point exists is
important, the second part of this chapter argued, because a battle about the
secondary question of what hit the Pentagon would likely be endless. Most
people who are convinced by the arguments on behalf of the 757 view are
not likely to be dissuaded from it by the arguments I presented against it.



And most people who reject the 757 view are not likely to be persuaded to
change their mind by the arguments on behalf of the 757 view.

It might be thought that this is defeatism, that scientists should be able
to provide sufficiently persuasive arguments for one view or the other, so
that consensus on the question of what hit the Pentagon could be attained.
As many commentators have pointed out, however, the government, by
keeping so many facts hidden, has prevented the Truth Movement from
achieving consensus on this point.

But—and this is the most important point—consensus on this secondary
point is not essential. The only consensus that is essential is that which we
already have: that regardless of what hit the Pentagon, the Pentagon was not
struck by AA 77 under the control of al-Qaeda. And given this consensus,
the 9/11 Truth Movement now has the same kind of agreement with regard
to the Pentagon that we have with regard to the World Trade Center.



I

8. NATIONALIST FAITH:HOW IT BLINDS
 AMERICA TO THE TRUTH ABOUT 9/111

t is often said that Christian faith is the dominant form of faith in
America. It is also often said that faith is a bad thing, which prevents
religious people from determining the answers to various vital questions

on the basis of the relevant evidence. Faith, in other words, is regarded as
not simply blind, but blinding.

The truth about America, however, is more complex. Another kind of
faith, radically different from Christian faith, is actually the dominant faith
in our country. Even within the church, Christian faith tends to be
subordinate to this other form of faith. With regard to certain truths,
moreover, this other form of faith is blinding, while Christian faith at its
best is illuminating.

One of these truths is the truth about 9/11. “The evidence that 9/11 was
an inside job,” I said at the outset of my book 2007 book, Debunking 9/11
Debunking, “is overwhelming. Most people who examine this evidence
with an open mind find it convincing.”2 The only real problem is to get
people to examine this evidence, at least with, in Richard Falk’s phrase,
“even just a 30-percent open mind.”3

Why is it so difficult for many people, including journalists—as we saw
in Chapters 2 and 3—to seriously examine the evidence? There are many
reasons, especially when we are talking about journalists. But one of those
reasons, probably the main one, I will suggest, is the blinding power of the
dominant faith of Americans.

I will then suggest that Christian faith at its best opens us to the truth
about 9/11 by allowing us to look at the evidence without flinching. (I could
equally well talk about Jewish faith, or Islamic faith, or other types of
theistic faith. But I am focusing on Christian faith because it is my own
religious tradition and also because it is the dominant theistic tradition in
the United States.) Christian faith is not necessary, of course: Many
members of the 9/11 Truth Movement are not Christians. But Christian faith
can help, partly because it contains warnings against the kind of faith that



makes it difficult for many Americans, and especially for America as such,
to see the truth about 9/11.

I THE TRUTH ABOUT 9/11: A FALSE-FLAG
ATTACK

What is this truth? It is, as I already suggested, that 9/11 was an inside
operation, orchestrated by forces within our own government. It was a
false-flag attack, with evidence planted to make it appear to have been
planned and carried out by Arab Muslims. The expression “false-flag
attack” originally referred to operations in which the attackers, perhaps in
ships, literally showed the flag of an enemy country, so that it would be
blamed. But the expression has come to be used for any attack made to
appear to be the work of some country or group other than that to which the
attackers themselves belong.

1. HISTORY OF FALSE-FLAG ATTACKS
Imperial powers have regularly staged such attacks when they wanted a
pretext to go to war.

When Japan’s army in 1931 decided to take over Manchuria, it blew up
the tracks of its own railway near the Chinese military base in Mukden,
blamed Chinese solders, then proceeded to slaughter hundreds of thousands
of Chinese. This “Mukden incident” began the Pacific part of World War
II.4

In Germany in 1933, the Nazis, wanting a pretext to arrest leftists, shut
down unfriendly newspapers, and annul civil rights, started a fire in the
German Reichstag and blamed it on Communists. Their proof that
Communists were responsible was the presence at the site of a feeble-
minded left-wing radical, who had been brought there by the Nazis
themselves.5

In 1939, when Hitler wanted a pretext to attack Poland, he had Germans
dressed as Poles stage raids on German outposts on the Polish-German
border. In some cases, a dead German convict dressed as a Pole was left at
the scene. The next day, Hitler, referring to these “border incidents,”



attacked Poland in “self-defense,” thereby starting the European part of
World War II.6

We Americans, viewing our country as the “exceptional nation,” like to
believe that our wars have not originated in such deceit. But an examination
of the historical evidence reveals otherwise—for example, the Mexican-
American war, with its false claim that Mexico had “shed American blood
on the American soil,”7 the Spanish-American war, with its “Remember the
Maine” hoax,8 the war in the Philippines, with its false claim that the
Filipinos fired first,9 and the Vietnam war, with its Tonkin Gulf hoax.10

After World War II, moreover, the United States organized false-flag
terrorist attacks in European countries, such as Italy, France, and Belgium,
to discredit Communists and other leftists, to prevent them from coming to
power through the ballot box. NATO, guided by the CIA and the Pentagon
and working with right-wing organizations, orchestrated terrorist attacks
that killed innocent civilians and then, by having evidence planted, got the
attacks blamed on leftists.11

Would the US military do this if it involved killing US citizens? In
1962, shortly after Fidel Castro had overthrown the pro-American dictator
Batista, the Joint Chiefs of Staff prepared a plan, known as Operation
Northwoods, that contained “pretexts which would provide justification for
US military intervention in Cuba.” American citizens would have been
killed in some of the scenarios, such as a “Remember the Maine” incident,
in which: “We could blow up a U.S. ship in Guantánamo Bay and blame
Cuba.”12 Only President Kennedy’s veto prevented these plans from
becoming operational.

Were there reasons why the Bush-Cheney administration and its
Pentagon would have staged the 9/11 attacks to make them appear to have
been orchestrated by Muslim terrorists from the Middle East? This
administration, wanting to control the oil from the Caspian Sea area, had
made plans to go to war in Afghanistan several months before 9/11.13 It
also, as is now well known, had an attack on Iraq at the top of its agenda
when it came into office.14 Finally, General Wesley Clark has revealed, the
Pentagon under this administration was planning on attacking six more
predominantly Muslim countries: Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan,
and Iran.15



2. EVIDENCE THAT 9/11 WAS A FALSE-FLAG ATTACK
Accordingly, the idea that 9/11 was an inside job, with evidence planted to
make it appear to be the work of Middle Eastern Muslims, should not have
been ruled out a priori. Indeed, those with the responsibility to discover
what really happened, including our major media, should have been alert
from the first day for evidence that 9/11 was a false-flag operation. And that
evidence is now abundant.

NIST and the Destruction of the World Trade Center: As we saw in earlier
chapters, the official account of the World Trade Center cannot be true. This
official account was given by NIST, the National Institute for Standards and
Technology. NIST is an agency of the Commerce Department and it was,
thereby, an agency of the Bush-Cheney administration. A document signed
by over 11,000 scientists, including 52 Nobel Laureates and 63 recipients of
the National Medal of Science, said that the Bush administration repeatedly
“distort[ed] scientific knowledge for partisan political ends.”16 Such
distortion runs throughout the NIST reports on the Twin Towers and WTC
7. A former NIST scientist stated that this agency had become extremely
politicized by 2001:

[E]veryone in NIST leadership had been trained to pay close heed to
political pressures. There was no chance that NIST people
“investigating” the 911 situation could have been acting in the true spirit
of scientific independence, nor could they have operated at all without
careful consideration of political impact. Everything that came from the
hired guns was by then routinely filtered through the front office, and
assessed for political implications before release.17

Part of NIST’s distortion was the way it ignored the existence of at least
200 people, including over 100 members of the Fire Department of New
York, reporting evidence of explosions in the towers. For example, Fire
Department Captain Dennis Tardio said: “I hear an explosion and I look up.
It is as if the building is being imploded, from the top floor down, one after
another, boom, boom, boom.”18 Wall Street Journal reporter John Bussey
said: “I … looked up out of the [WSJ] office window to see what seemed
like perfectly synchronized explosions coming from each floor… . One
after the other, from top to bottom, with a fraction of a second between, the



floors blew to pieces.”19 There are dozens of such testimonies. But NIST
simply ignored them.

As shown by the way in which NIST dealt with evidence, the official
reports about the World Trade Center were not simply wrong. They were
lies.

Hijackers and the Pentagon Attack: This conclusion is strengthened by
problems in the official story of the attack on the Pentagon. I will provide
only one example.

According to the official story, the Pentagon was struck by AA 77 under
the control of al-Qaeda hijacker Hani Hanjour. Numerous reports had
indicated, however, that Hanjour was a terrible pilot, who could not even
safely fly a single-engine plane. As one flight instructor quoted by the New
York Times put it: “He could not fly at all.”20 And yet the plane that hit the
Pentagon, according to the official story, was flown with military precision.
After completing a 330-degree downward spiral, it came in at ground level
to hit the Pentagon between the first and second floors, and it did this
without even scratching the Pentagon lawn. The Washington Post wrote:
“Aviation sources said the plane was flown with extraordinary skill, making
it highly likely that a trained pilot was at the helm.”21

Hani Hanjour, who could barely fly a Cessna, could not have done this
in a Boeing 757. As Ralph Omholt, a former 757 pilot, has said: “The idea
that an unskilled pilot could have flown this trajectory is simply too
ridiculous to consider.”22 If one checks Pilots for 9/11 Truth, one can see
that many other pilots agree.

II BLINDING NATIONALIST FAITH
The facts provided in this and the previous chapters should be sufficient, for
those with eyes to see, that the official story is false. Not everyone,
however, has eyes to see. Many Americans have a kind of faith that blinds
them to the truth about 9/11. This faith also prevents this evidence from
being discussed in the mainstream media. What is this faith?

1. NATIONALIST FAITH
I am drawing here from an essay by Christian theologian John Cobb.
Pointing out that people generally presuppose “the vision of reality” of the



society in which they grow up, Cobb said: “We may call [this] largely
unconscious underlying and overarching view of the world, as well as the
more conscious beliefs in which it is expressed, ‘a faith.’” “For a thousand
years prior to the Renaissance,” Cobb added, “the ‘faith’ of the great
majority of Europeans was Christian.” In the modern world, however,

one’s loyalty and one’s identity [came to be] defined by geography
rather than religion… . Virtue was redefined as patriotism… Saints were
replaced by national heroes. The stories of one’s nation took over from
the Christian story in education and in public functions… . [B]eing a
Christian became optional. Public debates pro and con Christianity are
fully acceptable. But … [t]here is no public debate about national
loyalty. In short the dominant “faith” of most people in the modern
world has been nationalist.23

What is the American form of this nationalist faith? It is that “the
United States is a fundamentally virtuous nation.” This faith does not mean
that there can be no criticism of America’s actions. “But the criticism is
[only] that the nation’s actions are not in its true interests or do not accord
with its true character.” These criticisms hence express the nationalist faith,
which is that our country is essentially good, never deliberately doing
anything terribly evil.

From the point of view of this faith, the claim that 9/11 was an inside
job simply cannot be true. After pointing out several facts that make the
official story extremely implausible, Cobb wrote:

The response of most Americans [to a recitation of such facts] shows
how powerful is the hold upon them of their nationalistic “faith.” They
do not want to hear that members of their government may have
deceived them on a matter of such importance. They do not want to
examine the evidence. They “know” in advance that the questioner is
out of line. They “know” this because the alternative does not fit with
their “faith.”24

But surely, we may respond, Americans by now know that the Bush-
Cheney administration lied us into the war in Iraq. Why would most
Americans continue to accept this administration’s astounding story about
9/11? “The answer,” Cobb suggests,



may be that deception about matters of who has what weapons can be
tolerated. We can understand that the real motives for fighting a war are
often different from the announced reason. But to believe that high
officials in an American administration … would organize a massive
attack killing thousands of American citizens would deeply wound the
American sense of the basic goodness of the nation, a conviction which
belongs to the depths of our national faith.25

2. CONSPIRACY THEORY
Given the pervasiveness of this faith in our country—and especially in the
public sphere, controlled by the mass media—it is easy to marginalize those
of us who question the official story about 9/11. The chief method, other
than simply ignoring us, is to label us “conspiracy theorists.” This label lets
people know that we are irrational, that our claims are simply products of
fevered minds, so that even examining our claims to refute them would be a
waste of time.

From a purely rational-empirical point of view, the effectiveness of this
label is remarkable. A conspiracy, according to my dictionary, is simply “an
agreement to perform together an illegal, treacherous, or evil act.”26 To hold
a conspiracy theory about some event, accordingly, is simply to believe that
it resulted from such an agreement. We accept new conspiracy theories
every day, insofar as we believe news reports about cigarette companies
conspiring to conceal the dangers of smoking, oil companies conspiring to
deny the reality of human-caused global warming, and corporations
conspiring to defraud customers. We are all conspiracy theorists.

Everyone is, in fact, a conspiracy theorist about 9/11, because the
official theory is itself a conspiracy theory. It says that 9/11 resulted from a
secret agreement between Osama bin Ladin and various members of al-
Qaeda.

Nevertheless, the term “conspiracy theorist” is used only for people who
reject the official conspiracy theory in favor of the alternative theory,
according to which 9/11 was an inside job. For example, Jim Dwyer wrote a
New York Times story entitled “2 U.S. Reports Seek to Counter Conspiracy
Theories About 9/11.”27 A more accurate title would have been: “2 U.S.
Reports Say Government’s Conspiracy Theory Is Better than Alternative



Conspiracy Theory.” But the Times would never have used any such
headline.

This one-sided use of the term does not occur only in the mainstream
media. It is just as prevalent on the left. For example, Salim Muwakkil, a
senior editor of In These Times, wrote in 2005:

The [9/11] movement caught my attention when I saw Dr. David Ray
Griffin speaking at the University of Wisconsin at Madison on C-SPAN
earlier this year… . Griffin … has written several well-regarded books
on religion and spirituality… and is considered one of the nation’s
foremost theologians. I … regard him as a wise writer on the role of
spirituality in society.

So, it was shocking to see him pushing a radical conspiracy theory
about 9/11 on C-SPAN… . What could have transformed this sober,
reflective scholar into a conspiracy theorist?28

I, of course, had been a conspiracy theorist all along. The only thing that
changed in 2003 was that I rejected the official conspiracy theory in favor
of the alternative theory.

From the point of view of In These Times, however, that was when I
first became a conspiracy theorist, leading the magazine to ask, “what
happened to Griffin?” Another writer for the magazine, Terry Allen,
answered: “I think part of it is that he’s a theologian who operates on
faith.”29 My own answer—that I finally looked at the evidence—was
evidently ruled out a priori, because there could be no good evidence for a
conspiracy theory. These two writers also seemed to be completely devoid
of any suspicion that their rejection of my position was itself based on faith
—the nationalist faith that our leaders would not do such a thing.

These two examples, in any case, show how the term “conspiracy
theory” is used in this discussion. It is not used in the generic sense, to
mean any secret agreement to do something illegal. It is used for a theory
alleging that our own government did something illegal—in this case,
something so terrible as to contradict our faith in our nation’s goodness.

The fact that such theories, according to which our own government did
something horrible, are not to be seriously entertained in public discourse
was made clear by President Bush in his address to the United Nations two
months after 9/11. He said: “Let us never tolerate outrageous conspiracy



theories concerning the attacks of 11 September—malicious lies that
attempt to shift the blame away from the terrorists.”30 What would an
outrageous conspiracy theory be?

If we were operating in a philosophy-of-science context, it would be
clear. A good theory is one that can explain, in a coherent way, all or at least
most of the relevant facts and is not contradicted by any of them. A bad
theory is one that is contradicted by some of the relevant facts. An
outrageous theory would be one that is contradicted by virtually all of the
relevant facts. By this criterion, the official conspiracy theory is clearly the
outrageous one.

However the public discussion of 9/11 occurs not in a philosophy-of-
science context but in a political context, and in this context, the alternative
theory is the outrageous one, because it says that members of the Bush
Administration ordered it, not Osama bin Laden. That claim makes it
outrageous by definition. Evidence has nothing to do with it.

3. THE MEDIA'S NON-TOLERATION OF MY BOOKS
In warning people not to tolerate outrageous conspiracy theories, Bush was
reminding people, especially people who control the mainstream media,
that anyone saying that 9/11 was an inside job was not to be given a
sympathetic or even neutral hearing.

This injunction has been obeyed. Since I know my own case the best, I
will use myself as an example.
My 9/11 Books: My first book, The New Pearl Harbor, has sold about
150,000 copies in English and been translated into several other languages.
Debunking 9/11 Debunking received a Bronze Medal in the 2008
Independent Publisher Book Awards. My 2008 book, The New Pearl
Harbor Revisited, was chosen by Publishers Weekly as a “Pick of the
Week.” And then in 2009, the New Statesman named me one of “The 50
People Who Matter Today.” One would think that at least some of my nine
books would have been reviewed in mainstream newspapers and
magazines, and that I would have been interviewed in mainstream radio and
television programs.

One would especially think this given the fact that, prior to beginning to
write about 9/11, I was a fairly well-respected philosopher of religion and
theologian, who had written over 20 books. The fact that such a person was



now writing books accusing members of the Bush administration of
orchestrating the 9/11 attacks, one would think, would be just the thing
newspapers and magazines would headline in order to increase readership
and that radio and television programs would interview me to increase
ratings. Contrary to widespread opinion, however, there is something more
important than sales and ratings: never publicly contradicting the national
faith.

Jonathan Kay’s Book about “Truthers”: Mainstream newspapers,
magazines, and television shows are not, to be sure, uninterested in books
about 9/11. It is that they review only the right kinds of books. To illustrate:
Whereas the New York Times has never reviewed any of my books,
including the one named “Pick of the Week” by Publishers Weekly, the
Times did review the pseudo-sociological study, Among the Truthers, by
first-time author Jonathan Kay (who is a columnist for a very conservative
Canadian newspaper). Calling this a “remarkable book,” which describes
Truthers “superbly,” the reviewer, Jacob Heilbrunn,31 does not seem
bothered by the fact that Kay never offers any evidence to support his
description of Truthers as “cranks.”

The Wall Street Journal, which likewise thought Kay’s book worthy of
lengthy discussion, entitled its review “Beyond the Lunatic Fringe” and
referred to Truthers as “nutters.” But the reviewer, Sonny Bunch, while
saying that Kay “wants to understand where conspiracy theories come
from,”32 does not point out that Kay systematically ignores the evidence that
members of the 9/11 Truth Movement give for their positions. Writing
condescendingly about the man who founded Architects and Engineers for
9/11 Truth,33 Bunch described Kay as “patiently listen[ing] to Richard
Gage, a San Francisco-based architect who claims that explosives brought
down the World Trade Center.” But Bunch, like Kay, seemed uncurious
about why over 1,500 architects and engineers have joined Gage’s
organization.

To find illuminating reviews of Kay’s book, one needs to look behind
the mainstream newspapers. For example, Dr. Anthony J. Hall, Professor of
Globalization Studies at the University of Lethbridge, points out that in a
2008 article, Kay admitted that he had smeared a Truther without doing any
research to back up his attack, but added:



[T]he truth is I … never bothered with schooling myself on the minutiae
of 9/11-ology… . I never felt the need to because, on a purely
instinctual level, I always felt the Truthers case was complete
nonsense.34

This explains why, even though I gave Kay several hours of my time,
his book contains not a word about the reasons why I consider the official
story about 9/11 a lie from beginning to end. A book reflecting Kay’s
attitude is evidently deemed worthy of respectful reviews in the New York
Times and the Wall Street Journal, as long as the book mouths the correct
assessment: the members of the 9/11 Truth Movement, regardless of their
credentials, are cranks and nutters.

Tucker Carlson on Sin and Blasphemy: Although I was almost completely
excluded from mainstream media, I did appear in 2006 on the MSNBC
program hosted by Tucker Carlson. But this was not a normal interview, in
which I was allowed to present my ideas in a sympathetic or even neutral
atmosphere. Rather, Carlson denounced me, even calling my statements
“blasphemous” and “sinful”35—thereby perfectly illustrating that his faith in
American goodness is a religious faith. From a Christian, Jewish, or Islamic
perspective, this would be an idolatrous faith—as pointed out by a viewer,
who made this response to Carlson:

Regarding your comment: “I’m merely saying it is wrong, blasphemous,
and sinful for you to suggest, imply, or help other people come to the
conclusion that the U.S. government killed 3,000 of its own citizens.” I
would like to suggest keeping things in perspective; we are not talking
about God here. We are talking of a government, an institution
consisting of people and as history bears out, no government and in
particular no individual is immune to corruption. Profit, greed, and
hunger for power can corrupt any individual and in turn corrupt
institutions. The framers of our Constitution understood this, and as
strong as it is, it is not foolproof.
In any case, I have been interviewed calmly on television shows in

Canada and some European countries, including England. But never in the
United States. In the public sphere, where our national faith rules, the
alternative conspiracy theory is not to be tolerated.



III CHRISTIAN FAITH AND 9/11
In the church, however, things should be different. Here, one would
presume, the dominant faith would be Christian faith, and Christian faith at
its best would allow people to look at the evidence that 9/11 was an inside
job. Why?

1. CHRISTIAN FAITH AT ITS BEST
Christian faith is first of all faith in God, and faith is best understood as
fidelity or loyalty. The Greek term for faith in the New Testament, pistis, is
often best translated “fidelity.” The issue, as Richard Horsley explains in
Jesus and Empire, is whether one was loyal to God or the Roman emperor.36

In speaking of God, one is speaking of the creator and lover of all peoples.
Christian faith also teaches that God is truth, so that to be loyal to God

is to be committed to knowing and proclaiming the truth. From the point of
view of Christian faith, therefore, it would be idolatrous to regard our
nation as worthy of ultimate allegiance. Christians can, of course, be
patriots, loving and serving their country. But they cannot, without
forsaking their Christian faith, give ultimate loyalty to their nation, so as to
blind themselves to, or hide from others, ugly truths about their own nation.

Another relevant feature of Christian faith is its doctrine of original sin.
Although this doctrine has often been expressed in mythological and even
horrible ways, its basic point is that the tendency to sin is universal. No
party, no religion, no country can be assumed to be free from the tendency
to sin. What is this tendency to sin?

On the one hand, our unique capacities as human beings allow us,
unlike other creatures, to understand that we are simply one among others:
All people are children of God, hence all people should have equal rights,
equal opportunities, including equal access to the world’s resources. We
know that we should love our neighbors as ourselves and hence do unto
others as we would have them do unto us. (We can even know, as the Dalai
Lama puts it, that we should care more for others than we do for ourselves:
there are so many more of them.)

And yet we generally do not. We generally use our unique capacities, as
Reinhold Niebuhr pointed out, not to treat ourselves as simply one among
others, but to gain advantages for ourselves and those to whom we are



close, even when this means harming, perhaps killing, others. This tendency
especially comes out in people who gain political power. This point was
expressed most famously in Lord Acton’s dictum: “Power tends to corrupt,
and absolute power corrupts absolutely.”37

Christians should, therefore, be especially suspicious of political and
military leaders who show signs of seeking absolute power. Andrew
Bacevich, a Christian who is a political science professor and a former
military officer, has said that the US military has been attempting “to
achieve something approaching omnipotence.”38 The Bush-Cheney
administration, dominated by neoconservatives, was seeking a “unipolar”
world, in which the United States would lay down the rules.39 Christians
should suspect, therefore, the presence of absolute corruption—corruption
sufficient, at least, to orchestrate 9/11.

2. CHRISTIAN FAITH OFTEN SUBORDINATE TO NATIONALIST
Unfortunately, the fact that a majority of people in America identify as
Christians does not mean that their Christian faith trumps their American
faith. They often seem to take the latter with greater seriousness. I have
never had a lecture in a church cancelled because someone took exception
to my christology or doctrine of God, but more than one church has
cancelled lectures I was scheduled to give about 9/11, and many more
churches have refused to allow their buildings be used—even to be rented
out—for this purpose in the first place. The leaders of these churches are
unwilling to expose their people to, or be seen as supporting, such heresy.

I have, to be sure, spoken in a few churches. And the petition at
Religious Leaders for 9/11 Truth has been signed by over a hundred
Christian leaders, including some prominent theologians, such as John
Cobb, Rosemary Ruether, Joe Hough (while he was the president of Union
Theological Seminary), and the late William Sloane Coffin. But I have been
attacked by others.

Ian Markham: For example, after my first book, The New Pearl Harbor,
was published, Christian ethicist Ian Markham, while he was the Dean of
Hartford Seminary, published a critique of it in a Christian magazine. He
said: “There need to be limits to the range of possibilities considered; and I



want to suggest that Griffin is outside them.” Explaining this statement, he
said:

When a book argues that the American President deliberately and
knowingly was “involved” in the slaughter of 3000 US citizens, then
this is irresponsible.40

In a letter of response, I suggested to Markham that “our difference on
9/11 has to do primarily with a priori assumptions as to what the US
government, and the Bush administration and its Pentagon in particular,
would and would not do.” Markham confirmed this judgment, saying: “Yes,
I am operating with an a priori assumption that Bush would not kill 3000
citizens for the sake of a political justification to invade the Middle East for
oil.”41

David Heim: My third book, Christian Faith and the Truth behind 9/11: A
Call to Reflection and Action, was reviewed in the Christian Century
magazine, which has long been a voice for liberal, socially-concerned
Christian faith. However, editor David Heim, who took it upon himself to
write the review, said not a word about my chapters on Jesus and empire,
demonic evil, or my call to churches to reflect about 9/11. Rather, he
devoted his review entirely to discouraging such reflection by ridiculing my
claim that 9/11 was an inside job.

Using the same technique as secular critics, he gave his review a
belittling title, “Whodunit? A 9/11 Conspiracy Theory.” He then made clear
the heretical nature of the book in the first sentence:

According to theologian David Ray Griffin, the attacks of 9/11 were not
the work of jihadist suicidal terrorists but were orchestrated by the Bush
administration to provide the pretext for its military adventures and its
quest for global dominance.42

Calling my argument “loopy,” he suggested that I had departed from the
truth because I had “drunk deeply from the murky well of the ‘9/11 truth’
forums on the Internet.” Then, demonstrating that my arguments are easily
refuted, he wrote:

[Griffin] notes that though the hijackers are alleged to have been devout
Muslims, during their time in the U.S. they drank alcoholic beverages



and visited strip clubs. The 9/11 commission never admitted or resolved
this contradiction, Griffin says, apparently scoring his first point against
the official explanation. Griffin ignores the many reports showing that
some hijackers … exhibited exactly this psychological profile: they
were alternately attracted and repelled by the moral laxity of the West;
their sense of its allure spurred their sense of repulsion. Such modest
nuances of reflection seem too much for Griffin.43

By thus demonstrating his own superior capacity for nuance, at least to his
own satisfaction, he implied that he had taken care of all the questions
about the hijackers.

With regard to the World Trade Center, Heim answered all questions by
appealing to the report put out by NIST, the National Institute for Standards
and Technology. As mentioned earlier, NIST is an agency of the Commerce
Department and hence of the Bush administration when the report was
issued—an administration that, the Union of Concerned Scientists said, had
repeatedly “distort[ed] scientific knowledge for partisan political ends.”44

But this fact did not trouble Heim. His implicit argument seemed to be:
We can know a priori that the Bush administration was not responsible, so
we can trust the report put out by NIST, because NIST would have had no
motive to lie.

After using such circular arguments to deal with other questions, Heim
said:

The war on terrorism has been invoked to sponsor a foolish military
adventure. The disastrous overreach in Iraq was fueled by imperialist
delusions about remaking the Middle East. But tying that critique of
U.S. policy to an outlandish theory about U.S. complicity in 9/11 can
only invite ridicule.

Heim provides a perfect illustration of nationalist faith. The invasion of Iraq
was foolish, based on delusions, not evil, based on a lie. To suggest
otherwise was outlandish and would invite ridicule.

Heim closed his review by asking: “Why did a Presbyterian publishing
house sign up this corrosive and monomaniacal book?”45



Mark Tooley: Heim was not alone in criticizing Westminster John Knox for
publishing my book. The Institute for Religion and Democracy (IRD) put
out a press release headed: “IRD: Presbyterian-Published 9/11 Conspiracy
Book is Absurd.” The IRD’s Mark Tooley said: “That senior mainline
church officials would publish this kind of absurd revisionist history is a
scandal.”46

Conservative Presbyterians: Especially severe criticism of Westminster
John Knox came from conservative factions within the Presbyterian church.
John H. Adams, the editor of the Presbyterian Layman, said that it is not the
Presbyterian Church’s place to publish a conspiracy theory, and that for
Westminster John Knox to do so is tantamount to saying the denomination
agrees with the view that 9/11 was orchestrated by forces within our own
government. Although Adams admitted that he had not actually read my
book, he felt free to describe the book’s thesis as “a hare-brained idea” and
to criticize the press for moving into “the pulp category of theology.”47 Just
knowing the book’s claim about the Bush administration was obviously
sufficient to make such charges.

Toby Brown, a Presbyterian pastor in Texas, who also had not read the
book, said: “Why, out of all the things they could be publishing, would the
church choose this? What business does the church have getting involved in
theories about 9/11? It makes it look like our church might be endorsing the
book’s ideas.” Many Presbyterians, he added, were planning to boycott the
publisher.48

James Berkley, the director of Presbyterian Action for Faith and
Freedom, called WJK’s decision to publish my book “laughable,”
“pathetic,” and “kooky”49 and said that it had damaged the image of
Presbyterians.50

The Rev. Joan Gray, the moderator of the Presbyterian Church of
America, said: “To me personally, and I am sure for the great majority of
Presbyterians, the idea that the United States government engineered the
9/11 attacks is too over the top to be taken seriously.”51

Westminster’s President Defends the Book: Such attacks led Davis Perkins,
the president and publisher of Westminster John Knox, to issue a defense,
saying:



In his preface to the controversial Christian Faith and the Truth behind
9/11 … , David Ray Griffin writes “One of our main tasks as
theologians is to deal with current events in light of the fact that our first
allegiance must be to God, who created and loves all people—indeed all
forms of life. If we believe that our political and military leaders are
acting on the basis of policies that are diametrically opposed to divine
purposes, it is incumbent upon us to say so.” At Westminster John Knox
Press we share Griffin’s primary allegiance and seek to encourage
sustained, informed, and respectful dialogue about the most pressing
issues of our times. Professor Griffin’s thorough research and
intellectually rigorous arguments have persuaded us that this book
should have a place in that conversation, regardless of the conclusions
readers come to accept.
Perkins thereby clearly said that for Westminster John Knox Press,

allegiance to God must take priority over our allegiance to our political and
military leaders.

Kenneth Godshall Responds to Pressure: But the Presbyterian Publishing
Corporation’s board of directors, in the face of mounting criticism from
within the denomination, would not support Perkins. In an official
statement, Kenneth Godshall, the chair of this board of directors, said:

David Ray Griffin is a distinguished theologian who has published a
number of books with PPC. This particular volume is not up to WJK
editorial standards and not representative of the PPC publishing
program.

What was wrong with this book?

The book makes the extraordinary claim that the terrorist attacks on
September 11, 2001 were orchestrated by the federal government and
made to appear to be the work of al-Qaeda…. Griffin’s theological
reflections are helpful and timely. The Board believes the conspiracy
theory is spurious and based on questionable research.52

So, the reason this book is “not up to WJK editorial standards” has nothing
to do with its theology. The problem is only the book’s claim that
contradicts our nationalist faith. Godshall did not, of course, put it that way.



He said that the board had concluded that the book was based on
“questionable research.”

But as I told the Louisville Courier-Journal, which contacted me about
this:

This [issue] is something I’ve worked on almost daily for years… . I
doubt any of the … members of the board have spent nearly the time on
it I have. They were really not in the position to make such a statement.
How did Godshall defend his charge? According to the Courier-

Journal, he said “that Griffin failed to take into account rebuttals of his
theories, such as one published by Popular Mechanics.”53

But that was false. In 2005, Popular Mechanics magazine had published
an article entitled “9/11: Debunking the Myths.”54 In my chapter on the
destruction of the World Trade Center, I had stated:

Popular Mechanics … completely ignores the suddenness, verticality,
rapidity, and totality of the collapses as well as failing to mention the
testimonies about molten steel, demolition rings, and the sounds of
explosions.55

If you cannot explain why the buildings came straight down in virtually free
fall, and you have to ignore part of the relevant evidence, you have not
explained the collapses. Also, referring to the article by Popular Mechanics
as “a spectacularly bad article,” I pointed out some absurd claims this
article made, after which I referred readers to two critiques in which it had
been “effectively debunked.”56

Accordingly, Godshall’s claim that “Griffin failed to take into account
rebuttals of his theories, such as one published by Popular Mechanics,” was
simply false.

Furthermore, at the time Godshall made his statement, I was writing
Debunking 9/11 Debunking, the subtitle of which is: An Answer to Popular
Mechanics and Other Defenders of the Official Conspiracy Theory. Had
Godshall really wanted to know my response to the claims made by
Popular Mechanics, I could have sent him my written response to its book,
Debunking 9/11 Myths, which had come out a few months earlier. My
response shows that not a single one if its main claims stands up to scrutiny.
There are, of course, no reviews of my book in the mainstream press where



one can see if reviewers have concurred. But if one reads the customer
reviews of the Popular Mechanics book on Amazon.com, one will see that
virtually all reviewers who have read both that book and mine say that I
have thoroughly debunked it.

I have spent some time on this because the only support Godshall gave
for his charge—that my book contained a “spurious” conspiracy theory
based on “questionable research”—was his claim that I had not responded
to the counterclaims of Popular Mechanics. The fact that Godshall had
made no effort to determine the truth of this allegation suggests that his real
reason for censuring my book was to placate members of his denomination
—members who objected to Westminster John Knox’s publication of my
book solely because of its violation of their faith in America’s goodness.
Godshall Removed Publishers: Godshall, moreover, did not merely censure
my book and Westminster John Knox for publishing it. The two men at the
press who made the decision to publish it were soon to depart.

According to the story in the Louisville Courier-Journal, “Godshall said
no one would be disciplined for approving the book” and that “the board
would continue to defend the editorial independence of the corporation.”57

In fact, however, Godshall began micromanaging, so Davis Perkins,
who was already angry at Godshall for having apologized for the
publication of my book, resigned as president and publisher of Westminster
John Knox to take another position. The very next week, Jack Keller, the
vice president for publication, was fired.

What is the message? While Jack Keller was vice president for
publishing at WJK, it had published several books by me. One of them,
God, Power, and Evil, rejects the traditional doctrine of omnipotence. It
even specifically criticizes this doctrine as held by John Calvin, the
founding theologian of the Presbyterian Church. Another book explicitly
denies that God can interrupt the world’s normal causal relations, which
means that there can be no miracles as traditionally understood and no
infallibly inspired scriptures. But no one was fired for publishing these
books. No one screamed that by publishing these books, the press was
implying that the Presbyterian Church accepted these ideas.

The message to publishers at church presses is that they can publish
books that are highly critical of traditional Christian doctrines without
losing their jobs. But they had better not publish anything that challenges
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the idea that America is fundamentally good, the exceptional nation,
because this is the one religious belief that cannot be challenged.58

Do we not here have a clear illustration of the fact that all too often,
Christian faith is less important to Christians in America than their
American faith? The evidence that 9/11 was an inside job, I have argued, is
overwhelming to anyone with eyes to see, and Christian faith at its best
serves to open people’s eyes to this evidence. When Christian faith is
subordinated to faith in American goodness, however, it becomes a blinding
faith, producing Christians with eyes wide shut.

CONCLUSION
In working so long to expose the truth about 9/11, one of my central hopes
has been that this exposure will lead American Christians to repent of this
idolatrous subordination. And once Christians in our country see 9/11 for
what it was—a pretext to extend the American empire in predominantly
Muslim countries—I hope that they will realize that to be loyal to Jesus,
who preached an anti-imperial gospel,59 they will need to oppose American
imperialism as strongly as they had opposed Nazi and Soviet imperialism.



A

9. WHEN STATE CRIMES AGAINST
 DEMOCRACY SUCCEED

s we saw in Chapter 4, a 2010 symposium in a leading social science
journal argued that SCADs—State Crimes against Democracy—
constitute a very important type of criminality. They are exceedingly

important because SCADs, being “high crimes that attack democracy
itself,” have the “potential to subvert political institutions and entire
governments.”1

This recognition is important to the present book because these social
scientists suggested that 9/11 was a SCAD. Indeed, they portrayed 9/11 as
the most important contemporary instance of a suspected SCAD—with the
adjective “suspected” meaning that there is good evidence for the belief that
9/11 was a state crime, although the state’s involvement has thus far not
been officially acknowledged (putting 9/11 in the same category as, for
example, the Watergate break-in before the Nixon administration’s
involvement was confirmed by the US Senate).

I EVIDENCE FOR 9/11 AS A FALSE-FLAG
ATTACK

With regard to the notion that there is “good evidence” for thinking of 9/11
as a SCAD, I have in this book summarized a portion of the evidence that
points to 9/11 as having been a false-flag attack.

Chapter 1 showed that Osama bin Laden was never indicted for 9/11
by the US Department of Justice, because the FBI had “no hard
evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11.”

The FBI did try to prove that al-Qaeda hijacked the four 9/11
airliners, but all of the purported evidence, I argued, falls apart upon
examination. Having dealt with most of this purported evidence in
the first chapter, I devoted Chapter 5 to showing that the so-called



“phone calls from the planes” were fabricated—as demonstrated
most clearly in the calls to Deena Burnett.

Chapters 2 through 4 showed that the official accounts of the
“collapse” of the Twin Towers and WTC 7 imply several miracles,
in the sense of violations of long-established laws of science.

The sixth chapter showed that the 9/11 Commission—based on an
interview of Cheney for a Newsweek article that appeared at the end
of December 2001—contradicted what Cheney had acknowledged
in his Meet the Press interview five days after 9/11: that he was
already in the PEOC when he learned about the Pentagon attack.
This chapter explained why, after Norman Mineta reported an
interchange in the PEOC implying that Cheney had issued a stand-
down order, the 9/11 Commission had to bury that story.

Chapter 7 pointed out that, in addition to the Mineta-Cheney story,
there is a long list of facts that show the official account of the
Pentagon attack to be false. This list includes the fact that no al-
Qaeda pilot, most emphatically Hani Hanjour, could have flown a
757 through the trajectory described by the AA 77 Flight Data
Recorder, and also the fact that an al-Qaeda mastermind would not,
for a number of reasons, have targeted Wedge 1.

There are, moreover, many reasons to consider the official account of
9/11 false that were not covered in the present book, such as:

Just seven weeks before 9/11, the control of the World Trade Center
was transferred from the Port Authority to Silverstein Properties.
The arrangements stipulated that, in the event of a terrorist attack,
Silverstein Properties, controlled by Larry Silverstein, would collect
billions of dollars and also be freed from obligations.2

Most of the steel that had supported the World Trade Center
buildings was removed from Ground Zero before it could be
studied, even though Fire Engineering said: “The destruction and
removal of evidence must stop immediately.”3



The White House did everything it could to prevent an investigation
into 9/11.4

When such an investigation could be delayed no longer, the White
House on November 27, 2002, appointed Henry Kissinger, arguably
the worst possible choice for a truth-seeking commission, to be the
chairman.5 A New York Times editorial, in fact, suggested that the
choice was “a clever maneuver by the White House to contain an
investigation it has long opposed.”6

When the appointment of Kissinger did not work out—he refused to
name his corporate clients as required7—the White House replaced
him with former New Jersey Republican governor Thomas Kean,
who knew absolutely nothing about Washington and national
politics,8 and Lee Hamilton, who had previously served as a
Democratic “fixer” for Republican illegal operations (as reported in
Chapter 3, above).

The White House then managed to get the all-important position of
the 9/11 Commission’s executive director filled by Philip Zelikow,
who was no better, for the hope of having an honest investigation,
than Kissinger: He was virtually a member of the Bush
administration, and he had written National Security Strategy 2002
—which articulated the “Bush doctrine,” according to which the
United States was able to attack Iraq, although there was no
evidence (as required by international law) that it was intending to
attack the United States.9

The White House then provided ridiculously inadequate funding for
the 9/11 Commission, first giving only $3 million, after which it was
finally raised to $15 million. By contrast, investigation of the
Whitewater land deal in Arkansas, involving the Clintons, was
allocated over $50 million,10 and the investigation of the Challenger
space shuttle disaster cost $175 million.11 These contrasts suggest
that “the most serious attack on the United States in its history” was
far less important than these events.



These occurrences, especially when taken together and in conjunction
with the evidence in Chapters 2 through 7, support the contention that 9/11
was a false-flag operation and hence a State Crime against Democracy.

II THE PROFESSIONALIZATION OF
 THE 9/11 TRUTH MOVEMENT

Further evidence that the official account of 9/11 is false is provided by the
fact that thousands of professionals have joined organizations by signing
petitions, which indicate their judgment that the official story is indeed
false. In Chapter 2, we looked at examples of impressive members of two of
these organizations: Scientists for 9/11 Truth and Architects and Engineers
for 9/11 Truth. But there are many more.

Here are a few members of Intelligence Officers for 9/11 Truth:12

Terrell E. Arnold, who served as an analyst in the US State
Department’s Office of Intelligence and Research, after which he
became the Principal Deputy Director of the State Department’s
Office of Counterterrorism.

William Christison, who had a 28-year career with the CIA, during
which he became the National Intelligence Officer for Africa and
South Asia, after which he became the Director of the CIA’s Office
of Regional and Political Analysis.

Ray McGovern, 30-year Army Intelligence officer and CIA analyst,
who prepared the President’s Daily Brief for three presidents.

Major General Albert Stubblebine, former Commanding General of
US Army Intelligence and Security Command.

Here are some members of Journalists for 9/11 Truth:13

Giulietto Chiesa, an Italian journalist who served for 19 years as a
correspondent in Moscow, after which he became a member of the
European Parliament and produced Zero, a documentary film about
9/11.



Fiammetta Cucurnia, a journalist for one of Italy’s leading
newspapers, La Repubblica, who previously served for nine years as
a correspondent in Moscow.

Jean-Marie Molitor, the Paris-based director of three French
magazines: Minute, Monde & Vie, and Le Choc du mois.

Barrie Zwicker was a reporter for the Detroit News, the Toronto
Star, and the Globe and Mail, after which he became a commentator
for Vision TV in Toronto.

Here are a few members of Lawyers for 9/11 Truth:14

Dennis Cunningham, an attorney, was involved in legal cases arising
from the Attica Prison rebellion and the 2002 prosecution of FBI
agents and police officers who had framed Earth First! activists.

Ferdinando Imposimato, formerly the senior investigative judge
presiding over the trials dealing with the assassination of President
Aldo Moro and the attempted assassination of Pope John Paul II.

Dr. Christopher Pollman, Professor of Law at Université Paul
Verlaine–Metz (France), who in 2001-02 was a Visiting Fellow at
Harvard Law School.

William Veale, former Chief Assistant Public Defender of Contra
Costa County in California, who has also taught at the University of
California School of Law.

Dr. Burns Weston, Professor Emeritus of Law at the University of
Iowa.

Here are a few members of Medical Professionals for 9/11 Truth.15

Dr. Mary Ellen Bradshaw, former Chief of the Bureau of School
Health Services in the US Department of Public Health, and former
President of the American Association of Public Health Physicians.

Dr. Steven Jonas, professor at Stony Brook University’s School of
Medicine and fellow of the New York Academy of Medicine and of



the Royal Society of Medicine.

Dr. E. J. Muñoz-Martínez, Professor and Researcher in the
Department of Physiology, Biophysics, and Neuroscience of the
Center for Research and Advanced Studies in the National
Polytechnic Institute in Mexico City, and twice president of the
Mexican Society of Physiological Sciences.

Dr. Jonathan B. Weisbuch, Past President and Past Vice President,
American Association of Public Health Physicians (AAPHP), and
AAPHP’s representative to the American Medical Association.

Here are a few members of Pilots for 9/11 Truth:16

Captain Ross “Rusty” Aimer, retired from a 40-year career as a pilot
for six airlines, including United Airlines, for which he flew Boeing
757s and 767s.

Major Jon I. Fox, a former Marine Corps fighter pilot, with special
training in interceptions, after which he had a 35-year commercial
aviation career.

John Lear, retired from a 40-year career, during which he flew over
100 types of planes. Besides holding every certificate offered by the
FAA, he held 17 world records, and received the PATCO award for
outstanding airmanship in 1968.

Capt. Russ Wittenberg, who was a fighter pilot with over 100
combat missions, after which he had a 35-year career as a
commercial pilot, flying the Boeing 757, 767, and 777.

Here are a few members of Political Leaders for 9/11 Truth.17

Berit Ås, a former member of the Norwegian Parliament, was also
Professor of Social Psychology at the University of Oslo.

Dr. Andreas von Bülow, former State Secretary in the Federal
Ministry of Defense, West Germany, was also the former Minister of
Research and Technology.



Yukihisa Fujita is a member of the House of Councilors (parallel to
the US Senate) in the National Diet of Japan.

Dr. Sergey Ivanovic Kolesnikov, who has been named a
Distinguished Scientist of Russia, is a member of the State Duma
and the former Deputy Director of the Russian Academy of Medical
Sciences.

Michael Meacher, a member of the British Parliament, has served as
the Minister of State for the Environment.

Here are a few members of Religious Leaders for 9/11 Truth (in addition to
me):18

Dr. John B. Cobb, Jr., Professor Emeritus of Theology at Claremont
School of Theology (California), and the author of books on
religious pluralism, economic theory (with ecological economist
Herman Daly), and evolutionary theory.

Dr. Joseph C. Hough, Jr., served as the academic dean of the
Claremont School of Theology and the Vanderbilt Divinity School
and as the president of Union Theological Seminary.

Dr. Gene Reeves, after serving as the dean and president of the
Meadville/Lombard Theological School in Chicago, taught at
Rikkyo University in Tokyo and provided a new translation of the
Lotus Sutra.

Here are a few members of Veterans for 9/11 Truth.19

Capt. Daniel Davis, a former US Army Air Defense Officer and
NORAD Tac Director, he was decorated with the Bronze Star and
the Soldiers Medal for bravery under fire in Vietnam.

Commander Ralph Kolstad, retired from a 20-year career in the US
Navy, where he was an Air Combat Instructor at the US Navy
Fighter Weapons School (Topgun).

Lt. Col. and Dr. Karen U. Kwiatkowski, retired from a 20-year
career in the US Air Force, where she was a Political-Military



Affairs Officer in the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Lt. Col. Shelton F. Lankford had a 20-year career in the US Marine
Corps, where he received the Distinguished Flying Cross and 32 Air
Medals.

Col. Ronald D. Ray, retired from a career in the US Marine Corps,
during which he received a Bronze Star, a Purple Heart, and two
Silver Stars for service in Vietnam, and served as Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

Finally, with regard to Firefighters for 9/11 Truth,20 I will, rather than giving
a list of members, quote extracts from a statement by its founder, Erik
Lawyer:

I am currently a full time firefighter, and have been assigned to Ladder
3 in the City of Seattle for the last 13 years… . I have 20 years
experience in Emergency Services… . I graduated with a Bachelor’s of
Science in Mathematics … , with 2 years of elective Engineering
courses… . I first visited Ground Zero in October of 2001 … . I vividly
remember the anger I felt, the intense desire for vengeance… . I’ve been
a conservative my entire life… . So when conspiracy theories quickly
surfaced… , I chalked it up to their political beliefs and bitterness
towards the Republican President… . I told conspiracy theorists … that
they were insane if they thought anyone other than the terrorists did
this… . Fast forward to March of 2008. A great friend of mine with a
Business degree from West Point, as conservative and non-
conspiratorial as they get, came over one night… . He provided some
disconcerting evidence… . So, I looked at both sides and quickly
noticed a pattern. On one side, the general media ignores some of the
most compelling evidence that contradicts the “official” story. On the
other side, science based conspiracy sites … , along with the experience
based sites … , fully explore the evidence… . [M]y friends … thought I
had lost my mind … . Through my research I learned that many
mainstream people … doubt the “official” story. Yet the media still
treats “Truth” seekers like they have a mental disorder… . To be honest,
I was asleep at the wheel, and relied on what I was being told by
mainstream media.21



Mainstream opinion-makers commonly describe members of the 9/11
Truth Movement as nuts, cranks, and idiots, as we saw in Chapters 2 and 8.
The New York Times reviewer of Jonathan Kay’s book even said, in a
passage dealing with “what conspiracy theorists believe,” that “even to
dignify it with the word ‘theory’ is probably to grant them more legitimacy
than they deserve.”22 That kind of snide remark may seem justified to many
readers, as long as the members of the movement are simply referred to as
“Truthers.” But that kind of remark would seem strange about architects,
engineers, intelligence officers, journalists, lawyers, medical professionals,
political leaders, religious leaders, and scientists—which can explain why
the movement’s detractors in the press generally refer simply to “Truthers,”
failing to point out that the people lumped together under this name are
people such as the ones in the above lists of names, along with the
architects, engineers, and scientists in Chapter 2.

III WHY THE 9/11 CRIME HAS SUCCEEDED:
 PSYCHOLOGICAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL

REASONS
Having reviewed the fact that there is overwhelming evidence that the
official story about 9/11 is false, including the fact that thousands of
respected professionals have publicly declared their disbelief in that story, I
now turn to the question of how, in the face of such evidence, the official
story not only arose but has continued to hold the allegiance of the majority
of the people (at least in this country). I will name five factors:

1. SHOCK AND RALLYING AROUND THE FLAG
When the 9/11 attacks occurred, most Americans responded with shock.
Only a few people were able from the first to raise critical questions. Most
felt an upsurge of patriotism, and many shared Erik Lawyer’s “intense
desire for vengeance.” In the intervening decade, many Americans have
become critical of what we were told about 9/11. But it took many years:
For Richard Gage, who had been a conservative Republican, this critical
evaluation did not begin until 2006. For Erik Lawyer, it did not begin until
2008. In both cases, it was a chance encounter that started their critical



reevaluation. For many, perhaps most, Americans, their views of 9/11 have
remained essentially the same since 2001.

2. TRUST THE PRESIDENT
Most Americans tend to believe the president. At the time of 9/11,
especially, it did not occur to most people to wonder if he was telling the
truth about the attacks. In the intervening years, many Americans became
much more suspicious of claims by the president and the vice president,
especially as they learned that the White House, wanting to attack Iraq, had
misled the American people with regard to “weapons of mass destruction.”
But a strong tendency to “take the President’s word” continues. The views
of Democrats would have changed, to be sure, if Barack Obama, after
becoming the new president, had expressed doubt about the official story or
even failed to reaffirm the story as told by the Bush-Cheney White House.
But, given the fact that Obama has completely endorsed that story, most
Democrats as well as other Americans maintain the official story about 9/11
because they “trust the President.”

3. NATIONALIST FAITH
Chapter 8 was devoted to one of the most powerful factors leading
American citizens, even if they have come to believe that Bush and/or
Obama are not trustworthy, to believe what they have said about 9/11.
According to this “nationalist faith,” our political leaders might sometimes
lie and do immoral things, but they would not do anything terribly evil,
something that would challenge the fundamental goodness of our country. If
citizens who accept this faith learn of good evidence that 9/11 was an inside
job, however, they are confronted with an enormous case of what
psychologists call “cognitive dissonance.” Judge Andrew Napolitano
expressed this problem perfectly in his statement quoted in Chapter 4. On
the one hand, referring to the question whether the US government would
have itself brought down the World Trade Center, Napolitano said: “I think
that it is highly unlikely that the government would do anything nefarious
on a scale of this epic nature.” On the other hand, he said: “[B]uilding [7]
does appear to come down in a way that is reminiscent of a controlled
demolition.”23 The following week, he made an even more definitive
statement, saying: “It’s hard for me to believe that it came down by itself.”24



Napolitano is a judge, who has been trained to consider the evidence, no
matter what his personal beliefs might be. But in many Americans, their
nationalist faith enables them “to believe that [Building 7] came down by
itself.”

4. THE BIG LIE
In Chapter 3, we looked at the psychological dynamic of the “Big Lie.” For
many Americans, this dynamic probably operates in conjunction with
nationalist faith. But it can be so powerful that even people who have left
behind the myth of American goodness—people such as Bill Moyers and
Robert Parry—can be persuaded by the Big Lie to maintain their belief in
the Bush-Cheney story about what happened on 9/11. To repeat Hitler’s
words:

[Ordinary people] more readily fall victims to the big lie than the small
lie, since they themselves often tell small lies in little matters but would
be ashamed to resort to large-scale falsehoods. It would never come into
their heads to fabricate colossal untruths, and they would not believe
that others could have the impudence to distort the truth so infamously.25

I know the power of this dynamic, having fallen victim to it myself.
Although I disliked and distrusted Bush and Cheney and thought their
“election” to have been a disaster for our country, I dismissed the
suggestion, when I first heard it, that they had either allowed or engineered
the 9/11 attacks. This would have been so evil, I said, that even Bush and
Cheney would not have done it.

5. THE POWER OF SALARY AND STATUS
Upton Sinclair said something that is as true today as it was when he wrote
it in 1935: “It is difficult to get a man to understand something, when his
salary depends upon his not understanding it!”26 In many cases, of course,
people merely pretend to believe the official story about 9/11 in order to
keep their jobs.

One likely example is provided by Van Romero, a demolitions expert
who became the vice president for research and development for the New
Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology. On 9/11, Romero said that
there must have been “explosive devices inside the buildings that caused the
towers to collapse,” because the collapses appeared “too methodical” to



have been a chance result of airplanes colliding with the buildings. “It
would be difficult for something from the plane to trigger an event like
that.”27 But ten days later, Romero stated that he now believed that “there
were no explosives in the World Trade Center towers.”28 Romero claimed
that he had, in the earlier statement, been misquoted; but an examination
shows this to be untrue.29 Romero was responsible for obtaining
government grants for his institute, and stories in 2002 and 2003 show that
by then he had become very successful.30 It seems that Romero realized
that, unless he reversed his position on the collapse of the towers, his career
would suffer a reversal of fortune.

Another public person who evidently knew the truth but did not speak
out was involved in the story about Charles Lewis (reported in Chapter 7),
who had worked on security systems at LAX. According to Lewis, he told
Captain LaPonda Fitchpatrick of the Los Angeles Airport Police, who was
head of Security in the Airport Operations Area, what he had heard. Lewis
wrote: “I told her that I heard everything Security was discussing on 9/11 at
Guard Post II and that I did not see how the attacks could have succeeded
without inside participation. She replied that LAX security was well aware
that 9/11 was an inside job.”31

Assuming that our suspicion about Romero is correct, and that
Fitchpatrick did say what Lewis reported, then Romero and Fitchpatrick can
serve as examples of the likely hundreds of people in business and civil
service who know the official story to be false—additional examples might
include members of the Fire Department of New York who reported in their
oral histories that explosions went off in the Twin Towers—but who have,
to protect their positions, remained silent in public.

However, although many people have concealed their true beliefs about
9/11, in many other cases Sinclair’s statement is literally true— that it is
difficult for people to understand something, when their salary and status
depend upon their not understanding it. For example, imagine a woman
who has landed her dream job with a major newspaper. As she becomes
aware of the 9/11 Truth Movement, she becomes simultaneously aware that,
if reporters were to file stories about the movement expressing
understanding for its position, they would soon be fired. But she would not
be able to live with herself if she were pretending to accept the official story
while secretly accepting the 9/11 Truth Movement’s position. She avoids



this dilemma by consciously accepting the orthodox view, keeping any
doubts safely in the unconscious level of her mind.

IV WHY THE 9/11 CRIME HAS SUCCEEDED:
 THE PRESS

I will now focus on ways in which the press has contributed to the fact that
the truth concerning the attacks has not been publicly unmasked. Indeed,
aside from the actual perpetrators of the false-flag attacks and their cover-
up artists, there are good reasons to see the press as primarily responsible,
by virtue of the fact that the media, rather than giving the public the
available facts, have concealed such facts.

SIBEL EDMONDS AND SEYMOUR HERSH
Sibel Edmonds offered, at the risk of going to prison (because of a gag
order), to tell a major US television network what she had learned about
illegal operations while working as a translator for the FBI. But no network
accepted her offer. She later gave some of her information to London’s
Sunday Times. The result was an explosive story,32 which Chris Floyd called
“one of the most important stories of the last quarter-century.”33 Dave
Lindorff wrote that “there is enough in just this one London Times story to
keep an army of investigative reporters busy for years.”34 But America’s
mainstream press ignored it.35 Edmonds, not mincing words about the
press’s responsibilities, said in 2007:

The only way they got away with [Executive Branch crimes] was
because of the mainstream media. They are the biggest culprit for the
state of our country. Whether it’s Iraq, or torture or the NSA
wiretapping … these people are the real culprit.36

That same year, Seymour Hersh said:

All of the institutions we thought would protect us—particularly the
press, but also the military, the bureaucracy, the Congress—they have
failed. The … jury’s not in yet on the courts. So all the things that we



expect would normally carry us through didn’t. The biggest failure, I
would argue, is the press.37

2. PAUL CRAIG ROBERTS: AN ORWELLIAN TREATMENT OF
 "CONSPIRACY THEORY"

Having introduced the discussion of the press’s responsibility by means of
these brief statements by Edmonds and Hersh, I will devote most of the
remainder of this section to a fascinating article by Paul Craig Roberts.
Formerly an associate editor of the Wall Street Journal and a contributing
editor for National Review, Roberts knows something about the publishing
world. And we might expect him, with his conservative credentials (he is
often considered the father of “Reaganomics”), to endorse the official story
of 9/11. But anyone who expected this would be quite surprised by his
recent essay “9/11 and the Orwellian Redefinition of ‘Conspiracy Theory.’”

Conspiracy Theory: In talking about an “Orwellian redefinition,” Roberts
made a point similar to one I made in Chapter 8: that whereas a “conspiracy
theory” in the normal (generic) sense of the term is a secret agreement to do
something illegal, supporters of the government’s position on 9/11,
exploiting the recently cultivated sense that conspiracy theories are by
nature ludicrous, use the term “conspiracy theory” to apply only to the view
that 9/11 was an inside job. In developing his version of this distinction,
Roberts wrote:

A “conspiracy theory” no longer means an event explained by a
conspiracy. Instead, it now means any explanation, or even a fact, that is
out of step with the government’s explanation.

In other words, Roberts said, the New York Times tends to use the term
“conspiracy theory” for “news and opinions that the New York Times does
not report and the US government does not endorse.” So, even though what
is being said may be perfectly true, Roberts stated, this “truth is redefined as
conspiracy theory, by which is meant an absurd and laughable explanation
that we should ignore.” The Times“protects” us from certain truths, that is,
by calling them “conspiracy theories.” The purest example of how
Americans are shielded from truth, Roberts suggested,



is the media’s (including many Internet sites’) response to the large
number of professionals who find the official explanation of September
11, 2001 inconsistent with everything they, as experts, know about
physics, chemistry, structural engineering, architecture, fires, structural
damage, the piloting of airplanes, the security procedures of the United
States, NORAD’s capabilities, air traffic control, airport security, and
other matters. These experts, numbering in the thousands, have been
shouted down by know-nothings in the media who brand the experts as
“conspiracy theorists.”38

To drive home the way in which the media have brought about an
Orwellian reversal, Roberts pointed out that, given the way in which the
term “conspiracy theory” has traditionally been understood, the official
account of 9/11 involves an extraordinarily extravagant conspiracy theory.
It is a conspiracy theory because the claim is that Osama bin Laden and
other al-Qaeda leaders, such as Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, conspired with
19 young Muslim Arabs to orchestrate the 9/11 attacks. In explaining how
this conspiracy was especially extravagant, Roberts wrote:

[These] young Muslim Arabs … outwitted not only the CIA and the
FBI, but also all 16 US intelligence agencies and all intelligence
agencies of US allies… . In addition [they] outwitted the National
Security Council, the State Department, NORAD, airport security four
times in the same hour on the same morning … , caused the US Air
Force to be unable to launch interceptor aircraft, and caused three well-
built steel-structured buildings, including one not hit by an airplane, to
fail suddenly in a few seconds as a result of limited structural damage
and small, short-lived, low-temperature fires that burned on a few
floors.39

However, whereas by normal standards this is a conspiracy theory, and a
quite extravagant one at that, the mainstream media regard it as sober truth,
and anyone who doubts it is excluded from expressing their views about it
on ABC, CBS, NBC, Fox, CNN, and the “ultra liberal” MSNBC, and on the
opinion pages of the New York Times, the Washington Post, and any other
newspapers that want access to policymakers. Roberts wrote:

[Although] the official explanation endorsed by the official media is the
most extravagant conspiracy theory in human history… , anyone who



doubts this improbable conspiracy theory is defined into irrelevance by
the obedient media.

9/11, Scientific Principles, and Kooks: But surely, we must think, the New
York Times ridicules biblical fundamentalists who reject cosmic, geological,
and biological evolution on the basis of their interpretation of the Bible.
Given the fact that the Times takes science as the standard of truth on the
question of the age of the earth, it must also take science as the standard of
truth with regard to the events that happened on 9/11—at least in the sense
that no political documents can contradict well-established scientific
principles. But, Roberts indicated, this is not so:

Anyone who believes an architect, structural engineer, or demolition
expert who says that the videos show that the buildings are blowing up,
not falling down, anyone who believes a Ph.D. physicist who says that
the official explanation is inconsistent with known laws of physics,
anyone who believes expert pilots who testify that non-pilots or poorly-
qualified pilots cannot fly airplanes in such maneuvers, anyone who
believes the 100 or more first-responders who testify that they not only
heard explosions in the towers but personally experienced explosions,
anyone who believes University of Copenhagen nano-chemist Niels
Harrit who reports finding unreacted nanothermite in dust samples from
the WTC towers, anyone who is convinced by experts instead of by
propaganda is dismissed as a kook.

We are familiar with, and properly amused by, biblical fundamentalists—
people who measure truth, even about scientific matters, by documents
written thousands of years ago. But what we now have is 9/11
fundamentalism—my term, not Roberts’—according to which the truth
about what happened on September 11, 2001, is to be settled by assertions
made by the Bush-Cheney administration. So if this administration, along
with its appointed commission, declared that the World Trade Center was
brought down by airplanes, then that is “truth,” no matter what principles of
physics and chemistry may say, and anyone who doubts this truth is a
“kook.” Roberts continued:

[A]ctual facts and true explanations have been relegated to the realm of
kookiness. Only people who believe lies are socially approved and



accepted as patriotic citizens.
Moreover, Roberts stated, it is not merely that writers and reporters are

not allowed to point out that the official account of the World Trade
Center’s destruction violates various scientific principles. Rather,

a writer or newscaster is not even permitted to report the findings of
9/11 skeptics… . Everyone in the US print and TV media knows that
he/she will be instantly fired if they report Harrit’s findings, even with a
laugh. Thus, although Harrit has reported his findings on European
television and has lectured widely on his findings in Canadian
universities, the fact that he and the international scientific research
team that he led found unreacted nano-thermite in the WTC dust and
have offered samples to other scientists to examine has to my
knowledge never been reported in the American media.

A Terrified HuffPost Reporter: Lest people suspect that Roberts has
exaggerated the extent of the media’s censorship of 9/11 discussion, he
reported an incident that illustrates the ludicrous degree to which the media
have instilled a fear of publishing or broadcasting anything that might be
taken as a disagreement with the official story. Roberts wrote:

I myself had experience with a Huffington Post reporter who was keen
to interview a Reagan presidential appointee who was in disagreement
with the Republican wars in the Middle East. After he published the
interview that I provided at his request, he was terrified to learn that I
had reported findings of 9/11 investigators. To protect his career, he
quickly inserted on the online interview that my views on the Iraq and
Afghanistan invasions could be dismissed as I had reported
unacceptable findings about 9/11.40

3. THE EXTRAORDINARY EPISODE AT FOX NEWS
In the above discussion, I included Fox News in the list of television
networks that do not allow discussions of evidence against the official view.
Indeed, Fox News has been the network that has in general offered the
greatest support for the official view. But an unusual exception to this
policy occurred on Fox News in late 2010.



As we saw in the fourth chapter, two commentators at Fox News, after
at least one of them—Geraldo Rivera—had previously maligned the 9/11
Truth Movement, took seriously the contention that WTC 7 was
professionally demolished. Rivera’s change of mind evidently occurred
after he became aware, due to a Building What? ad, that there is a
professional organization, Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth,
containing over a thousand members supporting this view.

If then—to let our imaginations soar—Geraldo Rivera had prepared
reports about members of other professional 9/11 organizations—such as
firefighters, intelligence officers, journalists, lawyers, and scientists—this
development could have turned much of the country around. Actually,
however, if Rivera had insisted on going forward with such a story, he
would have no longer worked for Fox News. The events, of course, did not
move in that direction. But the issue of whether the two commentators
should be fired did arise.

As mentioned in Chapter 4, Rivera’s program on Building 7 inspired
another Fox commentator, Judge Andrew Napolitano, to speak up, and he
went even further, saying about this building: “It’s hard for me to believe
that it came down by itself… . It couldn’t possibly have been done the way
the government told us.”41

This produced predictably negative responses from both conservative
and liberal commentators.42 But the most interesting comment came from
former MSNBC commentator Keith Olbermann, who argued (with irony)
that, given the stance that Fox News has taken toward “Truthers” in the past
—Glenn Beck and Sean Hannity had both insisted that Van Jones should be
fired for having signed a petition calling for a new investigation of the 9/11
attacks—Fox chief Roger Ailes must, for the sake of consistency, fire
Napolitano.43

In any case, it should not be thought that what I have here called “the
extraordinary episode at Fox News” disproves the picture of the media
painted above with the aid of Paul Craig Roberts. What occurred at Fox was
simply an “episode”: Rivera and Napolitano did not continue to suggest that
WTC 7 was brought down by explosives. Although Ailes obviously did not
want to chastise two of his stars in public, he likely did let them know that,
unless they said no more about the matter, one or both of them would be let
go.



V WHY THE 9/11 CRIME HAS SUCCEEDED:
 THE ACADEMY

As Roberts has shown, the press, in its determination to defend the official
account of 9/11, has become ludicrous, censoring all criticisms of the
official account and even endorsing claims that contradict basic scientific
principles. The press has employed a 9/11 fundamentalism that is no less
absurd than biblical fundamentalism, to which it sees itself as superior.
However, the press has always combined genuine information and,
especially with respect to national security, propaganda. We are right to be
disappointed, even disgusted, with the depths to which the mainstream
press has fallen.

But it is the academy, above all the university, that has the primary
responsibility to defend truth, especially in relation to important societal
issues. There has been no more important issue than 9/11 in this century.
And yet the academy has devoted virtually no attention to the apparent
contradictions of the official account with scientific principles.

1. THE FAILURE TO PROTEST THE DISMISSAL OF STEVEN JONES
In Chapter 4, I referred to an essay, written by Professor Matthew Witt,
which criticized the academy for its failure to protest the treatment of a
physics professor, Steven Jones, who was forced out of his university
teaching position “for merely reminding the world that physical laws, about
which there is no dissent whatsoever, contradict the official theory of the
World Trade Center Towers’ collapse.”44

As we saw in Chapter 2, there is indeed no dissent about the physical
principles involved. No physics department would claim, for example, that
a steel-framed high-rise building could be caused to come down in free fall.
No physics department would say that, if such a building was somehow
brought down by fire, its direction could be changed in mid-air. And no
physics department would agree that a hydrocarbon fire could melt steel
and even molybdenum.

Normally, university faculties take very seriously the principle of
academic freedom. They normally defend any senior faculty members who
appear to have been dismissed because their administrations disagree with
their research. The faculties would protest even more strongly if professors



are being forced out for political reasons. In the case of Steven Jones, there
was absolutely no scientific disagreement. His university, Brigham Young
University, supported the Bush administration and hence wanted him out
because his research implied that the Bush administration’s claims about the
World Trade Center were untrue.

So why did the academic world allow Jones to be dismissed without
protest? It would appear that the academy was intimidated. And, given the
fact that the academic world did not rally to Jones’ defense, this set a
precedent, which likely led many other academics to remain silent about
their own reasons for disagreeing with the official view.

2. THE FAILURE OF PROFESSORS OF ARCHITECTURE
 AND ENGINEERING

Matthew Witt, in pointing out that the statements by Jones were based on
principles about which there is no dissent, compared Newton’s laws, such
as the conservation of energy, with George Orwell’s “secret doctrine that 2
+ 2 = 4.”45 Although neither the press nor the academy denies that Newton’s
laws apply to the world of large objects, such as buildings, they both
effectively deny that they applied to the World Trade Center buildings on
September 11, 2001. Whereas the press did this by preventing people from
pointing out conflicts between physical laws and the official account, the
academy effectively denied that Newton’s laws applied to the World Trade
Center by failing, in these ten years, to hold any significant academic
discussions as to whether the official account of the destruction of the
World Trade Center is consistent with physical principles.

Such discussions are necessary because the official theory of the
destruction of the three World Trade Center towers has serious implications
for the foundations of science and engineering. Witt pointed out that, if
NIST’s explanation “provides the most robust account of the Towers’
collapse, based on known science,” then some previously accepted physical
laws would need to be revised:

[These laws] would have to succumb, at some point, to the theoretical
claims purported to explain the Towers’ collapse: New laws
determining when steel melts and the phases at which such material
loses its tensile strength would have at some point to replace existing
science-based presumptions.46



This revision of physical laws would also have practical implications for
building codes: “[T]he specifications of design for all skyscrapers ought, in
the public interest, to be subjected to major review.” The acceptance of
NIST’s account, therefore, creates an “obvious crisis,” which should be
evoking scientific and practical responses.47

With regard to the practical crisis that should have been evoked by
NIST’s report on WTC 7, this was previously addressed by four of the
September 11th Advocates (a.k.a. the “Jersey Girls”) in a statement released
in September 2008, after the publication of NIST’s report on WTC 7. They
wrote:

Over the past seven years, the Families of the 9/11 Victims have been
repeatedly told by fire experts, engineers and architects that we should
NOT FOCUS our efforts on advocating for building and fire code
changes based on the collapse of the WTC 1 and 2 towers. We were
continuously reminded that the crashing of airplanes into buildings was
a unique event. Additionally, we were told that the design and
construction of WTC Towers 1 and 2 was unique and that there were no
other buildings of that particular height or design in the world. We were
repeatedly told that the key was WTC 7 since this building was of
conventional design and height, yet it too collapsed without the unique
event of an airplane striking it… .

Dr. Shyam Sunder of NIST … stated that WTC 7 met all New York
City codes. Yet, WTC 7 is the first steel high-rise building of traditional
construction in the United States—and the world, to completely
collapse as a result of fire. According to … Dr. Sunder, “there were no
flaws with the construction of the building.”

We don’t know how the rest of the country is feeling about this news,
but we are very scared! These findings suggest that ANY EXISTING
building is prone to a progressive collapse if a fire should start and the
sprinkler system fails for whatever reason… .

The ultimate purpose of advocating for the $16 million to have NIST
study this event was to determine how to make buildings safer in the
future. If we are now to believe that any skyscraper is subject to total
collapse from fire, why isn’t NIST emphasizing the impact on
EXISTING buildings? … NIST needs to … provide guidance for
EXISTING buildings.



NIST should put the most important conclusion in plain English and
announce it to the entire country: UNCONTROLLED FIRES IN
HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS CAN LEAD TO THEIR TOTAL
COLLAPSE… . NIST must address this dangerous issue immediately.
The future safety of the public and the fire services hangs in the
balance.”48

Like the SCADs symposium, this brilliant piece of satire makes clear that
NIST’s explanation of WTC 7’s collapse should have created a crisis. Why
did NIST, after releasing its report on WTC 7—according to which this
flawless steel-framed building was brought down by an ordinary building
fire—not alert the general public to the possibility that other steel-framed
buildings may be caused to collapse entirely from fire?

The reason is that NIST knew full well that WTC 7 was not brought
down with ordinary building fires. Knowing its fire theory to be a lie, NIST
did only what it needed to do: issue its report. It was not about to try to
convince people around the country—and around the world—that other
steel-framed buildings were liable to be brought down by fires.

In any case, the NIST report should have been discussed immediately
by the academy, especially by professors of architecture and engineering.
They should have asked NIST:

How is this conceivable—that a steel-framed building, one that met the
building codes and was not weakened by any flaws, was—for the first time
in history—brought down by fire? And how is it conceivable that this
building came down in free fall for over 2 seconds—an occurrence that
normally could happen only through the use of explosives? Given these
facts, must we not conclude that the building was brought down by
controlled demolition, and that you, NIST, know this but cannot say it for
political reasons?

Why have universities not raised these rather obvious questions? It
appears that they have been intimidated, perhaps partly by fear of being
accused of “accepting conspiracy theories,” and partly by fear of losing
government funding.



VI BECAUSE THE 9/11 CRIME HAS
 SUCCEEDED THUS FAR

This book’s subtitle, When State Crimes against Democracy Succeed,
suggests that such crimes have serious consequences. And the fact that the
9/11 crime succeeded has indeed produced serious consequences.

1. WARS
The gravest undesirable result has been the wars that were allowed by the
fact that the 9/11 false-flag attack was not exposed within the first month—
even though it should have been exposed within a few days. This failure
allowed the US attack on Afghanistan to get started. And once US wars get
started, it seems almost impossible (for various reasons) to get them
stopped. This war, which is now in its tenth year, has resulted in an
enormous number of Afghani deaths, with estimates running from a few
hundred thousand to over four million.49

Moreover, the fact that the 9/11 crime was still not exposed by the end
of 2002 allowed the Bush-Cheney administration to use 9/11 as a pretext to
attack Iraq. Dr. Gideon Polya, who estimated the number of Afghani deaths
at 4.5 million by early 2010, put the figure for Iraqi deaths at 2.3 million in
2009.50

Wars, besides being difficult to stop, also lead to other wars. At some
point, the “Afghan war” became the “Af-Pak war,” as the United States
military started fighting in Pakistan, usually with drones. (In earlier
decades, the Vietnam war expanded into Laos and Cambodia, all of these
wars justified in the name of fighting “Communism.”) Also, in addition to
its wars in these three Muslim countries—Afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan—
the United States has been fighting—justified mainly by 9/11—in Libya,
Yemen, and Somalia (with the fighting in Libya alone costing $10 million a
day). (The way in which all of America’s wars are regarded as justified by
9/11 was illustrated by Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta’s statement to
American troops in Baghdad in July 2011: “The reason you guys are here is
because of 9/11. The US got attacked and 3,000 human beings got killed
because of Al-Qaeda.”51)

Besides the deaths—and whatever the actual figures, there has been an
enormous amount of death in both countries—there have been countless



numbers of peoples in both countries who have been permanently injured.
The costs to the United States have also been great, although much

lower in terms of deaths, with roughly 1,500 Americans killed in
Afghanistan and 4,500 in Iraq. But the costs also include the financial costs,
which are staggering. According to a June 2011 report by Brown
University’s Watson Institute for International Studies: “The final bill” for
the total cost of the wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, said Reuters,
“will run at least $3.8 trillion and could reach as high as $4.4 trillion.”52

Absurdly, at a time when steps are being made to save a few billion
dollars a year by cutting back on benefits and services to the poor, the
Afghan war is costing the United States $300 million every day.53

2. THE ASSAULT ON THE US CONSTITUTION
Another major effect of 9/11, as a crime against democracy, is that the
attacks have been used as a pretext to weaken the US Constitution. A
central aim of the authors of the Constitution was to avoid a king who could
single-handedly take the nation to war. But 9/11 was used during the Bush-
Cheney years to move toward an “imperial presidency,” and this movement
has not been reversed during the first years of the Obama presidency.

Constitutional scholar Louis Fisher, in his 2008 book The Constitution
and 9/11, has discussed various policies through which 9/11 has been used
to replace much of the Constitution with policies of an imperial presidency.
Fisher discusses a range of such policies, including:

Military tribunals;
Secret tribunals;
Extraordinary rendition;
Warrantless surveillance;
Justification of torture;
State secrets privilege;
Suspension of habeas corpus; and
The authority of the president to initiate war.54

Each of these points constitutes a serious restriction on the claim that
the United States is a democratic system. These policies, taken together,
leave us with a very crippled form of democracy.



CONCLUSION
It is impossible to see, apart from revealing the truth about 9/11, how
American political life could ever again become more than a hollow shell of
democracy. The events on 9/11 and the reports following it— especially
The 9/11 Commission Report and the NIST reports on the Twin Towers and
WTC 7—have been extremely effective attacks on the American
democratic system. The effectiveness of these reports has been magnified
by the refusal of the press, the academy, and the religious institutions to
deal with the contradictions and provably false claims in these reports.

VII Overcoming the Success of the 9/11 Crime
 against Democracy

Although the 9/11 crime against democracy has been successful for ten
years, there is no reason to assume that this success will be permanent. The
evidence is all on the side of the 9/11 Truth Movement. Its case is so strong,
while that for the government is so weak, that the government can uphold
its position only by maintaining pressure to exclude spokespersons for the
9/11 Truth Movement from the mainstream media, while continuing to fill
the media with false characterizations of this movement and lies about the
facts. The movement itself has, moreover, continued to get stronger, now
having thousands of professional members and a dozen 9/11 professional
organizations.

Although the 9/11 Truth Movement does have truth on its side— even
though the mainstream media, employing another Orwellian reversal,
claims that “Truthers” are liars—this will not be enough: Having the truth is
a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition for victory. The 9/11 crime has
been a truly enormous crime, involving many branches of government and
dozens of powerful people with reputations to protect. Most of all, the
reputation of America itself is at stake. Its reputation may be considered the
ultimate example of being “too big to fail.” So most of our country’s “wise
ones”—if there are any left—would surely counsel that any attempt to
reveal and prosecute the crime, to restore America’s good name, would be
futile.



But as a wise one of a previous age said, “a journey of a thousand miles
begins with a single step.” The 9/11 Truth Movement has taken a few steps
in the first decade of the 9/11 era: forming 9/11 groups in cities throughout
the United States and many other countries; educating millions of people in
the United States and globally; creating books and websites in which the
evidence is readily available; creating many 9/11 professional
organizations; and establishing consensus on the best evidence against the
official account of 9/11.55

Having taken those steps, it is now time for the movement to take some
additional steps. I will here suggest two possibilities.

I. INSIDERS WILLING TO SPEAK UP
The movement is always greatly strengthened when people who were in
some respect “on the inside” decide to speak up.

Two Examples from Earlier Years
Kevin Ryan: Now one of the leading scientists of the 9/11 Truth Movement,
Kevin Ryan until 2004 had been the site manager at Environmental Health
Laboratories, a division of Underwriters Laboratories (UL). He became a
whistleblower by virtue of allowing a letter that he had written to Frank
Gayle, the deputy chief of NIST’s metallurgy division, to become public.
The occasion for Ryan’s letter was a conflict between an advance summary
of NIST’s forthcoming report about the collapse of the World Trade Center,
on the one hand, and the findings of a NIST team that had been led by
Gayle, on the other hand. Gayle’s team, Ryan was aware, had said in 2003
that the steel in the Twin Towers “was probably exposed to temperatures of
only about 500°F (250°C),” so that NIST could “rule out weak steel as a
contributing factor in the collapse.” However, the advance report of the
NIST report seemed to ignore Gayle’s findings, suggesting instead that, in
spite of Gayle’s reported low temperatures, the fires had caused exposed
bits of the buildings’ steel cores to “soften and buckle.” Also, whereas
Gayle’s report had said that 157 of 160 perimeter columns “saw no
temperature above 250°C,” NIST’s advance report claimed that these
columns’ steel had softened such as to “lead to rapid structural collapse.”
Ryan also pointed out that seemingly authoritative people, such as Dr.
Hyman Brown of the WTC construction crew, were (absurdly) claiming



that the towers collapsed because the airplane fuel caused the steel to melt.
Ryan closed his letter to Gayle by saying:

If steel from those buildings did soften or melt, I’m sure we can all
agree that this was certainly not due to jet fuel fires of any kind, let
alone the briefly burning fires in those towers… . Please do what you
can to quickly eliminate the confusion regarding the ability of jet fuel
fires to soften or melt structural steel.56

However, Gayle, who in a 2004 report supported positions that
contradicted his 2003 report, was unmoved. And although Ryan had written
his letter in support of UL, because it had certified the steel in the Twin
Towers, whereas NIST’s report implied that the steel failed, UL fired Ryan,
purportedly because he had written his letter “without UL’s knowledge or
authorization.” 57 As to why Ryan wrote his letter to Gayle, “pleading with
him to clarify a report of his work,” and then allowed his letter to become
public, Ryan later wrote: “To me, the report in question represents a
decision point, not just for the US, but for humanity as a whole. We’re at a
point where we must decide if we will live consciously, or literally give up
our entire reality for a thin veneer of lies.”58

A Former NIST Scientist: In 2007, a scientist who had worked for NIST
until 2006 wrote and published a statement saying that NIST had become
“fully hijacked from the scientific into the political realm.” As a result,
scientists working for NIST “lost [their] scientific independence, and
became little more than ‘hired guns.’” With regard to 9/11-related issues,
this whistleblower said:

By 2001, everyone in NIST leadership had been trained to pay close
heed to political pressures. There was no chance that NIST people
“investigating” the 9/11 situation could have been acting in the true
spirit of scientific independence… . Everything that came from the
hired guns was by then routinely filtered through the front office, and
assessed for political implications before release.
In fact, this whistleblower said, all reports were examined by NIST’s

front office and three external oversight groups: the National Security
Agency, the Department of Commerce (“which … wouldn’t permit us to
release papers … without changes to conform to their way of looking at



things”), and the White House’s Office of Management and Budget (which
“had a policy person specifically delegated to provide oversight on our
work”).59 Although this scientist, fearing possible retaliation, wishes to
remain anonymous, his identity is known to physicist Steven Jones.60

This whistleblower’s report has been very helpful, confirming the truth
of suspicions that many of us had and giving us additional information. This
report significantly informed my 2009 book, The Mysterious Collapse of
World Trade Center 7, especially the first chapter, “NIST as a Political, Not
a Scientific, Agency.”61

A New Whistleblower
On July 8, 2011, a TV program, “The Richplanet Starship,” carried an

interview of Tony Farrell, who the previous year had become aware of
evidence that 9/11 had been an “inside job.” This discovery created a
problem, because Farrell for several years had been the Principal
Intelligence Analyst for the South Yorkshire Police. (South Yorkshire is the
southern region of Yorkshire, a northern county, England’s largest.) As the
intelligence analyst, Farrell had the duty of presenting his annual
assessment to the Intelligence Strategic Management Board. In 2010, this
assessment was due on July 8. But shortly before this date, he came across
information on the Internet that 9/11 had been a false-flag attack. Although
previously Farrell had entertained no such ideas, he found the evidence
compelling.

Having been encouraged to look at the 7/7 attacks in London as well, he
studied this information and concluded that it, too, was a false-flag attack.

Given his new perspective, Farrell was then convinced that the threat
was internal. But he knew that his superiors would not allow him to tell the
board that the most serious threat was internal. The Director of Intelligence
encouraged him to just go ahead and present the report that he had planned
to give before he developed his new perspective. But after having at first
thought he would do this, he decided that he could not, given his strong
Christian beliefs—which include, among other things, the prohibition
against bearing false witness against neighbors. To make the expected threat
assessment report, he concluded, would have made him complicit in the
crime. Also, he was convinced that the public is becoming increasingly
aware that 9/11 and 7/7 were false-flag attacks. So if the governments keep



pretending to believe that these events were the products of external
terrorists, there will come a “tipping point,” when community adhesion will
be impossible.

When it became clear to Farrell’s superior that he would not agree to
conceal his beliefs, he was dismissed. But his superiors expressed no
animosity toward Farrell, and they did not even say that he was wrong.
They said, in fact, that he might well be right. But he had to be dismissed
because his beliefs were incompatible with his position as intelligence
analyst: The South Yorkshire Police could not allege that 9/11 and 7/7 had
been inside jobs.

Although at first Farrell was not planning to appeal his termination, he
decided that he must, for at least two reasons. One was that he had been
fired for truthfully expressing his beliefs— truthfulness that reflects the
police force’s own code of professional standards, which speaks of honesty
and integrity. A second reason was that the lies about 9/11 and 7/7 involve
“corruption in the highest places of a monstrous kind.” So his conscience
told him that he had to appeal his termination.

As this book was going to press, Farrell was waiting for the hearing on
his appeal. He knew that this appeal was likely to be turned down, and he
knew from the beginning that his stance might seriously harm his financial
security. But he had no doubt that he had done the right thing. He hoped
that his example might lead others to follow suit, with the result that
somehow a “greater body” will stand up for truth.62

It is to be hoped that the 9/11 Truth Movement, building on the
examples of Ryan, Farrell, and the former NIST scientist, will help create a
“greater body” of 9/11 (and 7/7) whistleblowers—people who spoke out
while in organizations that concealed evidence that the official 9/11 story is
false.

2. CONVERTING LEADING JOURNALISTS
I pointed out in the second and third chapters that, although most of the
peace and anti-war websites and publications have not supported the 9/11
Truth Movement, and have even criticized it, they should be natural allies.
On the one hand, the 9/11 Movement’s effort to fight against the war
machine could be given experience and expertise through association with
wise and experienced members in the peace and anti-war movements. On



the other hand, a union could revitalize the peace/anti-war movements,
providing them with thousands of new workers.

Most important, such a union would overcome the primary weakness
from which the peace/anti-war efforts have suffered since 9/11. Paul Craig
Roberts has written:

The unwillingness or inability to entertain any view of 9/11 different
from the official view dooms to impotence many Internet sites that are
opposed to the wars and to the rise of the domestic US police state.
These sites, for whatever the reasons, accept the government’s
explanation of 9/11; yet, they try to oppose the “war on terror” and the
police state which are the consequences of accepting the government’s
explanation. Trying to oppose the consequences of an event whose
explanation you accept is an impossible task.63

Although Roberts wrote this in terms of Internet sites, the same logic
applies to any publication or organization that works to oppose war and
promote peace. I discussed above many of the consequences of 9/11, from
extraordinary rendition to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan (and now
Pakistan and Libya) to the ever-increasing percentage of the annual budget
that goes for war. Is Roberts not right—that trying to oppose the
consequences of 9/11 while accepting the government’s explanation of it is
an impossible task?

This would surely make sense to many peace and anti-war leaders. And
because these are intelligent people, the 9/11 evidence will surely convince
at least most of them, if only they will look at it. My suggestion for the next
“step of a thousand miles” is that various 9/11 leaders work on various
leaders of these organizations, publications, and Internet sites, trying to
convince these people to examine some of the new evidence. In Chapter 3, I
suggested Bill Moyers and Robert Parry, who are honest and courageous as
well as intelligent, would be good places to start.

The 9/11 Truth Movement has taken great strides in its first decade. Let
us set for ourselves this goal: to have the 9/11 crime against democracy
exposed well before the end of the second 9/11 decade.

CONCLUSION



Getting the 9/11 lie exposed is essential. One obvious reason is simple
justice. There needs to be justice for the 9/11 family members, who must be
told the truth, and who must be given recompense—in whatever sense this
can be done—for this crime committed by forces within the American
government. There also needs to be justice in the sense of punishment for
those who engineered this crime. They perhaps considered themselves
patriots, because 9/11 was going to stimulate the US economy by increasing
military spending and by opening up oil resources. But whether or not that
plan is regarded as having worked out, those Americans, including military
leaders, who engineered this operation are guilty of murder and treason.

Exposing the truth about 9/11 is also necessary for the sake of
preventing further crimes against democracy. That President Kennedy and
Senator Robert F. Kennedy were both assassinated by forces within the US
government is obvious to most people who study the evidence. And yet
neither crime was publicly exposed. This fact likely convinced people
contemplating the 9/11 operation that they would be able to get away with
it.

Many lines of evidence show that 9/11 was an inside job. As we saw,
probably most obvious is the evidence that WTC 7 was demolished. But the
destruction of the Twin Towers also cannot beexplained without explosives,
and the official story about the Pentagon attack is also clearly false.
Likewise, the story of phone calls from the planes cannot stand up to
scrutiny. If the perpetrators of this crime are not brought to justice, then
they will believe that they can get away with almost anything.

So unless we want continued false-flag attacks, we should do our best to
uncover the truth about 9/11.
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