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CHAPTER ONE The All eged Hijackers As | explained in the Introduction,
the 9/11 Conmission for the A nobst part sinply omts evidence that would
cast doubt on the official account of 9/11. Wen it does refer to
evidence of this type, it typically nentions only part of it accurately,
omtting or distorting the renainder. The present chapter illustrates
this criticismin relation to the Commi ssion's response to probl ens that
have energed with respect to the all eged hijackers. Six ALLEGED

H JACKERS STILL ALIVE One problemis that at |east six of the nineteen
men officially identified as the suicide hijackers reportedly showed up
alive after 9/11. For exanple, Wal eed al - Shehri-said to have been on
Anerican Airlines Flight 11, which hit the North Tower of the Wrld
Trade Center-was interviewed after 9/11 by a London-based newspaper.' He
al so, the Associated Press reported, spoke on Septenber 22 to the US
enbassy in Mdirocco, explaining that he lives in Casabl anca, working as a
pilot for Royal Air Maroc. Likew se, Ahnmed al - Nam and Saeed

al - Ghandi - both said to have been on United Airlines Flight 93, which
crashed i n Pennsyl vani a-were shocked, they told Tel egraph reporter David
Harrison, to hear that they had died in this crash. A -Nam, who was
wor ki ng as an administrative supervisor with Saudi Arabian Airlines at
the tinme, added: "I had never even heard of Pennsylvania." Al -Ghandi
said he had been in Tunis the previous ten nonths learning to fly an
Airbus. 3 According to the BBC, Asharq Al Awsat, a London-based Arabic
newspaper, also reported having interviewed al -CGhandi .4 The Saud

enbassy in Washington reported that three other alleged hijackers-Mhand
al - Shehri, Salemal -Hazm , and Abdul aziz al- Omari-were all alive and
living in Saudi Arabia.5 Salem al-Hazm , who was accused of hijacking
Flight 77, "had just returned to work at a petrochem cal conmplex in the
i ndustrial eastern city of Yanbou after a
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS hol i day in Saud
Arabi a when the hijackers struck," David Harrison reported.6 A -Oari,
supposedly the pilot of Flight 11 but in reality working as a pilot for
Saudi Airlines, "visited the US consulate in Jeddah to denmand an
expl anation"” for the US claimthat he was a hijacker, and a dead one at
that.? In spite of these revelations by nmainstream news sources,
however, The 9/11 Commi ssion Report sinply repeats, in the first few
pages (1-5), the FBI's original list of nineteen nanmes, then | ater gives
t heir phot ographs (238-39). The Commission's report fails to nention the
fact that at |east six of the identifications have been shown to be
incorrect. The report goes into considerable detail about these six nen
(231-42, 524-525nn91, 98, 105, 106), even specul ati ng that Wl eed al - Shehri
was probably responsible for stabbing one of the flight attendants on AA
Flight 11 (5). How can we believe that the Commi ssion's report was based
on "exacting investigative work," as we were told by Kean and Hamilton
in the Preface, if the staff did not even |learn, fromsources such as
the Associ ated Press, the Tel egraph, and the BBC, that six of the nmen
originally identified as the hijackers were still alive? O course, it
is possible that the Conmission did know this but sinply failed to tell
us. But would that not be worse yet? OM SSI ONS ABOUT MOHAMED ATTA The
results of the research with regard to Mohaned Atta, said to be the
ringl eader of the hijackers, are also inadequate. As | pointed out in
The New Pear| Harbor, stories in the nainstream press, including
Newsweek and the San Francisco Chronicle, had reported that Atta had
engaged i n behavi or-such as ganbling, drinking al cohol, and having | ap
dances performed for himthat seened to underm ne the portrayal of him
as a devout Muslim ready to neet his Maker.8 In the nmeantine,

i nvestigative reporter Daniel Hopsicker has reported that while Atta was
in Florida, he lived with a prostitute, drank heavily, used cocai ne, and
ate pork chops.9 The 9/11 Commi ssion Report, however, fails to nmention
any of these reports. It instead portrays Atta as not only religious but
as havi ng becone "fanatically so" (161). Although the Conmni ssion
mentions that Atta nmet other operatives in Las Vegas shortly before
9/11, it says that it saw "no credible evidence explaining why, on this
occasion and others, the operatives flewto or nmet in Las Vegas" (248).
However, according to a Wall Street Journal editorial:
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CHAPTER ONE 21 In Florida, several of the hijackers-including reputed
ri ngl eader Mbhamed Atta-spent $200 to $300 each on | ap dances in the

Pink Pony strip club.... [I]n Las Vegas, at l|least six of the hijackers
spent tinme living it up on the Strip on various occasi ons between My
and August. |I" Are we to conclude that the 9/ 11 Comm ssioners knew of

this report but did not nmention it sinply because they did not consider
it "credible"? O did the staff, in spite of its reputed extensive
research, not learn of this and the sinmlar reports in Newsweek and the
San Franci sco Chronicle? O did the Comm ssioners deliberately fail to
mention reports that would cast doubt on the official portrayal of Atta
and the other alleged hijackers as devout Mislins? The official story
about Atta is thrown even further into question by indications that
materials pointing to his role in the hijacking were intended to be
found. Two of Atta's bags, which failed to get |oaded onto Flight 11
contained flight simulation manuals for Boeing airplanes, a copy of the
Koran, a religious cassette tape, a note to other hijackers about nental
preparation, and Atta's will, passport, and international driver's
license. | | But why would Atta have intended to take such things on a
pl ane he expected to he totally destroyed? Seynour Hersh later wote in
the New Yorker that nany of the investigators believe that sone of the
initial clues that were uncovered about the terrorists' identities and
preparations, such as flight manuals, were neant to be found. A fornmer
hi gh-level intelligence official told ne, "Watever trail was |left was

| eft deliberately-for the FBI to chase.""2 The 9/ 11 Comm ssi oners,
however, do not even nention the strangeness of all this. Dd they
sinmply assune that it would not have occurred to Atta that a plane
headed for self-destruction in a fiery inferno woul d be the worst
possi bl e place for his will? RANI HANJOUR THE BEST PI LOT OR THE WORST?
Al so problematic is the Commi ssion's discussion of Hani Hanjour
supposedly the pilot of AA Flight 77, which is said to have crashed into
the Pentagon. As | reported in The New Pearl Harbor, people at flight
school s attended by Hanjour had described himas a horrible pilot, and
yet the aircraft that crashed into the Pentagon's west w ng was shown by
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2 THE 9/ 11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI SI ORTI ONS nei t her Cheney,
his Secret Service agents, nor the mlitary liaison in the PECC reported
this information to the Pentagon. But that, of course, would not do. So
the contradiction stands. Mreover, besides the fact that the

Commi ssion's account contradicts press reports fromthe time and the
testinony of the Bush adm nistration's secretary of transportation, it
contains an even nore serious problem It contradicts itself. On the one
hand, the Kean-Zeli kow Commi ssion tells us that the one or two m nutes"
gave the Pentagon only sufficient tinme to get the previously
unidentified aircraft identified. After the Pentagon | earned about this
unidentified aircraft at 9:36, it reportedly ordered an unarrmed military
C-130H cargo airplane that was already in the air "to identify and
follow the suspicious aircraft." After which: The C 130H pil ot spotted
it, identified it as a Boeing 757, attenpted to followits path, and at
9: 38, seconds after inpact, reported to the control tower: “|ooks like
that aircraft crashed into the Pentagon sir."" (25-26) This el ement of
its narrative is inportant, of course, because it, if true, would refute
the allegation that the aircraft that hit the Pentagon was not a Boei ng
757. Useful as it nmay be, however, this account seens difficult to
reconcile with what we had been told earlier. As saw in Chapter 1, the
Conmmi ssion repeated the well-known report about the amazi ng maneuver
made by the aircraft before it struck the Pentagon. In this account, it
was at 9:34-not 9:36-that the Secret Service got word fromthe airport
about an unidentified aircraft. 330-degree turn. At the end of the turn,
it was descending through 2,200 feet" (9). The report does underplay the
difficulty of the maneuver sonewhat by saying that the pilot "then
advanced the throttles to maxi mum power and dove towards the Pentagon”
(9) Inreality, the aircraft, rather than hitting the Pentagon from
above, as it would had it "dove," cane in al nost horizontally, having
approached the west wing fromtree-top level. For a plane to do this
while going at full throttle would take a very highly skilled pilot.
Even sinmply executing the downward spiral, which the Conm ssion does
descri be, would have been difficult enough. As a story in the WAshington
Post said, the pilot "executed a pivot so tight that it remninded
observers of a fighter jet nmaneuver.... Aviation sources said the plane
was flown with extraordinary skill, making it highly likely that a
trained pilot was at the hel m"13 The Kean- Zel i kow Comi ssion deals with
this problem by saying contradictory things. On the one hand, it reports
that Hanjour's application to beconme a pilot was repeatedly rejected,
that he was considered a "terrible pilot," and that as late as July 2001
he still had such poor piloting skills that an instructor refused to go
up with hima second tine (225-26, 520n56, 242). But then the report
tells us-in explaining why Hanjour was reportedly chosen to pilot the

ai rpl ane assigned to hit the Pentagon-that he was "the operation's nost
experienced pilot" (530n147). \Wereas the Conm ssion in nost cases
sinply omts problematic evidence, it in this case did acknow edge, at
least inplicitly, the existence of a problem But it then dealt with
this problemby ignoring its inplications, failing to ask how such a
terrible pilot could have executed such a difficult nmaneuver. Having



i gnored this question, the Conmi ssion could then report, wthout evident
enbarrassnment, that "[a]s a forner pilot, the President was struck by

t he apparent sophistication of the operation and sone of the piloting,
especi al ly Hanjour's high-speed dive into the Pentagon" (334). EVI DENCE
FOR ANY OF THE ALLEGED HI JACKERS? As we have seen, serious questions
have been rai sed about at |east eight of the alleged hijackers. But
there is an even nore radi cal question: Do we
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CHAPTER ONE 23 have any publicly avail able proof that any of the 19 nen
naned by the FBI and the 9/11 Comm ssion were on any of the four planes
that day? The shocking answer is: No. W have been told that their nanes
were on the flight manifests. But the flight nmanifests that have been
rel eased have no Arab names on them 14 Students of this subject who have
tried to get final flight manifests fromthe airlines have been
refused. 15 Presumably the 9/11 Comm ssion, with its subpoena power,
coul d have obtai ned copies of the actual passenger manifests from United
and Anerican Airlines and cleared up the question of whether the nanes
of the alleged hijackers were on them But the Comm ssion's report,

besi des not contai ning copies of these manifests, reveals no sign that
this issue was even di scussed. The Conmission evidently sinply repeated
the official story about 19 Arab hijackers with no investigation into
serious questions that have been raised about it. The Comnmi ssion's
treatnent of the alleged hijackers-a central feature of the official
conspiracy theory presupposed by the Conmi ssion-does not bode well for
the rest of the report. One m ght suppose, of course, that the

Commi ssion's treatnent of the alleged hijackers was an aberration- one
due, perhaps, to the fact that this topic was assigned to one of the
poorer researchers. W will see, however, that the low quality of this
part of the Kean-Zelikow Report is no exception
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CHAPTER Two The Col | apse of the World Trade Center Buil dings As |

poi nted out in my previous book, there are severe problems with the

of ficial account of the collapses of the Twin Towers and Buil ding 7 of
the World Trade Center (WC), according to which they were caused by
fire. One way to test The 9/11 Comm ssion Report is to exam ne how it
treats these problens. | will begin this discussion by nentioning six of
them SI X PROBLEMS | N THE OFFI Cl AL ACCOUNT One problemis that fire had
never before caused steel-frane high-rise buildings to collapse, even
when the fire was a very energetic, all- consum ng one, such as the 1991
fire at One Meridian Plaza in Philadel phia.' Indeed, tests had even been
perforned to see if very hot fires could cause steel-frame buildings to
col l apse, as the report on Building 7 of the WIC by FEMA (the Federal
Emer gency Managenent Agency) pointed out.2 The Conm ssion says that to
its know edge, "none of the [fire] chiefs present believed that a total
col | apse of either tower was possible" (302).3 This nmight be regarded as
an inplicit acknow edgnent on the Commission's part that no such
col | apse had ever occurred before. But if so, it remains inplicit. A
second problemis that the fires, especially in the South Tower and
WC-7, were quite small. W have all seen the pictures of the giant
fireball immediately after the South Tower was hit. This fireball did
not signal a raging fire inside, however, but the opposite. There was
such a big fireball outside because the building was struck near a
corner, so that nmuch of the jet fuel burned up outside. There was,
accordi ngly, not much fuel to feed the fire inside. Photographs show, in
fact, that not a single floor beyond the fire's starting | ocation was
hot enough to ignite paper or plastic or to break wi ndows. How coul d
anyone suppose that such a fire could weaken steel sufficiently to

i nduce a col |l apse?4 Wth regard to WIC-7, which was not even struck by
an airpl ane, photographs show that there were fires only on the seventh
and twelfth floors of this 47-story 2.i
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at about 2770' A fifth problemis that the collapse of Building 7 was
recogni zed as being especially difficult to explain. FEMA, which was
given the task, admtted that the best possible explanation it could
come up with had "only a |l ow probability of occurrence."10 A sixth
problemis that the collapses of the Twin Towers and WIC- 7 had ten
characteristics that are standard features of "controlled denolition”
col | apses, which are produced by expl osives placed throughout a buil di ng
and set to go off in a particular order. Nanely: 1. Each coll apse
occurred at virtually free-fall speed. 2. Each buil ding coll apsed

strai ght down, for the nost part into its own footprint. I' 3. Virtually
all the concrete was turned into very fine dust. 4. In the case of the
Twin Towers, the dust was bl own out horizontally for 200 feet or nore.12
5. The col |l apses were total, |eaving no steel columms sticking up
hundreds of feet into the air. 6. Videos of the collapses revea
"denolition waves," neaning "confluent rows of small explosions.” 13



Page 27

CHAPTER TWD 27 7. Most of the steel beans and col utms canme down in
sections that were no nore than 30 feet |ong.14 8. According to many

Wi t nesses, explosions occurred within the buildings.' 5 9. Each coll apse
was associated with detectable seisnmic vibrations (suggestive of

under ground expl osions). 10. Each col |l apse produced nolten steel (which
woul d be produced by expl osives), resulting in "hot spots" that remained
for nmonths.'6 Although authors of The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report reportedly
aspired to make it "the fullest possible account of the events
surrounding 9/11," it does not explicitly acknow edge, |et alone solve,
any of these problenms. THE TWN TONERS: OM TTlI NG THE CORE COLUWNS The
report does inmplicitly acknow edge that the North Tower coll apsed
straight down, primarily into its own footprint, by speaking of its
"pancake" collapse (308). But it offers no reflections on how a fire
coul d have produced such a collapse. 17 The report also nmentions that the
"South Tower collapsed in 10 seconds" (305), which would be at virtually
free-fall speed. But the report gives no indication that any of the
Commi ssion's nmenbers expressed curiosity as to how fire could cause a
110-fl oor steel-franme building to collapse so rapidly. Wth regard to
the nore basic question-Wy did the Twin Towers collapse at all?-the
Commi ssion inplies an answer by saying that the outside of each tower
was covered by a frame of 14-inch-wi de steel columms.... These exterior
wal | s bore nost of the weight of the building. The interior core of the
bui | di ngs was a holl ow steel shaft, in which elevators and stairwells
were grouped. (541n 1) This inplicit explanation, however, involves a
conplete falsification, because the core of each tower was conposed not
of "a hollow steel shaft" but of 47 massive steel colunmns, in between
whi ch were the elevators and stairwells. At its base, each colum was 14
by 36 inches, with 4-inch- thick walls. It then tapered up to 1/4-inch
wall's in the upper floors, which had far | ess weight to support. 18 It
was these massive steel columms that "bore nost of the weight of the
buil dings."” One of the najor problenms with the official account is why,
even if the fire could have sonehow caused the floors of the building to
"pancake" (as the generally accepted explanation has it), the resulting
pile of rubble was only a few stories high.
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI SJOKI | ONS Wiy were these
massi ve steel colums not still sticking up hundreds of feet into the

ai r?19 The Commi ssion avoids this enbarrassing probl em by sinply denying
the existence of these massive steel colums-thereby either
denonstrating enornmous ignorance or telling an enornous |lie. THE
COLLAPSE OF WIC-7 AND SI LVERSTEI N S STATEMENT The Commi ssion avoi ds

anot her enbarrassi ng probl em expl ai ni ng how WIC-7 coul d have col | apsed,
also at virtually free-fall speed-by sinply not nentioning the collapse
of this building. Building 7 of the WIC was 47 stories high, so it would
have been considered a giant skyscraper if it had been anywhere ot her
than next to the 110-story Twin Towers. But the collapse of such a huge
bui | di ng was not even considered worthy of comment by the Commi ssion.
Did the Comi ssion not know about this collapse? O did the Conmi ssion
sinply not nention it because the Conmm ssion-unlike FEMA-considered this
bui I ding's col | apse unproblematic? O did the Commi ssion not nmention
this coll apse because it knew that there was no explanation that net the
two necessary criteria: being plausible while being consistent with the
of ficial account of 9/ 11 ? A particularly glaring om ssion in relation
to this collapse is the Conmission's failure to discuss a provocative
statenent nmade by Larry Silverstein, who-as the Conm ssion's only
menti on of him points out20-had taken out a |long | ease on the Wrld
Trade Center only six weeks before 9/11 (281). In a PBS docunentary
entitled "Anerica Rebuilds,” originally aired in Septenber of 2002,
Silverstein made the follow ng statenent about Building 7: | remenber
getting a call fromthe, er, fire departnment comrander, telling ne that
they were not sure they were gonna be able to contain the fire, and
said, "W've had such terrible loss of life, maybe the smartest thing to
do is pull it." And they nmade that decision to pull and we watched the
bui I di ng col | apse. 21 Because "pulling" a building is slang for having it
denol i shed by expl osives, this statenment seens to say that Silverstein
and the fire departnment decided to have the building deliberately
destroyed. And if the building was in fact "pulled,” this would explain
the fact that the collapse of the building | ooked just like a coll apse
produced by expl osives. As CBS anchorman Dan Rather noted on the evening
of 9/11, the
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CHAPTER Iwo 29 coll apse of Building 7 was "rem ni scent of those pictures
we've all seen too nuch on television before when a buil ding was
deliberately destroyed by well-placed dynanite to knock it down."22 I|f
Silverstein really did admt that Building 7 was deliberately destroyed,
many questions would need to be raised. One would be why Silverstein and
ot hers who knew how this building collapsed did not inform FENVA.
Silverstein could have saved FEMA t he enbarrassnment of publishing, four
mont hs before his statenent, a report with a scenario about how this
bui I di ng m ght have col | apsed that FEMA itself called quite inprobable.
An even nore serious question would be why Silverstein and the New York
Fire Departnment woul d have decided that Building 7 could not be saved.
After all, as we saw above, fire was not raging through this 47-fl oor
bui I ding. There were fires only on the seventh and twelfth floors-fires
that the building's sprinkling system should have extingui shed.23 As the
Al ex Jones show asked: "Wy woul d they even be considering pulling the
buil ding when it only had two small pockets of fire visible?"24 The
Commi ssion relieved itself of answering this question, however, by not
mentioning Silverstein's statement or even the mysterious fact that
WIC-7 col |l apsed. It might be argued, to be sure, that Silverstein's
statenent is susceptible of a different interpretation. But the 9/11
Conmmi ssion, given the task of investigating "facts and circunstances
relating to the terrorist attacks of Septenber 11," should have
interviewed Silverstein, asking himwhat he nmeant. The results of this
interview and a related investigation should have been included in the
report to the American people. SIMLAR TIES BETWEEN THE TW N TOAERS AND
WC7 If the Comm ssion had concl uded that the collapse of WIC-7 was in
fact an exanple of controlled denolition, it would then |ogically have
needed to ask if the sane was true of the Twin Towers-at least if their
coll apses were similar to the collapse of Building 7. And indeed they
were. They were not, to be sure, identical in all respects. The coll apse
of each tower began in the upper floors, near the point of the
airplane's inpact, whereas the collapse of WIC-7 foll owed the pattern of
a typical denolition, in which the collapse begins at the bottom

O herwi se, however, the collapses of all three buildings shared the
standard features of controlled denolitions nentioned earlier. The

Comm ssi on does not nention any
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS of these
simlarities, of course, since it does not even nmention that Building 7
col | apsed. There was also an inportant simlarity in the way the steel
fromall three buildings was treated after 9/11. Virtually all of it was
qui ckly renmoved fromthe scene, before any forensic exam nation could be
carried out,25 then sold to scrap deal ers and exported to ot her
countries, such as China and Korea. This fact is possibly significant
because, if expl osives had been used to break the steel columms, these
colums woul d have had tell-tale signs of the inpact of these
expl osi ves. Cenerally, renoving any evidence fromthe scene of a crine
is a federal offense. But in this case, the FBI allowed this renoval to
go forward. The New York Ti nes conpl ai ned, saying: "The decision to
rapidly recycle the steel columms, beans and trusses fromthe WIC in the
days imediately after 9/ 11 neans definitive answers nay never be
known." The next week, an essay in Fire Engi neering said: "The
destruction and renoval of evidence nust stop i mediately."26 But it
went ahead at full speed. The excuse given by authorities was that
victins of the collapses might still be alive in the rubble, so that it
was necessary to renove the steel quickly so that rescuers could get to
them This excuse, however, brings up anot her reason why focusing on the
col l apse of Building 7 is especially inportant: Everyone had been
evacuated fromthe building many hours before it coll apsed at about 5:30
PM so there would have been no victins hidden in the rubble. And yet
the steel fromBuilding 7 was renoved just as quickly. One wll,
however, look in vain in The 9/11 Conm ssion Report for any mention of
these matters. THE OM SSION OF G ULI ANI' S STATEMENT The statenent by
Larry Silverstein is not the only provocative statenent that shoul d have
been investigated. Rudol ph Guliani, who was then the mayor of New York
Cty, said while talking to Peter Jennings on ABCNewr W were operating
out of there [the Emergency Command Center on the 23rd floor of WIC 71
when we were told that the Wrld Trade Center was gonna coll apse, and it
did collapse before we could get out of the building.27 This is a
remar kabl e statenment. There was no publicly avail able reason to believe
that the Twin Towers were going to collapse. After all, steel-franme
hi gh-rise buil dings had never before coll apsed because of fire, and the
fires
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CHAPTER TWO 31 in the Twin Towers were not even raging, all-consum ng
fires. This is especially true of the South Tower, which coll apsed
first. The firemen CHAPTER TWD 31 in the Twin Towers were not even
raging, all-consumng fires. This is especially true of the South Tower,
whi ch collapsed first. The firemen going up the stairs in the South
Tower certainly did not think it was about to coll apse. And yet
Guliani's statenent suggests that he somehow knew he says he was told
by soneone-that the towers were going to coll apse. Should the Comm ssion
not have asked G uliani some questions about this statenment, such as:
VWho told himthe towers were about to coll apse? How coul d anyone have
known this in advance? But the Commi ssion's report makes no nention of
Guliani's statenent. THE OM SSI ON OF PRESI DENT BUSH S RELATI VES O
course, if the Twin Towers as well as WIC-7 had been fitted with
expl osi ves so that they could be "pulled" at the appropriate tine, we
woul d have an expl anati on as to how sone people could have known in
advance that the buildings were going to collapse. Relevant to this
possibility m ght be the fact that President Bush's brother, Marvin
Bush, and his cousin, Wrt Walker Il1l, were principals in the conpany
that was in charge of security for the Wrld Trade Center, w th Wl ker
being the CEO from 1999 until January 2002.28 The Kean- Zel i kow

Commi ssion, if it did not already know about Marvin Bush's connection to
this conpany, could have learned it fromCraig Unger's well-known book
House of Bush, House of Saud, which included this statenent: One of nmany
of the ironies of the attack was that Marvin Bush, the president's

brot her, owned stock in and had served as a director of a company,
Stratesec, that handled security for three clients that figured
prominently in the attack-United Airlines; Dulles Airport, from which
American Airlines Flight 77 was hijacked; and the World Trade Center
itself.29 Unger also adds the following information: [Q ne of Marvin
Bush's coi nvestors was M shal al-Sabah, a nmenber of the Kuwaiti royal
fam ly, which was rescued and restored to power by Marvin's father
during the Gulf War of 1991. The al- Sabah famly is the same ruling
Kuwaiti famly that hel ped the el der George Bush nake his fortune

t hrough Zapata O f-Shore forty years earlier. And, of course, it is the
fam ly of Nayirah, the fifteen- year-old girl whose fal se congressi ona
testinony [about Iraqi
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') | )hIORI1 )NS soldiers
ripping Kuwaiti babies out of incubators] helped | aunch the Gulf War. 30
Gven all this information available to its research staff, readers
shoul d have been able to assunme that the Conm ssion would have at | east
i nterviewed Marvin Bush and Wrt Wal ker. But a search of The 9/11
Commi ssion Report reveals no nention of either man's nanme, al so no
mention of Stratesec or its prior name, Securacom 31 to summarize: Mny
features of the Kean-Zelikow Comm ssion's treatnent of the coll apses of
the Wrld Trade Center buildings-its failure to discuss the fact that
fire has never before brought down steel- frane high-rise buildings, its
distortion of the truth about the core of the Twin Towers, its failure
even to nention the collapse of Building 7, its failure to discuss the
simlarities of these collapses with those caused by controlled
denmolition, its failure to deal with the provocative statenents by
Silverstein and Guliani, and its failure to nmention the positions of
the president's brother and cousin-give the inpression of an intent to
cover up facts that do not fit the Comm ssion's assunption that the
attacks of 9/ 11 were planned and executed solely by nmenbers of
al - Qaeda.
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CHAPTER THREE The Stri ke on the Pentagon The Commi ssion's report, as we
have seen, omts nmany facts about the alleged hijackers and about the
col | apses of three buildings of the Wrld Trade Center-facts that would
have been included if this report were truly giving us "the full est
possi bl e account of the events surrounding 9/1 L" This report also fails
to di scuss many questions that have been rai sed about the official
account of the damage to the Pentagon, according to which it was caused
by Anerican Airlines Flight 77 under the control of hijackers. W have
al ready di scussed one of these questions-how Hani Hanjour, being a very
poor pilot, could have perforned the very difficult downward spiral that
was necessary for the aircraft to hit the Pentagon's west w ng,
especially in a giant, cunbersone airliner. But there are many nore
guestions. WHY THE WEST W NG? A second question involves the very fact
that it was the west wing that was struck. A terrorist pilot would
surely have wanted to cause as nuch death and destruction as possible.
And yet the west wi ng was being renovated. Instead of the severa

t housand peopl e who woul d normal |y have been working in the area that
was struck, there were only about 800.1 As a result, whereas a strike on
a different part of the Pentagon woul d have probably killed thousands,
the strike on the west wing killed only 125 peopl e enpl oyed at the

Pent agon- many of whom were civilians working on the renovation (the
Conmmi ssion itself points out that the victinms included nore civilians
than mlitary personnel [314]).2 A terrorist using a hijacked airplane
to strike the Pentagon woul d al so presunably want to target its top
officials. But they were | ocated el sewhere. The strike on the west w ng,
in fact, reportedly killed none of the top Pentagon officials and only
one general .3 Surely any al-Qaeda terrorists brilliant enough to
masterm nd a successful attack on the Pentagon woul d have known that the
west wing provided the worst, rather then the best, target. The

Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on, however, reveals no curiosity about this
anomal y.
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS THE UNCOLLAPSED
FACADE AND | TS SMALL ENTRANCE HOLE The Conmi ssion also fails to nention
a photograph that creates a nobst awkward problemfor the official
account. This photograph, credited to Corporal Jason Ingersoll of the US
Marine Corps (and reprinted in Thierry Meyssan's Pentagate and on
various websites),4 shows the west wing shortly after the fire trucks
had arrived but before the facade had col |l apsed. One enbarrassing thing
about the photograph is sinply that it shows this fact-that the facade
had not yet collapsed. The fact that this collapse did not occur until
10: 15, about a half hour after the strike, was reported the day after 9/
11.5 But it was seldomreported thereafter.6 Corporal Ingersoll's
phot ogr aph has, however, renmined as a testanent to this fact. But the
9/ 11 Conmmission's report nmentions neither the news stories nor the
photograph. It fails, accordingly, to ask a nobst obvious question: How
could a facade, even one that had been recently reinforced, have
remai ned standing for 30 minutes after being hit by a giant airliner
wei ghi ng over 60 tons and goi ng several hundred miles an hour? A second
enbarrassing fact shown by this photograph is that the hole created in
this facade was not very big, perhaps no nore than 18 feet in dianeter.
A Boeing 757 has a wi ngspan of alnbst 125 feet and a tail that gives it
a height of alnobst 40 feet. How could such a big airplane have created
such a small hole? A story in the Washi ngton Post the next day reported
that the hole was "five stories high and 200 feet wde."7 Even if the
hol e had been this big after the facade col |l apsed (which it was not),
but the crucial issue is the size of the hole that was inmediately
caused by the aircraft that struck the Pentagon. WHERE' S THE BCEl NG?
That hol e was big enough for part of a Boeing 757 to have entered-its
nose. But this fact creates another enbarrassing problem If the nose of
a Boeing 757 had gone inside, the rest of the airplane-its w ngs,
engi nes, fuselage, and tail-would have remai ned outside. But no Boeing
is visible in photographs taken i medi ately after the strike, either the
phot ograph credited to Corporal Jason Ingersoll, already nentioned, or
one taken even earlier-just after the firetrucks arrived-by Tom Horan of
the Associated Press (which is reprinted on the cover of Thierry
Meyssan's 9/11: The Big Lie and is al so avail able on Meyssan's website
called "Hunt the Boeing" 8). Fromreading only the Kean-Zelikow Report,
however,
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CHAPTER THREE 35 one woul d have no idea that these problens exist. Al

t hese inconvenient facts are sinply onitted. One can fully understand
why the Comrission, if it was intent on defending the official account
of the Pentagon strike, would not have wanted to di scuss these
enbarrassing facts. But if the Comm ssion's task was to give "the

full est possible account” of the "facts and circunstances” relating to
9/ 11 in an "independent, inpartial” way, the Conmi ssion had a duty to
mention these facts, however enbarrassing they mght be to those who
have pronul gated the official account. How mi ght the Kean-Zelikow
Commi ssi on have defended the official theory while nmentioning the fact
t hat t he phot ographs show no airliner? One possibility would have been
to endorse what has passed for the official explanation, according to
which the entire plane went inside the Pentagon. This is perhaps the
theory that the Conmission inplicitly endorses. But this theory faces
difficulties. One is the fact that it must sinply ignore Corporal

I ngersol | 's photograph, which shows that the hole was far too small for
a Boeing 757 to have gone inside. Another difficulty involves the
testinony of Ed Pl augher, the county fire chief who was in charge of
putting out the Pentagon fire. At a press conference the next day, he
was asked whet her anything was |left of the airplane. He replied that
there were "sone snall pieces
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melt or even vaporize the steel would not fit well with another part of
the official story-the claimthat the bodies of the passengers on Flight
77 were identified by their fingerprints.' 3 How could a conm ssion
whose task was to try to explain what really happened on 9/11 have
failed to investigate any of these contradictions? WHAT ABOUT THE
PENTAGON S ANTI - M SSI LE SYSTEM? One nore problemis how a commerci al
airliner, even if it had gotten to the nation's capital undetected by
the FAA and military radar systens, could have actually hit the
Pentagon. Is it not true, as has been reported, that the Pentagon is
protected by five very sophisticated anti-nissile batteries? Is it not
true that they are set to fire automatically if the Pentagon is
approached by any aircraft not sending out a "friendly" signal fromits
transponder - meani ng any aircraft other than one belonging to the US
mlitary? Wien Thierry Meyssan wote, "A missile should normally be
unable to pass. As for a big Boeing 757-200, it would have strictly no
chance,” was he not correct? But the 9/11 Conm ssion did not ask these
guestions. The Commi ssion did, interestingly, raise this issue in
relation to another possible target. One criticismof the official
account has been that if the attacks on the WIC had been the work of
terrorists wanting to inflict severe danage on the United States, we
must wonder why they did not strike the nuclear plant they passed on
their way to New York City. An attack on a nuclear plant mght have
killed tens of thousands of Anmericans i mredi ately, poisoned many nore,
and nade a large area of the northeastern United States uni nhabitable
far into the future. Conpared with this prospect, the death,
destruction, and econom c sl owdown caused by the attacks on the Wrld
Trade Center were quite minimal. The Conmission inplicitly provides an
answer to this criticismby saying that the terrorists did indeed
consider this possibility but rejected it for various reasons. One
reason was that the terrorists "thought a nuclear target would be
difficult because the airspace around it was restricted, naking
reconnai ssance flights inpossible and increasing the |ikelihood that any
pl ane woul d be shot down before inpact" (245). W can surely hope that
US nuclear facilities are well protected. But are we supposed to believe
that the Pentagon is |ess protected? Are we supposed
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towards the Pentagon. But another account, provided by Secretary of
Transportation Nornman M neta, suggests that Vice President Cheney, at

| east, had direct knowl edge of such an aircraft. As we saw earlier
Mneta said, in his testinony before the 9/11 Conm ssion on May 23,
2003, that he arrived at the Presidential Emergency Operations Center,
where Vice President Cheney was in charge, at 9:20. During Mneta's
testi nony, he described the foll owing episode: During the tine that the
ai rpl ane was coming in to the Pentagon, there was a young man who woul d
come in and say to the Vice President, "The plane is 50 mles out." "The
plane is 30 mles out." And when it got down to "the plane is 10 mles
out," the young nan also said to the Vice President, "Do the orders
still stand?" And the Vice President turned and whi pped his neck around
and said, "OfF course the orders still stand. Have you heard anything to
the contrary?"31 Wien asked by Conm ssioner Tinothy Roemer how long this
conversation occurred after he arrived, Mneta said: "Probably about
five or six mnutes," which, as Roener pointed out, would nean "about
9:25 or 9:26." Wth regard to what "the orders" referred to, Mneta
assunmed that they were orders to have the plane shot down. There are,
however, three problens with Mneta's assunption. In the first place,
this interpretation would inply that Cheney had given shoot- down

aut hori zation at sone tinme before 9:25, which is rmuch earlier, as we
Wl see below, than even C arke says. Second, Mneta's interpretation
would not fit with the subsequent facts, because the aircraft headed
towards the Pentagon was not shot down. Third, Mneta's interpretation
woul d not make the episode intelligible. Had aircraft approaching the
Pent agon? The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion could have played an inportant role in
answering such questions and clearing up this controversy. It could have
subpoenaed all the videos taken by the Pentagon's outdoor security
cameras during the relevant tinme period. It could have al so subpoenaed
vi deos fromthe nearby Sheraton Hotel and Virginia' s Departnent of
Transportati on. The Conmi ssion could al so have | ooked into a story that
the FBI confiscated a video froma nearby gas station i mediately after
the strike on the Pentagon. According to this story, published ill the
Ri chnond |ines ten days | ater,
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ON'S AND DI STORTI ONS an enpl oyee at a
gas station across the street fromthe Pentagon that services only
mlitary personnel says the gas station's security cameras shoul d have
recorded the nonment of inpact. However, he says, "l've never seen what
the pictures |ooked |like. The FBI was here within m nutes and took the
film""'6 The 9/ 11 Commi ssion should have interviewed the gas station
attendant, Jos el asquez, and the reporter who filed the story, Bill
McKel way. But their names are not to be found in The 9/11 Conm ssion
Report. The Commi ssion shoul d al so have subpoenaed the FBI for the
confiscated video. And it should have interviewed the FBI agents,
finding out when and fromwhomthey received the order to confiscate the
video. There is no sign, however, that the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion did
any of these things. In an interview in which Philip Zelikow said that
it is "indisputable" that American 77 hit the Pentagon, he was asked if
there were unrel eased photographs of the attack that would convince the
doubters. He replied "No."17 This is probably one of the few points on
whi ch Zel i kow and these doubters woul d agree. AN ALTERNATI VE HYPOTHESI S
The problens for the official account that have been nmentioned here- the
choi ce of the west wi ng, the uncoll apsed facade, the small entrance
hol e, the m ssing Boeing 757, the failure of the anti-missile batteries
to protect the Pentagon, the failure of the Pentagon to produce video
evi dence-have | ed Meyssan and others to propose that what really hit the
Pentagon was a small mlitary airplane or winged mssile. This
alternative hypothesis fits the physical evidence nmuch better. |ndeed,
the main support for the hypothesis that Flight 77 hit the Pentagon is
the fact that this is what the Pentagon has told us.18 There were, to be
sure, eyew tnesses who reported seeing an American Airliner hit, or at
least fly towards, the Pentagon. But eyew tness testinony cannot trump
physi cal evidence, especially if-as in this case-this testinmony turns
out upon exanmination to be less clear than it initially seened and to be
bal anced by contrary eyew tness testinmony (w tnesses who reported seeing
what seened to be a winged missile or small military airplane).19 Was it
not incunbent upon the 9/11 Conmm ssion to discuss this alternative
hypot hesi s? If they believed it to be baseless, did they not have
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CHANTER THREE 39 the responsibility of telling us why? Al so, Secretary
of Defense Donald Runsfeld seened in one statenent to have inadvertently
endorsed the missile hypothesis, referring in an interviewto "the
mssile [used] to damage this building."20 Should the Conmm ssi on not
have asked Runsfeld on our behalf why he said this? One m ght suppose,
of course, that the Comm ssioners did not discuss Meyssan's hypot hesi s
(and hence Runsfeld's apparent confirmation of it) sinply because they
did not know about it. But Meyssan's suggesti on was denounced in

of ficial pronouncenents by both the FBI and the Pentagon, 21 so those
agenci es certainly knew about it. If the Kean-Zelikow Comnri ssioners
remai ned i gnorant of this hypothesis, therefore, their ignorance would
have been inexcusable. But equally inexcusable would be the other
possibility-that they knew about it and covered it up
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CHAPTER FOUR The Behavi or of Bush and His Secret Service 0 ne question
that has been wi dely asked, especially since the appearance of M chae
Moore's novie Fahrenheit 9/11, is why President Bush lingered so long in
the classroomin Sarasota, Florida, after being notified about the
second strike on the Wrld Trade Center. One would assune that the

Commi ssion woul d have been especially anxious to give a satisfactory
answer to this w dely asked question. This chapter asks whether it

provi ded such an answer. THE DAWLER I N CH EF The president had
reportedly, after being told about the first crash, referred to it as a
"horrible accident.” Gven that interpretation, it was not terribly
strange that he went ahead with the planned "photo opportunity,” in

whi ch he woul d be phot ographed and vi deot aped with second graders to
publicize his educational policy. But after word cane that a second

pl ane had crashed into the WIC, it was clear that the nation was
suffering an unprecedented terrorist attack. And yet, after getting this
report at about 9:05, the president lingered so long in the classroom
that even one of his admrers referred to himas "the dawdl er in
chief."l As that description illustrates, many critics of the
president's behavior focus on the point that, as commander in chief of
Anerica's armed forces, he should have i mediately noved into that role,
making calls to find out nore about what was happeni ng and naki ng sure
that the nation's mlitary was springing into action to prevent any nore
attacks. WHY WAS THE PRESI DENT NOT WH SKED AWAY? Ot her critics, however,
have rai sed an even nore serious problem |f the attacks on the Wrld
Trade Center were what they were purported to be- a conpletely surprise
attack-the president and the head of his Secret Service detail would
have had to assune that Bush hinself m ght have been one of the intended
targets. Indeed, one Secret Service agent, having seen the second attack
on Tv, reportedly said: "W're out of here."2
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he was obviously overruled. At the sane tine, Vice President Cheney was
reportedly being rushed to the shelter under the Wite House.3 And yet,
comrented The d obe and Mail, "For sone reason, Secret Service agents
[do] not hustle [Bush] away." Their failure to do so is astounding,
given the fact that, in the words of two critics, "H jackers could have
crashed a plane into Bush's publicized |ocation and his security would
have been conpletely helpless to stop it."4 As that statenent indicates,
Bush's | ocation that day had been well publicized, so any terrorists
worth their salt would have known where he was. As far as the Secret
Servi ce woul d have known (given the correctness of the official story),
a hijacked airliner m ght have been racing towards them at that very
nonment, preparing to crash into the school. The Secret Service agents
shoul d have i medi ately whi sked Bush away to some unknown | ocation. And
yet this was not done. As the Conmission's report points out, the
presidential party renained at the school until 9:35, at which tinme the
not or cade departed for the airport (39). The Comm ssion says that,
havi ng asked the president about remaining in the classroom it received
an answer: The President told us his instinct was to project calm not
to have the country see an excited reaction at a nonment of crisis. The
press was standing behind the children; he saw their phones and pagers
start to ring. The President felt he should project strength and cal m
until he could better understand what was happening. (38) The Comm ssion
does not tell us if they found this to be a satisfactory answer. It also
does not tell us whether anyone asked the president whether it occurred
to himthat by staying at the school, he was making all the students and
teachers potential targets of a terrorist attack. It does not tell us if
anyone suggested to the president that, under the circunstances, a
little lack of cal mm ght have been appropriate. In any case, as the
Conmi ssion surely knew, it is the Secret Service that nakes the
decisions in situations like this. In his interview on Meet the Press,

Vi ce President Cheney said that "under [such] circunstances, [Secret
Servi ce agents] just nove. They don't say "sir' or ask politely. They
[simply say] "we have to |eave imediately,' and [grab you]."S The
Secret Service agents grabbed Cheney, he said, and hustled himto
safety. But the Secret Service agents with President Bush sinply left
hi m where he was, in a conpletely exposed position, for half an hour.
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CHAPTER FOUR 43 The 9/ 11 Commi ssion should have had sonme pointed
guestions for the president's Secret Service detail, to which they
shoul d have demanded satisfactory answers. But here is the Commi ssion's
entire statenment about why the Secret Service did not whisk President
Bush to safety once it was clear the country was undergoing an attack by
terrorists using hijacked airplanes: The Secret Service told us they
were anxious to nove the President to a safer |ocation, but did not
think it inmperative for himto run out the door. (39) It evidently did
not occur to any of the Conm ssioners to point out that there would have
been an option sonmewhere between "run[ning] out the door" and remaining
at the school for another half hour. The agents could, for exanple, have
sinply wal ked out the door with the president, gotten into one of the
cars, and driven to an undiscl osed |ocation. But the Conm ssioners
appear to have accepted the Secret Service's totally unsatisfactory

expl anation. To accept that explanation would require us to believe that
these highly trained Secret Service agents were, |ike the president,
nore concerned about appearances than about the possibility that a

hi jacked airliner mght crash into the school, killing the president and
everyone el se, including thenselves. As far as we can tell, no one on
the Commission found this sense of priorities strange. The Kean-Zel i kow
Conmmi ssion's evident |lack of curiosity is suggested by the fact that its
"exacting investigative research" on this matter was evidently linmted
to an interview with one nenber of the Secret Service (463n204). The
fact that the president should have been regarded as in real danger is
suggested in the account provided of that norning by Richard d arke, who
was the National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism In his
2004 book, Against Al Enem es, Carke says that shortly after the onset
of the tel econference he was running fromthe Situation Roomin the

VWi te House, he and the others paused to listen to the president's
speech fromthe Sarasota school. During this pause, says O arke, Brian
Stafford, the Director of the Secret Service, pulled himaside and sai d:
"W gotta get himout of there to someplace safe... and secret," after
which Carke told his assistant to work with Stafford to "[f]igure out
where to nove the President." 6 Although this account suggests sone
|ater sensitivity to criticism it
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all eviate the problem Wy did Stafford, whose main job is to protect
the president, think of this only after Bush had already been at this
publicly announced place for 30 mnutes since the tinme that it was clear
that terrorists were using hijacked airplanes to strike val uabl e
targets? Assuming that Stafford did not know who was orchestrating the
attacks, he would have had no i dea how many nore pl anes had been
hi j acked. Indeed, about 10 minutes earlier, according to Clarke's
narrative, Stafford would have heard Jane Garvey, the head of the FAA
report that as many as 11 planes may have been hijacked.? That certainly
shoul d have gotten his attention. But he obviously did not call the |ead
Secret Service agent in Sarasota and order himto nove the president
i mediately. Did he think it was nore inportant to I et the president
give his televised speech than it was to make sure the president, his
traveling party, and everyone else at the school were not killed by
anot her hijacked airliner? W mght think that the 9/11 Conmi ssi on,
which was surely famliar with darke's book, would have queried
Stafford about O arke's report about this matter. But there is no sign
that it did. WHY WAS Al R COVER NOT ORDERED? The Conmi ssion al so
apparently found no reason to press the Secret Service with regard to
anot her decision that-unless it was based on foreknow edge that the
president would not be a target of a hijacked airplane-involved gross
i nconpetence. This is the fact that neither during the remaining tine at
the school, nor during the 10-m nute notorcade to the airport, did the
Secret Service agents call for fighter jets to protect the notorcade and
then Air Force One. Wen the president's plane took off at about 9:54,
therefore, it did so without any air cover.' A hijacked airplane under
the control of terrorists could have sinply rammed into the president's
plane as it was taking off. The Commi ssioners were, in fact, aware that
there shoul d have been fear that Air Force One would be attacked. They
reveal this awareness in their statenment that "Air Force One departed at
about 9:54 without any fixed destination. The objective was to get up in
the air-as fast and as high as possible-and then deci de where to go"
(39). But the Comnmi ssioners, as far as we can tell, did not ask the
Secret Service why they did not call for air cover, rather than sinply
having the pilot try to outrun any potential terrorists.
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air traffic.l1e fact that air cover should have been ordered is al so
shown by the fact that it belatedly was. Just before 10:00, the 9/11
Commi ssion itself reports, "The Wiite House requested . . . fighter
escorts for Air Force One" (38). According to Richard Clarke, this
request was made after Secret Service Director Brian Stafford, in the
sane conversation nmentioned above, asked C arke: "When Air Force One
takes off, can it have fighter escorts?" 11 It is doubly difficult to
believe that this report reflects historical reality. In the first

pl ace, the Director of Secret Service surely did not need to nmake this
request to Richard C arke. The head of the Secret Service, having the
primary responsibility to protect the president, can surely order
fighter cover for Air Force One directly. (Indeed, the Comi ssion
reports that the Secret Service ordered planes scranbled from Andrews
later that norning [44].) The second problemw th this report is that
Stafford does not get around to making this "request” until after 9:30,
al though the president's plane was scheduled to |ift off about 20
mnutes |ater. So, although O arke says that he was anazed at how

qgui ckly the perm ssion was given after he relayed it to Vice President
Cheney, it was not until Air Force One was about to take off that d arke
was reportedly able to relay the request to the Pentagon.12 It is not
clear, furthernore, that the request was actually nade at that tine,
because Cheney later reported that the fighter escort did not arrive
until after 11:1013-
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fits with the fact that as late as 10:55, the pilot of Air Force One had
felt the need to take defensive action. However, even if things did not
actually develop in the way C arke said, the very fact that he put in
this conversation shows that there was sensitivity on sonmeone's part to
the fact that air cover should have been provided. The fact that d arke
drew attention to this problem nakes the failure of the Kean-Zelikow
Comm ssion to press the point all the nmore significant. | GNORING THE
MORE SERI QUS CHARCGE The Conmission's treatment of this issue-of why
there was evidently no concern by anyone in the president's party that
he woul d be a target of a terrorist attack-is conpletely unsatisfactory.
It certainly should have been a burning question in the minds of the
Commi ssioners. If the terrorist attacks were a conplete surprise, as
their report presupposes, then no one at the school that day woul d have
known how many airpl anes had been hijacked. "No one in the traveling
party,” we are told, "had any information during this time that other
aircraft were hijacked or mssing" (39). Assuming the truth of that
statenent, it would have been equally true that no one in this traveling
party had information that other aircraft had not been hijacked, and the
Secret Service is surely trained to act in terns of the worst-case
scenario. If a terrorist attack on the nation was underway, the
president and his Secret Service agents would have had to suppose that
he m ght have been one of the prine targets. The Kean-Zel i kow Report
tells us that we were attacked by an eneny that hates Anerica (xvi).

What greater success could America-hating terrorists have than to kil
the Anerican president? And yet for al nost an hour there was no sign
that those in charge were worried about this possibility. This fact has
been used by some critics to suggest that they were not worried because
they knew the targets and knew that the presidential party was not anong
them The Commi ssion responded to this charge in its usual way-by sinply
ignoring it. The Conmm ssion did, by contrast, seek to answer the nost
publici zed charge agai nst the president's behavi or that day-the charge
that he stayed away from Washi ngton for so | ong because he was afraid.
The Commi ssion repeatedly lets us know that this charge was unfair.
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CHAPTER FOUR 47 "The only decision nmade [by the presidential party]
during [the period between 9:15 and 9:30]," we are told, "was to return
to Washington" (39). But during the notorcade to the airport, the
presidential party |earned about the attack on the Pentagon, and this

|l ed the decision to be reversed, in spite of the president's wishes to
the contrary: The [l ead] Secret Service agent felt strongly that the
situation in Washi ngton was too unstable for the President to return
there, and [Andrew] Card agreed. The President strongly wanted to return
to Washington and only grudgingly agreed to go el sewhere. The issue was
still undecided when the President conferred with the Vice President at
about the tine Air Force One was taking off. The Vice President recalled
the Vice President at about the time Air Force One was taking off. The
Vice President recalled urging the President not to return to

Washi ngton. (39) The note to this discussion, furthernore, provides
"addi ti onal sources on the President's desire to return” (463n207). The
Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on, accordingly, certainly did not consider it
beyond its assigned task to defend the president against the charge that
he stayed away from Washi ngton nost of the day because he feared for his
own safety. This defense, however, nakes it even nore puzzling that the
Commi ssion did not discuss the nuch nore serious charge-that the rea
probl emwas not that he appeared to be afraid |ater that day, but that
neither he nor anyone else in his traveling party seened to have any
fear earlier, when they should have been very afraid. THE DEN AL OF
PRESI DENTI AL PARTY KNOALEDGE The reason the apparent absence of fear is
inmportant is, of course, that it suggests that at |east sone nenbers of
the presidential party, especially the | ead Secret Service agent, knew
that they were in no danger. That would in turn suggest that they knew
what was going on. The 9/11 Conmi ssion obviously clains that no one in
the traveling party had advance know edge of the attacks. As we just

saw, however, the Conm ssion makes an even stronger denial of
presidential party know edge, saying: "No one in the traveling party had
any information during this time that other aircraft were hijacked or

m ssing” (39). This claimis essential. Wthout it, the decision by the
president to continue with the reading | esson and the decision of the
Secret Service to remain at the school could not have been rationalized.
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by Carke's statenment that he had an open line with Captain Deborah
Lower, the director of the White House Situati on Room who was traveling
with the president. 16 The Commission's claimthat the presidential
party had no knowl edge about other hijackings is, therefore, al nopst
certainly false. And this conclusion neans that there is no publicly
acceptable justification for the Comm ssion's apparent acceptance of the
Secret Service's explanation for not rushing the president to safety. If
t he Secret Service knew that Flight 77 and ten other planes were thought
by the FAA to be hijacked, its only possible justification for not
rushing the president to safety would have been: "W knew that the
president was not in danger." But that, of course, could not be said.
The failure of the Kean-Zelikow Comr ssion to point out this dilemua
provi des one of many clues that it was dedicated to sonething other than
revealing the truth about 9/11
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CHAPTER FI VE Advance | nformati on about the Attacks The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion's
treatnent of the question of advance information about the attacks is

m xed. On the one hand, the Conmi ssion reports sone facts that cast
doubt on the Bush adm nistration's claimthat the 9/11 attacks were a
conpl ete surprise. The Comm ssion uses a statenent from Cl A Director
Ceorge Tenet, "the systemwas blinking red" (259), as the title for the
chapter. It reports that the ClA had intercepted al - Qaeda nessages
predicting a "spectacular" attack in the near future. The Comm ssion

al so printed- supposedly in its entirety-the fanmous Presidential Daily
Brief of August 6, 2001, which contained a nmeno fromthe CIA entitled
"Bin Ladin Determined to Strike in US"' -which, as everyone who was
payi ng attenti on knows, the administration released only after pressure
was exerted by the Conmi ssion. This nenp, we can see, spoke of activity
"consistent with preparations for hijackings or other types of attacks"
and of a report that "a group of Bin Ladin supporters was in the US

pl anni ng attacks wi th expl osives" (262). By printing this meno, the
Commi ssion, without directly criticizing the president, showed the
falsity of his assertion that the briefing he received on August 6 was
purely "historical in nature" (260). On the other hand, the Comm ssion
general ly accepted the official explanation as to why the plot for the
attacks was not uncovered in advance. THE "LOOKI NG OVERSEAS' DEFENSE The
Conmmi ssion by and | arge accepted the word of intelligence officials that
they were primarily expecting attacks "overseas" (263). To expl ai n why
no one was apparently expecting the kind of attack that occurred,
furthernore, the Conm ssion devel oped a very fine distinction: The
Septenber 11 attacks fell into the void between the foreign and donmestic
threats. The foreign intelligence agencies were watching overseas, alert
to foreign threats to US interests there. The donmestic 4')
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waiting for evidence of a donestic threat from sl eeper cells within the
United States. No one was | ooking for a foreign the United States. No
one was looking for a foreign threat to donestic targets. The threat
that was com ng was not from sl eeper cells. It was foreign-but from
foreigners who had infiltrated into the United States. (263) The
Comm ssi on does not explain, however, the distinction between foreigners
who are nenbers of sleeper cells and foreigners who have infiltrated
into the United States. And it certainly does not explain what
difference this distinction mght have made. Are we supposed to believe
that an FBlI agent, for exanple, would say, "lI'mnot going to investigate
t he suspicious activities of these foreigners who have infiltrated into
the United States, because ny task is limted to investigating sl eeper
cells"? In any case, the npbst serious issue is how the Kean-Zelikow
Commi ssion could, in spite of the August 6 nmeno and ot her infornation
pointing to the likelihood of al-Qaeda attacks in the United States
i nvol ving hijackings and expl osives, claimto believe that US
intelligence agencies were expecting attacks only overseas. They coul d
do this only by ignoring, or dismissing, some other advance warni ngs of
the attacks of 9/11, sonme of which were quite specific. THE WARNI NG TO
ATTORNEY GENERAL ASHCROFT Attorney General John Ashcroft, on the basis
of a threat assessnent he had received fromthe FBI, reportedly decided
sone tine before 9/11 to quit flying commercial airplanes. This story
recei ved consi derable attention. "The FBI obviously knew sonet hi ng was
in the wind," conplained the San Francisco Chronicle. "The FBI did
advi se Ashcroft to stay off commercial aircraft. The rest of us just had
to take our chances." CBS' s Dan Rather asked, "Wy wasn't [this warning]
shared with the public at large?"2 This is surely a question that many
Anmeri cans wanted answered. A reporter for the Associated Press, however,
said that when Ashcroft was asked about this, he wal ked out of his
office rather than answer.3 But finally, with the report of the 9/11
Comm ssion, we would surely find out what Ashcroft had to say about
this, because the Conmi ssion, having subpoena power, could force himto
submt to its questions. The issue was clearly of great inportance
because nedi a reports suggested, as the Chronicle pointed out, that the
FBI evidently had nore specific information about upcomnming attacks in
the United States, involving
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CHAPTER FI VE 51 commercial airliners, than it had let on. Yet if readers
| ook up all 26 references to Ashcroft in the Conmm ssion report, 4 they
will find nothing about this matter.5 ASHCROFT AND DAVI D SCHI PPERS Thi s
is, noreover, not the only om ssion about reports suggesting that the
FBI had rather specific advance information about the attacks. Two days
after 9/11, Attorney David Schippers publicly declared that over six
weeks prior to 9/11, he tried to warn Attorney General Ashcroft about
the attacks, but that Ashcroft would not return his callS. 6 One m ght
suspect, of course, that the Attorney General's office was receiving all
sorts of crank calls and that people in the office ignored the calls
from Schi ppers because they assuned that it was one nore of these. David
Schi ppers, however, had been the Chief Investigative Counsel for the US
House of Representatives' Judiciary Conmittee in 1998 and its chief
prosecutor for the inpeachnent of President Cinton in 1999. He should
have, accordingly, been both well known and well respected in Republican
circles. W would assune, then, that the Conm ssion would have asked
Ashcroft about the clainms publicly nade by Schippers. Did Ashcroft know
about his calls? If so, why did he not return then? But we find no sign
in the Commi ssion's report that these questions were asked. W woul d

al so assune that the Conmm ssion would have interviewed Schippers, to get
the story directly fromhim The Conmm ssion surely would have been
interested to get Schippers' testinony under oath about the apparently
hi ghly specific advance know edge FBI agents had reportedly given him
When one does a search for the name of David Schippers in The 9/11

Commi ssion Report, however, one finds not a single reference.
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AGENTS W woul d al so assune that the Conm ssion would have been nost
anxious to identify and interview under oath, perhaps with lie
detectors, the FBI agents who, according to Schippers, had contacted
him This should have been even nore the case because Schi ppers' clains
were confirmed by a story in a conservative magazi ne, The New Anerican
According to this story, three FBlI agents, interviewed by the author
said "that the information provided to Schippers was w dely known w thin
t he Bureau before Septenber 11th." One of themreportedly said that sone
of the FBI field agents-who were sonme of the "nobst experienced
guys"-"predi cted, alnost precisely, what happened on Septenber 11th."
This agent also reportedly said that it was widely known "all over the
Bur eau, how these [warnings] were ignored by Washington." 7
"Washi ngton, " of course, neant FBlI headquarters, where Thomas Pi ckard
was the Acting Director and Dal e Watson the head of counterterrorism
Watson told the Conmission that "he felt deeply that sonething was going
to happen" but that "the threat infornmation was " nebul ous"' (265).

Whul dn't the Conm ssion have wanted to confront Pickard and Watson with
the far-from nebul ous clains of these FBI field agents? When we check
all the places in the Comrission's report in which Pickard and Wat son
are mentioned, however, we find no indication that they were asked about
these reports. W also find no discussion of any interviews with these
FBI field agents. The Kean-Zeli kow Comm ssi on concl udes that the
terrorists succeeded by "exploit[ing] deep institutional failings within
our government" (265). This conclusion points ahead to the Conm ssion's
reconmendati ons, in which they propose sonme sweeping institutional
changes. But the evidence ignored here by the Conm ssion is evidence of
failures due not to structural flaws but to the actions-and

nonacti ons-of particular individuals: John Ashcroft, Thomas Pickard, and
Dal e Watson. PUTTI NG DOAN THE PUT OPTI ONS Al t hough the Conmmi ssion in
general sinply ignored all reports suggesting that quite specific
advance informati on about the attacks was available, there is one

i mportant exception. The Conmi ssion does nention that shortly before

9/ 11, the option market wi tnessed some highly suspicious purchases of
"put options," which are bets that the price



Page 53

CHAPTER FI VE 53 of the stock in question is going to plumret. An
extrenely high volune of these put options was purchased for the stock
of Morgan Stanl ey Dean Wtter, which occupied 22 floors of the Wrld
Trade Center, and for the two airlines-United and Anerican-that were
used in the attacks. Estinmates of the profits after 9/11 have ranged
from1l0 mllion to 15 billion dollars.8 This volune of purchases "raises
suspi cions that the investors," said the San Francisco Chronicle, "had
advance know edge of the strikes." The basis for this suspicion has in
t he neantine been studied by Alen Poteshman, a professor of finance at
the University of Illinois, in an article entitled "Unusual Option

Mar ket Activity and the'lerrorist Attacks of Septenber 1 1, 2001."
Starting fromthe fact that it has been widely said that the activity
was such as to indicate foreknow edge of the attacks, Poteshman points
out that an informed judgnent about this matter cannot be made "in the
absence of systematic information about the characteristics of option
mar ket activity." One needs, in other words, benchmark information in
terns of which to evaluate the seem ngly unusual purchases of put
options in the days before 9/ 1 1. Poteshman first provides this
benchrmark information, then exam nes the activity related to Anmerican
and United Airlines in the period between the 5th and | O h of

Sept enber, 2001. Using an anal ysis based on "abnornal |ong put vol une,"”
which would reflect "the nost straightforward way for terrorists or
their associates to have profited from foreknow edge of the attacks," he
says that this analysis "does provide evidence that is consistent with
the terrorists or their associates having traded ahead of the Septenber
| 1 attacks."10 Another dinmension to this story is that investigators
found that Deutsche Bank, through which many of the put options on
United Airlines were purchased, had been headed until 1998 by A B
"Buzzy" Krongard. This was a source of great potential enbarrassnent
because Krongard, after leaving this position, went to work for the Cl A
In March 2001, in fact, President Bush made himthe ClI A's executive
director. A possible inplication, of course, is that Krongard's
connection to both Deutsche Bank and the CIA might point to the |argest
and nost mal evol ent case of insider trading in history.'" | For our
present purposes, in any case, an even nore inportant inplication is
that intelligence agencies, which nmonitor such trades, 12 woul d have had
good reason to believe that in the near future, Anmerican
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ai rpl anes were going to be used in attacks on the Wrld Trade Center.
The intelligence agencies, therefore, would have had highly specific
advance i nformati on about the attacks. The Commi ssion responded to this
report, but did so only in an endnote. The nore inportant fact about the
Commi ssion's response, however, is howit dealt with the problem
Stating its conclusion in advance, it says: "Some unusual trading did in
fact occur, but each such trade proved to have an i nnocuous

expl anation."” The Comm ssion's prine exanple involved United Airlines.
The surge in the volunme of put options on this stock on Septenber 6, the
Comm ssi on says, was "highly suspicious trading on its face." However,
the Commi ssion adds, "Further investigation has revealed that the
tradi ng had no connection with 9/1 L" What was the Conm ssion's basis
for this conclusion? It was, in the first place, the discovery that "[a]
single U S.-based institutional investor with no conceivable ties to al
Qaeda purchased 95 percent of the UAL puts" (499n 130). The inplicit

syl | ogi sm behind this conclusion seens to run thus: 1. The attacks of

9/ 11 were planned and executed solely by al-Qaeda. 2. No other person or
agency had any role in, or even advance know edge of, the attacks. 3.
The purchaser of the put options on United Airlines stock had no
connection with al-Qaeda. 4. Therefore the purchaser could not have had
any advance know edge of the attacks. W have here a perfect exanple of
the way the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion's work was entirely under the
control of its unquestioned assunption-that the attacks were
mast er m nded and executed solely by al-Qaeda, with no help from US
officials or anyone else. Accordingly, if purchasers did not get advance
i nformati on about the attacks directly fromal -Qaeda, they did not get
advance information, period. W could perhaps accept this |logic as
satisfactory if the Comm ssion had proved to us that (1) al-Qaeda was

i ndeed the sole actor behind the attacks of 9/11 and that (2) no other
groups or individuals knew of their plans. But the Conm ssion, rather

t han providing any evidence for this hypothesis, sinply assunes its
truth. This assunption is, in fact, treated as so unquestionable that it
can even be used to bl ock possible lines of research that m ght have
refuted it.
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CHAPTER FI VE 55 That is, |let us assune that one of the staff nenbers
suggested that they should find out if the purchaser of the United
Airlines put options obtained informati on about the attacks from sonmeone
in the Saudi, Pakistani, or US intelligence agencies, soneone at United
Airlines, or someone connected with the Wirld Trade Center. G ven the
Commi ssion's unquestionabl e assunption, that |line of research would have
been dism ssed as a waste of tinme. The Comm ssion, in any case,
fortifies its case with a second reason to support its conclusion that

t hi s purchase was i nnocuous. Besides having no conceivable ties to

al -Qaeda, we are told, this institutional investor purchased the United
Airlines put options on Septenber 6 "as part of a trading strategy that
al so included buying 115,000 shares of American on Septenber 10" (499n
130). The inplicit argunent here is that on the basis of inside

i nformation, this purchaser woul d not have bought shares (instead of put
options) in American. But that does not follow for nore than one
possi bl e reason. First, it is possible that this agency had information
only that an incident was about to happen that woul d cause United stock
to plumet. If so, buying American shares ni ght have seened anot her good
way to nmake noney. Second, we are not told how the profits and | osses in
the two transactions conpared. We are not informed, in other words,

whet her the |l osses this investor suffered from purchasing American
shares cane anywhere close to balancing out the profits nade off the
United put options. Wthout this know edge, we m ght suspect that the
purchase of the Anmerican shares was actually a clever way to provide the
basis for precisely the type of defense the Comm ssion i s now giVving.
Besides its faulty logic, this second argunment is problematic in another
way. It does not tell us who this "institutional investor” was. If the
entire transacti on was i nnocuous, why not tell us who made it? For one
thing, if the Conm ssion is confident of its position, it would
presumabl y be happy to have i ndependent investigators confirmthe truth
of its claims. In this way, this part of the allegations about advance
know edge could finally be dism ssed. But because the Comm ssion chose
not to reveal the nanme of this investor-or any of the others-its
treatnent here, far fromquelling the suspicions, will likely increase
them The Commi ssion then gives a third argunment in support of its
conclusion that all these purchases were innocuous, which is that
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seeningly suspicious trading in Arerican on Septenber 10 was traced to a
specific U S. -based options trading newsletter, faxed to its subscribers
on Sunday, Septenber 9, which reconmended these trades. (499n 130) There
are several problenms here. First, the fact that someone put this
recomrendation in a trading newsletter would not prove that it was not
based on inside informati on. Second, we are given no idea how much is
"much," so we are left in the dark about the other (perhaps 65 percent?)
of the Anmerican put option purchases. Third, we are not given the nane
of this newsletter so that we can check out the information for
ourselves. In any case, the Comission then, on the basis of these
exanpl es, says: "These exanples typify the evidence exani ned by the
i nvestigation" (499n 130). This claimis doubly problematic. On the one
hand, even if we assune that the claimis true, it does not assure us
that all or even nost of the put option purchases were innocuous, due to
the various problens in these exanples, which we have just exam ned. On
the other hand, if we assune that the purchases that the Conm ssion
chose to use as exanples truly were innocuous, what basis do we have for
believing that they were truly typical? Only the word of the Conmi ssion.
That nmight be sufficient if the remainder of the Commission's report
gave us good reason to trust its word. But as we have seen, and will see
even nore clearly in subsequent chapters, the Conmission sinply has, to
put it mldly, not proved its trustworthiness. So whenever its argunent
for some claimfinally conmes down to "Trust us,” we have reason to be
suspicious of the claimin question. The Comr ssion, to be sure, rests
its case not sinmply on its owm word but on the investigations of two
federal agencies. It says: The SEC and the FBI, aided by other agencies
and the securities industry, devoted enornous resources to investigating
this issue, including securing the cooperation of many foreign
governments. These investigators have found that the apparently
suspi ci ous consistently proved innocuous. (499 n30) However, to support
this claimthe Comission sinply cites a nunber of interviews plus an
SEC meno and an FBI briefing. 13 As usual, these are references to which
we have no access. So we sinply have to take the word of the Comi ssion
about what the SEC and the FBI di scovered. The Conmi ssion should have
had t he SEC studi es rel eased, so that they could
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CHAPTER FI VE 57 have been widely exam ned. Reports el sewhere in the
present book- especially in Chapter 8 and the Concl usion but also here
and there throughout-provide anple reason to be extrenely suspicious of
the FBI with regard to anything having to do with 9/11. So even if the
Commi ssion is reporting faithfully what it was told by the FBI, we have
little basis for trusting the content of the report. The Comr ssion's
extrenely brief treatnment of this huge problemis even nore problematic
because of other reports it does not even nention. For exanple, although
t he suspici ons about A B. "Buzzy" Krongard, mentioned above, are very
wel | known, the Commi ssion fails to report whether it investigated his
role in the purchases. Also, although Dr. Philip Zelikowis part of the
academic world, his staff's note fails to cite any academ ¢ studi es of
the issue, such as Allen Poteshman's, cited above. Because of all these
probl ems, the 9/11 Commi ssion cannot be said to have put down the

al l egations that the unusual put option purchases prior to 9/ 11

i nvol ved insider trading. MAYOR WLLIE BROAN AND PENTAGON OFFI Cl ALS
There were still other stories suggesting that sone people had advance
know edge. One of these was the report that eight hours prior to the
attacks, San Francisco Mayor WIllie Brown, who was planning to fly to
New York, received a warning fromairport security personnel advising
himto be cautious in traveling.14 Whatever the truth about this story
is, it has been widely reported, so the Conmi ssion should have | ooked
into it and provided the results of its investigation. But the

Commi ssion's report contains no reference to WIllie Brown. Another

i nci dent suggesting foreknow edge is al so wi dely known because it was
reported by Newsweek two weeks after the attacks. On Septenber 10,
according to this report, "a group of top Pentagon officials suddenly
cancel ed travel plans for the next norning, apparently because of
security concerns."15 | could find no evidence in the report that the
9/ 11 Conmi ssion had investigated this story. THE SEPTEMBER 10TH

| NTERCEPT FROM KSM TO MOHAMED ATTA The stories suggesting that both
WIllie Brown and sone Pentagon officials received warni ngs on Septenber
10 are especially interesting in
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this intercept had not been translated until after 9/11. However,

al t hough t he Kean- Zel i kow Report contains 272 paragraphs with references
to KSM not one of themnentions this crucial intercept.19 As this
chapt er has shown, the Kean-Zelikow Commi ssion has supported the
contention by the Bush adm nistration and its intelligence agencies that
they had no specific warnings about the attacks of 9/11. But it appears
to have provided this support by sinply ignoring all evidence to the
contrary or dismssing any such evidence on the basis of the
Conmi ssi on' s unquesti oned and unquestionabl e assunption, thereby begging
t he questi on.
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CHAPTER SI X CGsama, the bin Ladens, and the Saudi Royal Fanily Sone of

t he doubts that have been raised about the official account of 9/11

i nvolve the possibility of hidden connections and special arrangenents
bet ween the Bush adm ni stration, the Saudi royal famly, and the bin
Laden fam | y-including Gsama bin Laden (OBL) hinself. Sonme (but not all)
of these doubts have beconme w dely known through the publication of the
af orenenti oned book by Craig Unger, House of Bush, House of Saud, and

M chael Moore's novie Fahrenheit 9/11, which popul arized sonme of Unger's
claims. One question about The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report that should be of
interest to a |large nunber of people, therefore, is the Comm ssion's
findi ngs about these allegations. THE HUNT FOR OSAVA BI N LADEN One of

t hese doubts about the official account is based on stories that appear
to conflict with Anerica's "Hunt for bin Laden.” One such story was
about events said to have occurred in July 2001. At that tinme, OBL was
already Anerica's "nost wanted" crinmnal, with a $5 mllion bounty on
his head. And yet Richard Labeviere, a highly respected investigative
reporter fromSwitzerland, |ater provided evidence that OBL had spent
two weeks in the Anerican Hospital in Dubai (in the United Arab
Emirates). This story, mainly unreported in the US press, was supported
by several European news agencies. Wiile at the hospital, OBL was
reportedly treated by an Anerican surgeon, Dr. Terry Call away, and
visited by the local ClA agent, Larry Mtchell. Not surprisingly, this
claimwas denied by the CIA the hospital, and OBL hinself. But the

Eur opean news agencies stood by their story, while Dr. Callaway sinply
refused to comment. | The 9/ 11 Conmmi ssion presunably could have cl eared
up this controversy by using its subpoena power to call Dr. Callaway to
testify under oath. But the Conmmi ssion's report gives no indication that
it did this. Indeed, a search of the report turns up no nention of
Cal | away, Labeviere, or Mtchell. 5")
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this story, which suggests that the US governnent was | ess anxious to
capture OBL prior to 9/11 than it said, there are also stories
suggesting sonmething simlar even after 9/11, in spite of the fact that
Presi dent Bush had fanously spoken of wanting OBL "dead or alive." As |
pointed out in The New Pearl Harbor, there were several articles in
mai nstream sources, including Newsweek, suggesting that the US nmilitary
et OBL and his al -Qaeda forces escape on four occasions, ultimtely
fromthe Tora Bora Muntains. CGeneral Richard Myers, furthernore, said
that "the goal has never been to get bin Laden."2 One Anerican officia
even reportedly warned of "a premature coll apse of the international
effort if by some |ucky chance bin Laden was captured."3 These actions
and statenments have |l ed sonme critics to suspect that the US mlitary
deliberately allowed OBL and his al -Qaeda cohorts to escape, so that
"the hunt for bin Laden and al - Qaeda" could be used as a pretext to
achi eve other US goals. An article in the Telegraph, in fact, said: "In
retrospect, and with the benefit of dozens of accounts fromthe
partici pants, the battle for Tora Bora | ooks nore |ike a grand
charade. "4 The 9/11 Comnm ssion night have perforned a val uabl e service
by asking General Myers and other mlitary | eaders about these reports
and statenments, then informng the rest of us of their explanations. But
there is no nmention of any of this in the Kean-Zelikow Report. GOSAMA,
THE BI N LADEN FAM LY, AND THE SAUDI GOVERNVENT Anot her topic not
di scussed is whether the official portrait of OBL as the di sowned "bl ack
sheep” of the bin Laden famly is correct. According to Labeviere, while
OBL was in the hospital in Dubai, he also received visits "from many
menbers of his famly as well as proninent Saudis and Enirates."5 The
i dea that OBL had not really been rejected and di sowned is al so
supported by other evidence. Unger, for exanple, reports that "[d]uring
the sumer of 2001, just a few nonths before 9/11, several of the bin
Ladens attended the weddi ng of OGsana's son in Afghani stan, where Osanma
hi msel f was present."” 6 But the 9/11 Conm ssion does not discuss any of
these reports. A related question involves OBL's relationship to the
Saudi governnent. The official story is that all positive ties were
severed nmany years before 9/11. According to Prince Faisal bin Sal man,
"Qsanma bin
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ki cked out of the country 10 years ago. His citizenship was revoked." 7
But one of nmany reports in apparent tension with this story is
Labeviere's, which said that OBL's visitors at the Dubai hospital

i ncl uded the head of Saudi intelligence, which would have been Prince
Turki (to be discussed below).' Again, the 9/11 Conm ssion m ght have
been able to get information about this by forcing Dr. Callaway to
testify, but clearing up this issue was evidently not a priority. SAUD
ADVANCE KNOALEDGE OF ATTACKS ON AMERI CA? Anot her rel ated-even nore

expl osi ve-question is whether there was any rel ati onship between the
Saudi royal family and 9/11. A story suggesting that there was has been
publ i shed by Geral d Posner.9 Posner's story is about the interrogation
of a major al-Qaeda operative, Abu Zubaydah, who was captured in March
2002. | will here sunmarize Posner's account of what happened next, only
asking |l ater whether we should accept this account. Posner says that
Zubaydah was being interrogated by two Arab- American agents who were
pretending to be, like hinself, from Saudi Arabia. Believing he was
talking with fell ow Saudi s, Posner says, Zubaydah told themthat he had
been worki ng on behal f of senior Saudi officials. Then Zubaydah,
encouraging his interrogators to confirmhis claim gave them from
menory the tel ephone nunbers of one of King Fahd's nephews, Prince Ahned
bin Sal man (founder of the Thoroughbred Corporation, which owned Point
G ven, the 2001 Horse of the Year, and War Enblem the wi nner of the
Kentucky Derby and the Preakness in 2002). Prince Ahned, Zubaydah said,
served as an internedi ary between al -Qaeda and the Saudis. The prince,
Zubaydah assured his interrogators, would confirmhis statenments. These
interrogators, however, replied that even if that was true, 9/11 would
have surely changed everything, so that Prince Ahned would no | onger be
supportive of al-Qaeda. But Zubaydah replied that nothing woul d have
changed, because Prince Ahnmed had known in advance that Anerica would be
attacked on 9/11. To be precise, Prince Ahned, according to Zubaydah
"knew beforehand that an attack was schedul ed for Anerican soil for that
day" but "didn't know what it would be."10 Posner al so says that
Zubaydah, seeking to give nore support for his
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fromnenory the phone nunbers of two other relatives of King Fahd's:
Prince Sultan bin Faisal and Prince Fahd bin Turki. Zubaydah said that
they, also serving as internediari es between the Saudi governnent and
al - Qaeda, could likewi se confirmhis clains.” Posner says that his
confidence in the truth of this account is strengthened by three facts.
First, the story was provided to himseparately by two informants within
the US governnent. Second, another source confirmed that the
interrogation techni ques were accurately described. 12 Third, and nost
i mportant, not long after CIA officials told their counterparts in Saudi
Arabi a about Zubaydah's clains, evidently in May of that sane year
(2002), all three of the naned Saudis died within an ei ght-day period
near the end of July, with the reported cause of death being surprising
in each case: Prince Ahned reportedly died of a heart attack in his
sl eep, although he was only 41; Prince Sultan reportedly died on the way
to Ahned's funeral in a single-car accident; and Prince Fahd, who was
21, reportedly died of thirst in the desert.' 3 Additional reason to
accept the truth of Posner's account is provided by an additional
surprising devel opnent involving Prince Ahnmed. This additional
devel opnent has been reported not by Posner but by Craig Unger, who
rel ates and accepts Posner's account of Zubaydah's testinmony to the
pseudo- Saudi interrogators. 14 Wat happened was that a nmonth and a half
before the death of Prince Ahnmed on July 22, he failed to show up for
t he Bel nont Stakes, although he had earlier indicated that virtually
not hing was nore inportant to himthan winning this race. H s horse
Point G ven had cone in fifth in the Kentucky Derby in 2001, |eaving the
prince devastated (although this horse did win the two other |egs of
racing's Triple Crown that year, the Preakness and the Bel nont Stakes).
In April 2002, Prince Ahned saw another way to realize his dream Having
wat ched War Enblemw n the Illinois Derby by six |engths, he used his
enornous wealth to buy this horse "for an astonishing $910, 000, "15 being
convinced that it could win the Kentucky Derby. And on May 7, it did,
maki ng Ahmed proud, he said, "to be the first Arab to win the Kentucky
Derby." Then two weeks |ater, War Enbl em won the Preakness Stakes. Ahned
was thereby only one leg away frombeing the first Triple Crown w nner
since 1977. Wen a reporter asked the prince how badly he wanted to win
it, he replied: "As badly as | want ny son and daughter to get
married.... To win the Triple Crown would really knock ne out. "16
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agents had inforned their counterparts in Saudi intelligence about
Zubaydah's cl ai ns- Ahned did not even show up for the Bel nont Stakes,
citing "famly obligations.” 17 And on July 22, he was dead. The
official explanation-that his heart attack at such a young age could be
explained by his lifestyle and genetic inheritances-would surely be nore
believable if the two other men named by Zubaydah had not died, also
under nysterious circunstances, imrediately thereafter. Posner's report
shoul d certainly be disturbing to all those who accept the officia
account of 9/11, especially the 9/11 Conmi ssioners, whose assignment it
was to find out all the "facts and circunstances” surrounding 9/11. |f
some nenbers of the Saudi royal family knew about the 9/11 attacks in
advance, that would certainly be an inportant part of these facts and

ci rcunst ances. The Conm ssioners, noreover, should have had no a priori
reason to distrust Posner, because he on nost issues supports the
official view, including the Conm ssion's view that the attacks were
abl e to succeed because of various kinds of breakdowns and bureaucratic
i npedi nents, especially the failures of agencies to share information.'"
And yet the Conmmi ssion does not even nention Posner's book. Nor does the
Commi ssion otherwi se mention the clains reportedly made by Abu Zubaydah.
This omission is certainly not because of any unfamliarity with
Zubaydah. He is one of the mmjor characters in the Commi ssion's
narrative, being nmentioned in 39 paragraphs. And yet not one of those
par agr aphs di scusses his reported claimthat at |east three nmenbers of
the Saudi royal famly had foreknow edge about the attacks of 9/11

(I ndeed, although Prince Ahned was one of the best-known Saudis in
Anerica, his nane is not to be found in the Conmm ssion's report.)

Per haps the Kean-Zeli kow Conmi ssion felt that even to report such clains
m ght be damaging to US-Saudi relations. But presumably the reason for
havi ng an i ndependent Conmmi ssion was so that it could discover and
report the relevant facts without regard to possible politica
consequences. As | have just indicated, my concern with Posner's story
is the fact that although it nmade clainms that, if true, were extrenely
germane to the work of the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion, the Conm ssion did not dea
with them even to refute them A secondary question, fromthe
perspective of the present book, is whether Posner's story is credible.
Al though this is a secondary matter, | will discuss it briefly, pointing
out that there are grounds for either view
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the story's truth could be based on one or nore of a nunber of reasons.
First, questions about Posner's schol arship and even honesty have been
raised in the past. Second, Posner's discussion of Zubaydah is the only
part of his book that is in conflict with the official conspiracy theory
about 9/11. Third, Posner in the past has supported the official view on
controversial stories, probably nost fanously-or notoriously-in his Case
Cl osed in which he supported the view that President Kennedy was
assassi nated by Lee Harvey Oswald working entirely al one.20 Taking into
account these considerations, sonme people may suspect that Posner is
part of a plot to prepare the Anerican public for a possible invasion of
Saudi Arabia at sone time in the future (in order to gain control of the
worl d's richest oil reserves). By addi ng Posner's Zubaydah story to the
claimthat 15 of the hijackers were Saudi nationals, the US government
could argue, if and when it becanme convenient, that it had | earned that
the attacks of 9/11 had been planned and funded by the Saudi governnent.
This scenario could be believed, furthernore, even apart from any doubts
about Posner's sincerity in telling his story about Zubaydah. That is
because all of Posner's information about Zubaydah, as he reports, cane
frominformants within the US government. One could suppose that the US
government, or at |east some faction within it, used Posner to spread
i nflammat ory di si nfornati on about the Saudi princes. On the other hand,
there is much to support Posner's account. First, it is a fact that the
three Saudi princes died shortly after Zubaydah was captured (and that,
as will be nentioned in Chapter 9, a Pakistani officer named by Zubaydah
also died in a surprising accident not long afterwards). Second, it is
also a fact that Prince Ahmed did not show up for the Belnont Stakes, in
spite of his great passion for winning the triple crowm (a fact that
Posner perhaps did not know). Third, Zubaydah's alleged account,
according to which the actual relationship of the Saudi royal famly to
al -Qaeda is very different fromwhat both the Saudi and the American
governments publicly claimit to be, is supported by further reports by
Crai g Unger, Josh Meyer, and Senator Bob Gaham discussed bel ow. O
course, fromthe perspective of those who believe that Posner's story is
part of a grand plan to prepare the American public for an invasion of
Saudi Arabia, the same could be true of these other stories, at |east
those reported by Meyer and Graham | nyself, in any case, have no
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CHAPTER SI X 65 basis for deternmining the truth of this matter-along with
many ot her matters related to 9/11. This is one reason that in the
present book, as in The New Pearl Harbor, | do not try to explain "what
really happened.” My focus is on problens in the official accounts. Just
as in the previous book |I concentrated on problens in the official
account of 9/ 11 itself, in the present book | focus on problens in the
9/11 Comm ssion's attenpt to defend that official account. One of these
problens is that even though Posner's story is nowin the public domain,
the Commission fails to nention it. THE QUESTI ON OF SAUDI FUNDI NG OF

AL- QAEDA Wi | e Zubaydah was maki ng his cl ai mabout having served as an

i nternmedi ary between al -Qaeda and the Saudis, Posner says, he al so
claimed that the Saudis regularly sent noney to al-Qaeda.21 The

Commi ssion fails to nention this reported claim |ndeed, the Conmi ssion
explicitly denies having found any evidence of Saudi funding. It was not
clear from Posner's account of Zubaydah's claim incidentally, whether
it referred to funding fromthe Saudi government as such or only from
menbers of the royal fanily as individuals. In either case, however, it
in mnd, how can we interpret the Conmm ssion's published statenent-"we
have found no evidence that the Saudi governnent as an institution or
senior Saudi officials individually funded the [al-Qaeda]

organi zation"-as anything other than a flat-out |ie? There is, noreover,
yet anot her dinension to the Commi ssion's cover-up of information about
Saudi financial support for al-Qaeda through Orar al -Bayoum .
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Finally, Gaham quotes a CI A nmeno from August 2002 calling himan
"agent" and speaking of "incontrovertible evidence that there is support
for these terrorists [al-Bayoum and Gsama Basnan, to be di scussed
below] w thin the Saudi governnment."29 In spite of all this evidence,
however, Grahamreports, the FBI closed its case on al-Bayoum , clainng
that he had only "briefly lent noney to two of the 19 hijackers" and
that all his assistance to themwas "in conpliance with the Miuslim
custom of being kind to strangers [rather] than out of some relationship
with Saudi Intelligence."30 G aham amazed by this conclusion, asked to
interview the FBI agents who made this report, but FBI Director Robert
Muel l er refused to allow this.31 Al though G ahamrealizes that this
refusal could sinply reflect the FBI's attenpt to avoid enbarrassnent,
he al so nuses about a "far nore damming possibility," nanely, "that

per haps the informant did know sonet hing about the plot that woul d be
even nore danaging were it revealed, and that this is what the FBI is
trying to conceal."32 Grahams criticismis, however, not finally
directed at the FBI but at the administration fromwhich it takes its
orders. During the course of his investigations, he found not only that
"the White House was directing the cover-up" but that it was doing so
"for reasons other than national security."33 H s evidence suggests in
particul ar, he says, that the Wite House orchestrated the cover-up "to
protect not only the agencies that had failed but also Anerica's
relationship with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia."34 To see the ful
implications of Grahamis revelations for the 9/ 11 Conm ssion's report,
we need only to recall that the Conm ssion began with the information
that was in the final report of the joint Inquiry. W need not wonder,
therefore, whether the 9/11 Conmission's staff perhaps failed to conme
across the matters contained in Gahams book. The 9/ 11 Conm ssion had
this information in hand when it began its work. Wth this in mnd, how
can we interpret the Conmi ssion's published statenment-"we have found no
evi dence that the Saudi government as an institution or senior Saudi
officials individually funded the organi zation." Again, however, the
Conmmi ssion's task was to provide "the fullest possible account of the
events surrounding 9/11," not necessarily the account that would have
the best political consequences for Anerica's relationships with
oil-rich countries. Thanks to a story by josh Meyer of the Los Angel es
Times, furthernore, we have evidence frominside the Comm ssion itself
that its statenment about this issue was politically notivated. Myer's
story, titled "2 Allies Aided Bin Laden, Say Panel Menbers," was based
on interviews with "several senior nmenbers" of the 9/11 Comm ssion, only
one of whom Bob Kerrey, is named. The occasion for this story,
publ i shed June 20, 2004-about a nonth before the publication of The 9/11
Comm ssi on Report-was the appearance earlier that nonth of a report

i ssued by the 9/11 Conmmi ssion's staff during a hearing on the origins of
al -Qaeda and the 9/11 plot. This report alluded to the staff's

di scoveri es about the roles played by both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan in
the growh of al-Qaeda. In interviews, Myer reported, senior nenbers of
the Commission said that its investigation "had uncovered nore extensive



evi dence than the report suggested." It in particular had uncovered

evi dence that "Saudi Arabia provided funds and equi pnent to the Taliban
and probably directly to Bin Laden."22 The Comni ssion, in other words,
had di scovered evidence simlar to that found by Posner. But the

Commi ssion's first concern was evidently not to provide "the fullest
possi bl e account,” regardless of political consequences. "Now," wote
Meyer, "the bipartisan conmssion is westling wwth how to characterize
such politically sensitive information in its final report, and even
whether to include it."23 To see which concern-elimnating "politically
sensitive information” or providing "the fullest possible account"-won
out in the Conmmssion's "westling” with this issue, we need only to

| ook at the Conmission's statenment in its final report: "[We have found
no evi dence that the Saudi government as an institution or senior Saudi
officials individually funded the [al -Qaeda] organization"-as anything
other than a flat-out |lie? There is, noreover, yet another dinension to
the Commi ssion's cover-up of information about Saudi financial support
for al-Qaeda through Omar al - Bayoumi .
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CHAPTER SI X 67 the organi zation." |If Myer's story is accurate, it is
hard to characterize that statenent as anything other than a |ie. Wat
the Commi ssion might have truthfully said-given Meyer's use of the word
probably-is that "no concl usive proof” of such fundi ng had been found.
But the denial that any evi dence whatsoever had been found is surely
fal se. According to Senator Bob Graham noreover, to speak truthfully

t he Conmmi ssi on woul d have needed to tal k of conclusive proof. In his
recent book, Intelligence Matters, he reveals details about Saud
funding of al- Qaeda that he | earned as co-chair of the Joint Inquiry
into the 9/11 attacks carried out by the intelligence commttees of the
US Senate and House of Representatives. Al though the Inquiry's public
(uncl assified) report was published in July of 2003, nuch of the

mat eri al was bl acked out by the CIA the FBI, and the NSA with the

bl essing of the Wiite House. Graham s book deals with a 27-page section
of this blacked-out material that dealt with "the Saudi governnment and
t he assi stance that governnent gave to sone and possibly all of the
Septenber 11 terrorists."24 At the center of Grahanis narrative is Qmar
al - Bayoum , to whom | devoted nerely one paragraph in The New Pear]l
Harbor. The main facts of his case were the following: In 1999, while
living in San Di ego, he picked up two of the (alleged) hijackers-Nawaf
Al hazm and Khalid Al m hdhar-at the Los Angeles airport, set themup in
an apartnment near his place, and hel ped themlocate flight schools. He
was thought by an FBI infornmer to be a Saudi intelligence officer. After
9/11, he was arrested by agents in England, where he had noved two

mont hs earlier; but the FBI, saying that it believed his story that he
had net Al hazm and Al m hdhar by chance, had hi mrel eased. 25 G aham
fills in many details not provided in earlier reports about al-Bayoum .
Besi des showi ng that al-Bayoum's neeting with the two al - Qaeda
operatives did not occur by chance, Graham points out that just before
pi cking themup, he net with a man at the Saudi consulate in Los Angel es
suspected of terrorist connections.26 G aham al so reveals that not only
did al -Bayoum have a "ghost job"-neaning he did no work-for which he
was paid, at the insistence of the Saudi governnent, over $3,000 a
nont h, but al so that these paynents went up to $6,500 a nonth while

Al haznmi and Al mi hdhar were with him 27 Furthernore, G aham points out
that al -Bayoum , besides nmaking an extraordi nary number of calls to
Saudi officials, also had the contact nunber for soneone in the Saudi
enbassy in his possession when he was arrested in



Page 68

THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS Engl and. 28
Finally, Gaham quotes a CI A nmeno from August 2002 calling himan
"agent" and speaking of "incontrovertible evidence that there is support
for these terrorists [al-Bayoum and Gsama Basnan, to be di scussed
below] w thin the Saudi governnment."29 In spite of all this evidence,
however, Grahamreports, the FBI closed its case on al-Bayoum , clainng
that he had only "briefly lent noney to two of the 19 hijackers" and
that all his assistance to themwas "in conpliance with the Miuslim
custom of being kind to strangers [rather] than out of some relationship
with Saudi Intelligence."30 G aham amazed by this conclusion, asked to
interview the FBI agents who made this report, but FBI Director Robert
Muel l er refused to allow this.31 Al though G ahamrealizes that this
refusal could sinply reflect the FBI's attenpt to avoid enbarrassnent,
he al so nuses about a "far nore damming possibility," nanely, "that
per haps the informant did know sonet hing about the plot that woul d be
even nore danaging were it revealed, and that this is what the FBI is
trying to conceal."32 Grahams criticismis, however, not finally
directed at the FBI but at the administration fromwhich it takes its
orders. During the course of his investigations, he found not only that
"the White House was directing the cover-up" but that it was doing so
"for reasons other than national security."33 H s evidence suggests in
particul ar, he says, that the Wite House orchestrated the cover-up "to
protect not only the agencies that had failed but also Anerica's
relationship with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia."34 To see the ful
implications of Grahamis revelations for the 9/ 11 Conm ssion's report,
we need only to recall that the Conm ssion began with the information
that was in the final report of the joint Inquiry. W need not wonder,
therefore, whether the 9/11 Conmission's staff perhaps failed to conme
across the matters contained in Gahams book. The 9/ 11 Conm ssion had
this information in hand when it began its work. Wth this in mnd, how
can we interpret the Conmi ssion's published statenment-"we have found no
evi dence that the Saudi government as an institution or senior Saudi
officials individually funded the [al -Qaeda] organization"-as anything
other than a flat-out |lie? There is, noreover, yet another dinension to
the Commi ssion's cover-up of information about Saudi financial support
for al-Qaeda through Onar al - Bayoumi .
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CHAPTER SI X 69 DI D PRI NCE BANDAR AND PRI NCESS HAI FA HELP AL- QAEDA? The
nost publicized story about noney going fromthe famly of a Saudi
official to al-Qaeda operatives involved none other than Prince Bandar
bin Sultan, the Saudi anbassador to the United States, and his w fe,
Princess Haifa. According to both Unger and Graham over $100, 000 was
sent by the two of themnost of it fromPrincess Haifa-to the wife of
OGsama Basnan, who was a friend of al-Bayoum . The npbney was originally
for Basnan's wife's thyroid condition. But beginning in 2000, Basnan's
wi fe began signing over her checks to al-Bayoum's wife. At |east sone
of this noney was then turned over to Nawaf Al hazmi and Khalid

Al m hdhar. That Basnan knew what was goi ng on becane cl ear when he | ater
bragged to FBI agents that he had done nore for the hijackers than had
al -Bayouni . j' Unger concludes: "Wat had happened was undeni abl e: funds
fromPrince Bandar's wife had indirectly ended up in the hands of the

hi jackers."30 How did the Comm ssion treat this "undeni able" story? Very
briefly. It says in a note: "W have found no evi dence that Saudi
Princess Haifa al Faisal provided any funds to the conspiracy, either
directly or indirectly." (For support evidence, it nerely says
[498n122]: "See Adam Drucker interview [May 19, 2004]," without telling
us how we mght "see" it.) The Conmm ssion does not even qualify its

st at enent by suggesting, as Unger does, that Princess Haifa did not
provide the funds "intentionally." It sinply says that it found no

evi dence that she provided any funds-even indirectly-period. The

Commi ssion, therefore, seens to be denying either the truth or its

know edge of the story summarized by Unger. But this story is based on
articles by other reporters, including Mchael |sikoff of Newsweek.

Al so, as we have seen, it would have known about this evidence through
the final report of the Joint Inquiry. Perhaps in this case the
Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssion, in repeating its mantra-"we have found no
evidence"-inplicitly neant: "W did not need to "find it. It was handed
to us by the Joint Inquiry." The Conmi ssion, in any case, does not even
mention Prince Bandar bin Sultan in this connection. Unger does. Having
poi nted out that at |east sonme of the noney cane from Bandar hinself,
Unger says that there had been "charges that Prince Sultan had know ngly
funded terrorists. " - Unger does not hinself support this charge, but
he does report that it was nade. Not so the Kean-Zelikow Conmi ssi on
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this part of the Commission's report, we have, to ny know edge, no
peephole into its deliberations. But in |ight of Josh Meyer's story,
fromwhich we can concl ude that the Comm ssion sinply decided not to
include its evidence pointing to Saudi funding of al-Qaeda, we can
suspect that political considerations again trunped the desire to
provide the full est possible account.
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giving a very inconplete and distorted account.12 For readers who have
the fuller picture, the Conmi ssion has done nothing to underm ne the
contention that the Tanpa-Lexington flight on Septenber 13 would have
requi red authorization fromthe White House. | turn now w t hout evi dent
enbarrassnent, that "[a]s a forner pilot, the President was struck by

t he apparent sophistication of the operation and sone of the piloting,
especi al ly Hanjour's high-speed dive into the Pentagon" (334). EVI DENCE
FOR ANY OF THE ALLEGED HI JACKERS? As we have seen, serious questions
have been rai sed about at |east eight of the alleged hijackers. But
there is an even nore radi cal question: Do we
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first been reported in the Tanmpa Tri bune on Cctober 5, 2001,2 but it had
been deni ed, Unger says, by the FBI, the FAA, and the White House.

Unger, however, had confirnmed the story through interviews with "sources
who hel ped orchestrate the flights" and two security guards-one of whom
was a former FBlI agent-who acconpani ed the Saudis on the flight.3 The
Comm ssi on surely knew about Unger's charge, because it had been
repeated in an article by Unger in the Boston G obe that was explicitly
directed to the 9/11 Comm ssion.4 The Conmmi ssion, in fact, played a role
in bringing out the truth about this flight. In June 2004, Tanpa
International Airport, after prodding by the Conmi ssion, confirmed that
the flight had i ndeed occurred.5 But did the Conm ssion then concl ude
that the FBlI, the FAA, and the Wite House had been |ying? No, the

Conmi ssion says, it was all a mistake, a fuss over nothing. The

Conmi ssion, in fact, inplies that the FBI had never really denied the
exi stence of the flight, saying: The FBI is alleged to have had no
record of the flight and denied that it occurred, hence contributing to
the story of a "phantomflight." 6 This is another m sunderstanding. The
FBI was initially msinformed about how the Saudis got to Lexington by a
| ocal police officer in Lexington who did not have firsthand know edge
of the matter. The Bureau subsequently | earned about the flight.

(557n25) This is less than hel pful. For one thing, we are not given the
name of the "local police officer,” and the sole support cited for the
Commi ssion's cl ai mabout what really happened is an interview on June
18, 2004, with "Janes M" How woul d any journalists check out for

thensel ves the claimthat the FBI was initially m sinforned? The

Conmi ssion al so does not tell us when the Bureau "subsequently | earned
about the flight," so we do not know whether the Conm ssion neans to be
contradicting Unger's allegation that the FBI had continued to deny the
exi stence of the flight well into 2004. Because we are not told how | ong
the FBI remai ned "nisinforned,” furthernore, we do not know whet her we
are being asked to believe that the FBI continued to rely on faulty
information it had received froma Lexington police officer for a | ong
period, perhaps the three years that, according to Unger, it was denying
that the flight took place. If so, are we expected to believe that the
FBI woul d not have
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CHAPTER SEVEN 73 checked with Tanpa International Airport during this
period? Are we to believe that the FBI had no way to | earn that one of
the security guards on the flight was a forner nmenber of the FBI? But
the Commi ssion's claimis so vague that we do not know what we are being
asked to believe. Another problemw th this defense, in any case, is
that it refers only to the FBI. The Comm ssion does not respond to
Unger's report that a spokesman for the FAA Chris Wite, had told the
Tanpa Tribune, "It's not in our logs. . . . It didn't occur,” 7 and that
the White House told Unger that it was "absolutely confident” that the
al l eged flight did not take place.8 The Conmi ssion also inplies that

t here woul d have been no reason for these agencies to have lied, because
there was not hing extraordi nary about the flight. The heart of the

Commi ssion's defense, in fact, is that the flight did not take off until
many hours after "the reopeni ng of national airspace on the norning of
Sept enber 13, 2001." The Kean-Zeli kow Conmi ssi on, appearing to be very
preci se, says: "The Departnment of Transportation reopened the national
airspace to US carriers effective 11: 00 AM on Septenber 13, 2001,"
whereas the Saudi plane "took off at 4:37 PM after national airspace
was open, nore than five hours after the Tanpa airport had reopened, and
after other flights had arrived at and departed fromthat airport" (329,
556n25). Reinforcing its point that nothing extraordi nary happened here-
not hi ng that would have required Wiite House intervention-the Conmm ssion
says: "The plane's pilot told us there was "nothing unusual whatsoever'
about the flight other than there were few airplanes in the sky"
(556n25). But if that gave us the whole picture, why would Crai g Unger
have oriented his entire book around this flight (along with the flights
that soon left the country, to be discussed below), making it the key
epi sode of the first and final chapters? A hint as to the answer is
provided in the pilot's statenent, just quoted, that "there were few
airplanes in the sky." Is that not strange? Al civilian flights in the
country had been grounded since Septenber 11, so there were surely

t housands of flights, with mllions of passengers, chonping at the bit
to take off. And yet after 4:30 on Septenber 13, alnost six hours after
US airspace had finally been reopened, there were still only a few

pl anes in the sky? Wiy would that be? The answer involves a crucial

di stinction, which was ignored by the Conmm ssion, even though it had
been enphasi zed by Unger. Hi s point,
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earlier, was that the Tanpa-Lexington flight was all owed "while the ban

on flights by private planes was still in effect.” The Comm ssion sinply
says that the authorities had at 11: 00 AM "reopened the nationa
airspace to U S. carriers,"” ignoring the crucial distinction between

comrercial and private carriers. But Unger had enphasized this

di stinction, saying: Commercial flights had slowy began to resune, but
at 10:57 AM the FAA had issued another NOTAM [notice to airnen], a

rem nder that private aviation was still prohibited. Three private

pl anes viol ated the ban that day, in Maryland, West Virginia, and Texas,
and in each case a pair of jet fighters quickly forced the aircraft
down. As far as private planes were concerned, Anerica was stil
grounded. 9 It was, Unger enphasized, not until the next day-Friday,

Sept enber 14-that "private planes were cleared to fly."10 And yet the
Kean- Zel i kow Conmission failed to point out this distinction. This
failure is especially troublesonme, in light of the fact that Unger

hi nsel f, over a nonth and a half before The 9/11 Conm ssion Report
appeared, explicitly corrected it in advance in an Op-Ed piece in the
New York Tinmes. Pointing out that the 9/11 Comm ssion's investigative
panel had already concluded that there is "no credi bl e evidence that any
chartered flights of Saudi Arabian nationals departed the United States
before the reopening of national airspace," Unger replied that "the rea
point is that there were still sone restrictions on Anerican airspace
when the Saudi flights began.” How do we account for the Comm ssion's
failure to point out the distinction between conmercial and private
flights? Was the Commi ssion deliberately trying to deceive readers? O
was its staff's allegedly "exacting investigative work" in fact

i ncredi bly inconmpetent? Wi chever answer we choose, the inplications are
di sturbi ng, eroding whatever basis we may have had for assum ng that we
can trust the Conmission's statenments as to the definitive "facts and

ci rcunstances" surrounding 9/11. Those who suspect that the Comnri ssion's
di stortion was due nore to design than to inconpetence will find this
suspi ci on reinforced by the Comission's use of the pilot's
statenent-that there was "nothi ng unusual whatsoever" about the flight.
That statement may well have been true of the flight as such. But the
guestion remai ns whet her the very fact



Page 75

CHAPTER SEVEN 75 that this plane was allowed to fly on Septenber 13 was
consi dered unusual. And here we see again that the 9/11 Comn ssion
sinmply omtted crucial information. Unger had reported that one of the
security guards on the flight said: "Flight restrictions had not been
lifted yet." This was Dan Grossi, who had recently retired after serving

20 years on the Tampa Police Departnent. He added: "I was told it would
take Wiite House approval. | thought [the flight] was not going to
happen."” Unger had al so quoted the other security guard-Mnuel ("Mnny")

Perez, the former FBlI agent-as saying: "They got the approval from
sonewhere. It nust have come fromthe highest |evels of governnent."Il 1
This is a very different picture fromthe one we get fromthe
Kean- Zel i kow Report, which gives us only the pilot's statenent, quoted
above, and a statenent by the airplane conpany's owner, who said that
the flight "was just a routine little trip for us,"” adding that if there
had been anyt hi ng unusual about it, he would have heard about it
(556-57n25). Fromthe endnotes we learn that the Conm ssion interviewed
Dan G ossi and Manuel Perez. But the Commi ssion makes no nention of
their surprise, expressed to Unger, that the plane was allowed to take
off. Had the staff, while doing its "exacting investigative work,"
failed to read Unger's book? Did the Conmission's interview fail to
evoke this information from Grossi and Perez? O did the Conm ssion
sinmply choose to onit this part of their testinony? Again, either answer
woul d be disturbing. The Conm ssion also tells us that the pilot said he
foll owed standard procedures, filing his flight plan with the FAA prior
to the flight. The Commi ssion then adds that "FAA records confirmthis
account” (557n25). This would seemto inply that if back in 2001 the
FAA's Chris Wite said of this flight, "It's not in our logs.... It
didn't occur,"” he lied or at |east was seriously confused. But the

Commi ssion, having not informed its readers that any FAA spokesperson
ever reportedly made such a comment, did not seek to reconcile these
conflicting testinonies. Although Unger's book, published early in 2004,
reported that the FAA was still denying the existence of this flight,
the Commi ssion gives readers the inpression that the FAA having had the
flight in its records, would never have denied its existence. To

concl ude: The Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on has been able to give readers the
i mpression that the first allegation is unfounded only by ignoring the
crucial distinction between comercial and private flights
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CHAPTER SEVEN 77 di sturbed by these inplications, the Comr ssion goes on
to support the FBI's conclusion-that "none of the passengers was
connected to the 9/11 attacks"-by saying: "None of the passengers stated
that they had any recent contact with Usama Bin Ladin or knew anything
about terrorist activity" (557n28). The Kean-Zel i kow Commi ssi on
evidently assuned that if any of the other bin Ladens had recently been
in contact with Osama or did know anything about terrorist activity,

t hey woul d have spoken right up. W can only wonder if the Comm ssion
woul d recomend this approach to police officers in charge of
interrogating suspects in crimnal cases. The Conmi ssion's apparently
casual attitude to this issue is especially surprising given the fact
that Unger's well-publicized book had reported, as nentioned earlier,
that there were reasons to doubt the claimthat the bin Laden famly had
"cut off ties with their errant terrorist sibling." Developing this
point nore fully, Unger says: According to Carnen bin Laden, an
estranged sister-in-law of GCsama's, several nenbers of the fanily may
have continued to give noney to Csama. At | east one nenber of the
famly, Osama's brother-in-law Mohanmed Jamal Khalifa, was a centra
figure in Al Qaeda and was widely reported to be linked to the 1993
World Trade Center bonbing.... Two other relatives were key figures in a
charitable foundation |inked to Gsama. The American branch of the World
Assenbly of Mislim Youth (WAMY) was directed by Abdul | ah bin Laden..

H s brother Orar bin Laden was also on WAMY's board... . "WAMY was
involved in terrorist support activities," says a security official who
served under CGeorge W Bush.... FBI docunents marked "Secret" and coded
"199," indicating a national security case, show that Abdullah bin Laden
and Omar bin Laden were under investigation by the FBI for nine nonths
in 1996 and that the file was reopened on Septenber 19, 2001, eight days
after the 9/11 attacks. '4 Should not Unger's information, which was
avail able to the Conm ssioners, have nade them nore concerned about the
fact that all the bin Ladens were allowed to depart so qui ckly? Another
di sturbing fact in the Commi ssion's notes is that the FBI's

i nvestigation of the bin Laden flight was evidently quite rigorous by
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS conparison with
its investigation of the other flights, because on those flights, "nost
of the passengers were not interviewed" (557n28). The 9/11 Conmi ssi on
nevert hel ess, conveys the inpression that the evacuation flights were
handled in a very orderly way. It assures us that "no inappropriate
actions were taken to allow those flights to depart” (556n25). It also
assures us that all the flights-or at least all the ones it
exam ned-"were screened in accordance with policies set by FBI
headquarters and coordi nated through worki ng-1evel interagency
processes” (557n28). One would assune that the flights left in
accordance with general, |ong-standing FBI policies (as opposed to ones
manuf actured on the spot) and that the |local FBI agents had all the tine
they needed to inplenent these policies, especially by having extensive
interviews with all passengers it considered "persons of interest.”
Unger, however, suggests that the actual situation was quite different.
One of the flights left Las Vegas for Geneva on Septenber 16, carrying
46 passengers, several of whom were nenbers of the Saudi royal fanily.
Unger reports that one of his sources, who participated in this
operation, described it as a "nightmare," explaining in these words: The
mani f est was submitted the day before. It was obvious that soneone in
Washi ngt on had said okay, but the [local] FBI didn't want to say they
could go, so it was really tense. In the end, nobody was i nterrogated.
Unger then added: The FBI did not even get the manifest until about two
hours before departure. Even if it had wanted to interviewthe
passengers-and the bureau had shown little inclination to do so-there
woul d not have been enough tine.15 According to Unger, this flight, at
| east, did not illustrate the orderly process portrayed by the
Comm ssion. W can believe that all "persons of interest” were
i nterviewed, noreover, only if we can assune that the FBI was able to
determine within those two hours that not one of these 46 passengers was
such a person. Another flight departed from Logan Airport in Boston on
Sept enber 19. That norning, Unger reports, Logan learned that a private
jet was arriving from Saudi Arabia to pick up over ten nenbers of the
bin Laden famly. The director of aviation-being incredulous that after
Csama bin
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CHAPTER SEVEN 79 Laden had orchestrated "the worst terrorist act in

hi story" nmenbers of the bin Laden fam |y were being evacuat ed-said that
not hi ng was to happen without word from Washi ngton. But when the word
cane, it was, as it was for all the Saudi flights, "Let them|eave." The
pl ane | eft that night, reports Unger, w thout any of the passengers
being interviewed by the FBI. 16 Unger portrays these two flights as
illustrative of, rather than as exceptions to, the general pattern. The
FBI did insist, he says, that no flights be allowed to | eave until the
FBI at |east knew the nanes of the people on them But "the FBI
repeatedly declined to interrogate or conduct extended interviews with
the Saudis."17 The FBI agents to whom he tal ked, Unger reports, said
that "they identified the passengers boarding the flights but did not
have |l engthy interviews with them"18 If it is read carefully, the

Conmi ssion's account, which admits that nost of the passengers were not

i nterviewed," does not differ substantially from Unger's. The Conmm ssion
does, however, try to put a better face on what occurred, stating that
the FBI had interviewed all "persons of interest.” But even if this
statenent is true, which is probably debatable, it would | eave open the
guestion of whether the FBI had sufficient grounds for its judgnents.
The Commi ssion seens sinply to infer that if a particular person was not
interrogated by the FBI, there is no reason to believe that this person
shoul d have been interrogated. The questionabl eness of this inference is
shown by Unger's nost disturbing information, which involves a flight
that left from Lexi ngton on Septenber 16. Unger, having obtained the
passenger list, was astonished to find that one of the Saudis who | eft
the country on this flight was none other than Prince Ahned bin

Sal man. 19 Prince Ahned, it will be recalled, was the owner of the

Thor oughbred Corporation (which accounts for his presence in

Lexi ngton-he had just, on the day after 9/11, bought two horses for $1.2
mllion20). Prince Ahnmed was al so-in Gerald Posner's narrative-said by
Abu Zubaydah to have been an internediary between al - Qaeda and the Saudi
rulers. W now learn from Unger that the FBI had an opportunity to
interview himjust five days after the attacks. But, Unger reports,
"[Prince Ahned] had been identified by FBI officials, but not seriously
interrogated. "21 The FBI evidently did not consider Prince Ahned a
"person of interest." If Posner's narrative about Zubaydah is accurate,
however, the prince had known that there were to be attacks on Anmerica
by al - Qaeda on Septenber 11
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116 THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM S, SIONS AN[) |11 STORTR)NS t he
Conmmi ssion properly | ooked at notives that Osana bin Laden and his
al - Qaeda organi zati on may have had for planning the attacks. For nmany
Areri cans, of course, even considering the possibility that their own
governnent m ght have had notives for facilitating such attacks would
not be pleasant. But an account, if it is to be the fullest possible
account, cannot decide in advance to restrict itself to ideas that are
pleasant. In this chapter, accordingly, we will |ook at The 9/11
Conmi ssion Report fromthis perspective, asking how it has responded to
the fact that sonme critics of the official account have alleged that the
Bush adm ni strati on woul d have had several notives for allow ng the
attacks and even hel pi ng them succeed. THE 9/11 ATTACKS AS
"OPPORTUNI TI ES" One way to approach this question would be to ask
whet her these attacks brought benefits to this adninistration that could
reasonabl y have been anticipated. There is no doubt that the attacks
brought benefits. |Indeed, several nenbers of the Bush adm nistration
publicly said so. The president hinself declared that the attacks
provided "a great opportunity."2 Donald Runsfeld stated that 9/11
created "the kind of opportunities that Wrld War Il offered, to
refashion the world." Condol eezza Rice had the sanme thing in mnd
telling senior nmenbers of the National Security Council to "think about
“how do you capitalize on these opportunities' to fundanmentally change
the shape of the world."3 The National Security Strategy of the
United States of Anerica, issued by the Bush administration in Septenber
2002, said: "The events of Septenber 11, 2001 opened vast, new
opportunities."4 O course, the fact that these nenbers of the Bush
adm ni stration described attacks as opportunities after the fact does
not necessarily nmean that they could have antici pated in advance that
attacks of this nature would bring such opportunities. However, all of
t hese statements, except for the |ast one, were nade shortly after 9/11.
If the benefits could he seen so soon after the attacks, we can assune
that, if these people were thinking about such attacks ahead of tine,
they could have anticipated that they would create these opportunities.
It would seem therefore, that the Bush adm nistration's description of
the attacks as providing opportunities, along with the fact that at
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left with the apparent approval of the Bush adm nistration."24 This
revel ati on rai ses anot her serious question about the 9/11 Conm ssion's
report. Did the Comi ssion not know about these other flights? That

i gnorance woul d have disturbing inplications for the thoroughness of the
Comm ssion's research. If Judicial Watch was able to obtain this

i nformation, why could Philip Zelikow s research staff not have done the
sane? Even if the staff did not |earn about this infornmation on its own,
it would seemthat it would have | earned about it through the article by
Unger appearing on June 1. Zelikow s staff would have thereby |earned
about it in time to include a reference to it. (The notes in the
Kean- Zel i kow Report contain references to interviews carried out as late
as July 2004.) O did the Comi ssion know about this information in
plenty of tine and yet fail to nention it? Mentioning-this new

i nformati on woul d, to be sure, have threatened the Conmm ssion's

concl usion that no Saudi nationals were allowed to | eave the country

wi t hout being adequately interrogated. For the Conmi ssion would have
then needed to argue that these additional 160 Saudis, including 48 who
| eft on Septenber 13, were adequately vetted. However, if the Comm ssion
di d know about these flights, then it was its duty either to present

evi dence that all these individuals were indeed sufficiently
interrogated or else to revise its conclusion. Gven the Conmnmi ssion's
treatnent of this matter, one could infer that it deliberately hid this
information in order to avoid the need to revise its concl usion

Assum ng the Conm ssion did know about these additional 160 Saudis, the
Commi ssion had two nore duties, if it was honestly to naintain its

concl usi on that nothing inproper was done. First, given the Comr ssion's
enphasis on the fact that American air space was opened to commerci a
flights at 11:00 AM on Septenber 13, it should have nade sure, on our
behal f, that the flight |eaving on Septenber 11 with a Saudi passenger
departed before US airspace was closed to all flights, both comerci al
and private.
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS Al t hough t he
Conmmi ssion does not refer to these additional 55 flights carrying 160
Saudi s, nost of which were conmercial flights, it does seek to refute
the allegations of journalists that some comrercial flights left the
country contai ning suspect Saudi nationals. The Commi ssion, stating that
it had "the nanmes of Saudi nationals on comercial flights" (as well as
the nanmes of all the passengers believed to be on the ten aforenenti oned
flights) checked against the TIPOFF terrorist watchlist, reports: "There
were no matches" (558n31). But surely, as the case of Prince Ahned
shows, the fact that a person's name was not on this |list does not prove
that this person had no rel evant information about the attacks of 9/11.
This point could also be illustrated by nmeans of other passengers. Unger
| earned that the passenger list for the Septenber 19 flight from Boston
i ncluded the nanme of Qmar bin Laden, 25 whose FBI file, as we saw
earlier, was reopened on that very day. Wien Orar departed that night,
therefore, he was definitely, fromthe FBI's point of view, a "person of
interest." And yet, Unger told us, that flight |left without any of the
passengers being interviewed. | conclude that the Kean-Zeli kow Report
has not successfully undermined the second all egation-that the
evacuation of Saudis fromthe United States was carried out in a way
that precluded rigorous investigations of people who may have been abl e
to provide vital information about the attacks of 9/11. THE QUESTI ON OF
VWH TE HOUSE AUTHORI ZATI ON The Conmission's failure to underm ne the
first two allegations brings us to the third one-that the Saudi
evacuation flights occurred through political intervention by the Wite
House. This is an explosive allegation, of course, because it suggests
that the Wiite House hel ped expedite the rapid departure of, in Unger's
words, "many Saudis who may have been able to shed |ight on the greatest
crime in Anerican history" and "thereby interfere[d] in an investigation
into the murder of nearly 3,000 people."26 The reference to the "Wite
House" here is a reference, ultinately, to the president. Wth regard to
this third allegation, the final report of the 9/11 Conm ssion says:
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anyone at that also provided a bit of privacy. . . . [T]he two
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTIONS nen each lit up
a Cohi ba [cigar] and began to discuss how t hey woul d work together on
the war on terror. . . . Only Bush and Bandar know what transpired that
day on the Truman Bal cony. But the ties between the two famlies were so
strong that allow ng the Saudis to | eave Anerica woul d not have been
difficult for Bush.... A spokesnan for the Saudi enbassy l|later said he
did not know whether repatriation was a topic of discussion.31 It is
true that we cannot know that it was a topic. But this issue was surely
one of the main things on the anbassador's mind when he nmet with the
president. Are we expected to believe that when George and Bandar Bush
were by thensel ves, snoking cigars, Bandar did not bring up the issue?
Can we believe CGeorge Bush's statement that he had not even heard of the
issue until later? Are we to suppose that it was just a coincidence that
| ater the sane day, private planes carrying Saudi passengers were
allowed to fly?32 It is not even necessary, furthernore, to think that
aut hori zation fromthe Wite House, including the president hinself, had
to wait for this face-to-face neeting. "For the 48 hours after the
attacks," Unger tells us, Prince Bandar "stayed in constant contact with
Secretary of State Colin Powell and National Security Adviser
Condol eezza Rice."33 Rice, furthernore, was surely in rather constant
contact with the president during those days. The Kean-Zeli kow
Conmmi ssi on, however, does not tell us about the Bandar-Ri ce contact as
background for its assertion that, as far as it could discover, no one
in the Wiite House above Richard Clarke participated in the decision to
allow Saudis to depart. In spite of Unger's report about this contact,
the Conmmi ssioners do not tell us if they asked Rice whether, in her many
conversations with Prince Bandar from Septenber 11 to 13, the issue cane
up. They nmerely say, "None of the officials we interviewed recalled any
intervention or direction on this matter fromany political appointee"
(329), then indicate in a note that Rice was one of the people they
i nterviewed (557n27). As is often the case, the Comission's "research"
seened to consist primarily of asking people questions and witing down
their answers, no nmatter how i npl ausi ble. One thing the Conmi ssion
evidently wote down fromone or nore interviews was a vi ew about how
the flights got arranged that differs significantly from Unger's
account. The matter was really handl ed, the Conmi ssion asserts, in the
foll owi ng way:
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CHAP |' LIk SEVEN 85 Wthin days of Septenber 11, fearing reprisals

agai nst Saudi nationals, Ri hab Massoud, the deputy chief of mission at

t he Saudi enbassy in Washington, DC, called Dale Watson, the FBI's
director for counterterrorism and asked for help in getting sonme of its
citizens out of the country. (557n27) The only evidence cited for this
account is an interview with R hab Massoud hinself. And there are other
reasons for being suspicious of this account, one of which is that
it-conveniently for the Conmm ssion's thesis about the president's

noni nvol venent - | eaves Prince Bandar, the very close friend of the Bush
famly, out of the picture. In any case, the nobst inportant question is
whet her -assum ng that Prince Bandar did ask-the Wite House granted the
favor. Events that foll owed suggest, Unger clearly believes, that a dea
was struck. On the one hand, "the repatriation of the bin Ladens,"
states Unger, "could not have taken place w thout approval at the

hi ghest | evels of the executive branch,”"33 and the flights to evacuate
Saudi s, including many nmenbers of the bin Laden famly, were approved.
On the other hand, Anbassador Bandar promnised "that Saudi Arabia would
hel p stabilize the world oil markets" and this prom se was kept: "In a
breat ht aki ng di splay of their command over the oil nmarkets, the Saudis
di spatched 9 million barrels of oil to the United States. As a
consequence, the price instantly dropped from $28 to $22 per barrel."35
Unger has, accordingly, shown the existence of strong circunstantial
evidence for presidential intervention. The Kean-Zeli kow Conm ssi on
however, failed to nention any of this circunstantial evidence. If the
Comm ssion had nentioned it, would it still have been able to claimthat
it found no evidence for political intervention? Al though circunstantial
evidence is by definition not direct evidence, it is evidence. Unger in
addition provides verbal testinony fromthe Saudi side that there was

i ndeed intervention fromthe presidential level. In an interview wth
Nai | al -Jubeir, a spokesman for the Saudi enbassy, Unger was told that
the flights were approved by "the highest |Ievel of the US governnent,"
36 an expression that would seemto point to the president hinself. The
9/ 11 Conmission also fails to nention this statenment. Furthernore,

al though the FBI for a long time, according to Unger, denied that it was
involved in facilitating the flights, the evidence that it was invol ved
is, as we have seen, strong. W again have verbal testinony fromthe
Saudi side: Prince Bandar, speaking on CNN, said that a critical
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS role in the
evacuation was played by the FBI.37 He | ater, when asked on Meet the
Press whose pernission he asked, replied: "The FBI."38 Al though sone
peopl e m ght be tenpted to use this statenent to say that the flights
were authorized by the FBI instead of by the president, surely the 9/ 11
Commi ssion woul d not contend that the FBI would have played this role
wi t hout presidential authorization. (Certainly there is no sign in the
Comm ssion's report that it confronted Director Mieller or any other FB
officials about whether they were guilty of such an egregi ous usurpation
of authority.) The FBlI's role provides, therefore, further indirect
evi dence of authorization fromthe president. O course, there is now
agreenent, in one sense, that the evacuation flights were authorized by
"the White House." But the official story, endorsed by the 9/11
Commi ssion, is that this authorization did not come from President Bush,
Vi ce President Cheney, or even National Security Advisor Condol eezza
Ri ce. Rather, as we saw, the Commi ssion says that it saw no reason to
believe that "anyone at the Wite House above the |l evel of Richard
Cl arke participated in a decision on the departure of Saudi nationals."
However, Clarke hinself, in an interview with Unger, reportedly said:
"Sonebody brought to us for approval the decision to | et an airplane
filled with Saudis, including nenbers of the bin Laden fanmily, |eave the
country."39 Carke even made a sinmilar statenent in his testinony to the
Commi ssion, saying: "I would love to be able to tell you who did it, who
brought this proposal to nme, but | don't know' (557n27). How could the
Commission go fromthis statenent to its apparent conclusion that no one
above Clarke in the Wite House was involved in the decision? The
Conmi ssion seens to rest this conclusion partly on a statenment in which
Clarke said, "I have no recollection of clearing [the decision] with
anybody at the White House" (329). But if Cl arke already knew that his
superiors wanted the evacuation to go forward, he of course would have
felt no need to clear it with them REFLECTIONS The 9/ 11 Commi ssion's
attenpt to defend the Bush admi nistration against the third
all egation-that it intervened to nake possible the rapid departure,
wi t hout proper interrogation, of Saudi national s-seens as fully
unsuccessful as its attenpt to refute the first two allegations. If
readers who accept the official account of 9/11 agree that this
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CHAPTER SEVEN 87 attenpt by the Comm ssion is unsuccessful, this failure
shoul d be very disturbing. For according to the official account, the
attacks were carried out by a group of nmen, naminly Saudis, who were
organi zed by Gsanma bin Laden, a nenber of one of Saudi Arabia's nost
promi nent famlies. Al though OBL was said to have been di sowned by his
own famly, at |least sonme of the famly nmenbers had evidently renai ned
in contact. Another part of the overall picture that should be
disturbing is that two of OBLs relatives living in the USA-Orar and
Abdul I ah bin Laden-were | eaders of an organization that was said by US
officials to be supporting terrorism Furthernore, although OBL was al so
said to have been denounced and bani shed by the royal famly, there have
been reports of continuing contact between himand sone of the royals.
According to Posner's account, noreover, Abu Zubaydah said that the
Saudi s had continued to support al-Qaeda financially, and this claimhas
now been supported by Bob G aham of the Senate Intelligence Commttee.
Abu Zubaydah al so reportedly said that in 1998 he was present at a
nmeeti ng between OBL and Prince Turki bin Faisal, the chief of Saudi
intelligence, in which a deal was worked out.40 This story is given
added credibility by R chard Labeviere's account of OBUs stay in the
hospital in Dubai, according to which this chief of Saudi intelligence
was still in touch with OBL as late as July 2001.41 A fact adding
interest to these reports about Prince Turki is that, having | ong been
the head of Saudi intelligence, he was disnissed only ten days before 9/
11 (after which he was appointed the Saudi anmbassador to G eat
Britain).42 Gven all these reports and facts, how could the 9/11

Comm ssion treat so cavalierly the possibility that nenbers of the roya
and bin Laden famlies were allowed to depart the country inmediately
after 9/ 11 ? Wiy does the Conmi ssion not show signs of being outraged
at the president? Woever authorized the flights obstructed a crininal

i nvestigation of the greatest terrorist attack in US history, and there
are only three possibilities: The president directly authorized the
flights; he knowingly allowed themto be authorized by subordi nates; or
he was inexcusably ignorant of the fact that subordinates authorized
them Whichever possibility is the truth, the president was responsible
for an exodus that obstructed an investigation into a nassive crinme. But
t he Kean- Zel i kow Report here, as with nost other issues, seened nore
concerned with defending the Wiite House than in giving the Arerican
people "the full est possible account of the events surrounding 9/11."
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CHAPTER EI GHT Al | egati ons about FBI Headquarters There have been several
al l egations by FBI agents that FBI headquarters bl ocked 9/11-rel ated

i nvestigations. Sonme of these allegations involved pre-9/1 | |eads that,
had they been vigorously investigated, could have |l ed to discoveries

t hrough which the attacks m ght have been prevented. O her allegations

i nvol ved post-9/11 decisions that may have prevented | earning

i nformati on about the perpetrators of the attacks. One of the questions
to ask about The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion Report, accordingly, is howit treated
t hese al |l egati ons about FBI headquarters. We will ook first at the
Comm ssion's response to well- known allegations related to Phoenix,

Chi cago, and M nneapolis, all of which involved pre-9/11 | eads through
whi ch the plans m ght have been discovered. We will then | ook at the
Commi ssion's response to allegations by former FBI translator Sibel
Ednonds about serious problens within the translation program of the
FBI's counterterrorismdivision THE PHOENI X MEMO FROM KENNETH W LLI AMS
In July 2001, Kenneth WIlians, an FBlI agent in Phoenix, sent a
menorandum to FBI headquarters. Warning that OGsama bin Laden's foll owers
m ght be taking flying | essons for terrorist purposes, WIlians
reconmended that the FBI begin a national programto track suspicious
flight-school students. Such a programwas never instituted.' The 9/11
Conmmi ssion Report offers us an explanation as to why this program was
not instituted: Managers of the Usama Bin Ladin unit and the Radical
Fundanental i st unit at FBI headquarters were addressees, but they did
not even see the nmeno until after Septenber 11. No managers at
headquarters saw the nenp before Septenber 11. (272) The inplication is
clearly that people at FBI headquarters were not blanmeworthy for not
instituting the program suggested by WIlians because they did not know
about hi s suggesti on.
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS How di d the
Commi ssion reach this conclusion? It evidently did no research on this
issue itself, because it sinply refers the interested reader to an
i nvestigation carried out by the Congressional joint Inquiry and a
report issued July 2, 2004, by the Departnent of justice's |Inspector
Ceneral (540nn86, 88). The Commi ssion does not tell us how these previous
reports reached the conclusion that "[n] o nanagers at headquarters saw
the neno before Septenber 11." Did they have any evidence for this
assertion, or did they sinply take the word of those managers
t hensel ves? An answer to this question would be especially inportant to
readers who know about the case involving Zacarias Mussaoui and
M nneapol is FBI agent Col een Row ey (to be di scussed bel ow), because
reports about this case do not inspire confidence in the integrity of
t he manager of the Radical Fundanentalist Unit, David Frasca. Indeed, in
a 13-page letter witten to Direct Robert Mieller and the Senate
Intelligence Conmittee, nost of which was posted on the Tinme magazi ne
website, Rowl ey indicated that Frasca had been "privy" to the WIIlians
meno, had been "warned" by it, but then "never disclosed" the existence
of this warning to the M nneapolis agents while he was thwarting their
efforts to exam ne Moussaoui's conputer. She certainly did not believe
he had failed to warn them only because the Phoeni x meno sonehow never
cane to his attention.2 The Comni ssi on, however, sinply assures us,

W t hout nentioning Rowey's well-known claimto the contrary, that
Frasca did not see this nmeno before Septenber 11. Perhaps the Comi ssion
determ ned that Row ey was wong. But if so, why does the Commi ssion not
tell us how this was determ ned? Should not the 9/11 Conm ssi on,
realizing that it was very convenient for Frasca to deny having seen the
report, engaged in sone of its "exacting investigative work"” to see if
this claimcould hold up under close scrutiny? A reference to the report
of the Joint Inquiry should especially not have been used in lieu of its
own investigative work in a matter involving the FBI, given reports
suggesting that nenbers of the conmittees carrying out this inquiry had
been intim dated by the FBI.3 But this was evidently not a question the
Zeli kow1ed staff considered a worthwhile use of its tinme. THE CHARGE BY
CHI CAGO FBI AGENT ROBERT WRIGHT In the case of the Phoenix nmeno, the

al | egati ons about FBI headquarters
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CHANTER EI GHT 91 were nade by others rather than by WIllians hinsel f.

But in another case reported in The New Pearl Harbor, Chicago FBI agent
Robert Wight |eveled very direct charges agai nst FBl headquarters. |
sunmari zed his case in the following words: In 1998, FBlI agent Robert

Wi ght had begun tracking a terrorist cell in Chicago, suspecting that
money used for the 1998 bonbi ngs of US enbassies cane from a Saudi
multimllionaire living in Chicago. In January of 2001, in spite of his
belief that his case was growi ng stronger, he was told that it was being
closed. In June, he wote an internal nmeno charging that the FBI, rather
than trying to prevent a terrorist attack, "was merely gathering
intelligence so they woul d know who to arrest when a terrorist attack
occurred.” In May of 2002, Wight announced that he was suing the FB

for refusing to allow himto publish a book he had witten about the
affair. Included in his description of the actions of his superiors in
curtailing his investigations were words such as "prevented,"
"thwarted," "obstructed," "threatened,” "intimdated," and
"retaliation." In a later interview. .. he said: "Septenber the 11th is a
direct result of the inconpetence of the FBI's International Terrorism
Unit."4 Gven the nature of Wight's charges, we would assune that the
9/ 11 Comm ssion woul d have been very interested to | earn nore about what
he had to say. Gven the fact that Wight's charges had been reported by
such nmainline sources as UPI, ABC News, and the LA Wekly, the

Comm ssion woul d surely have known about his case.5 But the Conm ssion's
report contains no evidence that it interviewed him Even if there was
sone good reason why Wight could not be interviewed, the Conmm ssion
shoul d have asked FBI Director Mieller about Wight's charge that he was
being intimdated by FBI headquarters. But although there was plenty of
time to ask Mueller about this, Robert Wight's nanme is nowhere to be
found in the Commission's report. THE COLEEN ROALEY- ZACARI AS MOUSSACU
CASE Mbst readers will not notice the fact that the case of Robert
Wight is onmitted fromthe Commission's report, because it received only
alittle publicity. The case involving Col een Rowl ey and Zacari as
Moussaoui, however, received enornous publicity. Rowl ey was even naned
one of three "Persons of the Year" by Tine nmagazine in 2002.6 In
preparation for
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a search warrant for his conputer." But the M nneapolis agents, having
seen the French intelligence report, were "in a frenzy," with one agent
specul ati ng that Mussaoui nmight "fly sonmething into the Wrld Trade
Center." Becom ng "desperate to search the conmputer lap top," the

M nneapol i s agents sent a request through FBI headquarters for a search
warrant under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA), which
woul d be certain to grant it, because in the past its officials had
granted virtually all requests. At FBI headquarters, however, the
request was given to the Radical Fundamentalist Unit (RFU) .... The

M nneapol i s request was then given to RFU agent Marion "Spi ke" Bownran,
who lived up to his nicknane by proceeding to renove the evidence that
Moussaoui was connected to al -Qaeda through a rebel group in Chechnya.
Then the FBlI Deputy General Counsel, on the basis of this edited
request, said that there was insufficient connection to al- Qaeda for a
search warrant and did not even forward the request to FISA. M nneapolis
FBI |egal officer Coleen Row ey asked: "Why woul d an FBI agent
deliberately sabotage a case?" .... [L]ater, Row ey released a | ong nmeno
she had witten about the FBI's handling of the Mussaoui case, which
Ti me nagazine called a "col ossal indictnent of our chief |Iaw enforcenent
agency's neglect." .... Marion "Spike" Bowran
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CHAPTER EI GHT 93 Al t hough The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report discusses this
case, it omts crucial details. One of these is Marion "Spi ke" Bowran's
renoval of the evidence of Mussaoui's connection to al-Qaeda through

t he Chechen group. The Commi ssion's report sinply says: [There was a

di fference of opinion] whether the Chechen rebels and [their | eader]
Kattab were sufficiently associated with a terrorist organization to
constitute a "foreign power" for purposes of the FISA statute. FBI
headquarters did not believe this was good enough, and its Nationa
Security Law Unit declined to submt a FISA application. According to
this account, the person at FBlI headquarters who refused to subnit the
FI SA application did so nerely because of a difference of opinion. There
is no reference to the fact that this person did not see the request as
written in Mnneapolis but only the request as nodified by Bowran, who
renmoved the information about Moussaoui's connection to the group in
Chechnya. G ven the fact that the Commi ssion onmtted this part of the
story, it is not surprising to find that it also onitted Col een Row ey's
guery as to why an FBI agent would "deliberately sabotage a case." In
the Commission's world, there is no deliberate sabotage, only honest

di fferences of opinion. Finally, the Conm ssion, having |eft out "Spike"
Bowmran's rol e, had no occasion to nention the irony in the fact that he
subsequently received an FBI award for "exceptional perfornance," even
t hough Bowran 's unit (under Dave Frasca's | eadership) had provided

"i nexcusably confused and inaccurate information.” It nust be wondered
how t he Conmi ssion could have failed to | earn about these details.
Surely its staff, with its "exacting investigative work," read the
reports in Time. Surely Col een Row ey, given an opportunity to testify
bef ore the Comm ssion, would have provided all these details. And
surely, given the fact that she was nanmed one of Tinme magazine's
"persons of the year" for her confrontation with FBI headquarters over
this matter, she would have been invited to testify before the

Commi ssi on. Apparently, however, she was not interviewed. There is, in
fact, only one reference to Coleen Rowey in the entire docunent, and
this reference-to an interview of her by the Departnent of Justice's

I nspector General in July 2002-contains nothing about her difficulties
wi th FBI headquarters (540n94).
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Commi ssion evidently did not consider the flap involving Col een Row ey
and FBlI headquarters worth nentioning, even though Tine nagazi ne had
portrayed it one of the nopst inportant stories of the year. One possible
expl anation of this omssion is that the Commi ssion's provi so was again
operating-the proviso that its "fullest possible account of the events
surroundi ng 9/ 11" be consistent with the governnment's official story
about 9/11. G ven the Commi ssion's account, there is nothing that would
provide the slightest hint that FBI headquarters m ght not have wanted

i nvestigations to discover the plans for the attacks O 9/11. SIBEL
EDMONDS VS. THE FBI AND THE ATTORNEY GENERAL In addition to the above
cases, which involve allegations about questionable conduct on the part
of FBI headquarters prior to 9/11, there have been all egations about
such conduct after 9/11. The nost well- publicized of these allegations
have been | evel ed by Si bel Ednonds, a Turkish-American citizen hired by
the FBI shortly after 9/11 to do translation. She soon reported to her
superiors that another wonan hired at the sane tinme, Ml ek Can

Di ckerson, was nistranslating, or failing to transl ate altogether,
certain docunents about a foreign organization for which she had worked.
Ednonds reported, furthernore, that Dickerson was still working for this
organi zation as a spy and had tried to persuade Ednonds to join her in
this espionage. Failing to get a response from her superiors at the FBI
Ednonds then wote a letter to the Departnment of justice, after which
she was fired.' She then sued under the whistleblowers protection act,
but Attorney General John Ashcroft asked the court to throw out the suit
"to protect the foreign policy and national security interests of the
United States." Ashcroft also used the rarely used appeal to the "state
secrets" privilege to obtain a gag order that prevents Ednonds from
reveal ing any details about information she acquired while working for
the FBI. Ednonds' case, with the above facts, was discussed briefly in
the first edition of The New Pearl Harbor. | then discussed | ater

devel opnents in her case in the Afterword to the second edition.10 This
di scussion of |ater devel opnents revolved partly around the attenpt by
Ednonds to get the gag order lifted by challenging the Justice
Departnent's use of the state secrets privilege. At
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CHAPTER EI GHT 95 the time of that witing, Judge Reggie Walton had j ust
called off the hearing about this matter for the fourth tinme, giving no
reason. Shortly thereafter, on July 6, Judge Wl ton-an appointee of

Presi dent George W Bush-ruled in favor of the Justice Departnent's
request that Edmunds' suit be thrown out. In response, Ednonds wrote:
John Ashcroft's relentless fight against nme, ny information, and ny
case. . . has been taking place under his attenpt at a vague
justification titled "Protecting Certain Foreign and D pl omatic

Rel ati ons for National Security." On Septenber 11, 2001, 3,000 lives
were lost. Yet this adm nistration has hindered all past and ongoi ng
investigations into the causes of that horrific day for the sake of this
vague notion of protecting "certain diplomatic and foreign relations."
11 My discussion of "later devel opnents” in the Afterword al so dealt

wi th Ednonds' statenents about her 3.5-hour testinony "behind closed
doors" to the staff of the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion. In reporting on her

deci sion to begin speaking out (in general terns) about the kinds of
things that were included in her testinony, | nmentioned that she,
conparing "behind cl osed doors" to "a black hole," predicted that the

i nformati on she had provi ded behind those cl osed doors "will stay there
and will never get out." Now that this document has appeared, we can see
that her prediction was accurate. The Kean-Zel i kow Report contains only
one reference to her testinmony. And this reference, in an endnote, is
merely one of four references given in support of a bland, general
statenent about the need for the FBI's translation programto "maintain
rigorous security and proficiency standards” and to "ensure conpliance
with its quality control program' (473n25). There is no di scussion of
her long-termbattle with the FBI and the Departnent of justice, except
for the title of one of the other references-"A Review of the FBI's
Actions in Connection with Allegations Raised by Contract Linguist Sibe
Ednonds, " issued by the Justice Departnent's Inspector CGeneral. There is
no hint as to what those allegations were or the FBI's response to them
Most inportant for our present purposes, there is no hint, aside from

t he i nnocuous recomendati ons nenti oned above, as to what she m ght have
spent her 3.5 hours tal king about. However, Sibel Ednonds herself,
seeing this huge onission in the
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t he nost obvi ous questions rai sed by her revel ati ons about her

testinony: G ven her extrenely serious charges agai nst M ke Feghali-that
he "t ook hundreds of pages of top-secret sensitive intelligence
docunents outside the FBI to unknown recipients” and lied to a diligent
agent about the accuracy of a translation-we would assunme that the

Comm ssion woul d have sunmoned M. Feghali to ask himabout these
charges. But a search for Feghali's name in The 9/11 Comm ssion Report
comes up enpty. Gven her charge that Thomas Frields took no action on
information froma long-termFBI informant fromlran that GCsama bin
Laden was planning a major terrorist attack, involving airplanes, in the
United States in the next few nonths, then later told the FBI agents and
translators to "keep quiet" about the fact that this information was
recei ved, we would assune that the Comi ssion woul d have interviewed M.
Frields about this two- fold charge. But the nane of Thonmas Frields is
nowhere to be found in the Kean-Zelikow Report. One might reply, of
course, that the Conm ssion had limted tine and a limted budget. It
sinmply could not interview everyone who clained to have sonet hi ng of

rel evance to report. This excuse would, however, be difficult to accept
with regard to Feghali and Frields, given the seriousness of the charges
| evel ed agai nst them But even if we could accept it, we would at | east
expect the Commi ssion to have queried FBI Director Mieller about them
and al so about his own decision to pronote Feghali instead of firing
him But, as Ednonds nentioned, there were no questions about these
matters in the public interview with Mieller-who was hinself reportedly
surprised that he has not asked about the case involving Frields and the
Iranian informant. O course, the Conmission's staff had, Ednonds

poi nted out, heard about the Frields episode directly fromone of the
transl ators involved, Behrooz Sarshar. The curious reader m ght suspect,
therefore, that the
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CHAPTER FI GHT 97 Today, nmore than two years since the Dickerson incident
was reported to the FBI, and nore than two years since this information
was confirmed by the United States Congress and reported by the press,
these adm nistrators in charge of FBI personnel security and | anguage
departnents in the FBI remain in their positions and in charge of
translation quality and translation departnents' security. Ml ek Can

Di ckerson and several FBI targets of investigation hastily left the
United States in 2002, and the case still remains uninvestigated
crimnally. Not only does the supervisor facilitating these crimna
conducts remain in a supervisory position, he has been pronoted Frields
took no action on information froma long-termFBI informant fromlran
that Osama bin Laden was planning a major terrorist attack, involving
airplanes, in the United States in the next few nonths, then later told
the FBI agents and translators to "keep quiet" about the fact that this
i nformati on was recei ved, we would assune that the Conmi ssion would have
interviewed M. Frields about this two- fold charge. But the nane of
Thonas Frields is nowhere to be found in the Kean-Zelikow Report. One

m ght reply, of course, that the Comission had limted tinme and a
limted budget. It sinply could not interview everyone who clainmed to
have sonething of relevance to report. This excuse woul d, however, be
difficult to accept with regard to Feghali and Frields, given the
seriousness of the charges |evel ed against them But even if we could
accept it, we would at | east expect the Comm ssion to have queried FBI
Director Miell er about them and al so about his own decision to pronote
Feghali instead of firing him But, as Ednonds nentioned, there were no
guestions about these matters in the public interview wi th Mieller-who
was hinself reportedly surprised that he has not asked about the case
involving Frields and the Iranian informant. O course, the Conm ssion's
staff had, Ednonds pointed out, heard about the Frields episode directly
fromone of the translators involved, Behrooz Sarshar. The curious
reader m ght suspect, therefore, that the
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report in the Chicago Tribune on July 21, 2004 stated that FBI officials
had confirnmed that information was received in April 2001, and further

t he Chicago Tribune quoted an aide to Director Mieller that he (Mieller)
was surprised that the Conm ssion never raised this particular issue
with himduring the hearing.... M. Sarshar reported this issue to your

i nvestigators on February 12, 2004, and provided themw th specific
dates, |ocation, w tness nanes, and the contact information for that
particul ar Iranian asset and the two special agents who received the
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victins' famly menbers still do not realize that information and
answers they have sought relentlessly for over two years has been
bl ocked due to the unspoken ... disguised under "safeguarding certain

diplomatic relations.” Your report did not even attenpt to address these
unspoken practices, although, unlike me, you were not placed under any
gag. 16 Having rmade these (and still nore) points, Ednonds said in her
penul ti mate paragraph: As you are fully aware, the facts, incidents, and
problens cited in this letter are by NO neans based upon persona

opinion or un- verified allegations. . . . As you know, according to
officials with direct know edge of the Department of Justice Inspector
Ceneral's report on ny allegations, "none of ny allegations were

di sproved." As you are fully aware, even FBlI officials "confirmed all ny
al | egati ons and deni ed none" during their unclassified neetings with the
Senate Judiciary staff over two years ago. However, neither your

conmi ssion's hearings, nor your conm ssion's 567-page report, nor your
reconmendati ons include these serious issues, mgjor incidents, and
system c problens. Your report's coverage of FBI translation problens
consists of a brief mcroscopic footnote. . . . Yet, your comrission is
geared to start aggressively pressuring our governnent
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11111 THE 9/11 ( OMM SSION | 1IEPC)RT: OM SSI () NS AND INSTUI ti |l (1INS to
hastily inplement your neasures and reconmendati ons based upon your

i nconpl ete and deficient report. 17 Assunming that Sibel Ednonds, in her
letter to Chairman Kean, has reported truthfully about her testinony to
the 9/ 11 Conmission's staff- and it is hard to see how anyone coul d
doubt this, since her testinony was recorded, so that Kean could easily
di sconfirmany fal se statenents- her letter constitutes one of the
strongest possible indictnments of the Commi ssion's work and its report.
To nmention only the npbst obvious questions raised by her revel ations
about her testinony: G ven her extrenely serious charges against M ke
Feghal i -t hat he "took hundreds of pages of top-secret sensitive
intelligence docunents outside the FBI to unknown recipients” and |ied
to a diligent agent about the accuracy of a translation-we would assune
that the Commi ssion would have sunmoned M. Feghali to ask hi m about

t hese charges. But a search for Feghali's name in The 9/11 Conm ssion
Report cones up enpty. G ven her charge that Thomas Friel ds took no
action on information froma long-term FBI infornmant fromlran that
Gsama bin Laden was planning a najor terrorist attack, involving
airplanes, in the United States in the next few nonths, then later told
the FBI agents and translators to "keep quiet" about the fact that this
i nformati on was recei ved, we woul d assune that the Conm ssion woul d have
interviewed M. Frields about this two- fold charge. But the nane of
Thormas Frields is nowhere to be found in the Kean-Zeli kow Report. One
m ght reply, of course, that the Comm ssion had |imted tine and a
limted budget. It sinply could not interview everyone who clained to
have somet hing of relevance to report. This excuse woul d, however, be
difficult to accept with regard to Feghali and Frields, given the
seriousness of the charges |evel ed against them But even if we could
accept it, we would at | east expect the Comm ssion to have queried FBI
Director Mueller about them and al so about his own decision to pronote
Feghali instead of firing him But, as Ednonds nentioned, there were no
guestions about these matters in the public interview with Mieller-who
was hinself reportedly surprised that he has not asked about the case
involving Frields and the Iranian informant. O course, the Conm ssion's
staff had, Ednonds pointed out, heard about the Frields episode directly
fromone of the translators involved, Behrooz Sarshar. The curious
reader m ght suspect, therefore, that the
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CHANTER EI GHT 1(11 place to find sone reference to this episode would be
in the Conmmi ssion's notes about its interview with Sarshar. But a search
reveal s that the Kean-Zelikow Report contains no nmention of this
interviewin spite of Ednonds' statenent that Sarshar had given
testinony for 2.5 hours. So, the result of six hours of testinony from
these two FBI enpl oyees, who reported extrenmely serious 'm sconduct
within the division of the FBI for which they worked, was a single
reference to Sibel Ednonds as one of four interviewees who said that the
FBI translation programneeded to "maintain rigorous security and
proficiency standards" and to "ensure conpliance with its quality
control program" She certainly was saving that. But w thout her open
letter to Chairman Kean, the reader of The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report would
have no idea of the very specific and enornmous violations she had

descri bed-viol ations that could be read by nore suspicious ninds as
suggesting that the FBI was actually engaged in covering up, rather than
di scovering, the forces behind 9/11. In the nmeantinme, Ednonds has j oi ned
with 24 other forner enpl oyees of the FBI and ot her governnental
agencies to send the letter to the US Congress that is quoted in the
Introduction. Al 25 of these people signed as people "with direct

know edge" of serious incidents and problens within those agencies who
had "duly reported" those matters to the 9/ 11 Conm ssion but then found
them unnentioned in the final report. Al of them presumably share the

i nference that Ednonds herself' draws. That is, having enphasized to
Kean t hat she knew of the om ssions about which she reported only
because she had personally informed the Commi ssion about the issues in
guestion, she concluded: "1 nust assune that other serious issues that I
am not aware of were in the same manner omtted fromyour report." The
present book shows that this assunption was entirely reasonabl e.
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in the Wiite House and the Pentagon believed that the United States
shoul d have gone to Baghdad and taken out Saddam Hussein, as they
indicated "in reports witten for then Secretary of Defense Cheney."56
In 1996, a docunent entitled "A O ean Break” was produced by a study
group led by Richard Perle (who would the foll owi ng year becone a
foundi ng nenber of PNAC). Recommendi ng that |srael adopt a policy of
"preenption,” Perle and his coll eagues suggested that Israel begin
"rolling back Syria," an effort that should "focus on renovi ng Saddam
Hussein frompower in lraq." Advocating that Israel invade Lebanon and
then Syria, this docunent included texts to be used for speeches
justifying the action in a way that would win synpathy in Aneri ca.

Besi des "drawi ng attention to [Syria's] weapons of nass destruction,"

I srael should say: Negotiations with repressive reginmes like Syria's

require cautious realism... It is dangerous for Israel to deal naively
with a regine murderous of its own people, openly aggressive toward its
nei ghbors, . . . and supportive of the nost deadly terrorist

organi zations. 57 As Janmes Banford points out in A Pretext for Wr,
these justifications were very sinmlar to those that would be used in

| ater years to justify America's attack on Iraq.58 The argunent for this
Anerican attack on Iraq becane nore visible the follow ng year, after
PNAC was fornmed. I n Decenber 1997, Paul
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS One mi ght assune,
therefore, that there would be sonme nmention of Ahnmad's presence in
Washi ngton that week in the Conmission's report, given its effort to
provide "the full est possible account of the events surrounding 9/11."
However, this report makes no nention of the fact that Ahmad had been in
town since September 4, neeting nuch of that tine with the head of the
CIA. Nor is there any nention of his other neetings. For exanple,
Senat or Bob Graham begins his recent book, Intelligence Matters, with an
account of the breakfast neeting he, Porter Coss, and other personnel of
the congressional intelligence comrittees were having with General Ahnmad
on the nmorning of 9/11 until it was interrupted by word of the attacks.3
One woul d assune that G aham and CGoss-in the neantine nade the new head
of the Cl A-would have told the Conmission about this neeting. And yet
the cl osest the Conmi ssion canme to reporting General Ahmad's renarkabl e
presence in Washington on that renarkable week was to nention that on
Sept enber 13, Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage net with "the
visiting head of Pakistan's nilitary intelligence service, Mihnud Ahned"
(331; the Conmission's spelling). For all the reader would know, Genera
Ahmad had conme to Washington only after 9/11, perhaps to offer help.

I ndeed, the Commi ssion gives this inpression by then saying that
Armtage told General Ahmad and the Paki stani anbassador that "the
United States wanted Pakistan to take seven steps" and that Paki stan had
agreed by that afternoon (331). To be sure, even though Pakistan did
become one of Anericleading allies inits "war on terror” imedi ately
after 9/11, we mght dismss this failure to nmention the ISl chief's
presence in Washington prior to 9/11 as of no particular significance,
expl ai nabl e perhaps by the fact that he stepped down from his post
shortly after 9/11. There were further reports, however, that make this
om ssion even nore noteworthy. THE REPORT THAT |SI CH EF AHVAD ORDERED
MONEY SENT TO ATTA One of those reports was that an ISl agent, Saeed
Shei kh, had wi red $100,000 to Mohaned Atta, considered the ringl eader of
the 9/11 hijackers. That report by itself, if it had becone w dely
known, woul d have had expl osive inplications for the prospect of
positive relations between Pakistan and the United States after 9/11.

But even nore
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CHAPTER NI NE CHAPTER NI NE 105 potentially explosive was the report that
Saeed Shei kh had wired this noney at the instruction of none other than
I SI chief Mahnoud Ahnmad. 4 This "damming link," as Agence France Presse
called it, had explosive inplications not only for US-Pakistani
relations but also- given the close relations between the Cl A and the

| SI-for the question of possible CIA involvenent in the attacks.5 It is
not surprising to learn, therefore, that the Bush adm nistration
evidently tried to keep any possible |inks between the ISl and 9/ 11

hi dden. One exanpl e: Wen Attorney General Ashcroft |ater announced a
crimnal indictnment agai nst Saeed Sheikh, it was only for his role in

t he ki dnappi ng and nurder of Wall Street journal reporter Daniel Pearl
(to be discussed below). Ashcroft nmade no nention of Saeed's role in
financing the 9/ 11 attacks or his connection to the ISI.6 The Bush
administration also evidently attenpted to conceal the fact that Genera
Ahmad was in Washington the week of 9/11. M chel Chossudovsky, a
Canadi an expert on the gl obal econony, has drawn attention to a Wite
House transcript that suggests such an attenpt. During Condol eezza

Ri ce's press conference on May 16, 2002, the follow ng interchange
occurred between Rice and a reporter: QUESTION. Are you aware of the
reports at the tinme that the ISl chief was in Washi ngton on Sept enber
11t h, and on Septenber 10th, $100,000 was wired from Paki stan to these
groups in this area? And why he was here? Was he neeting with you or
anybody in the admnistration? Ms. RICE: | have not seen that report,
and he was certainly not neeting with me. This transcript of the press
conference was issued by the Federal News Service. However, the Wite
House version of this transcript begins thus: QUESTION. Dr. Rice, are
you aware of the reports at the tinme that (inaudible) was in Washi ngton
on Septenber 11th... ? This version of the transcript, which does not
contain the information that the person being discussed was "the 1Sl
chief,"” was the version provided by the Wite House to the news nedia-it
was, for exanple, the one reported on the CNN show Inside Politics |ater
that day? This effort by the Wiite House was evidently quite successful
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day few Anericans seemto realize either that General Ahnad was present
in Washi ngton the week of 9/ 11 or that he reportedly ordered $100, 000
wired to Mohaned Atta. To realize how strange this |ack of awareness is,
we can try to inagine what the US reaction would have been to a report
that this noney had been sent to the 9/ 11 ringl eader by Saddam Hussei n.
This report woul d have provided the headline for virtually every
newspaper in the country. This story woul d have dom nated the Tv news
shows for weeks. The Bush admi nistration woul d not have needed reports
of weapons of nass destruction or anything else to justify its attack on
Irag. Indeed, the attack on Iraq might well have preceded the attack on
Af ghani stan. The Bush adnini stration's behavi or here-trunpeting invented
i nks between 9/ 11 and lraqg while covering up actual |inks involving
Paki stan-is sinply an extrene version of the kind of distortion that we,
unfortunately, have come to expect frompoliticians and ideol ogues. But
the 9/11 Conmi ssion was explicitly created as a nonpolitical
nonparti san investigating body. The Republicans woul d keep the Denocrats
honest, and the Denocrats woul d keep the Republicans honest. W shoul d
have been able to expect, therefore, that regardl ess of any possible
enbarrassment to the Bush administration resulting fromthe exposure of
these two stories about the ISl chief-that he was neeting with the CIA
director the week prior to 9/ 11 and that he ordered noney sent to Atta-
the 9/ 11 would have discussed them if only to refute them But the
Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on does not even nention them The Comm ssion even
deni es know edge of any evi dence that Pakistan's ISl provided funding
for the hijackers through Atta. In its paragraph on "The Fundi ng of the
9/11 Plot," the Conmi ssion says: [T]he 9/11 plotters spent sonewhere
bet ween $400, 000 and $500, 000 to plan and conduct their attack. The
avail abl e evidence indicates that the 19 operatives were funded by al
Qaeda.... [We have seen no evidence that any foreign governnent-or
foreign government official-supplied any funding. (172) This would seem
to nmean that the Conmission, in spite of the "exacting investigative
work" of its staff, did not |earn about the story in the Tinmes of India,
entitled "India Hel ped FBI Trace |SI-Terrorist Links," which reported on
CGeneral Ahmad's order to have nobney sent to Atta.s
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have failed to discover Mchel Chossudovsky's 2002 book, War and

d obal i sation: The Truth Behind Septenber 11. But is it really
bel i evabl e that the Conmmi ssion's research staff would not have

i mredi ately done a search for all books with "9/11" or "Septenber 11" in
the title? Surely Dr. Philip Zelikow, who has produced several scholarly
books, woul d have given the directive for such a search. In this |ight,
can we really believe the Commission's statenent that it had seen "no
evi dence that any foreign governnent-or foreign governnent

of ficial-supplied any funding"? Note that this statenment does not even
gi ve the Conmi ssioners a | oophole by Iimting the claimto credible

evi dence. It says that they have seen no evidence, period. This is
either a falsehood or it inplies that the Conmi ssion based its report on
research that failed to carry out one of the first standard steps. In
light of josh Meyer's story, discussed in Chapter Six,9 we can
reasonably suspect that the failure here was not on the part of the

i nvestigative work carried out by the Conmission's staff The omni ssion
nore likely resulted fromthe political filters in the mnds of those in
charge of determ ning what would be included in the final report. Be
that as it may, the Conmission, in ignoring evidence of funding from
Paki stan, may have m ssed nore of the truth about the funding for the

9/ 11 attacks than already suggested. As | reported previously the | Sl
may have transferred as nmuch as $325,000 to Atta.10 So, it would nean

t hat Paki stan-Anerica's nmpjor Asian ally in the war on terror- provided
nmost of the noney that the Commr ssion believes the 9/ 11 operation
required. The Commission itself evidently would not care, having

decl ared the question of "the origin of the noney used for the 9/11
attacks...of little practical inportance" (172). But nost of us would
surely disagree. THE DI SM SSAL OF GENERAL AHMAD There is yet another
dinension to this story. As nentioned earlier, General Mahnmoud Ahmad
stepped down fromhis position as head of the I1SI. This resignation
occurred on Cctober 8, less than a nonth after 9/11. The offici al
announcenent said he sinply decided it was tinme to retire. Is it not
strange, however, that he would have spent over a week in nmeetings with
officials in Washington if he had been planning to retire? W need not,
furthernore, rely solely on such a priori reasoning.
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I ndia, having reported the official story about Ahmad's sudden deci sion
toretire, said that "the truth is nore shocking." This nore shocki ng
truth was that after Indian intelligence had given US officials evidence
of the noney transfer ordered by Ahmad, he had been quietly dismn ssed
after "US authorities sought his renoval."11 | f Mahnoud Ahmad really was
di sm ssed by Pakistan's ruler, General Pervez Musharraf, because of US
pressure, it surely would have taken nore than mnor pressure. For, as
Steve Coll points out in Ghost Wars, General Misharraf owed his own
position to General Ahmad. It was primarily thanks to Ahmad' s actions
that the coup of Cctober 1999 agai nst Nawar Sharif was successful. Ahnmad
then stood aside to allow Musharraf to take power. Misharraf rewarded
Ahmad by making himthe new director-general of 1SI.12 G ven that
background, it must have taken great pressure to convince Misharraf to
force Ahmad to step down only two years later. If so, the Bush

admi ni stration nmust have considered the renoval of Mahnoud Ahnmad from
this position a matter of the utnost inportance. If this is what really
happened, would it not suggest a cover-up? Nafeez Msaddeq Ahned, the
aut hor of one of the first books about 9/11, certainly thought so.
Al t hough one might think the United States "woul d be spearheadi ng a

full-scale investigation into the role of the I1SI," Ahned wote, it
"actual ly prevented one from goi ng ahead by asking from behind the
scenes for the ISl chief... to quietly resign."” Explaining his point,

Ahnmed continued: By pressuring the then ISI Director-General to resign
W t hout scandal on the pretext of reshuffling, while avoiding any
publicity with respect to his siphoning of funds to alleged | ead

hi j acker Mohamed Atta, the US had effectively bl ocked any sort of
investigation into the matter. It prevented wide publicity of these
facts, and allowed the ISl chief, who was clearly conplicit in the
terrorist attacks of 11th Septenber, to walk away free.13 If this is all
true-that General Mahnmoud Ahmad was forced out because of pressure from
the United States and that the United States exerted this pressure in
order to avoid publicity about the financial connection between the ISl
and the hijackers-we can imagi ne vari ous reasons why the Bush

admi ni stration would want to cover up these facts. Shoul d we expect the
same of the "independent and inpartial" 9/11
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the United States pressured Pakistan to force General Ahnad to resign in
order to cover up the fact that he had ordered ISl noney transferred to
t he supposed ringl eader of the hijackers, wouldn't we expect the 9/11
Commi ssion to investigate this story? Again, however, our expectation
woul d be di sappointed. There is no nention of General Mahnoud Ahmad' s
"retirement." Nor is there any nention of the story in the Tinmes of
India or any nention of the book by Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed, with its
suggestion as to why General Ahnad suddenly retired. To find this story,
furthernore, the Conmission's staff would not have had to | ocate that
book or the Tines of India, because the story fromthe latter was partly
guoted in a Wall Street Journal editorial. Titled "Qur Friends the

Paki stanis,"” this editorial quoted the followi ng passage: Top sources
confirmed here on Tuesday, that the general |ost his job because of the
"evidence" India produced to show his links to one of the suicide
bonbers that wecked the Wrld Trade Centre. The US authorities sought
his renoval after confirmng the fact that $100, 000 were wired to WIC

hi j acker Mohammed [sic] Atta from Paki stan by Ahnmad Umar Shei kh [sic] at
the instance of Gen. Mahnud [sic]. The editorial then added: "Seni or
government sources have confirmed that India contributed significantly
to establishing the |ink between the noney transfer and the rol e played
by the dism ssed ISl chief."14 Accordingly, two parts of this
enbarrassi ng story-that General Mahnmoud Ahmad ordered the noney wired to
Atta and that he was then forced out under US pressure-were confirmed by
the Vall Street Journal. But the 9/ 11 Commission's report kept silent
about the whol e episode. For those with eyes to see, to be sure, there
is an allusion to it in the Appendix listing the major figures discussed
in the report. "Mahnmud Ahnmed" is identified as "Director Ceneral of

Paki stan's Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, 1999-2001" (433).

But there is no nmention here or elsewhere that his tenure in this post
was so brief because the United States had himforced out. The
Kean- Zel i kow Report, rather than trying to give the Anerican people the
full est possible account of events surrounding 9/11, has instead ai ded
the Bush adm nistration's effort to keep a lid on this story.
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ASSASSI NATI ON OF AHVAD SHAH MASOOD Anot her di nension of this episode

i nvol ves the assassi nati on of Ahmad Shah Masood, 15 the | eader of the
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan. This assassination occurred on
Septenber 9, just two days before 9/11 and just after the week-1ong
nmeeting between the 1Sl and CIA chiefs. WAs this nerely a coi nci dence?
W night assune so, as long as we could not imagine that the dem se of
Masood woul d have served the interests of the US governnent.
Chossudovsky, however, suggested that the death of Masood did serve US
interests. After Masood was dead, Chossudovsky wote, "the Northern
Al'liance became fragnented into different factions. Had Masood not been
assassi nated, he woul d have become the head of the post-Taliban
government fornmed in the wake of the US bonbi ngs of Afghanistan.” '6 The
United States, however, wanted a governnment headed by someone who woul d
nore faithfully serve US interests in Afghanistan (see the next
chapter). The elim nation of Masood neant that the Northern Alliance,
once it had hel ped US forces defeat the Taliban, would not have a
natural |eader to put in charge of the country. The plausibility of
Chossudovsky's suggestion is increased if we know t hat Masood, known as
"the Lion of Panjshir,"” was not only "Afghanistan's nost form dable
mlitary |leader"” but also "a charismatic popul ar | eader." |ndeed, Masood
was so inmportant that the Prol ogue of Steve Coll's recent book on

Af ghani st an-from whi ch those quot ati ons about Masood were

t akenl 7-f ocuses al nost entirely on him Another factor with possible
rel evance involved a conpetition to build an oil-and-gas pipeline

t hrough Af ghani stan (to be discussed in the next chapter). Anerica
supported Unocal, whereas Masood, as Coll wites, "had signed an
agreenent with Unocal's Argentine rival," |eading Masood' s people to
fear that "they had been branded as Unocal's-and therefore

Anerica' s-enenies."18 Neverthel ess, one mght reply, even if the United
States may have wanted Masood elimnated, the nere fact the CIA and ISl
chi efs had been neeting for several days prior to his assassination is
irrel evant, because Masood was assassi nated by al -Qaeda, not by the |ISI.
This is the position of The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report, which says that the
two men who got into position to kill Masood by posing as Arab
journalists were "actually al Qaeda assassins" (214). In a note, the
Conmmi ssion refers to the di scussion of the assassination in Coll's book
whi ch i ndeed provides
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al - Qaeda. 19 The Conmi ssion omits, however, any discussion of the
possibility that the 1Sl was al so behind the plot. Insofar as the

Comm ssion was inplicitly denying ISl involvenent, its argunent would
seemto be: It was al-Qaeda, therefore it was not the I1SI. The problem
with this logic is that it ignores the possibility that al-Qaeda and the
I SI were working together on this operation-even though this is exactly
what the Northern Alliance asserted. On Septenber 14, the Northern
Al'liance rel eased an official statenent saying that a "Pakistani

| SI - Csama- Tal i ban axi s" was responsible for plotting the assassination.
"W believe that this is a triangle between GCsama bin Laden, |SI, which
is the intelligence section of the Pakistani army, and the Taliban." 20
Wiy did the Conmi ssion not nention this clain? W nust assune that the
Comm ssion was aware of this press release, which was carried by Reuters
News Service and was | ater published in Chossudovsky's War and

G obalisation. But if so, why did the Conm ssion's report contain no
nmention of it? A defender of the Commi ssion's onission night say that
the Northern Alliance's charge is sinply too inplausible to be worthy of
mention. However, Coll's book, cited by the Comr ssion to support its
claimthat the assassins were fromal - Qaeda, al so says that by 1998 the
ClA and other US intelligence agenci es had "docunented many |inks
between ISI, the Taliban, [and] bin Laden." Coll even says that in 1999
"bin Laden and al Qaeda . . . thrived on their |links to Pakistani
intelligence."21 Still, one m ght argue, these connections do not
provi de support for Chossudovsky's suspicion that the CI A was invol ved
in planning the assassination. That theory-assuming the truth of the
claimthat the ISl and al - Qaeda worked together on this operation-would
inmply that the United States was, at least inplicitly, working in
conjunction with al- Qaeda, and that, defenders of the Conm ssion m ght
say, would be absurd. In Chapters Six and Seven, however, we saw reasons
to suspect that the relation between OBL and the United States,
especially under the Bush administration, was in reality sonewhat
different fromthe relation as portrayed in the official account. So,
given the | ong-standing rel ati ons between the CIA and the ISI, the

| ong-standing relations between the ISl and OBL, the possibility that

t he | ong- st andi ng
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severed, the reasons why the United States m ght have wanted to have
Masood out of the way before the battle to renpbve the Tali ban began, and
the fact that his assassination followed directly upon a week- |ong
nmeeting between the 1Sl and ClA directors, we would think that the 9/ 11
Commi ssion woul d have at |east nentioned the possibility that the CA
was involved in the planning for the assassination of Ahmad Shah Masood.
But it again seens as if the Commission's desire to give a full account
was overridden by its desire to include only those "facts and
circunstances” that are consistent with the official story told by the
Bush admi ni stration. KSM ( KHALI D SHAI KH MOHAMVED) AND THE | SI Khalid
Shai kh Mohanmed, generally referred to in the Conm ssion', report as
"KSM" is central to its narrative. He is called the masterm nd behind
9/11. He was reportedly captured by Anerican forces in 2003. There are
272 paragraphs in which he is nmentioned. These paragraphs provi de many
types of information about KSM Not one of them however, nentions the
possibility that he was connected not only to al- Qaeda but also to the
I SI. There would, of course, he no occasion for such a nention if no
credi bl e source had ever connected KSM and the | SI. However, as |
reported in The New Pearl Harbor, Josef Bodansky stated in 2002 that KSM
was related to the ISI, which had acted to shield him22 And Bodansky,
havi ng been the director of the Congressional Task Force on Terrorism
and Unconventi onal Warfare, should he considered a credible source. If
Bodansky was right. the inplications would be consi derable. especially
given the report, mentioned in Chapter 5, that KSMt el ephoned Mbhaned
Atta the day before 9/11 to give himfinal authorization for the

hi j ackings. Putting this together with other reports. the preparation
for 9/11 may have included these elenents- 1. One ISl agent, Saeed

Shei kh, wired a | arge sumof noney to the nman described as the

ri ngl eader of the 9/11 hijackers, Mhamed Atta. 2. Saeed was ordered to
send this noney by General Mahnmoud Ahnad, the director of the IS 3.
Mohamed Atta was given final authorization for the hijacking m ssion by
the masternind of the hijacking plot, KSM who was al so
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CHAPTER NI NE 113 connected to the ISI. It would seem therefore, that
the possibility that KSM worked on behalf of the ISl should at | east
have been nmenti oned. DANI EL PEARL, KSM AND THE I1SI MW Street Journa
reporter Daniel Pearl was kidnapped in Pakistan in January 2002. He was
evidently there to investigate |inks between Richard Reid (the "shoe
bormber™) and Paki stani extrem sts. The day Pearl was ki dnapped, he was
reportedly going to see a religious |eader with connections to both
Saeed Shei kh and the 1SI. As the Washington Postput it, "Pearl may have
strayed into areas involving Pakistan's secret intelligence

organi zations."23 UPI nade an even stronger statenent, reporting that US
intelligence believed the kidnappers to be connected to the I1SI. After
Pearl was nmurdered, it was learned that | SI agent Saeed Shei kh had been
i nvol ved in the kidnapping. Soon thereafter, under circunstances
suggesting that Saeed may have been tricked into confessing, he was
charged with Pearl's mnurder.24 According to |ater reports, US
authorities concluded that Pearl's nurder was ordered, and perhaps even
carried out, by KSM25 At this tine, stories in the US press were no

| onger mentioning the possible connection between the ISl and Pearl's

ki dnapping. But if Saeed and KSM were both connected to the ISI, there
is reason to believe that both the kidnapping and the nurder of Dani el
Pearl were ordered by the I1SI. A possible notive night have been concern
that his investigations were bringing himtoo close to the truth about
9/11. The US governnent clearly did not want any di scussion of this
possibility. Secretary of State Powel|l declared that there were no |links
bet ween Pearl's nurder and "elenents of the ISI." The Guardian, in |ight
of the overwhel mi ng evidence that Saeed Shei kh worked for the ISl

call ed Powel |'s denial "shocking."26 Unfortunately we have | earned not
to be shocked by the fact that our national political |eaders, in
pursuit of their agendas, tell blatant lies. The 9/11 Conmi ssion,
however, was ostensibly created to discover the truth about 9/11, not to
pronote sone agenda. It appears, nevertheless, to have participated in
the Bush adm nistration's effort to prevent any discussion of the
possible relation between the 1Sl and Pearl's nurder. |ndeed, the name
of Dani el Pearl is one of those many nanes that the Kean-Zelikow Report
does not even nention
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MUSHAF ALI MR, AND I SI AGENT RAJAA GULUM ABBAS The first of two final
exanpl es of a possible ISl connection to 9/ 11 brings us back to the
testinony of al-Qaeda operative Abu Zubaydah as reported by Cerald
Posner. "According to Zubaydah," says Posner, he was present in 1996, in
Paki st an, when bin Laden struck a deal with Mushaf Ali Mr, a highly
placed mlitary officer with close ties to some of the nost pro-1slam st

elements in ISI. It was a relationship that was still active and
provi ded bin Laden and al Qaeda protection, arns, and supplies. Zubaydah
al so reportedly said that Mr, |like the three Saudi s he named, knew t hat

an al - Qaeda attack was scheduled to occur on Anerican soil on Septenber
11, 2001. Posner then reports that another seven nonths after the three
Saudis died in surprising ways, Mr's recently inspected air force plane
went down in good weather, killing him his wife, and severa
confidants.27 As with the Saudis, Mr's death gave added credibility to
Zubaydah's reported clains-that Mr was closely related to the ISl as
well as to al-Qaeda and that he knew that al -Qaeda attacks were to occur
inthe United States on 9/11. The idea that there was foreknow edge of
the 9/11 attacks within Pakistan's ISl is given additional support by a
story involving a US governnment infornmant, Randy dass. In July 1999,

d ass recorded a conversation with an ISl agent naned Raj aa Gul um Abbas
and sone illegal arns deal ers. This conversation occurred at a
restaurant fromwhich they could see the WIC. After saying that he
wanted to buy sonme stolen US mlitary weapons to give to bin Laden,
Abbas reportedly pointed to the WIC and said: "Those towers are com ng
down. " 28 These last two stories, it would seem provide such strong

evi dence of foreknow edge about 9/ 11 within Pakistan's ISl that the

9/ 11 Commission, if it wanted to nmake even a gesture towards giving a
full accounting of the "facts and circunstances" surrounding 9/11, would
sinmply have had to nention them By now, however, the reader wll
probably not be surprised to learn that the nanes of Mushaf Ali Mr,
Randy d ass, and Rajaa Gul um Abbas are all absent fromthe Kean-Zelikow
Report.
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CHAPTER TEN Possi bl e Mtives of the Bush Administration The 9/ 11

Commi ssi on understood that its nandate, as we have seen, was to provide
"the fullest possible account" of the "facts and circunstances”
surrounding 9/11. Included in those facts and circunstances are ones
that, according to sonme critics of the official account of 9/11, provide
evidence that the Bush adm nistration intentionally allowed the attacks
of 9/11. Sone critics have even suggested that the Bush adm nistration
actively helped the attacks succeed. In light of the fact that several
books have been witten propoundi ng such views, including sone in
English, the Conmi ssion's staff given its "exacting investigative work,"
woul d surely have di scovered such books. O if not, the staff would at

| east have known about a front-page story on this topic in the Wall
StreetJournad Readers of this story |l earned not only that a poll showed
that 20 percent of the German popul ation believed "the U S. government
ordered the attacks itself" but also that sinmlar views were held in
some ot her European countries.' Also, as we saw in the Introduction,
polls show that significant percentages of Anericans and Canadi ans
believe that the US governnment deliberately allowed the attacks to
happen, with some of those believing the Bush adm nistration actually

pl anned t he attacks. Know ng that such information is avail able and such
views are held, the Comm ssion, we woul d assune, would have felt called
upon to respond to these suspicions. An adequate response would contain
at least the followi ng elenents: (1) an acknow edgnment that these
suspicions exist; (2) a summary of the main kinds of reports and all eged
facts cited as evidence by those who have pronoted these suspicions; and
(3) an explanation of why these reports and alleged facts do not really
constitute evidence for conplicity by the Bush adm nistration. Finally,
the persistence and w despread docunentation of these allegations neans
that an adequate response would need to consider (if only to debunk) the
notives that some critics have all eged the Bush adm nistration woul d
have had for facilitating the 9/11 attacks-just as
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CHAPTER TEN 117 | east sone of these opportunities could have been
anticipated, were inportant parts of the "events surrounding 9/11" that
"the fullest possible account” would have included. These descriptions
of the attacks of 9/11 as opportunities, however, are not mentioned in
The 9/ 11 Commi ssion Report.5 In any case, the idea that menbers of the
Bush admi ni stration could have antici pated benefits from catastrophic
attacks of the type that occurred on 9/ 11 does not rest entirely on
inference fromfact that the attacks were seen as opportunities

imedi ately after 9/11. Critics have referred to a pre-9/11 docunent

t hat speaks of benefits that could accrue from catastrophic attacks. W
need to see how the Conmmi ssion responded to this part of the facts and
ci rcunstances surrounding 9/11. "A NEW PEARL HARBOR' TO ADVANCE THE PAX
AMERI CANA I n the fall of 2000, a year before 9/11, a docunent entitled
Rebui | ding Anerica's Defenses was published by an organization calling
itself the Project for the New American Century (PNAC).l) This

organi zation was forned by individuals who were nenbers or at |east
supporters of the Reagan and Bush | administrations, sonme of whom woul d
go on to be central figures in the Bush Il admnistration. These

i ndividuals include Richard Arnitage, John Bolton, D ck Cheney, Zai mav
Khal il zad (closely associated with Paul Wlfowitz-), Lewis "Scooter"

Li bby, Richard Perle, Donald Runsfeld, Paul Wl fowitz, and Janes

Whol sey. Libby (now Cheney's chief of staff) and Wl fowitz (now
Runsfel d' s deputy) are listed as having participated directly in the
project to produce Rebuilding Anerica's Def es. Interestingly, John
Lehman, a nmenmber of the 9/11 Conm ssion, has been a nenber of PNAC or at
| east publicly aligned with it.s This PNAC docunent, after benpaning the
fact that spending for military purposes no | onger captured as much of
the US budget as it once did, argues that it is necessary for defense
spending to be greatly increased if the "American peace is to be

mai nt ai ned, and expanded," because this Pax Americana "nust have a
secure foundation on unquestioned U.S. mlitary preem nence." The way to
acquire and retain such mlitary preeminence is to take full advantage
of the "revolution in mlitary affairs" nmade possible by technol ogical
advances. Bringing about this transformation of US nmilitary forces wll,
however, probably be a | ong,
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partly because it will be very expensive. However, the docunent
suggests, the process could occur nore quickly if Anerica suffered
catastrophic and catal yzi ng event-li ke a new Pear|l Harbor."9 This
statenent, we would think, should have gotten the attention of sone
menmbers of the 9/11 Conmi ssion. After the 9/11 attacks cane, npreover,
the idea that they constituted a new Pearl Harbor was expressed by the
president and sonme of his supporters. At the end of that very day,

Presi dent Bush reportedly wote in his diary: "The Pearl Harbor of the
21st century took place today."10 Al so, mnutes after the president's
address to the nation earlier that day, Henry Kissinger posted an online
article in which he said: "The governnent should be charged with a
systematic response that, one hopes, will end the way that the attack on
Pear| Harbor ended-with the destruction of the systemthat is
responsible for it."11 One might think that the existence of these
statenents woul d have been perceived by the 9/11 Conm ssion as part of
the relevant "events surroundi ng 9/11" that should be included in "the
full est possible account."” But there is no nention of any of these
statenents on any of the 567 pages of the Kean-Zelikow Report. Those
pages are largely filled-in line with the Conmi ssion's unquesti oned
assunption-with di scussions of Gsama bin Laden, al- Qaeda, Islanic
terrorismnore generally, and American responses thereto. Then, after

t he Commi ssion had di sbanded, its staff rel eased anot her 155-page report
on al - Qaeda financing.12 These natters were obviously consi dered
essential for understanding the "facts and circunstances relating to the
terrorist attacks of Septenber 11, 2001." But the fact that individuals
who are central menbers and supporters of the Bush-Cheney admi nistration
endorsed a docunent indicating that "a new Pearl Harbor" would be

hel pful for furthering its ains; that sone supporters of this

admi ni stration and even the president hinself then conpared the 9/11
attacks to the Pearl Harbor attacks; and that several nenbers of this
administration said that 9/ 11 provided "opportunities"-this conpl ex
fact was not thought worthy of a single sentence in the Conmission's
"full est possible account.” Indeed, the Commi ssion's report does not
even nention the Project for the New American Century.

sone
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to protect the American "haves" fromthe world' s "have-nots," as
Anerican-led gl obalization | eaves these "have-nots" with even | ess. The
9/ 11 Comm ssion, however, makes no nention of the US Space Conmmand's
program and m ssion. To understand the full significance of this

om ssion, it is necessary to understand that its programinvolves three
parts. The first part involves space-based surveillance technol ogy,
through which US military | eaders can identify enem es of US forces
anywhere on the planet.15 The second part involves putting up space
weapons, such as | aser cannons, with which the United States will be
able to destroy the satellites of other countries. "Vision for 2020"
frankly states its desire to be able "to deny others the use of
space."16 The third part of the programis usually called the "nissile
defense shield,"” but its purpose, like that of the first two parts, is
of f ensi ve.



Page 120

deter the United States fromlaunching a first strike against them 18
The maj or inpedinment to naking this programoperational is that it wll
be extrenely expensive. According to one expert, it will require over $1
trillion from Anerican taxpayers.19 The difficulty of getting Congress
and the Anerican people to pony up was the nmain reason for the PNAC
docunent's statenent that the desired transfornmation will take a |ong
time "absent sone catastrophic and catal yzing event-like a new Pearl
Harbor."20 In onmitting any nention of this project for achieving gl obal
dom nation, therefore, the 9/11 Comm ssion onitted a project so big that
some of its backers, we can inagine, may have been able to rationalize
an attack taking a few thousand American lives, if such an attack seened
necessary to get adequate funding for this project. Donald Runsfeld, as
we saw, was a nmenber of PNAC when it produced its docunent. He was al so
the chai rman of the Conmission to Assess US National Security Space
Managenent and Organi zation. 21 The task of this comm ssion-comonly
known as the "Runsfeld Conmi ssion"-was to nake proposals with regard to
the US Space Command. After naking various proposals that would
"increase the asymmetry between U. S. forces and those of other military
powers," the Runsfeld Commi ssion Report said that, because its proposals
woul d cost a |ot of noney and involve significant reorgani zation, they
woul d probably encounter strong resistance. But, the report-which was

i ssued January 7, 2001-said:
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CHAPTER TEN 121 The question is whether the U S. wll be w se enough to
act responsi bly and soon enough to reduce U S. space vulnerability. O
whether, as in the past, a disabling attack against the country and its
peopl e-a "Space Pearl Harbor"-will be the only event able to gal vani ze
the nation and cause the U S. Government to act.22 In speaking of a
"Space Pearl|l Harbor," the report nmeant an attack on its mlitary
satellites in space. The 9/11 attacks were obviously not of this nature.
It is interesting, nevertheless, that only a few nonths after PNAC had
issued its statenment about "a new Pear|l Harbor," the Runmsfeld Comm ssion
al so pointed out that a Pearl Harbor type of attack m ght be needed to
"gal vani ze the nation." Wen the new Pearl Harbor came, Runsfeld, having
been made secretary of defense, was in position to use it to get nore
nmoney for the US Space Conmand. Before Tv caneras on the evening of 9/11
itself, Runsfeld said to Senator Carl Levin, then chairnan of the Senate
Armed Services Conmittee: Senator Levin, you and other Denocrats in
Congress have voiced fear that you sinply don't have enough noney for
the large increase in defense that the Pentagon is seeking, especially
for missile defense.... Does this sort of thing convince you that an
energency exists in this country to increase defense spending, to dip
into Social Security, if necessary, to pay for defense spendi ng-increase
def ense spendi ng?23 Earlier that day, the Pentagon, which by then had
been under Runsfeld' s |eadership for al nost seven nonths, failed to
prevent airplane attacks on the Wrld Trade Center and the Pentagon
itself. Now that very evening Rumsfeld was using the success of those
attacks to get nore noney from Congress for the Pentagon and, in
particular, for the US Space Command. One m ght think that this rather
remar kabl e coi nci dence woul d have gotten the attention of the 9/ 11

Comm ssi on, because it suggests that the secretary of defense may not
have wanted to prevent this "new Pearl Harbor." But the Conm ssion's
report, focusing exclusively on al-Qaeda terrorists, nmakes no nention of
this possible notive. Runsfeld was, noreover, not the only person highly
commtted to pronoting the US Space Command who was in charge of
mlitary affairs on 9/11. Another was General Ralph E. Eberhart, the
current head of the
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of the US Space Conmmand, was on 9/ 11 the Acting Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Atruly "independent" and "inpartial" comm ssion would
surely comrent on this renmarkabl e coi ncidence-that three of the nmen in
charge of the US mlitary response on 9/ 11 were outspoken advocates of
the US Space Command, that the US mlitary under their control failed to
prevent the attacks, and that one of these nen then used the success of
the attacks to obtain billions of dollars nore for this branch of the
mlitary. Coincidence does not, of course, prove conplicity. Sonetines
when events coincide in an inprobable way, the coincidence is exactly
what the term has generally cone to nean: sinply coincidental. It is
wel I known, however, that after a crime the first question to be asked
is cui bono?- who benefits? A truly independent comri ssion would at

| east have proceeded on the assunption that Runsfeld, Myers, and
Eberhart had to be regarded as possi bl e suspects, whose actions that day
were to be rigorously investigated. Instead, the testinonies of these
three men were treated as unquestionable sources of truth as to what
real |y happened- despite, as we will see later, the contradictions in
their stories.25 THE PLAN TO ATTACK AFGHANI STAN Critics have all eged

t hat another possible notive on the part of the Bush adm nistration was
its desire to attack Afghanistan so as to replace the Taliban with a
US-friendly governnment in order to further US econonic and geopolitical
ains. The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion does recognize that the US war in

Af ghani st an-whi ch began on October 7, less than a nonth after 9/11- was
a war to produce "reginme change" (203). According to the Conm ssion
however, the United States wanted to change the regi me because the
Tal i ban, besi des being incapable of providing peace by ending the civil
war, was perpetrating human rights abuses and providing a "safe haven"
for al-Qaeda (111, 203, 337). Inlimting the US notives to these,
however, the Comm ssion ignored abundant evi dence that the notives were
nore conplex, nore self-interested, and nore anbitious. At the center of
t hese notives was the desire to enable the building of a multibillion
dol I ar pipeline route by a consortiumknown as CentGas (Central Asia Gas
Pi peline), which was fornmed by US oil giant Unocal .
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CHAPTER TEN 123 The pl anned route would bring oil and gas fromthe

| and- 1 ocked Caspian region, with its enornous reserves, to the sea

t hrough Af ghani stan and Paki stan. By 2001, the Taliban had cone to be
perceived as an obstacle to this project. The Taliban was originally
supported by the United States, working together with Pakistan's | Sl

The pipeline project had becone the crucial issue in what Ahnmed Rashid
in 1997 dubbed "The New Great Gane."26 One issue in this gane was who
woul d construct the pipeline route-the Unocal -dom nated Cent Gas
Consortiumor Argentina' s Bridas Corporation. The other issue was which
countries the route would go through. The United States pronoted Unocal
and backed its plan to build the route through Afghani stan and Paki st an,
since this route would avoid both Iran and Russi a.27 The nmai n obstacl e
to this plan was the civil war that had been going on in Afghanistan
since the withdrawal of the Soviet Union in 1989. The US gover nnent
supported the Taliban in the late 1990s on the basis of hope that it
woul d be able to unify the country through its nilitary strength and
then provide a stable governnent. The centrality of this issue is shown
by the title Rashid gave to two of his chapters: "Romancing the Taliban
The Battle for Pipelines."28 Wth regard to the United States in
particul ar, Rashid says that "the strategy over pipelines had becone the
driving force behind Washington's interest in the Taliban."29 However,
al t hough t he Kean- Zel i kow Comni ssion cites Rashid' s well-known book
several tines, it makes no reference to his discussion of the centrality
of the pipelines to Washi ngton's perspective. Fromreading the

Commi ssion's report, in fact, one would never suspect that the "pipeline
war" (as it became called) was a major US concern. The pipeline project
in general and Unocal in particular are nentioned in only one paragraph
(along with its acconpanying note). And the Conm ssion here suggests
that the US State Departnent was interested in Unocal's pipeline project
only insofar as "the prospect of shared pipeline profits nmight lure
faction |l eaders to a conference table" (111). The United States, in

ot her words, regarded the pipeline project only as a neans to peace.
That may indeed have been the view of some of the Anerican participants.
But the dom nant hope w thin Unocal and the US government was that the
Tal i ban woul d bring peace by defeating its opponents, primarily Ahmad
Shah Masood-after which the US governnent and the United Nations woul d
recogni ze the Taliban as the
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS gover nnment  of
Af ghani stan, which in turn would allow Unocal to get the loans it would
need to finance the project.30 The Commi ssion's report, by contrast,
suggests that neither the US governnent nor Unocal took the side of the
Taliban in the civil war. The Conmi ssion tells us that Marty MIller, who
had been in charge of the pipeline project for Unocal, "denied working
exclusively with the Taliban and told us that his conpany sought to work
with all Afghan factions to bring about the necessary stability to
proceed with the project” (480nl14). As is often the that a Taliban
victory in Afghani stan woul d make Unocal's job nuch easier."33 Rashid

al so reports that "within hours of Kabul's capture by the Taliban"-when
much of the country still remai ned under the control of other
factions-"the US State Departnment announced it woul d establish

di plomatic relations with the Taliban."34 The | ack of US neutrality is
i kewi se shown by Steve Coll, who says: "[T]he State Departnent had
taken up Unocal's agenda as its own"- which nmeant, of course, support
for the Taliban.35 Rashid, summarizing the situation, says that "the

US- Unocal partnership was backing the Taliban and wanted an all - out
Tal i ban
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CHAPTER TEN 125 victory-even as the US and Unocal clained they had no
favourites in Afghanistan."36 The Kean-Zel i kow Comm ssion, by contrast,
sinmply gives us the public relations statenents of sone of the US and
Unocal actors, repeated in recent interviews, as actual history. Wiy is
it inmportant to point out this distortion? Because the Comr ssion's
portrayal of US interests in Afghanistan suggests that the United States
had no inperialistic or crass material interests in the area- the kind
of interests that m ght |ead a governnent to devise a pretext for going
to war. This issue becones nore inportant as we nove to the point in the
story at which the United States cones to think of the Taliban as an
obstacle rather than a vehicle of the Unocal (CentGas) pipeline project.
In July 1998, the Taliban, after having failed in 1997 to take the
northern city of Mazar-i-Sharif, finally succeeded, giving it control of
nost of ... before the snows started falling in Afghanistan, by the

m ddl e of Cctober at the latest."41 The US attack on Afghani stan began,
in fact, on Cctober 7, which was as soon as the US military could get
ready after 9/11.42 The 9/ 11 Conmmi ssion's discussion of what transpired
in July is much mlder. Some nenbers of the Bush adninistration, we are
t ol d,
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the United States would try covert action to topple the Taliban's

| eadership fromwithin" (206). There is no nention of Niaz Naik or the
meeting in Berlin. The Conmission's reference to the fact that the
United States wanted the Taliban to "shift position" does not mention
that this shift involved not sinply turning over OBL but joining a
"unity government” that would allow Unocal's pipeline project to go
forward. Nor does the Conmi ssion nmention the statement by US officials
that if the Taliban refused, the United States would use military force
(not nerely covert action). And yet all this informati on was avail abl e

i n books and newspapers articles that the Conmm ssion's staff should have
been able to locate. In any case, there was still further evidence,

i gnored by the Conm ssion, that the US war against the Taliban was
related nore to the pipeline project than to 9/11. For one thing,

Presi dent Bush's special envoy to Afghanistan, Zalmy Khalil zad
(rmentioned previously as a nenber of PNAC), and the new Prine Mnister
Ham d Karzai, were previously on Unocal's payroll. As Chal mers Johnson
wrote: "The continued collaboration of Khalilzad and Karzai in post-9/
11 Afghani stan strongly suggests that the Bush administration was and
remains as interested in oil as in terrorismin that region."43 As early
as Cctober 10, noreover, the US Departnment of State had inforned the
Paki stani Mnister of Gl that "in view of recent geopolitica

devel opnents,"” Unocal was again ready to go ahead with the pipeline
project.44 Finally, as one Israeli witer put it: "If one | ooks at the
map of the big Anerican bases created, one is struck by the fact that
they are conpletely identical to the route of the projected oil pipeline
to the I ndian Ccean."45 There is consi derabl e evidence, therefore, that,
in Chal mers Johnson's words, "Support for [the dual oil and gas

pi pelines from Turknmeni stan south through Afghanistan to the Arabian Sea
coast of Pakistan] appears to have been a najor consideration in the
Bush administration's decision to attack Afghanistan on Cctober 7, 2001
"-a point that Johnson makes apart from any allegation that the Bush
admi ni stration orchestrated the attacks of 9/ 11.46 But the 9/11
Conmi ssi on does not even nention the fact that many people share
Johnson's view, according to which the US war in Afghani stan was
notivated by a concern nuch |arger than those nentioned by the
Conmi ssi on.
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CHAPTER TEN 127 This | arger concern, furthernore, "was not just to nake
noney, " suggests Johnson, "but to establish an Anerican presence in
Central Asia." Evidence for this viewis provided by the fact that the
United States, besides establishing |ong-term bases in Afghani stan, had
within a nonth after 9/11 arranged for |ong-term bases in Paki stan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbeki stan.47 The United States could thereby be seen to
be carrying out the prescription of Zbigniew Brzezinski in his 1997
book, The Grand Chessboard.- American Primacy and Its CGeostrategic

| nperatives, in which he portrayed Central Asia, with its vast oil
reserves, as the key to world power. Brzezinski, who had been the

Nati onal Security Advisor in the Carter adm nistration, argued that
Anmerica, to ensure its continued "prinmacy," nust get control of this
region. The Bush adninistration's use of 9/11 to establish bases in
several countries in this region provided an essential step in that
direction. In The 9/11 Conm ssion Report, however, there is no hint of
this devel opment. The United States sinply wanted to stop the war, bring
an end to the Taliban's human rights abuses, and prevent Afghani stan
from being used as a haven for terrorists (111, 203). In the world of

t he Kean- Zel i kow Commi ssion, the United States had no | arger anbitions.
The om ssion of Brzezinski's book neans, furthernpre, the om ssion of an
earlier suggestion that a new Pearl Harbor could be hel pful. Brzezi nski
havi ng argued that the present "w ndow of historical opportunity for
America's constructive exploitation of its gl obal power could prove to
be relatively brief,"48 benpans the fact that the Anmerican public m ght
be unwilling to use its power for inperial purposes. The probl em
according to Brzezinski's analysis, is that America is too denocratic at
home to be autocratic abroad. This [imts the use of America' s power,
especially its capacity for mlitary intimdation. . . . The economc
self-denial (that is, defense spending) and the human sacrifice
(casual ti es even anpobng professional soldiers) required in the effort are
uncongeni al to denocratic instincts. Denocracy is ininical to inperial
nmobi | i zation. 49 Brzezi nski suggests, however, that this weakness in
denocracy can be overcome. Having said that "the pursuit of power is not
a goal that conmands popul ar passion,” he then adds: "except in
conditions of a sudden threat or challenge to the public's sense of
domestic well being."so
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12S THE. 9/11 COM SSION KEI" UKI : UMSSITINS ANl ) I NS f()Itl"1(INt
What woul d nake the Anerican public willing to nake the economi ¢ and
human sacrifices needed for "inperial nobilization," he suggests, would
be "a truly massive and wi dely perceived direct external threat." This
passage, near the end of the book, is parallel to an earlier passage, in
whi ch Brzezinski said that the public was willing to support "Anerica's
engagenment in Wrld War |1 largely because of the shock effect of the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor."51 A new Pearl Harbor woul d,
accordingly, allow Arerica to ensure its continued primacy by gaining
control of Central Asia. In deciding which events bel onged to the
category of "events surrounding 9/ 11 "-meaning events relevant to
under st andi ng why and how the attacks of 9/ 11 occurred-the Comm ssion
chose to include OBUs 1998 statement that Mislinms should kill Anericans
(47). That was considered obviously relevant. But the 9/11 Conmi ssion
did not include Brzezinski's 1997 suggestion that a new Pearl| Harbor
woul d prod Anericans to support the increased noney for the nilitary
needed to support inperial nobilization-even though the Comm ssion
points out that 9/ 11 had exactly the result that Brzezinski predicted,
sayi ng: The nation has commtted enornous resources to national security
and to countering terrorism Between fiscal year 2001, the |ast budget
adopted before 9/11, and the present fiscal year 2004, total federa
spendi ng on defense (including expenditures on both Irag and

Af ghani stan), honel and security, and international affairs rose nore
than 50 percent, from $345 billion to about $547 billion. The United

St at es has not experienced such a rapid surge in national security
spendi ng since the Korean War. (361) But the Commi ssioners evidently

t hought it too nuch of a stretch to ask whether notive mght be inferred
fromeffect. W see again how the Conm ssion's unquesti oned
assunption-that the 9/ 11 attacks were planned and executed entirely by
al - Qqaeda under the guidance of Gsama bin Laden-determ ned in advance its
sel ection of which events constituted "events surrounding 9/11." In line
with this assunption, the 9/11 Conmi ssion has given us an extrenely
simplistic picture of US notivations behind the attack on Af ghani stan
Flte Commi ssion has, in particular, omtted all those facts suggesting
that 9/11 was nore the pretext than the basis for the war in

Af ghani st an
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CHANTER TEN 129 THE PLAN TO ATTACK | RAQ The Bush adninistration's attack
on lrag in 2003 is probably the issue on which the 9/11 Comn ssion has
been regarded as the nost critical, stating that it found no evidence of
"col | aborative operational rel ationship” between OBL and Saddam
Hussein's Iraq and no evidence, in particular, "that |raq cooperated
with al Qaeda in developing or carrying out any attacks agai nst the
United States" (66). This statenment, released in a staff report about a
nmont h before the publication of the final report, created nuch

di scussion in the press. The quantity and the intensity of this

di scussi on was increased by the fact that the president and especially
the vice president reacted strongly, with the latter calling
"outrageous" a front-page story in the New York Tines headed "Pane

Finds No Qaeda-lraqg Tie."52 The resulting comentary ranged from WIIliam
Safire's colum, in which he |ashed out at the Conmm ssion's chairnman and
vice chairman for letting thensel ves be "jerked around by a nani pul ative
staff,” to a New York Tines story headed "Political Uproar: 9/11 Pane
Menbers Debate Qaeda-lraq Tie,"' to Joe Conason's article entitled

"9/ 11 Panel Becones Cheney's Nightmare."53 This comentary gave the
appearance that the 9/11 Conmm ssion, perhaps especially its staff, was
truly independent, telling the truth no matter how enbarrassing it m ght
be to the Wite House. That, of course, was nere appearance.
Nevert hel ess, given the fact that Bush and Cheney continued to insist on
the existence of ties between Iragq and al - Qaeda, the Commission did in
this case report sonething contrary to the public position of the Wite
House. The Conmm ssion was, furthernore, forthconm ng about the extent to
whi ch certain nmenbers of the Bush adm nistration pushed for attacking
Iraq imediately after 9/11. It pointed out that Secretary of Defense
Runsfeld instructed General Myers to find out as nuch as he coul d about
Saddam Hussein's possible responsibility for 9/11. It also cited a
report according to which, at the first session at Canp David after
9/11, at Canp David after 9/11, Runsfeld began by aski ng what should be
done about Iraq (334-35). The Conmi ssion even portrayed Runsfeld's
deputy, Paul Wl fowi tz, as arguing that Saddam shoul d be attacked even
if there were only a 10 percent chance that he was behind the 9/11
attacks (335-36).54 Finally, the Conmission reported Richard C arke's
statenent that the president told himthe day after 9/11 to see if
Saddam was |inked to the attacks in
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS any way (334).
The Commi ssion was, therefore, quite frank about the fact that sone

| eaders of the Bush administration were ready fromthe outset to attack
Iraq because of its possible connections to 9/11 or at | east

al - Qaeda- connections for which the Commission said that it could find no
credi bl e evidence. The Conm ssion has, nevertheless, ontted facts about
the decision to attack Iraq that should have been included in a "fullest
possi bl e account." These facts are inportant because their om ssion
means that readers of The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report are shielded from

evi dence about how deep and | ong-standing the desire to attack Iraqg had
been anbng sonme nenbers of the Bush adninistration. Some of these
omtted facts support the claimthat the plan to attack Iraq had, in
Chal mers Johnson's words, "been in the works for at |east a decade."55
In pushing it back that far, Johnson is referring to the fact that after
the Gulf War of 1991, several individuals in the Wiite House and the
Pent agon believed that the United States should have gone to Baghdad and
taken out Saddam Hussein, as they indicated "in reports witten for then
Secretary of Defense Cheney."56 In 1996, a docunent entitled "A O ean
Break" was produced by a study group led by Richard Perle (who would the
foll owi ng year beconme a foundi ng menber of PNAC). Reconmendi ng that

| srael adopt a policy of "preenption,” Perle and his coll eagues
suggested that Israel begin "rolling back Syria," an effort that should
"focus on renovi ng Saddam Hussein from power in Iraqg." Advocating that

| srael invade Lebanon and then Syria, this docunment included texts to be
used for speeches justifying the action in a way that would w n synpat hy
in Anerica. Besides "drawing attention to [Syria's] weapons of nass
destruction,"” Israel should say: Negotiations with repressive regines

like Syria's require cautious realism... It is dangerous for Israel to
deal naively with a reginme nurderous of its own people, openly
aggressive toward its neighbors, . . . and supportive of the nost deadly

terrorist organi zations. 57 As Janes Banford points out in A Pretext for
War, these justifications were very simlar to those that would be used
in later years to justify Anerica's attack on Iraq.58 The argument for
this American attack on Iraq becane nore visible the foll ow ng year,
after PNAC was formed. |In Decenber 1997, Pau
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that force to protect our vital interests in the Gulf-and, if necessary,
to help renove Saddam from power."60 Finally, Rebuilding Anerica's

Def enses, published by PNAC i n Septenber 2000, enphasized that Iraq
under Saddam Hussei n was a background, provides no context for readers
to understand why and how strongly sone nenbers of the Bush

adm ni stration wanted to attack Irag. Indeed, the Comm ssion fails to
make cl ear just how ready some of themwere to go to war against Iraq
even if there was no evidence of its conplicity in the attacks. A
crucial omssion in this respect is the failure to quote notes of
Runsfel d' s conversations on 9/11 that were jotted down by an ai de. These
notes, which were later reveal ed by CBS News, indicate that Runmsfeld
wanted the "best info fast. Judge whet her good enough hit S.H [ Saddam
Hussein] at sanme tine. Not only UBL [Usana bin Laden]. Go mmssive. Sweep
it all up. Things related and not."64 Janes Banford, after quoting these
notes, says: "Fromthe notes it was clear that the
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THE 9/11 COWVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS attacks woul d be
used as a pretext for war agai nst Saddam Hussei n."65 The Conmi ssion, by
contrast, nerely tells us that notes fromthat day indicate that
"Secretary Runsfeld instructed Myers to obtain quickly as much
i nformati on as possible” and to consider "a wi de range of options and
possibilities" (334-35). The Conm ssion then adds: The secretary said
his instinct was to hit Saddam Hussein at the sane tinme-not only Bin
Ladin. Secretary Runsfeld |ater explained that at the time, he had been
consi dering either one of them or perhaps soneone el se, as the
responsi ble party. (335) Fromthe Comm ssion's account al one, we would
assume that Runsfeld was thinking of hitting Saddamif and only if there
was good evi dence that he was Banford show, however, Runmsfeld wanted to
use 9/11 as the basis for a "nassive" response that would take care of
many threats to Anerican interests ("Sweep it all up"), especially
Saddam Hussei n, whether he was responsible or not ("Things related and
not"). The Kean-Zelikow Conmi ssion, with its om ssions and distortions,
hides this fact fromus. Furthernore, just as the Commi ssion failed to
point out the centrality of oil and mlitary bases in the Bush
administration's interest in Afghanistan, it does the sane in relation
to Irag-even though this country has the second | argest known oi
reserves in the world. The Conmmi ssion does say that at a Nationa
Security Council neeting on Septenber 17, "President Bush ordered the
Def ense Departnent to be ready to deal with Iraq if Baghdad acted
against U. S. interests, with plans to include possibly occupying Iraqi
oil fields" (335). But this is the sole hint in the Kean-Zeli kow Report
that the Bush admi nistration m ght have had an interest in getting
control of Iraqi oil. Even this statenent, noreover, is doubly
qualified. Far from suggesting that Runsfeld, Wl fowitz, and other
menbers of the Bush administration were chonping at the bit to attack
Irag, as the PNAC letters reveal, the Conm ssion suggests that the Bush
adm ni stration woul d have thought of acting against Saddamonly if he
"acted against U. S interests.” And far from suggesting that getting
control of Irag's oil would ..ERR COD: 1.
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But at the Mnistry of G|, where archives and files related to all the
oil wealth Washi ngton has been itching to get its hands on, all was
calm for ringing the Mnistry was a phal anx of tanks and arnoured
personnel carriers.67 These accounts reveal the distorted picture

provi ded by 9/11 Conm ssioners, whose solitary nmention of Iraq' s oil
suggests that US troops, if they attacked Iraq, mght or m ght not
occupy the oil fields. A nore realistic account is also given by

Chal mer s Johnson, who enphasizes that in relation to oil-rich regions,
the US interest in oil and its interest in bases go hand in hand. [The]
renewed interest in Central, South, and Sout hwest Asia included the
opening of mlitary-to-mlitary ties with the independent Central Asian
republics of Kyrgyzstan and Uzbeki stan and support for a Taliban
government in Afghanistan as a way to obtain gas and oil pipeline rights
for an American-led consortium But the jewel in the crown of this grand
strategy was a plan to replace the Ba'ath regine in Irag with a

pro- Ameri can puppet government and build pernmanent nilitary bases
there.r's Johnson's enphasis on the notivation to establish nore
mlitary bases is supported by PNAC itself, which said in its 2000
document: [T]he United States has for decades sought to play a nore
permanent role in Qulf regional security. Wile the unresolved conflict
with lraq provides the immediate justification, the need for a
substantial Anerican force presence in the GQulf transcends the issue of
the regi me of Saddam Hussei n. 69
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AN[) DI STORTIONS As this
statenent indicates, the plan was for the Anerican mlitary to remain in
Irag | ong after Saddam Hussein was 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS
AN[) DI STORTIONS As this statenent indicates, the plan was for the
Arerican mlitary to remain in Irag long after Saddam Hussei n was
deposed- perhaps until the exhaustion of the Iraqi oil reserves. If we
nmove beyond the 9/ 11 Conmmission's sinplistic and noncontextual account
of the Bush administration's reasons for attacking lraq, we can see that
t he stakes were i mense, involving not only trillions of dollars but
al so gl obal geopolitical control. (For exanple, even if the United
States will not need Iraqgi oil in the near future, East Asia and Europe
will, so that the United States, by controlling their oil supply, wll
he able to exert strong influence over their political-economc life.)
Accordingly, we can see that the desire to attack and occupy Iraq,
expressed by the sanme peopl e who suggested that a "new Pearl Harbor"
could be hel pful, m ght have provided a notive for facilitating the
attacks of 9/11. The 9/11 Commi ssion Report, however, onmits all the
parts of the story that might lead to this thought. W receive no idea
that Irag might have been "the jewel in the crown" of the US naster
plan. In the world of the Kean-Zelikow Report, in fact, America has no
inmperialistic master plan. It is sinply an altruistic nation struggling
to defend itself against enemi es who hate its freedons. SUMVARY As |
pointed out in the Introduction, The 9/11 Comr ssion Report endorses the
of ficial conspiracy theory, according to which the attacks of 9/11 were
carried out solely by al-Qaeda, under the direction of Osama bin Laden.
I amlooking at this report fromthe perspective of the alternative
conspiracy theory, according to which officials of the US governnment
were involved. Although the Conmission did not nention this alternative
hypot hesis, it was clearly seeking to undernine its plausibility. One
way to do this would be to show that, contrary to those who hold this
hypot hesi s, the Bush admi nistration did not have any interests or plans
that could have provided a sufficient notive for arranging or at | east
al l owi ng such nurderous attacks on its own citizens. The Conm ssion did
not do this directly, by explicitly addressing the notives all eged by
t hose who endorse the alternative hypothesis. But it did do it
indirectly, by portraying the Bush adm nistration, and the US gover nnment
nore generally, as devoid of the notives in question.
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CHAPTER TEN 135 The Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on, however, could provide this
portrayal only by means of nunerous omi ssions and distortions. Besides
omtting the Bush adm nistration's reference to the 9/11 attacks as

"opportunities,” it omtted any discussion of the US Space Conmand, with
its mssion to solidify global dom nance, and of the PNAC docunent, wth
its suggestion that a new Pearl Harbor would be helpful. It omtted

hi storical facts showi ng that the Bush adm nistration had plans to
attack both Afghanistan and Iraq before 9/11, so that the attacks served
as pretext rather than cause. And the Commi ssion distorted US notives in
those attacks, portraying US | eaders as interested only in self-defense,
human rights, and peace, not oil, bases, and geopolitical prinmcy.
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PART Two The Conmission's Defense of the US Mlitary 137PART Two The
Commi ssion's Defense of the US Mlitary
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CHAPTER ELEVEN Problens in Earlier Accounts of the Flights The centra
charge by critics of the official account is that if standard operating
procedures for responding to hijacked airplanes had been foll owed on
9/11, jet fighters should have intercepted Flights 11, 175, and 77 |ong
before the North Tower, the South Tower, and the Pentagon were struck
and fighters should have intercepted Flight 93 long before it crashed.
The standard procedures in question are those of the FAA (the Federa
Aviation Adm nistration) and the US mlitary. The "US mlitary" here
means, in particular, the NMCC (National Mlitary Conmand Center),

| ocated in the Pentagon, and NORAD (the North American Aerospace Defense
Conmmand), with its headquarters in Colorado Springs. NORAD i s divided
into various sectors, only one of which was involved on 9/11: the

Nort heast Air Defense Sector, known as NEADS. In this chapter, | discuss
the standard procedures and their apparent violation on 9/11. In the
follow ng chapters, | will exam ne the 9/11 Conm ssion's attenpt to show

that the US military did not violate these procedures. STANDARD
PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDI NG TO HI JACKED Al RPLANES According to standard
operating procedures, the FAA is supposed to contact the NMCC whenever
it suspects that an airplane has been hijacked. There are three mgjor
signs that a plane may have been hijacked: (1) if it deviates seriously
fromits flight plan; (2) if radio contact is lost; or (3) if its
transponder goes off. (The transponder is an el ectronic device that
identifies the plane on the controller's screen and gives its exact

| ocation and altitude. It also can be used to send a four- digit
energency hijack code.) If any of these things happen, the flight
controller is to try to contact the pilot to get the problemfixed. If
the pilot does not respond appropriately, or if radio contact cannot be
13')
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forward requests for DoD [Departnment of Defense] assistance to the
Secretary of Defense for approval .25 There is nothing here about the
Wi te House. "DoD assistance," furthernore, does not nmean sinply
interception. It includes the possibility of shooting down a hijacked
airliner. As we saw in Chapter 11, d en Johnson of the Boston d obe
sunmari zed the description by NORAD spokesman M ke Snyder in the

foll owi ng way: When planes are intercepted, they typically are handl ed
wi th graduated response. The approaching fighter may rock its w ngtips
to attract the pilot's attention, or nmake a pass in front of the
aircraft. Eventually, it can fire tracer rounds in the airplane's path,
or, under certain circunstances, dowm it with a mssile.3 Shooting down
an aircraft would, of course, be a very serious nmatter, and it can be
done only if the pilot has authorization fromthe Pentagon. But it is
necessary to distinguish shooting down frominterception, which is
carried out, as Major Snyder reported, "routinely."4 Interceptions
evidently occur, in fact, about 100 times a year. The FAA reported, for
exanpl e, that there were 67 interceptions between Septenber 2000 and
June 2001.5 Interception also occurs quickly. As CGeneral Ral ph Eberhart,
the head of NORAD, reported in October 2002: Fromthe tine the FAA
senses that something is wong, "it takes about one mnute" for it to
contact NORAD, after which NORAD can scranble fighter jets "within a
matter of mnutes to anywhere in the United States."6 Part of the reason
they can get anywhere within a matter of mnutes is that, according to
the US Air Force website, an F-15 routinely "goes from ~scranbl e order’
to 29,000 feet inonly 2.5 mnutes,” after which it can fly 1,850 mles
per hour.? For the sake of accuracy, however, | need to point out that
Eberhart's statement was preceded by the word "now," so he was saying
that it now
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 141 takes the FAA only about a ninute to contact NORAD
and that now NORAD can scranble jets to anywhere in the USA within a
matter of mnutes. Eberhart was thereby inplying that procedures had
been speeded up after 9/11. But if this is true, it could be easily
supported by conparing NORAD s response tines for interceptions prior to
9/11 with those afterward. | know of no such conparison. The 9/11

Comm ssi on Report does not nention any conparison and reflects no
probi ng about any such speed-up of procedures. My own assunption is that
no such change was nmade. One piece of support for this belief is a 1998
docunment warning pilots that any airplanes persisting in unusual
behavior "will likely find two [jet fighters] on their tail within 10 or
so minutes."8 On 9/11, however, this did not happen. The first hijacked
airliner, Flight 11, showed clear signs of a possible hijacking at 8:14
that norning, and yet when it crashed into the North Tower of the World
Trade Center 32 minutes later, no Air Force jets had even been
scranbl ed. The other three hijacked flights also provided signs of their
hijacking in plenty of tine to have been intercepted. Standard
procedures had clearly been violated. Critics charged that "stand-down
orders," suspendi ng standard procedures, nust have been issued. THE

M LI TARY' S ACCOUNT OF 9/11: VERSIONS 1 AND 2 In the first few days after
9/ 11, statements by spokesnmen for the US military appeared to | end
credence to the stand-down charge. On Septenber 13, General Richard
Myers, who on 9/11 had been Acting Chairnman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was asked whether the order to scranble fighter aircraft was
given "before or after the Pentagon was struck." He replied: "That
order, to the best of ny know edge, was after the Pentagon was struck."9
The sanme nessage was conveyed by NORAD spokesman M ke Snyder in the
interview for the previously nentioned story by Boston d obe reporter

G en Johnson. Snyder, wote Johnson, said the fighters were not
scranmbled for nore than an hour after the first hijacking was reported,
by which time the three buildings were struck and a fourth hijacked

pl ane was over Pennsylvania on a course towards Washington.' the tine
of the interview, CBS News had, on Septenber 14, given a
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in one of the staff reports of the 9/11 Conmission itself, two nonths
before the Conmi ssion's final report appeared. According to this staff
report, New York Mayor Rudol ph Guliani said that about a minute before
the South Tower began to fall-and hence at about 9:58-he tel ephoned the
Wi te House. Reaching Chris Henick, the president's deputy political
director, Guliani asked about getting fighter cover for his city.
According to Guliani, Henick replied: "The jets were di spatched 12

m nutes ago and they should be there very shortly."14 This woul d nean
that the planes were sent at about 9:46. If Guliani's report is
accurate, Henick's statenent woul d support the story-which evidently
everyone was telling the first few days-that no planes were scranbl ed
until after 9:38, when the Pentagon was hit.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 143 Whatever we nay think of Guliani's story, there is
good reason to assune the truth of the first account. General Mers, as
the acting chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Major M ke Snyder
as spokesnman for NORAD headquarters in Col orado Springs, should have
known what happened on 9/11. And it is hard to suppose that they woul d
have fabricated this account, since it certainly did not make the US
mlitary | ook good. Indeed, had it remained the official story, it is
difficult to see how the Bush admi nistration and the Pentagon coul d have
refuted the charge that standard procedures had been suspended on 9/11
As al ready indicated, however, a second version of the official account
qui ckly began to appear, being publicly articul ated Septenber 14 on the
CBS Evening News. 15 d en Johnson reported that Snyder, speaking for
NORAD, woul d not comment on this CBS report. But on Septenber 18, NORAD
i ssued a news release that turned this second version- according to

whi ch pl anes were scranbl ed al t hough they arrived too late-into the

of ficial version of what happened on 9/11. This news rel ease consisted
of a tineline providing the times at which NEADS was notified by the FAA
and the tines at which NEADS t hen i ssued scranble orders.16 The inplicit
argunment of this second version of the official story was that all the
fault lay with the FAA because it had not alerted the mlitary quickly
enough. This second version, however, did little to allay the suspicion
by critics that a stand-down order had been given. Assuming the truth of
the times provided by NORAD, the FAA clearly seenmed to have violated its
own procedures nore than once. Even with these violations, furthernore,
it seened to critics that the mlitary's fighter jets should have
intercepted the four hijacked airliners. NORAD s Septenber 18 tineline,
therefore, seenmed to make both the FAA and the US military guilty. |

will show why this is so with regard to each of the four flights. In

t hese accounts, | enphasize, | am sunmarizing what was generally
believed, prior to the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion's report, on the basis of news
stories and NORAD s tineline of Septenmber 18, 2001. The point is to show
why, on the basis of this information, critics of the official account
argued that a stand-down order nust have been given. Understandi ng why
NORAD s 2001 tineline left the US mlitary vulnerable to this charge is
essential for understanding the new story told in the Kean-Zelikow
Report.
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON KEVOKf: OM SSIONS ANI) 1~ISIUtTION VI OLATI ONS OF
STANDARD PROCEDURES: AA FLI GHT 11 According to NORAD s 2001 tineline and
news stories related thereto, here is what happened in relation to AA
Flight 11. Between 8:14 and 8:15, Flight 11 failed to respond to an FAA
order to clinb. It then discontinued radio contact and turned off its
transponder.'' At 8:20, the plane respond to an FAA order to clinb. It
then di scontinued radio contact and turned off its transponder.'' At
8:20, the plane went radically off course. The flight controller
concluded that it had probably been hijacked but did not call the
mlitary's At 8:21, a flight attendant reported by tel ephone to Anerican
Airlines that the plane had been taken over by hijackers, who had
already killed some 19 At 8:24, the flight controller heard a hijacker's
voice tell the passengers: "W have sone planes. Just stay quiet and you
will he OK We are returning to the airport."20 The controller later
reported that he "knew right then that he was working a hijack."21 At
8: 25, Boston controllers notified other FAA flight control centers that
Flight 1 1 has been hijacked.22 At 8:28, controllers watched the plane
make a 100-degree turn south, towards New York.23 According to NORAD s
Septenber 18 tineline, however, the FAA did not notify NORAD ( NEADS)
until 8:40.24 So, rather than notifying the mlitary shortly after 8:14,
or at least immediately after 8:20, as standard procedures would
dictate, the FAA waited 20 to 24 m nutes after signs that Flight 11 had
been hijacked. The FAA clearly appeared to have viol ated standard
procedures. ABC News said: "There doesn't seemto have been alarmbells
going off, traffic controllers getting on with |aw enforcenment or the
mlitary. There's a gap there that will have to be investigated. "27?
Anot her very strange part of NORAD s tineline is its inmplicit claimthat
it was not directly notified by American Airlines, although according to
newspaper accounts, Anerican Airlines had received word froma flight
attendant at 8:21 that hijackers had taken over the plane and killed
some people. In any case, critics suggested that if the tines provided
by NORAD were correct, the FAA nust have issued a stand-down order to
its own personnel. The suspicion that either that was done, or that
NORAD was |ying about the notification tine, was increased by the fact
that no FAA personnel were fired or even publicly reprimnded. This new
version, furthernore, did not actually get the mlitary off the hook. It
seens that when it received word about Flight 11 at 8:40, it
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 145 shoul d have i medi ately issued a scranble order to
nearby McQuire Air Force Base in New Jersey. Fighter jets could have
been airborne by 8:42. Traveling 30 niles per mnute, they could have
traversed the 70-mile distance to New York City in time to intercept
Flight 11 shortly before 8:46, when it crashed into the North Tower.

I nstead, however, NCORAD, according to its own statement, did not issue a
scranble order until six mnutes |later, at 8:46. This order, noreover,
was given not to McGuire but to Gtis Air Force Base in Cape Cod,
Massachusetts, which is over twice as far from New York City. Finally,
then, the two F-15s did not take off fromQis for another six mnutes,
meani ng they were not airborne until 8:52-six mnutes after the North
Tower was hit.26 Al these factors seened to suggest a stand-down order
within the US mlitary, in addition to the stand-down order within the
FAA inmplied by NORAD s tineline. VIOLATI ONS OF STANDARD PROCEDURES:

FLI GHT 175 Nevertheless, in spite of all the delays by the FAA NORAD
and Ois, the F-15s still should have arrived in New York City in tine
to intercept Flight 175 before it hit the South Tower at 9:03. But this
did not happen either. Here was the story as told by NORAD s 2001
tinmeline and news reports related to it. Between 8:41 and 8: 42,
controllers at the Boston Center heard suspicious transm ssions from
Flight 175, including one saying: "Everyone stay in your seats."27 Then
at 8:42, the plane veered fromits scheduled route and its transponder
signal was lost.28 In this case, the FAA contacted the mlitary al nost

i mredi ately. NORAD reported being notified only one mnute |later, at
8:43. This notification tine was, in fact, reported prior to NORAD s
Sept enber 18 statenent by several news nedia, with the Washi ngton Post
reporting it on Septenber 12.29 This early notification nmeant that NORAD
had a full 20 m nutes before 9:03, when the South Tower was hit.
However, the jets assigned to this task were the two F-15s that were
scranbled from Qis and, as we already saw, they were not airborne until
8:52. This nmeant that it took an astoundi ng nine mnutes for the
scranbl e order to be given and for the pilots to lift off. NORAD s
timeline contai ned no explanation of this enornmous delay, which clearly
failed to exenplify the standard protocol. Even with that unexpl ai ned
del ay, however, the el even ninutes
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS renmai ni ng shoul d
have been plenty of tinme for an interception to be nade. Al so, given the
crash of the previously hijacked airliner into the North Tower, we woul d
assune that the mlitary woul d have given the pilots the authorization
to shoot down Flight 175 if it did not obey orders. So, even if it is
debat abl e whether there was tinme to prevent the strike on the North
Tower, it seens clear that the South Tower shoul d not have been struck
NORAD had to explain why, nevertheless, it was. What we were told was
t hat once the F-15s were airborne at 8:52, they headed for New York
City. This report was given both by Lt. Col. Tinothy Duffy, who was one
of the pilots, and NORAD conmander Mjor Ceneral Larry Arnold.30 The
F-15s then reportedly flew as fast as possible, with Duffy saying that
they were going "full-blower all the way."31 Going "full-blower" in an
F-15 woul d nean goi ng over 1,850 nph.32 Since they were al ready airborne
at 8:52, they should have traversed the distance to Manhattan within six
m nutes, so they would have arrived by 8:58.33 But at 9:03 (or 9:02,
whi ch NORAD estimated), when the tower was hit, the F-15s were, NORAD
said, still 71 mles away.34 Critics, doing the math, concluded that the
jets, rather than going full speed, nust have been flying at
consi derably less than half speed.35 Soneone was clearly not telling the
truth. NORAD s new tineline had not renoved the suspicion that the US
mlitary failed to intercept Flight 175 only because it did not try. The
9/ 11 Conmmi ssion Report seeks to overcone the basis for this suspicion by
providing a still newer tineline, thereby giving us a third version of
the official account of 9/11. Before examning this new tinmeline,
however, we need to review what we had previously been told about
Flights 77 and 93. VI OLATI ONS OF STANDARD PROCEDURES: FLIGHT 77 AA
Flight 77 left Dulles airport in Washington, DC, at 8:20 AM At 8:46, it
went significantly off course.36 At 8:50, it got back on course, but
then radi o contact was |lost.37 A New York Tines story said that flight
controllers learned that Flight 77 had been hijacked at about this
time." At 8:56, the plane's transponder went off 39 Just before that
occurred, according to newspaper reports, the plane turned around over
nort heastern Kentucky and headed back east.40 "By 8:57 AM" wote the
New York Tines, "it was evident that Flight 77 was |ost."41
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 147 According to NORAD, however, it was not notified
about Flight 77 by the FAA until 9:24, at which tine it was reportedly
told that the plane "may" have been hijacked and appeared to be headi ng
back towards Washi ngton.42 This woul d nean that although the FAA,
according to the New York Tinmes, knew the plane was hijacked by about
8:50, it waited another 34 mnutes before telling the US mlitary.
Assumi ng the truth of the newspaper reports and the NORAD tineline, the
FAA's response to Flight 77 violated standard procedures even nore
flagrantly than had its response to Flight 11. Even with all this blane
| oaded onto the FAA, however, NORAD s tineline of Septenber 18, 2001

did not allowit to escape criticismfor its response to Flight 77. In
this case, however, no criticismcould be directed at it for tardiness
in issuing a scranble order. NORAD reported that it issued a scranble
order for Flight 77 at 9:24, which would nean that it did so within
seconds of receiving the notification (a report that should be sobering
to those who assune that issuing a scranble order takes severa

mnutes). A problemdid arise, however, with regard to the base to which
the scranbl e order was given. This was Langley Air Force Base in
Virginia, which is sonme 130 niles from Washi ngton. The order shoul d have
gone, critics have said, to Andrews Air Force Base in Maryland, which is
only 10 mles from Washi ngton and has the assignnent to protect the
nation's capital. A second problemwas that, although this scranble
order was received at 9:24, the Langley F-16s were said not to have been
airborne until 9:30. Wiy would it have taken thema full six mnutes
sinply to take off if, as we saw earlier, a fighter jet routinely "goes
from scranble order' to 29,000 feet in only 2.5 mnutes"? Athird
problemwas that, even with this delay and the greater distance from
Langl ey, the F-16s should have arrived in plenty of tinme to prevent the
Pent agon from being struck at 9:38, the generally accepted tinme (or even
at 9:37, the tinme NORAD estimated in its Septenmber 18 tineline).43 F-16s
can fly at 1,500 nph (25 mles per mnute). At this rate, they could
have traversed the 130 mles to Washington in slightly over five

m nutes, |eaving themalnost three mnutes to intercept and, if
necessary, shoot down the hijacked aircraft. But according to NORAD s
Septenber 18 tineline, the F-16s, far fromgetting to Washi ngton at

9:35, were still 105 nmiles away at 9: 38 when the Pentagon was struck. 44
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') DI STORTIONS Critics who did
the math coul d point out that NORAD s account was absurd. It entailed
that during their eight-mnute flight after they were airborne, the
F-16s had traveled only 25 mles, which would nean they had been flying
at under 200 mles per hour.45 Still another problemwas why the
Pent agon was not evacuated. Jokingly called "G ound Zero" by its staff,
t he Pentagon even had a snack bar of that name.46 Wiy would its
officials, knowing of the attacks on the WIC and knowi ng that Flight 77
appeared to be headi ng back towards Washi ngton, not have ordered its
i mmedi ate evacuation? The official answer was that Defense Secretary
Runsfel d and ot her Pentagon officials were wholly unaware of any danger
wi th one Pentagon spokesman sayi ng: "The Pentagon was sinply not aware
that this aircraft was conming our way."47 However, given NORAD s report
that it had been notified at 9:24 that Flight 77 may have been hijacked
and appeared to be headi ng back to Washi ngton, these denials strained
credulity. As one could readily see, NORAD s Septenber 18 story about
Flight 77 needed a radical revision. The US military would use The 9/11
Commi ssion Report to publish this radically revised account of its
relation to Flight 77. Before | ooking at this revision, however, we need
to review violations of standard procedures in relation to Flight 93,
gi ven what we had previously been told about it. VICOLATI ONS OF STANDARD
PROCEDURES: UA FLI GHT 93 On the basis of NORAD s 2001 tineline and
related stories, the generally accepted story about Flight 93 went |ike
this: The plane left Newark at 8:42. At about 9:27, the hijackers
evidently got control of the cockpit and one of them speaking with an
accent, was heard by flight controllers to say that there was a bonb on
board. 48 About 9:28, the controllers heard scream ng, scuffling, and nen
referring to "our demands" and using various non-English phrases.49 It
was clear that a hijacking was in process. It became clearer yet at
9: 30, when the transponder signal was |ost,50 and still clearer at 9: 34,
when controllers heard a voice say: "Ladies and gentlenmen, here is the
captain, please sit down. Keep renmining sitting. W have a bonb
aboard."51 During all of this, nevertheless, the FAA did not call the US
mlitary to ask for assistance, if we can believe NORAD s Septenber 18
tinmeline.
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that NORAD was notified about Flight 93 at 9:16 was evidently firnly

i mplanted in NORAD s collective menory. In testinony to the 9/ 11

Comm ssion on May 23, 2003, NORAD s General Larry Arnold repeated this
story, saying that at 9:16, the FAA reported "a possible hijack of
United Flight 93."52 This statenment evoked a rebuke in the 9/ 11

Commi ssion's final report. Pointing out the fact that this statenent had
been made by "NORAD officials,” the Comm ssion proclainmed: "This
statenent was incorrect. There was no hijack to report at 9:16. United
93 was proceeding normally at that tinme" (34). Be that as it may, the
timeline provided by NORAD on Septenber 18, 2001, which becane the

of ficial account, inplied that the FAA far fromacting better than it
had in relation to the other flights, did even worse. For in spite of a
series of signs beginning at 9:27, which provided abundant evi dence that
Fli ght 93 had been hijacked, the FAA never did contact the mlitary. It
may seemthat NORAD s Septenber 18 tineline, by saying that it was never
notified about Flight 93, had renpoved any possible basis for suspicion
that the US nmilitary had acted inproperly in relation to this flight.
That, however, is not true, although the suspicion that arose in this
case involved wongdoing of a different nature. In the other cases, the
suspicion is that the US nmlitary failed to shoot down airliners that it
shoul d have shot down. In this case, the suspicion is that it shot down
a flight that should not have been shot down.
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THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND t he Kean-Zeli kow Report, in
what is probably its nost obviously fabricated episode, portrayed the
vice president as going into the shelter conference roomsone 45 ni nutes
|ater than indicated in other reports-including those of two nenbers of
the Bush adm nistration: Richard Carke and Norman M neta. This report
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 151 doing it!" Right after this, her husband heard
screaning followed by a "whooshing sound, a sound like wind," then nore
screaning, after which he |ost contact. 64 Another passenger, calling
froma restroom reportedly said that he heard "sone sort of expl osion”
and saw "white snoke comng fromthe plane."65A report in the Mrror
said: "Sources claimthe last thing heard on the cockpit voice recorder
is the sound of wi nd-suggesting the plane had been hol ed."66 Seventh,
Maj or Dani el Nash, one of the two F-15 pilots sent to New York City,
|ater reported that after he returned to base, he was told that a
mlitary F-16 had shot down a fourth airliner in Pennsylvania.67 This
runor New York City, later reported that after he returned to base, he
was told that a military F-16 had shot down a fourth airliner in
Pennsyl vani a. 67 This runor was sufficiently w despread that during
General Myers' interview with the Senate Arned Services Committee on
Sept enber 13, 2001, the chairnan of this comittee, Senator Carl Levin,
said that "there have been statements that the aircraft that crashed in
Pennsyl vani a was shot down," then added: "Those stories continue to
exist." Myers declared that "the arned forces did not shoot down any
aircraft."68 But clearly there was strong evidence that US arned forces
had shot down Flight 93 and that they did so just after it appeared that
t he passengers were about to gain control. To shoot down a civilian
airliner in such a situation would clearly be a violation of standard
procedures. To sumari ze: The evi dence avail able fromeach of the
flights seened to suggest that standard procedures had been severely
violated on 9/11, not only by the FAA but also by the US mlitary. So,
whet her critics have accepted the first or the second version of the
official account, they have had strong grounds for suspecting that
standard procedures were suspended on 9/11. Chapter 1 of The 9/11

Comm ssion Report is devoted primarily to an attenpt to renove any
grounds for this suspicion. How does the report nake this attenpt? By
giving us nothing less than a third version of the official account. The

follow ng chapters will exam ne the Commi ssion's new account of the four
flights. To make it a little easier to keep the tinelines of three
versions of four flights straight, I will here provide an overvi ew of

the three versions of the official account of these flights.
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS VERSI ON 1
(SEPTEMBER 11-14, 2001) 1. AA Flight 11 7:59 AM Departed Boston 8:46 AM
North Tower of WIC struck No planes scranmbled 2. UA Flight 175 8:14 AM
Departed Boston 9:03 AM South Tower of WIC struck No pl anes scranbl ed 3.
AA Flight 77 8.:20 AM Departed Dulles (Washington D.C.) 9:38 AM Pent agon
struck No planes scranbled 4. AA Flight 93 8:42 AM Departed Newark 10:03
or 10:06 AM Crashed in Pennsyl vani a Pl anes scranbl ed shortly before
Flight 93 crashed VERSI ON 2 ( SEPTEMBER 18, 2001: NORAD)69 1. AA Flight
11 8:40 FAA notified NEADS (NORAD) 8:46 Inpact: NEADS scranmble order to
Qis 8:52 Ois F-15s airborne 2. UA Flight 175 8:43 FAA notified NEADS
(NORAD) 8:46 NEADS scranble order (sanme 2 F-15s as Flight 11) 8:52 Qis
F-15s airborne 9:02 (est.) Inpact: F-15s 71 miles away 3. AA Flight 77
9:24 FAA notified NEADS (NORAD) 9: 24 NEADS scranbl e order to Langl ey
9: 30 Langley F-16s airborne 9:37 (est.) Inpact: F-16s 105 miles away
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 153 4. UA Flight 93 FAA notification: N A (Not

Applicable) Scranmble order: N A (Langley F-16s already airborne for AA
77) 10:03 (est.) Crash: F-16s 100 niles away (protecting DC) VERSION 3
(JULY 2004: THE REPORT [32-33]) 1. AA Flight 11 8:25 FAA (Boston Center)
aware of hijacking 8:38 FAA (Boston) notifies NEADS (NORAD) of hijacking
8: 46 NEADS scranble order to Otis 8:46:40 AA 11 strikes WIC 8:53 Qis
F-15s airborne 9:16 Anerican Airlines aware its Flight 11 struck WIC

9: 21 Boston FAA (erroneously) tells NEADS: AA 11 headed to DC 9: 24 NEADS
scranbl es Langley F-16s to stop phantom AA 11 2. UA Flight 175 8:42-8: 47
Various signs that a hijacking had occurred 8:52 Flight attendant
notified United Airlines of hijacking 8:55 FAA (New York Center)
suspects hijacking 9:03 UA 175 strikes WIC 9:15 FAA notifies NEADS of
strike (12 min. afterwards) 3. AA Flight 77 9:05 American Airlines aware
of hijacking 9:24 NEADS scranbles Langley F-16s (but to go after phantom
AA 11, not AA 77) 9:34 FAA notifies NEADS that AA 77 is missing (not

hi j acked) 9:38 AA 77 strikes Pentagon 9:38 F-16s scranbled to stop
phantom AA 11 are 150 miles away from DC (had gone wong direction) 4.
UA Flight 93 9: 34 FAA headquarters aware of hijacking 10:03 UA 93
crashes 10:07 FAA (Ceveland Cr.) tells NEADS of hijacking 10:15 FAA
(Washi ngton Center) tells NERDS of crash
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CHAPTER TVWELVE The Conmission on Flight 11 J f we accept the third
version of the official account, the 9/11 Conmm ssion's attenpt to defend
the US nmlitary fromthe suspicion that it acted too slowy is largely
successful. A few problens renmain, but insofar as they are nentioned,
they are treated as due to poor communi cation, confusion, |lack of prior
experience with this kind of crisis, and the like, not as evidence of
deliberate intent to allow the attacks to happen. The question, however,
i s whether we should accept this new account. | begin ny answer to this
guestion by | ooking at the Conmission's account of how the FAA and the
mlitary responded to Flight 11. THE COW SSI ON S PORTRAYAL OF FAA

| NCOVPETENCE I n its portrayal of the FAA' s response to Flight 11, the
Commi ssion for the nost part sinply el aborates on the earlier portrayal
in such a way as to intensify the point inplicit in NORAD s Septenber 18
timeline- that because FAA personnel violated standard procedures, the
US nmilitary was not infornmed about Flight 11 in time to prevent its
crash into the North Tower. | will sunmmarize and comment on the

Commi ssion's account. American Airlines Flight 11 took off from Boston
at 7:59 AM At 8:14, the plane failed to follow an order to clinb, and
radio contact was |lost. Then the transponder went off (18).1 As the 9/11
Conmmi ssion's report says, "the sinultaneous |oss of radio and
transponder signal would be a rare and al arm ng occurrence" (16). W are
told, however, that neither the FAA controller at the Boston Center nor
hi s supervi sor suspected a hijacking (18). So, rather than notify the
mlitary, they nmerely asked American Airlines if it would try to contact
its Flight 11. But then the controller "became even nore concerned as
[Flight I'l1's] route changed"” (19). A route change, as we were told by
MSNBC on the day after 9/11, is considered a "real energency" by flight
controllers, leading themto "hit the panic button.” 2 But instead of
reporting Flight 11 to the
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS nmilitary, we are
told, the FAA sinply "began to nove aircraft out of its path" (19).
Finally, at about 8:25, the controller heard two voice transmn ssions
fromFlight 11. In the first one, the voice said "we have sone planes.”
But, we are told: "The controller only heard sonething unintelligible;
he did not hear the specific words “we have sone planes"' (19). The idea
that this phrase-which provides the title for Chapter 1 of the
Comm ssion's report-was unintelligible plays an inportant role in the
Comm ssion's argument, because if the controllers had understood the
phrase, they would have realized i mediately that nore than one airplane
had been hijacked. The Conmi ssion says, however, that the phrase was not
rendered intelligible until another 40 minutes and not generally known
t hroughout the FAA until some tinme later (19, 23, 25).3 In the second
voi ce transm ssion, in any case, the controller heard someone on Flight
11 say: "Nobody nove.... If you try to nmake any noves, you'll endanger
yoursel f and the airplane.” It was only at this point, the controller
reportedly told the Commission, that he knew that it was a hijacking.
(According to earlier news reports, as we saw in Chapter 11, he said
that this realization cane after hearing the statenent "W have sone
pl anes.") He then inforned his supervisor of this fact, after which:
"Between 8:25 and 8:32, in accordance with the FAA protocol, Boston
Center managers started notifying their chain of command that American
11 had been hijacked" (19). One point to notice here is that, according
to this account, FAA personnel did not even begin the process of
contacting the mlitary until they knew it was a hijacking. As we saw in
Chapter 11, however, they are not supposed to wait for certainty.

Rather, if they are in doubt about sone situation, they are told to
"handle it as though it were an energency." Another point to notice is
that the Boston managers did not contact the NMCC or NORAD directly.
Rat her, they "started notifying their chain of conmand."” The | ength of
the chain of command in both the FAA and NORAD pl ays an essential role
in the narrative provided by the 9/11 Conm ssion. "As they existed on
9/ 111" its report says, "the protocols for the FAAto obtain nilitary
assi stance from NORAI) required nmultiple levels of notification and
approval at the highest |levels of government" (17). The expression

"hi ghest levels" is taken to nean the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense
(not necessarily the Ofice of the President or the Vice President
[18]).
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CHAPTER TVELVE 157 Goi ng through these multiple | evel s was

ti me-consunming. Wth regard to the FAA, any controllers not at a
regional center, such as the Boston Center, needed to call their
regional center. (There are 20 regional centers in the USA.) Then this
regional center would call the FAA Cormand Center, which is in Herndon
Virginia. Herndon would then call the hijack coordinator at FAA
Headquarters in Washi ngton. Next, this hijack coordinator would call the
NMCC (17-18). The NMCC woul d then seek approval fromthe Ofice of the
Secretary of Defense to provide mlitary assistance. |f approval was
given, the orders would be transmtted dowmn NORAD s chain of conmand
(18). Gven this account, getting a scranble order would take 8 or 9

t el ephone calls and hence 8 or 9 mnutes, even if each call took only a
m nute. This account is very different fromthe protocol sunmarized

bef ore, according to which "it takes about one nminute" for the FAA to
notify NORAD and only "10 or so m nutes" for the suspect airplane to be
intercepted. This idea-that on 9/11 this very elaborate, tine- consuni ng
protocol was in effect-plays an essential role in the Conm ssion's

expl anation of why the mlitary was bl aneless on 9/11. To return to the
Commi ssion's narrative about Flight 11: As we saw, the FAA nanagers at
the Boston Center, rather than calling the NMCC or NORAD itself,
"started notifying their chain of command." This neant that Boston, at
8: 28, called the Herndon Command Center. Then Herndon, four m nutes

| ater, called FAA headquarters. Had headquarters called the NMCC at this
time, 8:32, there would still have been fourteen m nutes before Flight
11 was to strike the North Tower. But even getting the information to
FAA headquarters, we are told, did not result in a call to the NMCC
Instead: The duty officer replied that security personnel at
headquarters had just begun discussing the apparent hijack on a
conference call with the New Engl and regi onal office. FAA headquarters
began to follow the hijack protocol but did not contact the NMCC to
request a fighter escort. (19) It is not clear how the Conmission can
say that headquarters "began to follow the hijack protocol," given the
fact that the essential role played by FAA headquarters in this protoco
is to contact the NMCC. I n any case, the report then praises the Boston
Center for not
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someone to scranble sone F-16s or sonmething up there" (20). NEADS, it
will be recalled, is NORAD s Northeast Air Defense Sector (which is

| ocated in Rome, New York). This part of the story introduces a

di scordant note in the report's picture, according to which everything
must go up and down the chain of command. Here we suddenly see that the
regi onal FAA nanagers could call the mlitary thenmsel ves, w thout going
t hrough FAA headquarters. W also see that they did not need to go

t hrough the NMCC in the Pentagon but could call their |ocal NORAD
sector-in this case NEADS-directly. But the report sinply ignores this
contradiction in favor of enphasizing its main point, nanely, that "[t]
his was the first notification received by the nmilitary-at any

| evel -that Anerican 11 had been hijacked" (20). In saying this, The 9/11
Commi ssion Report sinply reaffirms the position taken in NORAD s
Septenber 18 tineline. Indeed, the Conmission is slightly kinder to the
FAA, revising the tinme of notification from8:40 to 8:38. But the basic
point is the same: Very little time-the Conmi ssion says nine mnutes
(21)-remained until Flight 11 would crash into the WIC. THE COW SSI ON' S
TREATMENT OF THE US M LI TARY RESPONSE As we saw i n Chapter 11, however,
this point by itself does not let the nmilitary off the hook, because at
8:38 there was still time for the flight to be intercepted before 8:47,
when, according to the Commi ssion the North Tower of the WIC was hit. '
The Commission realized that it needed to explain why it was not. Let us
look at its attenpt. One of the charges by critics, as we saw, was that
NEADS shoul d have given the scranble order to a base closer to New York
City, such as Mc@Quire Air Force Base. The Conm ssion's account begi ns by
saying: "NEADS ordered to battle stations the two F-15 alert aircraft at
Qis Air Force Base in Fal mouth, Massachusetts, 153 mles away from New
York City" (20). The Commission's inplicit answer to the question about
McCQuire is that NORAD, after the Cold War, "was barely able to retain
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CHAPTER TVELVE 159 any alert bases," so that "by 9/11 there were only
seven alert sites left in the United States, each with two fighter
aircraft on alert" (352, 17). Only two of those bases, Qis in
Massachusetts and Langley in Virginia, were in NORAD s Northeast Sector
(17), so NEADS had to choose between them and, of these two bases, Qis
i ncreased confidence in the 9/11 Commi ssion's clains about Flight 77 and
Phantom Flight 11. El sewhere the Comm ssion told us that Col onel Robert
Mart, the head of NEADS, had to call General Arnold to get permission to
scranble fighters to go after the real Flight 11. But now we are being
asked to believe that planes were scranbled for phantom Flight 11

wi t hout Arnold' s having heard anythi ng about such a flight. W are al so
asked to believe that he later learned the truth about this phantom
flight but could "not recall” it when he had previously testified before
t he Comm ssion. Qur confidence in the Commission's story is also not

hel ped by seeing the way in which General Arnold had to be coached and
coaxed into giving his verbal assent to it. In sum given all the

probl ens inherent in the Conmission's claimabout Phantom Flight 11, ny
own viewis that until there is an investigation of the evidence for
this new idea by sonme truly neutral investigative body, we have reason
to wonder whether the "phantomaircraft" is not itself a phantom NEADS
LEARNS THAT FLIGHT 77 IS LOST The Conmi ssion's argunent, in any case, is
that Langl ey was ordered to scranble jets at 9:24 because of this
phantom aircraft, not because NEADS had | earned that Flight 77 had been
hi j acked. However, perhaps as an attenpt to explain how that idea cane
about, the Commi ssion says that NEADS did | earn somret hing about Flight
77 at that tinme.
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THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS The cl ai m made
by both the US mlitary and the 9/11 Commi ssion is nade even nore
incredible by the fact that it entails that there were no alert fighters
at-in the words of a Newsday article-"bases close to two obvi ous
terrorist targets-Washi ngton, DC, and New York City." 7 Such an
astoundi ng clai mshould at | east be supported by extensive
documentation. If the remainder of the bases that had previously kept
fighters on alert had been ordered to discontinue this practice after
the end of the Cold War, abundant docunentation to this effect should he
available. Dr. Philip Zelikow, as a trained historian, surely knows the
i nportance of providing contenporary docunentation of all potentially
controversial clains about past events, rather than relying solely on
present-day testinony, especially from people who could be suspected of
having an ax to grind. And yet the note for this claimcites only a 2004
interview with General Richard Myers (17, 458n99), who as the head of
the Pentagon's Joint Chiefs of Staff is one of the main suspects of
those who believe that there was a nilitary stand-down order.8 In any
case, he can hardly be considered a disinterested source of information,
and yet he is treated as such by the Kean-Zelikow Conmi ssion. The claim
that Gis and Langley were the only bases to which NEADS coul d have
gi ven scranble orders is also underm ned by the sinple fact that to nmake
this claimis to deny that Andrews Air Force Base keeps fighters on
alert at all times. This denial is, for one thing, sinply inplausible in
light of the fact that Andrews, being about ten mles from Wshi ngton
DC, has the prinmary responsibility to guard the nation's capital. This
poi nt was nmade the day after 9/11 by a story in the San D ego
Uni on-Tribune. Citing a National Guard spokesman, this story said: "Ar
def ense around Washington is provided mainly by fighter planes from
Andrews Air Force Base in Maryland near the District of Colunbia
border."9 The claimthat Andrews woul d not keep fighters on full-tine
alert is also rendered inplausible by the fact that Andrews is the hone
of Air Force One. Are we expected to believe that after the Cold War
some penny-pi nching president approved a plan entailing that the
presidential plane would no | onger be protected by alert fighters at
Andrews, so that the Secret Service, to protect the president, would
need to rely on fighters sent up from Langl ey? This inplausible claim
was, to be sure, explicitly nade shortly after 9/11. USA Today was told
by Pentagon sources, it reported, that Andrews
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CHAPTER TVELVE 161 "had no fighters assigned to it."10 Making only a
slightly less inplausible claim Major General Larry Arnold-the
commandi ng general of NORAD s Continental Region-said: "W [didn't] have
any aircraft on alert at Andrews. "I | It may be that one coul d
technically reconcile General Arnold's statenent with the realization

t hat Andrews nust al ways have alert fighters, which can be called on by
the Secret Service, by suggesting that Arnold nmeant only that NORAD as
such had none of its own fighters on alert at Andrews that norning. That
is, all the fighters on alert were under the jurisdiction of other
authorities, such as the Secret Service. This technical resolution
woul d, however, do nothing to solve the problem as long as there were
fighters on alert that NORAD could have called on. Surely no one would
seek to defend the official account by saying that the Secret Service
refused to let its fighters be used by NORAD to defend t he Pentagon. The
only claimthat could explain why fighters were not i mediately sent up
fromAndrews is the nore sweeping clai mwhich was nade-that there were
simply no fighters on alert at that base. And this claimis sinply

i mpl ausi bl e. My own suspici on about this was given support by a
conversation that Kyle Hence, co-founder of 9/11 CitizensWatch, reported
having with Donald Arias, the Chief of Public Affairs for NORAD s

Conti nental Region. Hence, who had first met Arias at a hearing of the
9/ 11 Commi ssion in 2003, called himin January 2004 to ask sone
questions about NORAD s response on 9/11. "Pretty soon," reports Hence,
"I asked himif there were any strip alert planes avail able. He refused
to say and insisted that Andrews was not part of NORAD." Then, Hence
says, "When | pressed himon the issue of whether or not there were
assets at Andrews that, though not technically part of NORAD, could have
been tasked,” Arias "hung up on nme."12 If Arias' only alternatives were
tolie or to hang up, we should have synpathy for him But his reaction
does provide one nore reason to believe that the US mlitary has been

| yi ng about the true situation at Andrews. In any case, besides the fact
that the no-planes-on-alert-at-Andrews claimis a priori inplausible, it
is also challenged by several enpirical facts. One of these is the fact,
which is even nmentioned in the Commi ssion's report, that planes were
scranbl ed from Andrews | ater that norning (44). And they were, as both
CGeneral Myers and Major Snyder had said in the days right after 9/11
scranbl ed i medi ately after the Pentagon was hit.
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS "Wt hin m nutes
of the attack," wote the Tel egraph, "F-16s from Andrews Air Force Base
were in the air over Washington DC." According to a story in the Denver
Post, "fighter jets scranmbled from Andrews Air Force Base and ot her
installations" were flying over Washington a "few nonments” after the
attacks); A story in Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy even says that
fighters arnmed with missiles arrived from Andrews shortly after the
attacks.' 4 However, this fact could be deflected by defenders of the
of ficial account by pointing out that according to that sanme story,
Secret Service agents had called Andrews at 9:03 to notify it to have
F-16s arnmed and ready to scranble. This story then says that when the
Pentagon was hit, the mssiles were still being |oaded in the F-16s.
Then at 9:38, just after the Pentagon was struck, the Secret Service
call ed Andrews back and said: "Get in the air now" Wth the | oading
virtually conplete by then, the mssile-carrying F-16s were able to get
up and over Washington within 10 m nutes.15 This story woul d, therefore,
provide a way to reconcile the claimthat Andrews had no fighters on
alert with the fact, observed by nany, that Andrews was able to send up
many fighters within nminutes of the attack on the Pentagon. This
sol ution woul d, however, face problens. One problemis the fact that
i medi ately after 9/11, a spokesman for the National Guard, in referring
to the delay by Andrews in sending up fighters, did not try to explain
this delay by appealing to this claim | refer here to the Nationa
Guard spokesman who told the San Di ego Uni on-Tribune that WAshington's
air defense is provided primarily by fighter planes from Andrews. The
paper then quoted himas saying: "But the fighters took t:o the skies
over Washington only after the devastating attack on the Pentagon."16
There is no suggestion that the fighters were scranbled as soon as they
could be, after they got loaded with mssiles. Such a claimwould, in
any case, be inplausible: Fighters |oaded with bullets, but no mssiles,
coul d have provided consi derable protection. Even fighter jets
conmpl etely unl oaded woul d be better than no fighters at all, given their
ability to deter and, if all else failed, raman airliner headed towards
t he Pentagon, the Wiite House, or the Capitol.'7 In any case, the
account by this spokesman for the National Guard, given on Septenber 11
or 12, fits with the story told in those early days by General Myers and
NORAD spokesman M ke Snyder-that no planes were scranbled until after
t he Pentagon strike.
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conbat forces in the "highest possible state of readiness," as referring
to anything other than fighter jets on alert around the clock. W have
reason to believe, in fact, that after 9/11 the US mlitary realized
this and found the statenent enbarrassing. Shortly after 9/11,
researchers reported, the DCANG website was changed to say nerely that

it had a "vision" (rather than a "mssion"). And that this vision was
nmerely to "provi de peacetine command and control and admi nistrative

m ssi on oversight to support custoners, DCANG units, and NGB in

achi eving the highest state of readiness.” So DCANG no | onger advertised
that it maintained forces of its own in the "highest possible state of
readiness.” It nmerely hoped to hel p various groups-includi ng DCANG
units, to be sure, but also custoners-in "achieving the highest state of
readi ness.” Wth DCANG units put on the sane |level as "custoners," the
phrase "hi ghest state of readi ness" no |longer inplied being on constant
alert for scranble orders.20 Is it possible to understand this
alteration as anything other than an attenpted cover-up on the part of
the US nilitary? That the Pentagon attenpted after 9/11 to obfuscate the
pre-9/1 | situation at Andrews is al so suggested by a change reported by
Illarion Bykov and Jared Israel. Having found the DC Mlitary website
with the above-cited informati on about Andrews on Septenber 24, 2001
they discovered a nonth |ater that the address had been changed, that
the informati on about Andrews had been put in the small est possible

type,
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of ficial Andrews AFB website was "down."21 Can we believe that the
timng of these changes, especially when conbined with the altered
wor di ng of the DCANG statenment, was purely coincidental? The presunption
that there were DCANG fighters on alert the norning of 9/11 is al so
supported by a statenent attributed to General Myers in an account of
that norning provided by Ri chard C arke, who, as we saw in Chapter 4,
was the National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism C arke
reports that during a tel econference he was running, General Mers
reported, just after the strike on the Pentagon, that "Andrews is

[ aunching fighters fromthe D.C. Air National Guard."22 There are
several points to be drawn fromthis discussion. One point is that, at
the very | east, the question of how many bases had fighter jets on alert
prior to 9/11 is far nore conplex than one would know from nerely
readi ng the 9/11 Conmmission's report. A second point is that if the
Conmi ssion had taken its nmandate seriously, treating the crinmes of 9/11
with as rmuch seriousness as an ordinary nurder is usually treated, the
principals involved, such as General Myers and General Larry Arnold,
woul d have been subjected to much nore rigorous interrogation. Their
testi nony, noreover, would have been conpared with testinony from dozens
of other people-all under oath and with Iie detectors-along with facts
available in witten docunents. Athird point is that there are several
reasons, as we have seen, to consider untrue the claimthat Andrews Air
Force Base had no fighters on alert. This third point brings us,
finally, to the relevance of this excursion for the official story about
Flight 11. If the claimabout Andrews is a lie, what reason do we have
to believe the claimabout McCGuire? And if MQiire did i ndeed have
fighters on alert, the fact that the scranble order went to Ois instead
provi des strong evidence for the claimthat officials in the US mlitary
were actively working to facilitate the success of the attacks. This
evidence is even stronger if the mlitary tried to cover up this fact by
falsely claimng that McCQuire had no fighters on alert. Perhaps that
cl ai m happens to be true. But given the failure of the Kean-Zelikow
Commi ssion to deal with any of the issues raised above, the nere fact
that it accepts the claimgives us no basis for confidence that it is
true.
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CHAPTER TWELVE 165 THE ElI GHT- M NUTE PHONE CALL TO FLORIDA To return to
our narrative about Flight 11: W woul d perhaps assune that, once NEADS
| earned at 8:38 that an apparently hijacked airliner was raci ng towards
New York City, it would have inmediately had jets scranbled to intercept
it. But the Battle Conmander at NEADS, Col onel Robert Mart, mnerely
ordered fighter pilots at is to "battle stations."” He then called the
commandi ng general of NORAD s US Continental Region, Major General Larry
Arnold, down in Florida, to seek authorization. Not one to waste tine,
CGeneral Arnold said (he later recalled), "go ahead and scranbl e them
and we'll get authorities [sic] later" forward requests for DoD

[ Department of Defense] assistance to the Secretary of Defense for
approval . 25 There is nothing here about the Wite House. "DoD

assi stance," furthernore, does not nean sinply interception. It includes
the possibility of shooting down a hijacked airliner. As we saw in
Chapter 11, G en Johnson of the Boston d obe sumari zed the description
by NORAD spokesman M ke Snyder in the followi ng way: Wen planes are
intercepted, they typically are handled with graduated response. The
approaching fighter may rock its wingtips to attract the pilot's
attention, or nake a pass in front of the aircraft. Eventually, it can
fire tracer rounds in the airplane's path, or, under certain

ci rcunstances, down it with a nmssile.26
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i medi ate response, the secretary of defense need not be consulted in
advance. This conclusion is further supported by an exami nation of
"reference d,"” which points back to a 1997 docunent, Directive 3025. 15,
whi ch says: "The DoD Conponents that receive verbal requests fromcivil
authorities for support in an exigent energency nmay initiate inforna

pl anning and, if required, imediately respond."24 This proviso inplies
t hat NEADS coul d have authorized the interceptions on its own. NEADS
NEEDS BETTER RADAR? It surely was not necessary, therefore, for the "DoD
Component" Col onel Mart to waste eight mnutes calling Florida. If he in
fact did so, he would seemto share the blame with the FAA for the
failure to prevent the attack on the North Tower. The seriousness of the
ei ght - mi nut e phone del ay can be seen by | ooking at the 9/11 Comni ssion's
new tinmeline. It says that NEADS was notified at 8:38 (rather than 8: 40,
as stated in NORAD s Septenber 18 tineline). And it also places the tine
of the strike on the North Tower at precisely 8:46:40 (rather than
sinmply 8:46), hence at essentially 8:47. This neans that, as the

Commi ssion itself says, NERDS was given "nine mnutes notice" (21).
Allowing a half-minute for the call fromNERDS to Ois and then 2.5

m nutes for the F-15s to go from scranble order to 29,000 feet, the
fighters coul d have been flying full speed towards New York City by
8:41. At 1,850 niles per hour, they could have traversed the 153 niles
fromQis to NYC-the distance given by the Comm ssion (20)-in five

m nutes. During this period, shoot-down authorization could have been
obtai ned fromthe Pentagon. Then, arriving at 8:46, the fighter jets
woul d have had 40 seconds to spot and bring down the errant airliner
(Bringing down a hijacked passenger jet over any part of New York City
woul d likely, of course, result in considerable death and destruction
But can anyone say that taking that risk would have been worse than
letting hijackers strike their intended target?) It would seem then
that this incident alone shows that the 9/ 11 Commi ssion has failed in
its attenpt to absolve the mlitary of all blanme. The Commi ssi on,
however, has inplicitly supplied a response to any such use of its
timeline. This inplicit response says, in effect, that even if those

ei ght mnutes had not been wasted with the tel ephone call to Florida,
the fighters still would not have been able to intercept Flight 11
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CHAPTER TWELVE 167 NEADS woul d not have been able to tell the F-15
pilots where to find this errant airliner, the Conm ssion expl ains,
because the radar system being used by NEADS was too poor. In the

Comm ssion's words: Because the hijackers had turned off the plane's
transponder, NEADS personnel spent the next mnutes searching their
radar scopes for the primary radar return. American 11 struck the North
Tower at 8:46. Shortly after 8:50, while NEADS personnel were still
trying to locate the flight, word reached themthat a plane had hit the
Wrld Trade Center. (20)25 This account suggests that the |oss of the
transponder signal makes it virtually inpossible for the US nilitary to
track airplanes. But if that were true, incom ng Soviet airplanes during
the Cold War coul d have avoi ded detection sinply by turning off their
transponders. Was the US military's defense of the honel and based on the
assunption that Soviet pilots would have the courtesy to | eave their
transponders on? | found no sign in The 9/11 Comni ssion Report that this
obvi ous obj ection was raised. Instead, the Conm ssion apparently
accepted, and wote down with a straight face, the assertion that NEADS
personnel spent several minutes trying to find Flight 11 on their radar
screens. But this statenment grossly msrepresents the capabilities of
the US nlitary's radar systens. For one thing, the mlitary radar
system unlike civilian radar, does not need the transponder to tell the
pl ane's altitude. Also, as Thierry Meyssan has pointed out, the

Pent agon's own websites inply that it possesses (in Meyssan's words)
"several very sophisticated radar nonitoring systems, inconparable with
the civilian systens.” The website for one of these systens, called PAVE
PAW5, says that it is "capable of detecting and nonitoring a great
nunber of targets that would be consistent with a massi ve SLBM

[ Submari ne Launched Ballistic Mssile] attack."26 The PAVE PAWS system
is surely not prem sed on the assunption that those SLBMs woul d have
transponders. Are we to believe that our mlitary's radar systens, which
coul d simultaneously track dozens of nmissiles in a "nassive SLBM
attack," could not track a single airliner headed for New York City? The
Kean- Zel i zow Conmi ssion is hence guilty of another major distortion. THE
PAYNE STEWART | NCI DENT Sone critics of the response tinmes by the FAA and
the US nilitary on
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pointed to the interception of the private airplane of well- known
gol fer Payne Stewart as evidence that Flight 11 (as well as the other
flights on 9/11) should have been intercepted. Stewart and four
passengers, flying a Learjet, left Olando on Cctober 25, 1999, at 9:20
AM According to the report fromthe NISB (National Transportation
Safety Board), there was a regular radio transm ssion at 9:27. But then
when Stewart's plane was given an instruction at 9:34, it failed to
respond. (Stewart and his passengers had evidently | ost consci ousness
because of insufficient oxygen in the cabin.) The air traffic controller
tried to reestablish contact for 4.5 nminutes, then called the mlitary
at 9:38.27 A story in the Dallas Mrning News reported that, according
to an Air Force tineline, a series of mlitary planes provided an
enmergency escort to the stricken Lear, beginning with a pair of F- 16
Fal cons fromthe Air National Guard at Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida,
about 20 minutes after ground controllers | ost contact.28 If these
reports are accurate, the FAA called the military within 5 ninutes of
realizing that radio contact had been | ost. Then the F-16s arrived about
14 minutes later, at about 9:52. The official story about Flight 11
makes t he response of both the FAA and the nmilitary | ook poor by
conpari son. Although radio contact was |lost at 8:14, the FAA did not
contact NEADS until 24 minutes later, at 8:38. And then 9 m nutes |ater,
when Flight 11 was crashing into the WIC, NEADS had not even gotten any
fighters airborne. The 9/11 Conm ssion, aware that the Payne Stewart

i nci dent has been used for an unfavorable conparison, attenpts to
undermne this use. Here is that attenpt: In response to allegations
t hat NORAD responded nore quickly to the Cctober 25, 1999, plane crash
that killed Payne Stewart than it did to the hijacking of Anerican 11,
we conpared NORAD s response time for each incident. The | ast nornma
transm ssion fromthe Stewart flight was at 9:27:10 AM Eastern Dayl i ght
Ti me. The Sout heast Air Defense Sector was notified of the event at
9:55, 28 minutes later. In the case of American 11, the |ast nornal
comuni cation fromthe plane was at 8:13 AM EDT. NEADS was notified at
8:38, 25 minutes later. W have concluded there is no significant
difference in NORAD s reaction to the two incidents. (459n121)29
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CHAPTER TVELVE 169 There are several problems with this statenent.
First, it inplies that radio contact with Stewart's plane was | ost at

9: 27, whereas that was sinply the tinme of the |ast normal transni ssion.
It was not until 9:34 that the traffic controller noticed sonething
wrong-as is nade clear in the NTSB nenp that the Comm ssion cites. 30
Second, it is unclear why the Comm ssion clainms that SEADS was not
notified until 9:55; that tine is not nentioned in the NTSB neno.
According to the story in the Dallas Mirning News, in any case, the
F-16s had already arrived by 9:54. But although there is some confusion
about the actual tine the first fighter jets arrived in the Payne
Stewart incident,31 the main problemin the Conmission' s statenment is
that although it pretends to address the nain question-the response tine
of NORAD on 9/11-it fails to do so. The statenent begins by saying that
the Commi ssioners "conpared NORAD s response tine for each incident."
And at the end we read: "We have concluded there is no significant
difference in NORAD s reaction to the two incidents." But in between
those two statenents, as readers can see, there is absolutely nothing
about NORAD s reaction tinme. The only conparison is between the FAA :s
reaction time-how long it took the FAA to notify SEADS and how long to
notify NEADS. It is difficult to tell here whether the Conmi ssion was
deliberately attenpting to obfuscate the issue, or whether those who
wrote and approved this note were sinply confused thenselves. In any
case, the treatnment of this issue by the Kean-Zeli kow Report sinply
provi des one nore reason why readers shoul d approach this supposedly
authoritative work with consi derabl e skepticism CONCLUSI ON The 9/11
Conmi ssion clearly neant to defend the US mlitary's claimthat it was
bl anel ess for the fact that its fighters failed to prevent Flight 11
fromstriking the North Tower. But this defense is problematic in every
respect. The Comm ssion portrays the FAA as staffed at both the I ocal
and the national levels with inconpetent people: flight controllers in
Boston who could not infer that Flight 11 had been hijacked, although it
had confronted themwith all the traditional signs, and people at
headquarters who, when they were finally notified of the hijacking,
woul d not pick up the phone to alert the US military. The Conmi ssion
fails, furthernore, to raise the question of why, if FAA personnel had
responded so
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no one was fired or even publicly reprimnded. The Conmm ssion al so
provides a self-contradictory treatnent of the chain-of- conmand issue.
On the one hand, it accepts the claimthat this time-consum ng protocol
according to which all requests had to go through every step in the
chain of conmmand, was in effect. On the other hand, it praises FAA
personnel in Boston for their "initiative" in contacting NEADS directly.
The Conmission evidently failed to realize that it had thereby thrown
into question a central part of its own defense of the official story.
The Commi ssion's treatnment of the response by the US mlitary is equally
problematic. It fails to inquire into the truth of the claimthat
McGuire Air Force Base had no fighters on alert. It fails to challenge
the claimthat NEADS had to call General Arnold in Florida sinply to get
perm ssion to have fighters scranbled-a claimthat is especially
problematic in light of Arnold s statement that he hinmself did not need
to call NORAD headquarters. The Commission then fails to explore the
guestion why, even if this call to Florida was deened necessary, it took
eight mnutes-a length of time that seens especially strange in |ight of
Arnold's later indication that he was anxious to expedite matters. The
Commi ssion likewise fails to point out that, without the waste of these
eight mnutes, F 15s coming even fromQis would have at |east had a
chance to prevent the attack on the North Tower (although the
Commi ssion, with its treatnent of the Payne Stewart incident, seens to
be inplying that that would not have been enough tine). The Commi ssi on,
finally, fails to confront the absurdity of the claimthat NEADS
officials lost track of Flight 11 because its transponder was not on. It
seens evident, thus far in any case, that the Conmi ssion has not
succeeded in renoving the grounds for suspicion that the US mlitary had
i ssued stand-down orders for 9/11
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CHAPTER THI RTEEN The Conmmi ssion on Flight 175 The problens in the 9/11
Commi ssion's attenpt to defend the US mlitary's behavior on 9/11 do not
end with its treatnent of Flight 11. Indeed, they becone, if anything,
nmore severe in relation to the other three flights, partly because in
these three cases the Conmm ssion revises the previous story quite

radi cally. The present chapter focuses on the Conm ssion's revisions
about Flight 175. Back on Septenber 18, 2001, NORAD told us that the FAA
notified NEADS of the possible hijacking of Flight 175 at 8:43. It also
told us that the F-15s tried to get to Manhattan in time to intercept
Flight 175 but were still 71 mles away when that airliner hit the were
still 71 mles away when that airliner hit the South Tower.' As we saw
in Chapter 11, however, that account created problens, because the tines
did not conpute. F-15s going full speed would have arrived in Manhattan
wel | before 9:03. The 9/11 Commission's solution is to give us a

revi sioni st account, one that inplies that NORAD s Septenber 18 tineline
was sinply wong. Before looking at this account, | wll discuss the

nat ure of revisionist hypotheses-in general and about 9/11 in
particular-and criteria for evaluating them REVISIONISM AND 9/11 A
revisionist account is sinply an account that suggests one or nore major
revisions in what had hitherto been accepted as the true account of sone
event. Some historians seemto use "revisionisni as a dirty word, so
that to describe an account as "revisionist" is ipso facto to reject it.
There is, however, nothing wong with revisionismas such. The received
accounts of many historical events have been faulty, so that it has
often been only through revisionist accounts that we have come closer to
the truth about what really happened. There is, of course, a kind of
revisionismthat deservedly has a bad reputation. Some revisionist
accounts are not seeking to give a nore accurate account of what really
happened but instead trying to redescribe
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reality in line with what they want people to believe about it for sone
ulterior purpose. In revisionist witing of this type, the
reconstruction of the facts is driven not by the desire to be nore
adequate to the factual evidence but by the desire to facilitate the
ainms of those for whomthe reconstruction is being carried out. \Wenever
we are reading a revisionist account, we need to be alert to signs of
which type it is. One sign that a revisionist account is of the
reputable sort, driven by the desire to give a fuller account of the
truth, is that it takes account of all the relevant evidence that is
available. It does not sinply cite evidence that can be used to bol ster
its own account while ignoring the rest (a practice often called "cherry
pi cking"). Another sign that a revisionist account is of the
truth-seeking sort is that it explains how the previous account, which
it seeks to replace, was faulty. It does not nmerely declare this
previous account faulty. It provides evidence to showthat it is faulty.
And it shows how this evidence against the received account, perhaps
along with additional evidence, supports the revisionist account being
proffered. Part and parcel of this task is, of course, to show that the
purported evidence is credible. For exanple, according to the received
understanding of the laws of the United States, no person may be el ected
president nore than twice. If President Clinton, after serving his two
terns, had told us that he could run for a third term few of us woul d
have accepted this revisionist understanding sinply on the basis of his
word. |f he produced docunents that supported his view, we woul d have
demanded that the nost rigorous procedures be enployed to authenticate

t hose documents-to show, for exanple, that they had not been doctored,
or had not been produced only after he had decided that he wanted to run
for another term W should not be any | ess demanding with the
revisionist history of 9/11 that has been presented by the 9/ 11

Commi ssion. W should accept it only if we conclude that, in |ight of
all the relevant evidence, it is nore plausible than the received
account. But even that would not be sufficient, because the received
account, which was based on the tineline provided by NORAD on Septenber
18, 2001, was itself a revisionist account, conpared with the account
provided by the mlitary immediately after 9/11. W should accept the

9/ 11 Comnmi ssion's revisionist account, therefore, only if it is also
nore plausible than that first account, according to which no fighter
jets were scranbled until after the Pentagon was hit.
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and then to provide "the fullest possible account” of those facts and
circunstances. Wiat the Comni ssion actually did, however, was only to
provide a fairly full account of those facts and circunstances that are
consistent with the official conspiracy theory about 9/11. Every fact

i nconsistent with this theory is either distorted or entirely omtted.
have suggested that if the Conmi ssion's final product should in reality
be called the Kean-Zeli kow Report, we should not be surprised by these
om ssions and distortions. | suspect, neverthel ess, that many readers
wi |l be shocked, as | was, by the sheer nunber of the om ssions and the
audacity of the distortions. THE NATURE AND STRUCTURE OF THI S CRI Tl QUE
Critiques of The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report can legitinmately take many
possi bl e approaches. The present critique, | have indicated, eval uates
this report fromthe standpoint of the main alternative to the official
t heory about 9/11. It asks how evi dence supportive of this alternative
t heory-nuch of which was summari zed in ny previous book about 9/11, The
New Pear| Harbor-is treated in the Conm ssion's report. This evidence,
by suggesting that the official account is false, thereby suggests that
t hose who provided this account probably conspired to allow or perhaps
even arrange the attacks. One central purpose of the Kean-Zelikow
Report, although it remains nerely inplicit, is to defend the truth of
the official account against argunents based on such evidence. The
present critique evaluates the success of this attenpt. My exam nation

of this attenpt consists of two parts. In the first part, | point out
evi dence against the official account that is either distorted or sinply
ignored by the report. In the second part, | look at the report's

treatment of the charge that the 9/11 Commi ssion has tried nost strongly
to refute-the charge that on 9/11 itself the US mlitary, have been able
to prevent the strikes on the Wirld Trade Center and the Pentagon. The
9/ 11 Conmission's new tineline-which seens to be based al nost entirely
on recent interviews with, and docunents provided by, mlitary

| eaders-can be read as the mlitary's third attenpt to provide an
account that shows it to be blaneless. Although it succeeds to sone
extent, we still have the question of whether this revisionist account
is
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turn now to the Comm ssion's revisionist account of Flight 175 in
particular. THE F-15s LACK A DI RECTI ON? The Comnmi ssion says that

al though "F-15 fighters were scranbled at 8:46 fromQis Air Force
Base... [r]adar data show the Ois fighters were airborne at 8:53" (20).
Wiy did it take the pilots seven mnutes sinply to get airborne (when

as we saw earlier, they routinely go fromscranble order to 29,000 feet
in 2.5 mnutes)? The Conmission's answer is that the pilots had not been
told where to go. NEADS did not know where to send the alert fighter
aircraft, and the officer directing the fighters pressed for nore
information: "I don't know where |I'm scranbling these guys to. | need a
direction, a destination." (20) Evidently, therefore, the F-15s sinply
sat on the ground waiting to be told which direction to go. This

expl anation is very vague. The Conmm ssion does clearly say that the Qis
of ficer did not know where to send the fighters. But it does not tell us
why. It says only that "NEADS did not know " Does this nean that Col one
Robert Marr, the NEADS comander who had spent eight mnutes calling
Florida, did not know what direction the pilots should head? How coul d
that be? The Boston Center had told NEADS, "W have a hijacked aircraft
headed towards New York" (20). That should have been enough infornmation
to get the F-15s up and off in the right direction. That nessage, to be
sure, had been about Flight 11, not Flight 175. But at the tine the
scranbl e order was given to Ois, Flight 11 had not yet struck the WIC
so the F-15s should have been sent after it. Once these F-15s were
headed to New York, they could have been given further infornation about
t he exact destination. As things developed, this further information
woul d have been to change their target fromFlight 11 to Flight 175.
Then, by virtue of having departed shortly after 8:46, they would have
arrived in plenty of tinme to |locate, intercept, and, if necessary, shoot
down Flight 175. We need not rely, noreover, only on commbn sense
reasoni ng about what shoul d have happened. W have reports fromthe tine
indicating that the F-15s did take off at 8:46 even though they did not
know exactly
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN | i where they were to go. In a story published by
Newhouse News Service in January 2002, Hart Seely wote: "As the first
plane hit the Wrld Trade Center, the F-15s were runbling off the
runways at Qtis." Seely then quoted Maj or Janes Fox-the officer at Qis
who reportedly gave the scranble order-as saying: "W had no i dea where
the aircraft was. W just knew it was over |land, so we scranbl ed them
towards land."” 2 Janes Banford then adds nore detail. He says that once
the pilots, Nash and Duffy, were headed towards New York, Duffy called
to ask for the location of the target, to which the response was: "Your
contact's over Kennedy."3 The 9/11 Conmi ssion's new tineline, however,
inplies that these stories are all false, but it provides no explanation
as to how these stories arose if they are not true. The Kean- Zel i kow
Report's claimhere-that the pilots could not take off shortly after

8: 46 because they did not know where to go-is clearly inportant to its
defense of the mlitary's failure to intercept Flight 175. Equally
clearly, however, this claimmakes no sense, besides conflicting with
what NORAD officials and news reports had said at the tine. THE F-15s
LACK A TARCGET? In any case, even if the F-15s did not become airborne
until 8:53, they should still have been able to get to Manhattan in tine
to prevent the South Tower frombeing hit at 9:03. The Commi ssion's
report, however, says: "Lacking a target, [the F-15s] were vectored
towards military- controlled airspace off the Long |Island coast," where
they remained until 10 minutes after the South Tower was hit (20).
Lacking a target? In the third version of the official account, now told
by the 9/11 Commission, the mlitary did not learn that Flight 175 had
been hijacked until after this airplane hit the South Tower. The F-15s
| acked a target at 8:53, according to the Conmi ssion, because Flight 11
had already hit the North Tower and the mlitary had been left in the
dark about the hijacking of Flight 175. This account requires

consi derabl e revisionism | have just nmentioned Banford's story stating
that the F-15s were to head to JFK Airport. In Chapter 11, we saw
statenents by both Duffy and General Larry Arnold, which had been cited
by ABC News, MSNBC, and Sl ate, that the F-15s were headed towards New
York.4 | also quoted Duffy's
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that they were going "full-blower all the way."5 The 9/11 Comnmi ssion
however, has sinply treated those statenents as if they had never been
made. Duffy's nane is nmentioned only three tinmes, and these are sinply
citations in notes to an interview in January 2004, with no indication
of the content of what he said. One of those references occurs in a note
to the paragraph claimng that the F-15s did not take off because they
had no target. This note contains no indication that Duffy was asked
about his earlier testinony, according to which he and Nash knew full
wel | where they were headed-to New York City- or about his wi dely quoted
remar k about going "full-blower." The Conmi ssion's new cl ai m about
notification, according to which NORAD never received notification about
Flight 175 until after it hit the South Tower, is contradicted by
earlier clains fromNORAD itself. It contradicts NORAD s tineline of
Sept enber 18, 2001, which said that FAA notified it of Flight 175s
hijacking at 8:43. It also contradicts a Toronto Star report about a
conversation involving Captain M chael Jellinek, a Canadian who on 9/11
was overseei ng NORAD s headquarters in Colorado. Wile on the tel ephone
wi th NEADS, he reportedly asked, after seeing the crash into the South
Tower: "Was that the hijacked aircraft you were dealing with?" The
person at NEADS said it was.6 Like the statenents attributed to Duffy
and Arnold, it does not fit the new official account, so it is sinply
excised fromhistory. O course, if, as many critics of the official
account believe, even those previous statenments were untrue-because no
fighters whatsoever were scranbled until after the Pentagon was hit-then
even if the Conmi ssion's new account is untrue, no great crinme against
hi storical truth has been commtted. Replacing one lie with another is a
relatively trivial sin. But this, of course, could not be the
Conmi ssion's defense. Even if the Conm ssion knew that the earlier
statenents by Duffy and Arnold were both intentional falsehoods, it
could not cone right out and say this, or it would have underni ned any
possi bl e basis for accepting the US nilitary's third version of what
really happened on 9/11. But the Conmi ssion also could not inplicitly
treat those statenments as fal sehoods by sinply acting as if they had not
been made. And yet this is what it has done. It has given us a new
account with no explanation as to how the old account, now said to be
false, had arisen. Wre the officials who wote NORAD s Septenber 18
timeline lying? Were they sinply confused? W are not told. W are al so
not told why
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take on faith for alnost three years-was fal se. W are now sinply asked
to take the new version on faith. THE COMM SSION' S APPEAL TO FAITH I n
this particular exanple, furthernore, the faith is supposed to fill in
sone pretty big holes in the story. W are told, for one thing, that
after the F-15s took off at 8:53, they at sone point "were vectored
towards mlitary-controlled airspace off the Long Island coast," that
they were then "brought down to military airspace to hold as needed,
and that "[f]rom9:09 to 9:13 the Qis fighters stayed in this holding
pattern” (20). But what happened in the sixteen m nutes between 8:53 and
9: 09? Let us assune that, becoming airborne at 8:53, it took the
fighters four minutes to get fromQis to the "controlled airspace" off
Long Island. That would still |eave twelve ninutes conpletely
unaccounted for. Al though the Conmi ssion's portrayal of what happened
that day is sometines precise about times down to the second, its
portrayal of this period is drawn in extrenely broad strokes. There is
another hole at the other end of this story. At 9:13, the F 15s, being
"about 115 miles away fromthe city," we are told, "exited their hol ding
pattern and set a course direct for Manhattan. They arrived at 9:25 and
establi shed a conbat air patrol (CAP) over the city" (24). Al though
F-15s can cover 360 mles in twelve mnutes, the F-15s in the

Commi ssion's narrative took twelve minutes to travel nerely 115 mles.
The Commi ssion has not, therefore, avoided the kinds of problens that
were contained in NORAD s 2001 tineline. Still another problemw th the
Commi ssion's account of the is fighters is that it is in contradiction
with the report, nentioned in Chapter 11, that was issued by the staff
of the 9/11 Conmi ssion two nonths before the appearance of its final
report. According to this report, as we saw, New York Mayor Rudol ph
Guliani said that President Bush's deputy political director, Chris
Heni ck, told himthat fighter jets had been sent to New York City at
about 9:46.7 My assunption is that Henick's statenent woul d have
referred to the time when fighters were scranbled fromQis. If so, it
woul d contradict the Comrission's claimthat they had been scranbl ed

al nrost an hour earlier, at 8:53. But one m ght assunme Henick's statenent
to refer not to the original scranmble order but to the decision to nove
t he F-15s out
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pattern off Long Island. Wth this interpretation, however, his
statenent would contradict the Commission's claimthat this happened at
9:13. It is perhaps not surprising, accordingly, that the
G uliani-Henick conversation did not make its way into the Kean-Zelikow
Report. WHY WERE THE F- 15s Al RBORNE AT 8:53? Even if we ignhore the
guestion of whether the entire account provided by NORAD in 2001 and
then revised by the Conmission is a fictional creation, the strange gaps
in the Conmm ssion's narrative about the trip fromQis to New York City
point to a fundanmental problemintroduced by the Conmission's attenpt to
revise NORAD s 2001 account. The Conmi ssion retains NORAD s assertion
that the F-15s were airborne at 8:53. But why were the F-15s airborne at
8:53 if they had no target and were not even assighed to do CAP? NORAD
previously had an answer: They were going after Flight 175 but got there
alittle too late. Now, however, the Conmmi ssion denies that NORAD knew
that Flight 175 had been hijacked. To provide a coherent narrative to
support this denial, the Conm ssion should give us a plausible
expl anation as to why the F-15s took off at 8:53. But the Comn ssion
nmerely gl osses over this problemby saying: "Lacking a target, [the
F-15s] were vectored towards military-controlled airspace off the coast"
(20). That statenment, however, nerely tells us why the planes did not go
on into New York City at that tinme. It provides no answer whatsoever to
the question of why the F-15s were scranbled in the first place. THE
COW SSI ON' S FAI LURE THUS FAR The Comm ssion has provided this new but
very inconplete account, of course, in support of its new claimthat the
US mlitary was not informed by the FAA about the hijacking of Flight
175 at 8:43 and therefore did not send the two F-15s from Qis after it.
To make this new account believable, the Conmm ssion would need to
expl ain why NORAD had earlier said that it had been notified about
Flight 175 at 8:43 and that the F-15s were sent after it. The Conm ssion
woul d al so need to explain the origin of all the statenments, such as
those by Duffy and Arnold, which were part of that account but are now

implicitly
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present an inherently plausible account of what the F-15s were doing if
they were not going after Flight 175. W have seen, however, that the
Comm ssion has not done any of those things. Let us nowturn to one nore
el ement that would be a necessary ingredient if the Comm ssion were to
make its revisionist account of the response to Flight 175 plausi bl e-an
expl anati on of why the FAA did not notify the mlitary about Flight 175.
THE FAA' s DELAYED RECOGNI TION Flight 175, we recall, left Boston at

8:14. Then, according to the sources cited in Chapter 11, the plane went
off course and its transponder signal was |ost at 8:42, after which, at
8:43, the FAA notified NEADS. In the 9/11 Conm ssion's account, however,
t hi ngs devel oped quite differently. The plane did not veer off course
until "[minutes later"” than 8:42, and it was not until 8:47 that
anyt hi ng happened to the transponder (21). (In the Conmm ssion's account,
furthernore, the transponder signal was not |ost, but the "transponder
code changed, and then changed again.") Gven this account, there was no
reason for the FAA to have notified NEADS at 8:43, because the flight
had at that tine given out no signs suggestive of a hijacking.
Furthernore, we are told, when the flight finally did give out such
signs, no FAA personnel noticed themuntil |later yet. The FAA controller
assigned to Flight 175 at the Boston Center did not notice the change of
course and the transponder code change? The 9/ 11 Conm ssion offers no
expl anation. The reader is perhaps supposed to understand that nost of
the people working for the FAA are sinply inconpetent.
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REVI SI ONI SM W TH THE HI STORI CAL RECORD Skeptici sm about this account
need not, furthernore, be based purely on such a priori considerations.
There are al so news reports, such as a New York Tinmes story, published
five weeks after 9/11, that contradict the Conmi ssion's version of what
happened. According to the Tines story, a flight controller, speaking
about Flight 175 at 8:42, said that it "looks |ike he's headi ng

sout hbound but there's no transponder no nothing and no one's talking to
him"8 This report indicates that the controller noticed the course
change and the transponder problemimedi ately, because, as a story in
Newsday i ndicated, the transponder was turned off for only about 30
seconds, after which the signal returned but with a different code. If

t hese Newsday and New York Tinmes stories are correct, then the

Conmi ssion's account is false. If the Conm ssion's account is false,
then the question why the second controller did not notice the change of
course and the change of transponder code does not arise, because the
controller assigned to Flight 175 noticed theminmediately, at 8:42. But
the nore inportant inplication is that, if the Comrission's story is

fal se, we have not been given any credi ble reason to doubt NORAD s
assertion on Septenber 18, 2001, according to which it received
notification about the hijacking of Flight 175 at 8:43. In order to see
i f the Kean-Zeli kow Comi ssion gives us sone better reason to doubt that
earlier claim we will return to its account of the FAA response to
Flight 175. FAILURES TO COVWUNI CATE According to the Conm ssion's
revisionist scenario, the controller finally noticed the transponder
change at 8:51, after which he nade several futile attenpts to contact
the pilot (21). He also said to another controller, "we may have a
hijack"™ (22). As we saw earlier, FAA protocol says that if controllers
suspect that a hijacking may have occurred, they are to treat the case
as an actual hijacking. The US nilitary is to be notified. But neither
of these controllers, we are told, initiated this process. Finally, at
8:55, the controller told an FAA manager in New York City that he
bel i eved Flight 175 had been hijacked. This New York manager acted

qui ckly but, according to protocol, she could go only one step further
up the chain of command, to the regional managers. Taking this step
however, sinply wasted tine, because when she tried to notify
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di scussing hijacked aircraft. . . and refused to be disturbed" (22).
Coul d FAA regional managers really be this irresponsible, especially on
a day when one airliner had al ready been hijacked? Be that as it may, we
are then told that, shortly after 9:01, a New York nanager-whet her the
same one or a different one-contacted the Command Center at Herndon and
said: "We have several situations going on here. It's escal ating big,
big tine. W need to get the mlitary involved with us" (22). But the
mlitary, we are told, did not hear fromHerndon. This claimis

i nportant because, if the F-15s were hovering off Long Island, they
coul d have gotten to Manhattan very qui ckly. The Comm ssion offers no
expl anation as to why the Conmand Center at Herndon, after this very
clear call for help, did not pick up the phone and call the NMCC

Per haps an expl anation is supposed to be inplicit in the Comn ssion's
next comment: "Evidence indicates that this conversation was the only
notice received by either FAA headquarters or the Herndon Command Center
prior to the second crash that there had been a second hijacking" (22).
Is the Commission's point that FAA officials at Herndon are so dense
that they would need to get nore than one notice before they would call
inthe mlitary? In any case, the Conmm ssion then states the concl usion
towards which its narrative has been heading: The first indication that
the NORAD air defenders had of the second hijacked aircraft, United 175,
came in a phone call fromthe New York Center to NEADS at 9:03. The
notice came at about the tinme the plane was hitting the South Tower.
(23) For evidence to support this point, the Kean-Zeli kow Conm ssion
merely cites four interviews. The reader, therefore, nust sinply take
the Commission's word for it. THE 9/11 COVW SSION S CALL TO
FORGETFULNESS AND FAI TH According to this third version of what happened
on 9/11, the military is relieved of any possible blanme for the attack
on the South Tower. It could not take action to prevent this attack
because it did not even know that Flight 175 had been hijacked until
this plane was hitting its target. To believe this account, we nust
forget many things. W nust forget
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bel i eve the Kean-Zel i kow Conmi ssion's revisionist claimabout Flight
175. A FINAL PROBLEM ONGO NG CONVERSATI ONS There is a final problem
with the 9/11 Conm ssion's revisionist account of Flight 175. | am

i ntroducing this problemhere, at the end of the chapter, because it
raises an issue that will also be inportant for our exam nations of the
Commi ssion's accounts of Flights 77 and 93. This problemis the

exi stence of five reports indicating that the FAA and the
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communi cation for a significant period of time prior to the crash of
Flight 175 into the South Tower at 9:03. The Conmi ssion repeatedly

mai ntai ns that no one fromthe FAA tel ephoned the mlitary. But if the
FAA and the mlitary were in constant conmuni cation, as these reports

i ndi cate, individual phone calls were not necessarily needed. One such
report is contained in the previously nentioned story by Hart Seely. It
says that after the FAA notified NERDS of the hijacking of Flight
11-Seely says at 8:40, the time on NORAD s tineline-the NEADS
technicians, by listening to the FAAs Boston Center, |earned sonething
nore: "At 8:43 a.m, Dooley's technicians, their headsets linked to
Boston Center, heard of a second plane, United Flight 175, that al so was
not responding. It, too, was noving to New York."l | If this report is
correct, then officials at NEADS woul d not have required a fornmal
"notification" by the FAA to know about the hijacking of Flight 175.
They woul d have | earned about it sinply by listening to conversations at
of the FAA-initiated conference. It says: At about 9:20, security
personnel at FAA headquarters set up a hijacking tel econference with
several agencies, including the Defense Departnment. The NMCC of ficer who
participated told us that the call was nonitored only periodically
because the informati on was sporadic, it was of little value, and there
were other inportant tasks. (36) COearly, given the Conm ssion's
account, the NMCC coul d have | earned nothing fromthis

t el econference-except that it was "of little value.” The NMCC-Initi ated
Tel econf erence: The Kean-Zel i kow Comm ssion says: Inside the NMCC, the
deputy director for operations called for an all-purpose "significant
event" conference. It began at 9:29 with a brief recap.... The FAA was
asked to provide an update, but the line was silent because the FAA had
not been added to the call. (37) So, the NMCC first refuses to
participate in the FAA tel econference, then fails to add the FAAto its
own tel econference. In any case, we are next told that, after a brief
pause: [T]he call resumed at 9:37 as an air threat conference call

whi ch | asted nore than eight hours. The President, Vice President,
Secretary of Defense, Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
Deputy National Security Advisor Stephen Hadl ey al
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at FAA headquarters. This nmeno was sent on May 22, 2003, follow ng the
testinony by FAA director Jane Garvey at the 9/ 11 Commi ssion hearing
earlier that day. Laura Brown's nmeno, headed "FAA comruni cations with
NORAD on September 11, 2001," began with this statenment: Wthin mnutes
after the first aircraft hit the Wrld Trade Center, the FAA i medi ately
est abli shed several phone bridges that included FAA field facilities,

t he FAA Command Center, FAA headquarters, DoD, the Secret Service, and
ot her governnment agencies. 12 According to Laura Brown, therefore, the
FAA did not wait until 9:20 to establish a tel econference (phone
bridge). It instead established it "inmmediately"-"within mnutes"-after
the strike on the North Tower. Since that strike occurred slightly
slightly before 8:47, we can assune that the tel econference began about
8:50. Readers face a clear contradiction here. The 9/11 Conmmi ssion says
that the FAAs tel econference did not begin until "about 9:20," whereas
Laura Brown says that it began a half-hour earlier, at about 8:50. How
do we decide which testinony to believe? This seens a very difficult
choice, at least at first glance. On the one hand, Laura Brown's office
is right there in FAA headquarters. She could see what was going on in
the Operations Center. And we nust assune that she, as the senior career
person in the FAA found this to be the biggest day of her life. It is
hard to believe that a year and a half later, when she wote her

menor andum her nenory of what happened that day coul d have been fuzzy.
So we probably either need to believe her or accuse her of lying. On the
ot her hand, although the Comm ssion supports its contention by referring
to a single docunent, it is a docunment that we should be able to take as
authoritative. The Conmm ssion's note says: "For the tine of the

tel econference, see FAA record, Chronol ogy ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001."
Readi ng this, many readers woul d assune that Laura Brown nust have been
either lying or confused. Surely the witten record fromthe day nust
trunp her testinony fromnmenory, because even the best nenory is
fallible. There are, neverthel ess, two reasons to doubt the Conm ssion's
time (beyond the fact that the Kean-Zelikow Comm ssion appears biased
here, being obviously intent on bolstering its contention that the
military
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advance). One reason is the possibility that the witten record of the
FAAs chronol ogy has been altered in the intervening years. That idea

m ght at first gl ance seem absurd. Wiy, one woul d ask, would the FAA
change the chronology in a way that would nmake itself | ook worse? That
woul d i ndeed be a good question-if we knew that the record of the
chronol ogy had remained in the FAA's hands all this tine. But, | was
told by Laura Brown, the FAA had to turn over all its records fromthat
day to the FBI inmediately after 9/11. It was not, she said, unusual for
the FAA to turn over its records after some major disaster. But normally
the records are turned over to the NTSB (National Transportation Safety
Board), not the FBI.' 3 Assunming that these records included this
chronol ogy, we-at |east those of us who are aware that the FBI has
appeared | ess concerned to discover the truth May 22, 2003, stated
enphatically that the FAA established a phone bridge i mediately after
the first strike on the Wrld Trade Center, then shared real -tine

i nformati on on the phone bridges about the unfol ding events, including
i nformati on about | oss of comunication with aircraft, |oss of
transponder signals, unauthorized changes in course, and other actions
being taken by all the flights of interest. She thereby disputed in
advance the Conmission's conclusion that the mlitary received "no
advance notice on the second [plane], no advance notice on the third,
and no advance notice on the fourth" (31). The 9/11 Conm ssion cl ai ned
that the FAA failed in each of these cases to call the Departnent of

Def ense. According to Laura Brown, however, the FAA was in continuous
contact with the Department of Defense from about 8:50 on. If we
consider the fact that the Kean-Zelikow Report sinply accepts w thout
qguestion all the explanations and excuses provided by the mlitary,
together with the fact that its portrayal of the FAAis too negative to
be believable, it would seemthat the FAA is being forced to take the
fall to protect the US military-and, thereby, the Bush administration
G ven all the evidence that points in this direction, the nost surrea
nmonent in the hearings surely occurred when Conmi ssi oner Bob Kerrey
suggested that exactly the opposite was occurring. In the hearing on
June 17, 2004, the follow ng exchange occurred: MR KERREY. General

Eberhart. . . . Do you know what NORAD s experience is in intercepting
pl anes prior to 9/11? GEN. EBERHART: Sir, we can provide that for the
record.... MR KERREY. |'ve got sone concern for the nilitary in this

whol e situation, because the optics for nme is, you all are taking a
bullet for the FAA. | appreciate that nay be wong, but that's how it
appears, because, CGeneral Arnold, you in particular on the day covered
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i mportant points here. One is that NORAD was connected to the phone
bridge through the mlitary liaison to the FAA. A second inportant point
is that information about the standard signs indicating hijackings were
shared about "all flights of interest,” and even the Comm ssion
recogni zes that Flight 175 had becone one of those flights by 8:55.
According to its account, the controller noticed the transponder code
change at 8:51 and decided at 8:55 that the plane had been hijacked. If
we accept this account, then NORAD woul d have known about the hijacking
of Flight 175 no later than 8:55. And, as we saw before, if NORAD had
two F-15s circling off Long Island, it could have had Flight 175
i ntercepted before 9:03. THE NMCC- I NI TI ATED TELECONFERENCE The third
report to which | referred is fromjournalist TomFlocco. It involves a
tel econference set up by the NMCC. Normally this tel econference woul d
have been organi zed by Brigadier General Mntague Wnfield, the NMCC s
Director of Operations. But he had hinself replaced at 8:30 that norning
by his deputy. Wen this deputy, Captain Charles Leidig, testified
before the 9/11 Commi ssion on June 17, 2004, he was asked about this
t el econference (which began as a "significant event" conference,
evidently due to Leidig's inexperience, but was soon upgraded to an "air
threat" conference). Leidig, however, was evidently not asked to say
when this conference call began. The Conmission tells us (37), however,
that it started at 9:29. The Comm ssion provides, however, virtually no
support for this starting time. In the note for the paragraph in
question, the Conm ssion nmerely cites an earlier interviewwth Leidig
(April 29, 2004). Unlike simlar notes, noreover, this one does not
suggest that the transcript of that interview specifies the tinme. The
only coment about tinme is a footnote saying: "Al tinmes given for this
conference call are estimates, which we and the Departnent of Defense
believe to be accurate within a inute margin of error” (37). The sole
support for this commencenent tinme for Leidig s tel econference, in other
words, is the word of sonme anonynous person in the Pentagon. The report
by Tom Fl occo suggests that the starting time nay have been considerably
earlier. It is again Laura Brown who is the source of this suggestion
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up to the head table before Leidig could |leave at the end of the
session, Flocco asked hi mwhen, approximately, his phone bridges had
begun. Leidig twice replied that he could not recall-Fl occo woul d have
to check the record. 15 Flocco then says that back at the first 9/11
Commi ssion hearing in Washi ngton, which took place May 22-23, 2003, he
had tal ked with Laura Brown. She told him he says, that Leidig s phone
bri dges had begun around 8:20 or 8:25-"which," Flocco adds, "would be a
reasonabl e assertion since American 11 was determned to be hijacked at
8:13, 8:20 or 8:24 AM" But, Flocco then wites: "After returning to her
of fice and conferring with superiors, Brown sent an enmail to this witer
later that same evening after 7:00 PM revising her initial assertions
for the coomencenent of Leidig s phone bridges to around 8:45 AM "Uu'

Fl occo clearly suspects that Laura Brown's first statenment, before her
menory was "refreshed" by superiors, may have been closer to the truth.
Anot her essay by hi m shows, noreover, that he has good reason for this
suspicion. In an essay posted in July 2003, he reports that a source at
the Department of Transportation told himthat phone bridges, |inking
officials from NORAD, the Secret Service, the Departnent of Defense, and
t he Departnment of Transportation, were established at 8:20.17 However,
even if we accept Laura Brown's later tinme (8:45), this would be 44

m nutes earlier than the tine given by the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion for
the start of the NMCC-initiated tel econference (9:29). And this 44

m nutes would make all the difference with regard to Flight 175, for it
woul d nmean that there was yet another route through which the US
mlitary could have | earned about its hijacking in tinme to have it
intercepted before 9:03. The fourth report to which | referred cones
from Captain M chael Jellinek, who, as nentioned earlier, was NORAD s
conmand director on 9/11. According to news reports in 2002, he said
that the NMCC s Air Threat Conference Call was initiated not |ong after
the first strike on the WIC and i ncluded | eaders of NORAD and the FAA 18
H s statenent, as reported, does not support Brown's view that this
phone bridge began before the first strike on the WIC (whether at 8:20
or 8:45). It instead says that it began shortly thereafter. That, it
shoul d be recalled, is when Laura Brown said that the phone bridge
initiated by the FAA began- "within mnutes" after the first attack. It
is possible that these two phone bridges becane confused in sonme m nds.
But even if Captain Jellinek
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NMCC-initiated conference began shortly after the first strike, his
statement would contradict the 9/11 Commssion's claimthat it did not
begin until 9:29. And if we take "not long after the first strike" to
mean somewhere between 8:49 and 8:53, his statenment provides further
support for the view that there was opportunity for the mlitary, if it
did not know already, to learn fromthe FAA about the hijacking of
Flight 175 in time to intercept it. The fifth report cones fromRi chard
O arke, the National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism He
reports that on his way from Cheney's office to the Secure Video
Conferencing Center, where he was going for the tel econference he had
organi zed, he passed through the Operations Center of the Wite House
Situati on Room On his way, he says, he was grabbed by the deputy
director of the Situation Room who said: "W're on the line wth NORAD
on an air threat conference call."19 Gven the tinmes that d arke
specifies both before and after this encounter, it would seemto have
occurred shortly before 9:15. Although d arke's statenment does not say
when the air threat conference call had begun, it nust have been going
on for some tine if it had al ready been upgraded fromthe status of
"significant event" conference, with which it had begun. C arke's
narrative, in any case, clearly indicates that it had begun well before
9: 29, because he reports many exchanges that occurred in his
tel econference prior to 9:28.20 Carke's report, like those from Laura
Brown, Tom Fl occo, and M chael Jellinek, suggests that everyone in a
position to know di sputes the 9/11 Commission's starting time for the
NMCC-initiated air threat conference. This starting tinme appears to have
been determ ned by need, not evidence. Al in all, the Kean-Zelikow
Conmi ssion's defense of the US military's new line on Flight 175-that it
had no idea Flight 175 had been hijacked until after this plane struck
the South Tower-is extrenely weak. This defense is contradicted by so
many reports that it can probably be believed only by those who are not
aware of this contrary evidence or who assune that they have good
grounds for sinply accepting the word of the 9/11 Commi ssi on.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN The Conmmi ssion on Flight 77 The 9/11 Comni ssion's
account of the responses by the FAA and NORAD to Flight 175 constitutes,
as we have seen, an exanple of historical revisionism The Conmi ssion
has al so provided a revisionist account of Flight 77. Having argued in
the previous chapter that the Conm ssion's revisionist account of Flight
175 is inplausible, I will here examne its revisionist account of
Flight 77. FAA CONTROLLERS M SS SIGNS OF FLIGHT 77's HHIJACKING In its
tinmeline of Septenber 18, 2001, NORAD had said that at 9:24, which was
13 or 14 minutes before the Pentagon was hit, the FAA had notified it
that Flight 77 may have been hijacked. NORAD had al so said that it

i mmedi atel y-al so at 9:24-issued a scranble order to Langley Air Force
Base. But this story, as we saw in Chapter 11, had raised problens. Even
given NORAD s twofold claimthat the scranble order went to far- away
Langl ey and that the F-16s were not airborne until 9:30, doing the math
showed that the fighters should have reached the Pentagon in tine to
prevent the attack at 9:38. Another problem as we also saw, was why, if
NORAD had been told at 9:24 that Flight 77 appeared to be headed back

t owar ds Washi ngton, the Pentagon was not evacuated. In 13 mnutes, it
seens, virtually everyone coul d have gotten out. The strike woul d not
have caused the death of 125 people working in the Pentagon. It is
perhaps not surprising, therefore, that the nmlitary has provided the 9/
11 Commission with a revised account. According to this new account,
Flight 77 did not begin deviating fromits course until 8:54. The

Commi ssion does not nmention the report from 2001 according to which
eight mnutes earlier, at 8:46, Flight 77 went significantly off course
for several mnutes-an event that surely would have gotten the attention
of the relevant FAA controller, who was in Indianapolis. The fact that
the first deviation is not part of the Conm ssion's account may be
significant for what it says happens next: At 8:56, when the controller
in Indianapolis |lost the
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signal and even the radar track for Flight 77, he concluded that
"American 77 had experienced serious electrical or nmechanical failure"
after which it had crashed (24). The idea that he believed this, rather
than that the plane had been hijacked, would probably be nore difficult
to accept if he had known that there had al ready been a hijacking or two
that norning. But, we are told, "He did not know that other aircraft had
been hijacked" (24). However, according to accounts in the Guardi an and
the Village Voice that appeared shortly after 9/11, Boston flight
controllers had at 8:25 notified other regional centers-one of which is
I ndi anapol i s-of the hijacking of Flight 11.2 Failing even to nention
this discordant report, the Conmission fails to counter the doubt this
report casts on its claim THE RUMOR THAT FLI GHT 77 CRASHED The
Conmi ssi on does, however, offer an explanation of the origin of the
runor that Flight 77 ..ERR, COD:3.. due to the flight course provided
by USA Today.' The Conmission inplicitly denies that this deviation
happened, but without expl aining why reporters thought it had. This is
an exanpl e of historical revisionismwthout evidence. The idea that the
I ndi anapolis controller believed
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then shared its doubt with Herndon, and at 9:25 Herndon advi sed FAA
headquarters that it "feared that [Flight 771 may have been hijacked"
(24-25). But, then, even though "[b]ly 9:25, FAA' s Herndon Command Center
and FAA headquarters knew two aircraft had crashed into the Wrld Trade
Center" and al so "knew Anerican 77 was |lost" (26), no one called the
NMCC. Herndon and FAA headquarters were clearly having a bad day. How
FLI GHT 77 GOT LOST AND STAYED LOST Anot her question that was raised
about NORAD s prior account of Flight 77 was based on the report that
this airplane, just before it disappeared fromradar, made a U-turn and
headed back towards Washington.4 This notion was used to bolster the
official claimthat the aircraft that hit the Pentagon was indeed Fli ght
77. But this notion also tended to undernine a nore inportant part of
the official account-nanely, that the FAA | ost track of Flight 77 after
it headed back to Washington. For exanple, after summarizi ng news
reports that said the plane was ni ssing because flight controllers were
| ooking for its radar signal towards the west, not realizing that the

pl ane was headed east, Paul Thonpson asked: "Since the plane had al ready
started turning east before the transponder is turned off, why don't
flight controllers look in that direction?"5 The 9/11 Conmi ssion,
however, elimnates the idea that anyone saw Flight 77 turn around. It
says that when Flight 77 turned around to head east, the FAA radar in

I ndi anapolis was, for "reasons [that] are technical,"” not displaying

i nformation about this flight. The Commission is then able to repeat the
standard answer, which it rather belabors: As I|ndianapolis Center

conti nued searching for the aircraft, tw managers and the controller
responsi ble for Anerican 77 |ooked to the west and sout hwest al ong the
flight's projected path, not east- where the aircraft was now

heading.... In sum |Indianapolis Center never saw Flight 77 turn around.
By the tinme it reappeared in prinmary radar coverage, controllers had
ei ther stopped | ooking for the aircraft... or were |ooking towards the

west. (25) This is the 9/ 11 Commission's explanation of ..ERR COD: 1.
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believe this explanation, of course, we would need to forget that,
what ever the inadequaci es of the radar systemin Indianapolis and other
regional centers, the radar systens at FAA headquarters and even nore
those at the Pentagon-recall the capacities of the PAVE PAWS system
woul d have had no trouble seeing Flight 77 make a U-turn. W woul d al so
have to avoid thinking that those who are watching the skies frominside
t he Pentagon m ght be especially alert to any unidentified objects
flying towards the Pentagon itself. If we can avoid those thoughts-and
some others to be nentioned | ater-we can perhaps believe that a Boeing
757 Hying towards Washi ngton coul d have gone undetected for 36 m nutes.
REVI SI NG NORAD s PREVI QUS ACCOUNT The 9/ 11 Commission evidently did
succeed in avoiding those thoughts. It was content, therefore, to argue
that the Pentagon did not know Flight 77 was com ng because "NEADS never
received notice that American 77 was hijacked" (34). This is, in fact,
the main point of the Conmission's revisionist narrative about Flight
77. Enphasi zing the inportance of this point, the Comn ssion explicitly
says that when General Larry Arnold stated in testinony to the

Conmi ssion in 2003 that NEADS had received notification of this
hijacking at 9:24, his statement was "incorrect" (34). The Conmi ssion
also tells us that when other NORAD officials said that fighters at
Langl ey had been scranbled to respond to this notification, their
statenents were "incorrect” (34). These errors were unfortunate, says
t he Commi ssion, because they "nade it appear that the mlitary was
notified in time to respond” (34). The Conmmission's entire narrative
about Flight 77 is aimed at undernmining this belief. The Comm ssion does
not explain why Arnold and other NORAD officials nade statenments that
were incorrect. It does not say, in other words, whether they were |ying
or sinply confused. O course, the Conmi ssion could have expl ai ned the
errors by pointing out that both of these clains had been made in

NORAD s timneline of Septenber 18, 2001. But that would have sinply
pushed the probl em back. Were the officials who prepared this tineline
lying or were they sinply confused? And either answer to this question
woul d have occasi oned disconfort. If the Conmm ssion said they were
confused, it would need to explain how these NORAD of ficials could have
been confused about sonething that
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had said that these mlitary officials were lying, that woul d suggest
that the mlitary had sonething to cover up. W can perhaps understand,
therefore, why the Kean-Zeli kow Comm ssion preferred sinply to say that
the statenents of Arnold and the other NORAD officials were "incorrect."
But that statement nmerely begs the deeper question. The main point in
the Conmmi ssion's revisionist account of Flight 77, in any case, is its
twof ol d deni al that NORAD was notified about the hijacking of Flight 77
and that Langley F-16s were scranbled to intercept it. |INTERLUDE: THE
"PHANTOM Al RCRAFT" But if the military had not been notified about
Flight 77 at 9:24, why were fighters from Langl ey airborne by 9:30? Here
the Comm ssion faced a problemsimlar to that of explaining why the
F-15s were scranbled from Qis at 8:53 even though Flight 11 had al ready
crashed and NORAD did not know that Flight 175 had been hijacked. The
Commi ssion in the present case at |east proffers an explanation. This
expl anation requires the introduction of a new idea-the idea of a
"phantom aircraft.” Wiat really happened, we are told, was that the FAA
had nade yet another inexplicable error. NEADS, we are told, heard from
the FAA at 9:21-35 minutes after the North Tower had been hit by Flight
11-that Flight 11 was still in the air and headi ng t owards Washi ngt on
This was why Langl ey received a scranble order at 9:24. The scranbl ed
jets were supposed to go to the Baltinore area and position thensel ves
"bet ween the reported sout hbound Anerican 11 and the nation's capital”
(26-27). Because this idea plays a crucial role in the Comri ssion's
narrative, it is understandable that the Conm ssion seens upset that
this response to a phantomaircraft was not recounted in a single public
timeline or statenment issued by the FAA or Departnent of Defense. The

i naccurate accounts created the inpression that the Langley scranbl e was
a logical response to an actual hijacked aircraft. (34) The Comn ssion
assures us, however, that NEADS really did receive the nisinfornmation
fromsoneone in the FAA that Flight 11 was still up and headi ng toward
Washi ngton. This fact, the Comm ssion cl ains,
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just fromtaped conversations at NEADS but al so fromtaped conversations
at FAA centers; contenporaneous |ogs conpiled at NEADS, Continental
Regi on headquarters, and NORAD; and other records. (34) The note for
t hi s paragraph, however, gives no references for the "taped
conversations at FAA centers; contenporaneous | ogs conpiled at NEADS
Conti nental Regi on headquarters, and NORAD;, and other records."” ..ERR
COD: 3.. "taped conversations at FAA centers; contenporaneous | ogs
compi | ed at NEADS, Continental Region headquarters, and NORAD;, and ot her
records.” W sinply have to take the Commi ssion's word about them The
only reference given is to some NEADS audi ofiles (26, 461 nn 148-152).
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 195 with the voices of all their controllers, why could
the identities of the two people not be determined fromtheir voices?
Surely this would have been a worthy part of the "exacting investigative
wor k" carried out by the Comm ssion's staff. But the Conm ssion does not
tell us why it could not determne the identities of the two people. As
with a great many of the things the Comm ssion tells us, we nust sinply
take its word. This story is nmade even nore inplausible by the fact that
t he Conmmi ssion has generally portrayed FAA personnel as reluctant to
notify the mlitary even after they are absolutely confident that a

hi j acki ng has occurred. But now we are told that a controller, having a
suspi ci on that nmust have seened extrenely counterintuitive, expressed
this suspicion as a conviction with such confidence to a NEADS
technician that this technician passed it on as definite truth to the
NEADS commander. If all this were not inplausible enough, we then have
to believe that the NEADS conmmrander woul d, w thout verifying the truth
of this inplausible nessage with the managers at the Boston Center, give
Langl ey a scranble order. The 9/11 Conm ssion has usually insisted that
all such comuni cations had to foll ow the chai n-of-command protocol. But
we are here told that a conversation between sone person at the Boston
Center and sone technician at NEADS-neither of whom can now be
identified-was sufficient to cause the US nilitary to swing into action
According to the 9/11 Conmmi ssion's report, nothing else did that day.
The US military did not scranble fighters to go after Flight 11, Flight
175, Flight 77, or (as we will see below) Flight 93. The only tine
fighters were scranbled on this day, they were sent after a phantom The
Comm ssi on, however, was apparently unconcerned about any of these
problens. The only inportant thing, fromits perspective, was that the
NEADS audi of il e does contain this conversation between the two

uni dentified people, along with other conversations about the phantom
aircraft. And that should indeed settle the question, at |east the
guestion as to whether this conversation actually took place-if we can
assunme that these audiofiles faithfully reflect real events. But can we
safely assune this? In the first place, given the fact that the only
prof fered evi dence-the NEADS audi of il e-has been in the hands of the US
mlitary all this time, we cannot sinply assunme that it has not been
doctored. In any serious crimnal trial with an anal ogous situation, the
prosecuti on woul d demand that rigorous tests be performed to exclude
this possibility. And yet the Comn ssion, acting
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counsel for the defense (as well as judge and jury), provides no sign
that it had such tests perfornmed. In the second place, the Conm ssion
itself points out that the idea that Flight 11 had not hit the Wrld
Trade Center, but was instead headed toward Washington, is a brand new
i dea, which had never before been brought up by either the FAA or the
Departnent of Defense. That is certainly suspicious onits face. In the
third place, the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion has distorted so nany ot her
matters-a fact that will beconme even clearer in Chapter 15-that we have
no basis for trusting it on this one. This story-that the Langley
Fighters were scranbled at 9:24 in response to Phantom Flight 11 instead
of Flight 77-is so inportant to the 9/11 Conmi ssion's narrative of what
real |y happened that day, and to our judgnment of whether we can trust
the Commi ssion, that it will be hel pful to exam ne the exchange during
the Commi ssion's hearings that dealt with this issue. This exchange was
bet ween Conmi ssi oner Richard Ben-Veniste and CGeneral Larry Arnold, who,
as we have seen, was the NORAD Commander for the Continental United
States. MR BEN VEN STE: General Arnold. Wiy did no one nention the
false report received from FAA that Flight 11 was headi ng south during
your initial appearance before the 9/11 Conm ssion back in May of |ast
year? And why was there no report to us that contrary to the statenents
made at the tinme, that there had been no notification to NORAD t hat
Flight 77 was a hijack? GEN. LARRY ARNOLD: Well, the first part of your
question- M. Comm ssioner, first of all, | would like to say that a | ot
of the information that you have found out in your study of this 9/11,
the things that happened on that day, hel ped us reconstruct what was
going on. And if you're tal king about the American 11, in particular,
the call of Anerican 11, is that what you are referring to? MR
BEN- VENI STE: Yes. GEN. ARNOLD: The Anerican 11, that was-call after it
had i npacted, is that what you're referring to? MR BENVEN STE: No. |'m
tal ki ng about the fact that there was
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<IiAlI"TFI't 1 "I JURTEEN 1 97 mi sconmunication that Flight 11 was still
headi ng south instead of having inpacted- GEN. ARNOLD: That's what |'m
referring to. That's correct. As we-as we worked with your conmittee in
| ooking at that, that was probably the point in tinme where we were
concerned-renenber, that call, as |I recall, actually came after United
175, as well as Anerican 11, had already i npacted the North and
South' I bwers of the Wrld Trade Center. And then we becane very
concerned, not knowi ng what the call signs of those aircraft were that
had hit the Wrld "bade Center, we becane very concerned at that
particul ar point that those aircraft, that some aircraft night be
headi ng toward Washington, D.C. MR BEN- VEN SI'E: General, is it not a
fact that the failure to call our attention to the m scomunication and
the notion of a phantom Flight 1 1 continuing fromNew York City south
in fact skewed the whole reporting of 9/11, it skewed the official Air
Force report, which is contained in a book called The Air War Over
America, which does not contain any information about the fact that you
were follow ng, or thinking of a continuation of Flight 11, and that you
had not received notification that Flight 77 had been hijacked? GEN.
ARNOLD: Well, as | recall, first of all, | didn't know the call signs of
t he airplanes when these things happened. Wien the call cane that
American 11 was possible hijacked aircraft, that aircraft just led nme to
cone to the conclusion that there were other aircraft in the systemthat
were a threat to the United States. MR BEN-VEN STE: CGeneral Arnold,
surely by May of |ast year, when you testified before this comm ssion,
you knew those facts. GEN. ARNOLD: | didn't recall those facts in May of
| ast year. That's the correct answer to that. In fact, as | recall
during that tine frane, ny concern was, why did-the question that came
to me was, why did we scranble the aircraft out of Langley Air Force
Base, the F-16s out of Langley Air Force Base? And there had been
statenents made by some that we scranmbled that aircraft the report of
American 77, which was not the case, and | knew that.
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to renenber in ny own nind what was it that persuaded us to scranble
those aircraft. And | thought at the tine it was United 93. But as | was
able to-we did not have the tinmes when these things were-when we were
notified of this. I did not have that information at that tinme. | didn't
have it. MR BEN VEN STE: General Arnold- MR ARNOLD: And so we
scrambl ed those aircraft to get you indicated that you had no such
recol l ections.. ..
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 199 MR. ARNCLD: Yeah, the Northeast Air Defense Sector
apparently had a tape that we were unaware of at the time. And your-to
the best of nmy know edge, what |'ve been told by your staff is that they
were unable to nake that tape run. But they were later able to- your
staff was able, through a contractor, to get that tape to run. And so,
to the best of ny know edge, that was an accurate statenent in My that
I did not know of any tape recordings. If | had had them available to
me, | certainly would have been able to give you nore accurate
informati on. Qur focus was on when the events occurred, and we did not
focus on when we-we didn't have a record-I did focus on when we-we
didn't have a record-1 did not have a record of when we had been told
different things.9 This painfully enbarrassing testinony certainly
provi des no basis for increased confidence in the 9/11 Conmmi ssion's
claims about Flight 77 and Phantom Flight 11. El sewhere the Conm ssion
told us that Col onel Robert Mart, the head of NEADS, had to call Genera
Arnold to get permission to scranble fighters to go after the rea
Flight 11. But now we are being asked to believe that planes were
scranbl ed for phantom Flight 11 without Arnold' s having heard anything
about such a flight. W are also asked to believe that he later |earned
the truth about this phantom flight but could "not recall" it when he
had previously testified before the Conmi ssion. Qur confidence in the
Conmmi ssion's story is also not hel ped by seeing the way in which General
Arnold had to be coached and coaxed into giving his verbal assent to it.
In sum given all the problens inherent in the Comm ssion's claimabout
Phantom Flight 11, nmy own view is that until there is an investigation
of the evidence for this new idea by sone truly neutral investigative
body, we have reason to wonder whether the "phantomaircraft" is not
itself a phantom NEADS LEARNS THAT FLIGHT 77 IS LOST The Conmi ssion's
argunment, in any case, is that Langley was ordered to scranble jets at
9: 24 because of this phantomaircraft, not because NEADS had | earned
that Flight 77 had been hijacked. However, perhaps as an attenpt to
expl ain how that idea cane about, the Conm ssion says that NEADS did

| earn sonething about Flight 77 at that tine.
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incorrect. The notice NEADS received at 9:24 was that Anerican 11 had
not hit the Wirld Trade Center and was headi ng for Washington, D.C. (34)
But this statenment by the Conmission is itself incorrect, at |east
wthinits own narrative. According to this narrative (26, 32), the

fal se informati on about Anmerican |1 cane at 9:21, not 9:24. So this

cl ai m does not work as an explanation of the origin of the idea that
NEADS had | earned about Flight 77's hijacking at 9:24. In any case, what
NEADS officials really | earned, according to the Conmi ssion's narrative,
was only that Flight 77 had been lost. And they learned this at 9:34,
not 9:24. NEADS allegedly learned this, furthernore, purely "by chance."
According to the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion, NEADS had cal |l ed a nmanager at
the FAA's Washington Center to talk about Flight 11, and during this
conversation, this manager said-evidently as an aside- "W're | ooking-we
al so lost Anerican 77" (27). The Conm ssion, continuing to develop its
portrait of the FAA as staffed by inconpetent people, says: "If NEADS
had not placed that call, the NEADS air defenders would have received no
i nformati on what soever that the flight was even mssing." This

i nformati on, however, did no good because, as the Comi ssion again
insists: "No one at FAA headquarters ever asked for military assistance
with Anerican 77" (27). WHY THE LANGLEY JETS WERE So FAR AVWAY |f we
accept the Phantom Flight 1 1 story as the explanation of why jets were
scranbl ed from Langl ey, we still night wonder why these jets were not
over WAshi ngton when Flight 77 arrived. The official story inits
previous incarnation, as we saw in Chapter 11, said that although the
F-16s left Langley at 9:30, they were still 105 mles away at 9: 38, when
t he Pentagon was struck. No expl anation was forthcom ng as to why jets
that can fly 1,500 nph had traveled only 25 miles in eight mnutes. The
Conmi ssion's new account of Flight 77 does explain why the jets were fat
from Washi ngton without violating elenentary mat hematics. This

expl anation again involves inconpetence, but this time the pilots
mani f ested this mal ady, which was certainly going around that day.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 201 At 9:36, we are told, the FAA's Boston Center
notified NEADS that there was an unidentified aircraft, six mles

sout hwest of the White House, which was closing in (27). This
unidentified aircraft is, in the Commssion's narrative, really none
other than Flight 77, which had made it all the way back to WAshi ngton
W t hout being spotted (9, 27). In any case, given this startling news,
the m ssion crew commmander at NEADS ordered the Langley fighters to race
toward the White House. "He then discovered, to his surprise, that the
Langl ey fighters were not headed north toward the Baltinore area as

i nstructed, but east over the ocean." They had mi sunderstood their

i nstructions. Accordingly, when the Pentagon was struck at 9:38, "[t]he
Langl ey fighters were about 150 m | es away"-even farther away,

therefore, than the 105 miles that NORAD had previously clainmed (27).10
BLAM NG THE PI LOT, ABSCOLVI NG THE M LI TARY The Commi ssion's report has

t hereby expl ai ned why the Langley fighters, in spite of being scranbl ed
at 9:24, were nowhere close to the Pentagon when it was struck. It has,
nor eover, absolved the nilitary of any blane by expl ai ning-this being
the main point of the story-that the nilitary did not have 14 m nutes to
respond to Anerican 77, as testinony to the Conmission in May 2003
suggested. It had at npbst one or two nminutes to react to the

uni dentified plane approachi ng Washi ngton, and the fighters were in the
wrong place to be able to help. They had been responding to a report
about an aircraft that did not exist. (34) O course, this account does
not conpletely absolve "the mlitary” in the sense of all its personnel
because it inplies that the three Langley pilots, especially the |ead
pilot, made a terrible nistake-a mstake that all owed the Pentagon to be
attacked. But this account does absolve "the military" in the sense of
its top brass-along with its civilian boss, Secretary Runsfel d-and that
is, of course, what is inportant. There was no stand- down order or even
any sl ow down order, but only an honest nistake by a pilot. The mi stake
by this | ead pilot obviously plays a crucial role in the new narrative
told by the military through the 9/11 Commi ssion. This narrative is
evidently intended to explain why it had previously been thought,
falsely, that Langley fighters had been scranmbled at 9:24 in
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that Flight 77 had been hijacked. That fal se belief would have arisen
through a fusion of two elenents in what really happened. On the one
hand, Langley fighters were indeed scranbled at 9:24 (although they were
scranbl ed in response to "Phantom Flight 11" and then went the wong
way). On the other hand, the FAA did indeed notify the mlitary about
Flight 77 (although this occurred at 9:34, rather than 9:24, and it was
merely a notification that Flight 77 was |ost, so no scranbl e order was
needed). Evidently these facts sonehow got fused, in the mnds of sone
NORAD officials, into the belief that Langley fighters had been
scranmbled at 9:24. Wth that problemcleared up, all that was needed was
an explanation as to why there were no planes over Washington to stop
Flight 77 fromhitting the Pentagon. This explanation is provided by the
claimthat the pilots went the wong way. EXPLAI NI NG THE PI LOTS ERROR
But does the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion nake this claimplausible? Here is its
attenpt: The Langley pilots were headi ng east, not north, for three
reasons. First, unlike a normal scranble order, this order did not
include a distance to the target or the target's | ocation. Second, a
"generic" flight plan-prepared to get the aircraft airborne and out of
| ocal airspace quickly-incorrectly led the Langley fighters to believe
they were ordered to fly due east (090) for 60 miles. Third, the | ead
pilot and | ocal FAA controller incorrectly assumed the flight plan
instruction to go "090 for 60" superseded the original scranble order.
(27) But what kind of an explanation is this? Not a very good one. Wth
regard to the first point, we are not told why the order did not include
a distance or a target. But there was no nystery-the flights were
supposed to go to Baltinore. Wth regard to the second point, we are
gi ven no good reason why there was only a "generic" flight plan, since
the F-16s were supposed to head to Baltinore. And the fact that the
pl anes were to get "airborne and out of |ocal airspace quickly" provides
no reason for a nerely "generic" flight plan. Al scranbled fighter jets
are supposed to get airborne quickly, and they are not slowed down by
being told where they are supposed to
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(: HAPTER FOURTEEN 203 go. |ndeed, the F-15s at Otis were supposedly

sl owed down because they did not know where they were supposed to go.
Furthernore, far from being airborne quickly, these Langley pilots took
six mnutes to get up (the newtineline says, like the old one, that the
scranbl e order cane at 9:24 but that the F-16s were not airborne until
9:30). Wth regard to the third point, it is not clear what exactly the
point is. Part of the point is that, not surprisingly, an FAA person was
involved in the glitch, so the fault was not entirely that of the
mlitary pilot. But insofar as the rest of the point depends on an

i ncorrect assunption having been made by both the lead pilot and the FAA
controller, it is prima facie inplausible. Surely the FAA controller
knew by then that the nation was dealing with donestic hijackings, not a
threat from"overseas." But if so, why would he or she assune the F-16s
shoul d head out to sea? Wwuld he or she not have doubl e-checked such a
strange order? EVI DENCE FOR THE STORY ABOUT PI LOT ERROR The need for

di scussion of all these problens brings us to the second question to ask
about this revisionist explanation of why the F-16s were so far from
Washi ngt on: What evidence are we provided for it? There is a reference
to an interview in Decenber 2003 with Dean Eckmann, the |ead pilot, but
with no quotations fromthis interview (27, 461 n 153).11 And there are
two FAA nenps from Septenber of 2003 (461 n 153), with no evidence that
t he docunents from 2001 they are supposedly based on were checked for
authenticity. Gven the fact that we are dealing here with an

expl anation that involves an enornous bl under on the part of a highly
trained pilot and a highly trained FAA controller-a blunder that led to
a successful attack on the mlitary headquarters of the nost powerfu
mlitary force in history-should we not be offered nore evidence for
this revisionist account? Should the people involved-such as the pilots,
the FAA controller, and the mlitary officer who gave the scranble
order-not be intensely interrogated, under oath, and with lie detectors?
Philip Zelikowis a historian. He knows that if he presented a

revi sioni st case about sone controversial historical event-such as the
di vision of Germany at the outset of the Cold War-and wanted this case
to be taken seriously, he would need to present far better evidence than
hi s Conmi ssi on has presented here.
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point to apply, furthernore, not just to this story about the pilot's
error, but to all the crucial clainms in the Conm ssion's account of
Flight 77. the claimthat FAA headquarters had not notified its regiona
centers about earlier hijackings until 9:20; the claimthat Flight 77
travel ed undetected toward the Pentagon for 36 nminutes; the idea that
al t hough American Airlines and nost flight controllers at the Boston
Center knew that Flight 11 had hit the North Tower, soneone at Boston
told soneone at NEADS that it was still aloft; and the claimthat the
FAA never asked the military for assistance with regard to Flight 77.
ONGO NG CONVERSATI ONS BETWEEN THE FAA AND THE US M LI TARY The
Commi ssion's main revisionist claimabout Flight 77, as we have seen, is
that the FAA did not notify the mlitary that it had been hijacked at
9:24 or at any other tinme prior to 9:38, when the strike on the Pentagon
occurred. The Kean-Zeli kow Conmission, conbining this claimwith its
assunption that the US military is generally unaware about what is going
on in American airspace unless it is inforned by the FAA, concl udes that
no one in the Pentagon knew that Flight 77 was headed towards it. As
with the Conmission's sinilar claimabout Flight 175, however, there are
reports that suggest that this claimis untrue. Laura Brown's Menp: One
of these is Laura Brown's nmeno of May 23, 2003, in which she reported on
t he phone bridge established by the FAA. She said, as we saw earlier
that this tel econference, which involved both the Departnent of Defense
and a mlitary liaison connected to NORAD, began "within m nutes" after
the first strike, hence about 8:50. She then said, in a statenent not
fully quoted before, that the FAA shared "real- tinme information" about
"all the flights of interest, including Flight 77." Finally, she
explicitly took issue with General Larry Arnold' s statenment, nmade in
testinony to the 9/ 11 Conmm ssion that day, that the FAA did not notify
NORAD about Flight 77 until 9:24. (In nmaking this statenent, of course,
Arnold was sinply reaffirm ng NORAD s tineline of Septenber 18, 2001.)
She said: NORAD | ogs indicate that the FAA made formal notification
about Anmerican Flight 77 at 9:24 a.m, but information about the flight
was conveyed continuously during the phone bridges before the formal
notification.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 205 During ny tel ephone conversation with Laura Brown,
she enphasi zed the inportance of this distinction, saying that the
"formal notification" was primarily a formality and hence irrelevant to
the question of when the mlitary knew about Flight 77. The inportant
point, she nade clear, was that mlitary officials were receiving

"real -time information" about Flight 77 on an ongoi ng basis by nmeans of
t he phone bridge that was established by the FAA at about 8:50. Although
she spoke in a matter-of-fact way, she clearly was upset that mlitary

| eaders would claimthat, prior to the tinme of the formal notification,
they had no idea that Flight 77 had been hijacked. And nowas if that
earlier claimby the mlitary were not bad enough fromthe perspective
of FAA personnel such as Laura Brown-the 9/11 Conmi ssion clains that
even the notification at 9:24 did not happen. General Arnold's
previously orthodox statenent is declared "incorrect." The new

ort hodoxy, which the Kean-Zeli kow Comm ssi on hopes to establish,

decl ares that the FAA never notified the mlitary about Flight 77 before
t he Pentagon was struck. The conversation between the FAA and the US
mlitary about Flight 77, to which Laura Brown referred in her neno, is
del eted from history, because the 9/ 11 Conm ssion has declared that the
FAA-initiated conference-which Brown said began within m nutes of the
first strike on the Wrld Trade Center-did not really begin until 9:20
(36). Laura Brown on the NMCC Tel econference: The Comi ssion al so seeks
to exclude the possibility that a conversation about Flight 77 could
have taken place during the NMCC-initiated tel econference. The

Conmmi ssion declares, as we saw, that it was not until 9:29 that the
conference initiated by Captain Leidig began (37). As we saw, however,
Laura Brown at first said that it began about 8:25. She later revised
this, perhaps under pressure, but she revised it only to 8:45, so she
has this tel econference beginning at |least 44 mnutes earlier than the
Conmi ssion says. If we believe her, we have to conclude that the
mlitary is now using the 9/11 Comm ssion to perpetrate a lie. The
suspicion that it is Laura Brown, rather than the mlitary, who is here
telling the truth is suggested by the fact that, as we saw earlier, Tom
Fl occo reported that Captain Leidig hinself could "not recall” when the
t el econf erence began-even though it, as the first such tel econference he
had ever directed, nust have been one of the biggest nmonents of his
life.
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Story: It is, noreover, not just a question of Laura Brown's word

agai nst that of the current spokespersons for the US mlitary. Her
perspective on this matter is supported by a second report that
contradicts the 9/11 Comm ssion. Matthew Wald's wel | -known story,
published in the New York Tines four days after 9/11, began with this
statenent: During the hour or so that Anerican Airlines Flight 77 was
under the control of hijackers, up to the nonent it struck the west side
of the Pentagon, mlitary officials in a command center on the east side
of the building were urgently talking to | aw enforcenent and air traffic
control officials about what to do.12 The "command center on the east
side" is, of course, the NMCC. And the "air traffic control officials"
are personnel of the FAA. Here again we see that it was comonly
accepted that the NMCC had been in conversation with FAA-and about

Flight 77 in particular- for a long tine. How | ong? Wen Wald wote that
story, he believed that the Pentagon had been hit at 9:45. Even with
this late time, however, his statement that the conversation had been
goi ng on an "hour or so" would support Laura Brown's view that
conversations began, at least in the NMCC-initiated tel econference,
before the first strike on the WIC-- which nmakes sense, given the fact
that everyone agrees that the US mlitary knew about the hijacking of
Flight 11 no later than 8:40. In relation to Flight 77 and the Pentagon
of course, that distinction- whether the conference began before or
after the strike on the North Tower-is of trivial inportance. The
central point is that according to Matthew Wald of the New York Tines as
wel | as Laura Brown of the FAA, the US mlitary would ..ERR CCD: 1.
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threat" conference call had been going on for sone tine. O arke also, as
menti oned earlier, ran his own tel econference fromthe Wite House. The
9/ 11 Conmmi ssion, appealing to the log of the White House Situati on Room
says that Carke's conference did not begin until 9:25. The Conm ssion
even adds: "Indeed, it is not clear to us that the video tel econference
was fully under way before 9:37, when the Pentagon was struck" (36). But
O arke's own account suggests that it began closer to 9:15. Let us see
why. Assum ng the rough accuracy of this account, we can infer fromthe
two tinmes that Clarke notes that his tel econference began sonetine
between 9:10 and 9:28. That C arke's conference nust have begun

consi derably before 9:28, perhaps a little before 9:15, can then be
inferred fromthe discussions that occurred, according to his account,
during that period. At the outset of his tel econference, he reports, he
di scussed the protocol for the teleconference. He then had an extended
conversation with Jane Garvey, representing the FAA. During this
conversation, they discussed the two attacks on the WIC, the whereabouts
of Secretary of Transportation Norman M neta, the question of whether
Garvey could order all air traffic stopped, the nunber of planes that
may have been hijacked, and the fact that it was Ben Sliney's first day
on the job as the FAAs National Operations Manager. This exchange had to
take several mnutes. Clarke then reports that Norman M neta arrived at
the White House and came to the Situation Room after which d arke
suggested that he join the vice president down in the shelter conference
room officially known as the Presidential Emergency Operations Center,
or PECC.
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reports that he had an exchange with General Richard Myers, representing
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, during which they discussed the question of
scranbling fighters and placing Conbat Air Patrol over Washington. It
was at this point, when he asked Myers how long this would take, that he
noted that it was 9:28.13 Al of that, it seens, would have taken at
| east 10 minutes, probably snore. C arke's account strongly contradicts,
therefore, the 9/11 Commission's estimation that this Wite House
tel econference did not begin until 9:25. Al those discussions could not
have occurred in three nminutes. The earlier starting tine for Carke's
conference is al so supported by testinony to the 9/ 11 Conmmi ssion, given
by Norman M neta hinself. In this testinony on May 23, 2003, M neta
reported that after he arrived at the Wite House that norning, he net
briefly with Carke, then was taken down to the PECC, where he arrived
at 9:20.14 Since in Carke's narrative, Mneta seened to arrive at the
Wi te House about 5 minutes after C arke's video tel econference had
begun, Mneta's 9:20 tine for arriving at the PEOCC woul d nean t hat
G arke's conference had begun by 9:15. The Comm ssion's suggestion that
G arke's conference m ght not have been "fully under way" even at "9: 37,
when the Pentagon was struck," is strongly contradicted by the next part
of darke's account. He says that when he resuned the tel econference,
after the president's speech was finished, he turned back to Jane
Garvey, who discussed other potential hijacks, including United 93-at
which tinme Brian Stafford, the Director of the Secret Service, handed
hima note saying that an aircraft was headed in their direction so that
he was going to order a general evacuation of the Wiite House. And then
Ral ph Seigler, the deputy director of the Situation Room stuck his head
in the roomand said: "there has been an explosion in the Pentagon
parking lot, maybe a car bonb!" Follow ng a brief discussion of CoG
(Continuity of Governnent), Carke's deputy, Roger Cressey, announced:
"A plane just hit the Pentagon.”™ Wth regard to the concern about how
destructive the strike had been, Carke conmented: "I can still see
Runsfeld on the screen, so the whole building didn't get hit."15 So,
even if it did not seemclear to the 9/ 11 Comni ssioners that Carke's
tel econference had gotten fully under way before the Pentagon was
struck, it evidently seened cl ear enough to C arke hinself.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 209 But how do we deci de whether to believe O arke or
the Commi ssion? On the one hand, if we accept the Conmi ssion's account,
we nust believe that Richard Carke was lying or that his nmenory of that
nmorning was very faulty. But can we suppose that he would have |ied
about the tinme his conference began-suggesting that it had begun about
15 minutes before the president's 9:30 tal k-even though a vi deot ape of
the tel econference could be rel eased to prove himwong? If not, can we
suppose that his menory could have been so faulty about the first 15

m nutes or so of what nust have been one of the biggest nornings of his
professional |life? On the other hand, can we doubt the Conm ssion's
starting time of 9:25, given the fact that it is vouchsafed, the
Conmi ssi on says, by the Communi cations Log of the White House Situation
Roon? However, although that final sentence |ooks Iike a rhetorical
guestion, it is not. There is a basis for us to doubt the Comnri ssion's
starting tinme, in spite of its appeal to this log. W, after all, sinply
have to take the Conmission's word that this is what the | og says. W
have little basis for confidence that, if it said sonmething else, the
Bush White House would informus of this fact. O course, the

Commi ssion, publishing its report in July 2004, had to suppose that the
Bush- Cheney administration mght be replaced by a Denocratic

admi ni stration, which mght indeed release the | og. But even this
eventual |y coul d have been protected against. After all, this log could
have sinply been revised to nake it fit the Conmi ssion's tineline.
Cetting such a revision nade coul d have been one of the benefits of the
tight relationship between the Bush Wiite House and the Comm ssion's
executive director. At this point, to be sure, a careful reader of the
notes at the end of The 9/11 Conm ssion Report could point out that the
9:25 starting tine is said also to be vouchsafed by the FAA chronol ogy
for Septenber 11, 2001 (462n189). As we saw in Chapter 13, however, that
chronol ogy has been not been in the hands of the FAA or the NTSB all
this tine, as it normally woul d have been, but in the hands of the FBI
If the Kean-Zelikow Conmm ssion had the | og of the White House Situation
Room changed, it woul d have al so had the FAA chronol ogy changed. To
think that nenbers of the Commi ssion or its staff would do this, of
course, we would need to believe that they would deliberately lie and
tanmper with evidence. An infornmed judgnment about this should be based on
the performance of the Commission in relation to other questions. My own
readi ng of the Kean-Zelikow Conmm ssion does not inspire
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it-that is, sonme nenbers of the Comm ssion and/or its staff-would not
lie and tanper with evidence if they thought O arke's tel econference.
But it says that "none of the infornmation conveyed in the Wite House
video tel econference, at least in the first hour, was being passed to
the NMCC' (36). G ven the Commission's claimthat C arke's conference
did not start until 9:25, this "first hour"



Page 211

Chapter 14, that "none of [the three] tel econferences-at |east before
10: 00-included the right officials fromboth the FAA and t he Defense
Departnent." However, according to O arke's account, as we al so saw,

that statenment is not true, because his conference invol ved FAA head
Jane Garvey, Secretary of Defense Donald Runmsfeld, and Acting Chairmn
of the Joint Chiefs Richard Myers. Another feature of C arke' s account
is even nore directly threatening to the Comm ssion's claimthat the US
mlitary did not |earn about the hijacking of Flight 93 until after it
crashed. According to O arke, when his tel econference resuned, after the
pause to listen to the president at 9:30, the follow ng exchange
occurred: "FAA FAA go, Status report. How many aircraft do you still
carry as hijacked?" Garvey read froma list: "Al aircraft have been
ordered to land at the nearest field. Here's what we have as potenti al
hijacks: Delta 1989 over West Virginia, United 93 over Pennsylvania..."
[Secret Service Director Brian] Stafford slipped ne a note. "Radar shows
aircraft headed this way." Secret Service had a systemthat allowed them
to see what FAA s radar was seeing. Ralph Seigler stuck his head into
the room "There's been an explosion in the Pentagon parking |ot, maybe
a car bonb!"l After this, as we saw in the previous chapter, C arke
reported still seeing Runsfeld on the screen and then talking to Mers.
According to Carke's account, then, both Runsfeld and Myers woul d have
| earned before 9:40 that United 93 had likely been hijacked. And surely,
assum ng the attacks on the WIC and the Pentagon to be surprise attacks
by foreign terrorists, Runsfeld and Myers woul d have i mredi ately
conveyed Garvey's information about Flight 93 to the
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the even nore extrene claimthat the US nmilitary was never notified
about the hijacking of Flight 77. Those who care nore about evi dence and
common sense than about the reputation of the US military, however, wll
likely find this new claimdubi ous. THE COW SSI ON S STRANGE DENI AL
ABOUT MYERS AND RUMSFELD One | oose end remmins fromthe discussion in
the previous section. There | suggested sone reasons to consider
completely inplausible the 9/11 Comm ssion's denial that it knew who
fromthe Defense Departnment had participated in the Carke's video

tel econference. It is, indeed, hard to consider this denial as anything
other than an outright lie. As | nentioned above, however, suspecting a
lie means suspecting a notive to lie. Wat notive would the Conm ssion
have for pretending that it did not know that Myers and Runsfeld were
participating in C arke's conference?
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CHAPTHk FOURTEEN 213 The Commi ssion woul d have had such a notive if
Myers and Runmsfeld had said that they were doing sonething else at the
time. Let its imagine that they had, and then that the 9/11 Comn ssion
had checked the vi deotape and found that these two nen had instead been
participating in Carke's tel econference. Let us inmgine that the

Commi ssion had then reported this fact. This exposure of these lies by
Myers and Runsfeld woul d have thrown into doubt all their other
statenents. Readers woul d have reasonably inferred that, if Myers and
Runsfeld Iied about this, they nust have been trying to cover up
somet hi ng and, therefore, probably |ied about other things. This would
have underm ned the Commi ssion's own account of 9/11, because it relies
heavily on interviews with Runsfeld, Mers, and other |eaders of the US
mlitary. Accordingly, if Myers and Runsfeld had |ied about what they
wer e doi ng that norning, the Conmm ssion might well have felt the need to
cover up those lies, so as not to throw into doubt the credibility (A
the primary authorities for its own narrative about the day of 9/11. And
Myers and Runsfeld did, in fact, say that they were doi ng other things
that norning. | will first |ook at Myers' account of his own behavior,
then conpare it with Carke's account. | will then do the sane tor
Runsfeld. .1llvers on Alyers: In a note, the Comi ssion says: "The Vice
Chai rman was on Capitol Hi Il when the Pentagon was struck, and he saw
snoke as his car made its way back to the building (Richard Myers
interview, Feb. 17, 2004)." (463n199) As we can see, this statenent
about the whereabouts of R chard Myers seenms to be based solely on an
interview with Myers hinself. The Conm ssion could have, to be sure,
cited Secretary Runsfeld' s statenment, according to which when he
(Rumsfel d) entered the NMCC at 10: 30, "Myers " had just returned from
Capitol HiIl.""16 This, however, would have provi ded poor support,
because according to Myers hinself, he had been back for about 50

m nutes, and the Conmmission itself has himin the NMCC by 10:00 (38). It
i s perhaps understandable, therefore, that the Conm ssion did not cite
Runsfel d' s supporting testinmony. So it was ieft with Myers hinself as
the only one to testify that he had been to Capitol Hill. Furthernore,

| est one think that someone on the Comni ssion staff sinply nisunderstood
what Myers said, we can see from other sources
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Commi ssion's statenent fits with a rather elaborate tale Myers has
evidently told about what he was doing on Capitol HIl. In Janes
Banford's book, A Pretext for War, we read the follow ng account: Air
Force CGeneral Richard Myers, the Vice Chairman [of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was] in charge of the country's arned forces. But incredibly, he
woul d remai n unaware of what was going on around himduring the entire
series of attacks. Myers was on Capitol H Il waiting to neet with
Georgia Senator Max C el and about his upcom ng confirmation hearings to
become the new Joint Chiefs chairman. Wiile in Celand s outer office,
he watched live television reports following the first crash into the
Wrld Trade Center and then went into Celand s office for his routine
neeting. There he would remain for the next forty-five m nutes,
self-pronoting his talents to lead the mlitary... Through it all, the
general in charge of the country's mlitary was conpl etely ignorant of
the fact that the United States was under its worst attack in nearly two
centuries. 17 As his source for this information, Banford cites an
article by Sgt. Kathleen Rhemof the US mlitary, which was published by
t he American Forces Press Service about six weeks after 9/11.11 As
Banford's final paragraph inplies, this story is incredible. W are
supposed to believe that after the North Tower of the Wirld Trade Center
was struck by an airplane, Air Force General Myers, the Acting Chairnan
of the Joint Chiefs, sinply sat there watching Tv coverage |ike an
ordinary American citizen. W are supposed to believe that he did not
call the NMCC, and that no one fromit called him W are then supposed
to believe that he went into Cleland's office without telling Cleland's
secretary to notify himif the -rv coverage reported any further

devel opnents. W are then supposed to believe that even after the South
Tower was struck, the secretary did not informhimand also that no one
fromthe NMCC or anywhere else in the Pentagon called to notify and
consult with him W are even supposed to believe that he was still not
call ed when the Pentagon itself was struck. G ven the incredible nature
of this story, Banford surely should have checked Sgt. Rhem s account
agai nst accounts provi ded by people who were not beneath Myers in the
mlitary chain of command. O course, Banford, who in a previous book
exposed Qperations Northwoods, 19
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CHAPTER TWD 27 7. Most of the steel beans and col utms canme down in
sections that were no nore than 30 feet |ong.14 8. According to many

Wi t nesses, explosions occurred within the buildings.' 5 9. Each coll apse
was associated with detectable seisnmic vibrations (suggestive of

under ground expl osions). 10. Each col |l apse produced nolten steel (which
woul d be produced by expl osives), resulting in of The 9/11 Comnr ssion
Report, which was not put into final formuntil many nonths after

Cl arke's book appeared. So let us |ook nore closely at the story told by
Myers, as reflected in the accounts given by Banford and the Commi ssi on,
then conpare it with what is said about Myers in darke's narrative.
According to Banford's account, Myers watched live TV coverage after the
first crash, which occurred at 8:46, but then went into Celand s office
prior to the second crash, which occurred at 9:03. W can assune,

accordi ngly, that he would have gone into Cleland s office between 8:55
and 9:02. He then reportedly renained there until about 9:40. This
supposition would fit with the Conmi ssion's account, according to which
"Myers was on Capitol Hi Il when the Pentagon was struck, and he saw
snoke as his car made its way back to the building." darke on Myers:

Ri chard d arke's account of his video tel econference- which, we recall,
must have started about 9:15-begins with these statenents: As | entered

the Video Center... | could see people rushing into studios around the
city: Donald Runsfeld at Defense and George Tenet at CIA ... Air Force
four-star General Dick Myers was filling in for the Chairnman of the
Joint Chiefs, Hugh Shelton, who was over the Atlantic. Bob Mieller was
at the FBI .... Later, after Clarke's discussion with Jane Garvey, he
had the foll ow ng exchange with Myers: "JCS, JCS. | assume NORAD has
scranbled fighters.... "Not a pretty picture Dick." D ck Mers, hinself

a fighter pilot, [said,] "We are in the mdst of Vigilant Warrior, a
NORAD exer ci se, but
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CHAPTER FOUKTEEN 219 Runsfeld on Runsfeld are indeed false if we accept
the truth of Richard O arke's statenments about Runsfeld. C arke on
Runsfeld. we saw earlier, Carke's account begins thus: "As | entered
the Video Center, . . . | could see people rushing into studi os around
the city: Donald Runsfeld at Defense and George Tenet at CIA. " Later in
Clarke's narrative, after word was recei ved about the strike on the

Pent agon, C arke said: "I can still see Runsfeld on the screen."” Shortly
thereafter, Carke wites: Runsfeld said that snoke was getting into the
Pent agon secure tel econferencing studio. Franklin MIler urged himto

helicopter to DoD s alternate site. "I amtoo goddamm old to go to an
alternate site," the Secretary answered. Runsfeld noved to anot her
studio in the Pentagon. Still later, after COarke had returned froma

trip down to the shelter conference roomto see Cheney, several nore
topics were discussed. In the final sentence of Carke's account of his
vi deo conference, which referred to discussions shortly after 3:00, we
read: "'There are forty-two major Taliban bonbing targets,' GCeneral
Myers said, reviewing a briefing handed to him" 23 According to Richard
G arke, therefore, General Myers participated in the Wite House video
conference fromthe beginning and evi dently-perhaps off and on-until the
end. If Clarke's account is correct about this, the Conm ssioners could
have | earned about the participation of Myers sinply by reading O arke's
book, the accuracy of which they could have confirned by view ng the

vi deot ape. On the other hand, if they had di scovered that Myers had not
partici pated, they should have told us that O arke's account is fal se.
But the Comm ssion fails even to nention C arke's account, which has
Myers not only in the Pentagon, but actively involved in a NORAD
exercise. This failure makes it hard not to conclude that the Comm ssion
was deliberately attenpting to protect Myers' own account from
chal l enge. W should al so rem nd ourselves that the Conm ssion could
have easily cleared up this controversy if only Max C el and had renai ned
a menber. As | reported in The New Pearl Harbor,24 O eland, a Denocrat
who had |l ost his Senate seat in the previous election, needed a job with
a salary. Senate Denocrats had recomrended himfor a Denocratic slot on



Page 217

CHAPTER FOURTEEN 217 the board of the Export-Inport Bank, and the Wiite
House sent this nomination to the Senate near the end of 2003. Being

| egal Iy forbidden from hol ding both positions, Celand resigned fromthe
Comm ssion (after which he was replaced by fornmer Senator Bob Kerrey).
But if Celand had remai ned on the Comm ssion, he could sinply have
confirnmed or disconfirmed Myers' presence in his office from8:45 to
9:45 on the norning of 9/11. O course, having C el and physically
present at the Comm ssion hearing was not necessary. The Conmi ssioners
coul d have sinply tel ephoned C eland to ask himabout this, but it

evidently did not occur to themto nmake this call. So we are sinply |eft
with the contradiction between the accounts by Myers and d arke.
Runsfeld on Runsfeld: | turn nowto the conflict between O arke's

statenents about Runsfeld, on the one hand, and Runsfeld' s account of
hi s own behavior, on the other. Conplicating this conparison is the fact
that there are (at least) three versions of Runsfeld' s activities, all
three of which were evidently authorized by Runsfeld hinself. Version 1:
Shortly after 9/11, Runsfeld said that when the Pentagon was hit, he was
in his office, which is on the fourth floor. He said that he then went
downstairs to see what happened and was told that a plane had hit the
Pent agon. He then started hel pi ng put people on stretchers and carry
themto anbul ances. He was "out there for awhile," after which he

deci ded he should go back to his office and figure out what to do. This
account was carried on the Departnent of Defense website as well as
being in many newspaper and television stories.25 As for how | ong
"awhi | e" was, a Defense Departnment statenment four days after 9/ 11 said
that it was "about half an hour."26 Gven the fact that Runsfeld' s
office, which is located in the East Wng, is about 2,000 feet fromthe
West Wng, it would have surely taken himat |east 10 m nutes sinply to
wal k there and back. If he was then in the parking lot for 30 ninutes,
he woul d have been away fromhis office fromabout 9:40 until about

10: 20. Version 2: When he testified to the 9/11 Commi ssion, Runsfeld
evidently told a rather revised tale. According to a Comm ssion staff
report issued in March, 2004, Runsfeld said: | was in ny office with a
ClA briefer .... [Alt 9:38, the Pentagon shook with an expl osion of then
unknown origin.... | went outside
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had happened. | was not there | ong because | was back in the Pentagon
with a crisis action teamshortly before or after 10:00 .27 In this
account, there is nothing about his putting people on stretchers or
ot herwi se helping out. He sinply went out to see what happened, then got
back to his office by about 10:00. He nust have stayed a very short
period, since nuch of the 20 m nutes woul d have been consunmed by wal ki ng
there and back. He certainly did not stay "half an hour." So, either
Runsfeld was not telling the truth to the Commi ssion or el se he and
ot her people put untruths on the Departnent of Defense website. But the
9/ 11 Commrission, in spite of its attenpt to provide "the fullest
possi bl e account” of 9/11, evidently did not press Runsfeld to clarify
whi ch of the two accounts, if either, was correct. Version 3: In any
case, The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report has produced still another version of
Runsfeld' s activities during this period. It says: "After the Pentagon
was struck, Secretary Runsfeld went to the parking lot to assist with
rescue efforts" (37).28 The Commi ssion also reports that at 9:44, NORAD
was unable to locate Runsfeld (38). It then says: He went fromthe
parking lot to his office (where he spoke to the President [shortly
after 10:00]), then to the Executive Support Center, where he
participated in the Wiite House video tel econference. He noved to the
NMCC shortly before 10:30, in order to join Vice Chairman Myers. (43-44)
Here, interestingly, the Comm ssion shows that it did know that Runsfeld
participated in Carke's video conference, if only briefly. But the nmain
problemwith the Comrission's version is that it sinply conbines the two
previous ones, in spite of the contradiction between them Like the
first version, the Commission's version has Runsfeld helping with rescue
efforts. But like the second version, the Comm ssion's version has him
getting back to his office by 10:00. The Commi ssion's version
accordi ngly, nust be false. The even nore inportant question is whether
all the versions of Runsfeld' s story are false. This possibility would
be raised if it is true- as it has been suggested-that there nay be a
| ack of any photographs or eyew tnesses to confirmthat Runsfeld was at
the crash site at all.29 W would, in any case, be forced to concl ude
that all three versions of
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"secure teleconferencing studio" in the Pentagon. After the Pentagon was
hit, furthernore, he did not walk down to the west wing to see what
happened. He sinply noved to another studio. For the purposes of the
present chapter, there are two main inplications that follow fromthis
di scussi on of the accounts of Runsfeld's activities. First, the

Commi ssion was surely aware that these nutually inconsistent versions of
Runsfeld' s activities exist, and yet it chose not to nention the fact.

It woul d appear, therefore, that the Comm ssion deliberately covered up
the fact that Runsfeld had lied in two and perhaps all three of his
versions. A second inmplication is that if Carke's account is true, then
Runsfeld, |ike Myers, would have been present to hear anything that

nm ght have been said about Flight 77, in spite of the Conmm ssion's
attenpt to claimthe contrary. NORMAN M NETA' S ACCOUNT I n the previous
two sections, we have | ooked at accounts pointing to the possibility for
the Pentagon to have learned fromthe FAA that an aircraft
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 221 It is not surprising, therefore, that although

M neta's account was released in the 9/11 Comission's staff report in
May 2003, this account is not included, or even nentioned, in the

Commi ssion's final report. This om ssion provides rather clear evidence
that the Commission's real nmission was not to provide the fullest
possi bl e account time allowed it to claimthat the mlitary "had at nost
one or two mnutes to react to the unidentified plane approaching

Washi ngton. " WHY WERE FlI GHTER JETS NOT OVER WASHI NGTON LONG BEFORE? Most
of the elenments in the 9/11 Conmmi ssion's account that we have di scussed
thus far-the FAA's failure to notify the mlitary, the losing of Flight
77, the phantomaircraft, the error by the FAA controller and the |ead
pilot, the idea that there was no ongoi ng di scussi on between the FAA and
the mlitary, and the idea that the nmilitary had only one or two

m nutes' notice about an incoming aircraft-have served to explain why
there were no mlitary aircraft over Washington to prevent the strike on
t he Pentagon. Wy, however, were there not fighter jets placed over the
nation's capital even earlier-as soon as it was apparent that the nation
was under attack? Wiy, in other words, was CAP not placed over

Washi ngton i medi ately after 9:03, when the second tower was struck?
NORAD s excuse is that the FAA did not tell it that Flight 77 was headed
t owards Washi ngton. But would it not be obvious, once the nilitary
realized that a terrorist attack using airplanes was underway,
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 223 ot her story, we would expect the C-130H pilot to
have made sone conment about how difficult it was to "followits path"
while it was naking that 330-degree downward spiral. And we woul d have
expected this mlitary pilot to have been at |east as inpressed as was
the president that this other pilot could have performed such an amazi ng
maneuver in a Boeing 757. Besides evidently having trouble deciding
exactly what story to tell about the final mnutes of the aircraft that
hit the Pentagon, the Conmi ssion also evidently had trouble deciding
what tinme to assign to the first notification about this aircraft
received by Cheney's Secret Service agents. On page 27 and 34, as we
saw, the agents received this notification at 9:36. On page 9, they
received it at 9:34. At the 9/11 Conmmi ssion staff report on June 17,
2004, the agents received this notification at 9:32. These internal
contradi ctions within the Conm ssion itself, in conjunction with the
contradi cti on between the Conm ssion's account (with any of its three
times) and the reports by Mneta and ABC News (which say 9:25-9:27),
suggest that the Commi ssion finally settled on 9:36 not because of
enpirical evidence but because this tinme allowed it to claimthat the
mlitary "had at nost one or two mnutes to react to the unidentified

pl ane approachi ng Washi ngton." WHY WERE FlI GHTER JETS NOT OVER WASHI NGTON
LONG BEFORE? Most of the elenents in the 9/11 Conm ssion's account that
we have discussed thus far-the FAA's failure to notify the mlitary, the
|l osing of Flight 77, the phantomaircraft, the error by the FAA
controller and the lead pilot, the idea that there was no ongoi ng

di scussi on between the FAA and the mlitary, and the idea that the
mlitary had only one or two m nutes' notice about an incom ng
aircraft-have served to explain why there were no mlitary aircraft over
Washi ngton to prevent the strike on the Pentagon. Wy, however, were
there not fighter jets placed over the nation's capital even earlier-as
soon as it was apparent that the nation was under attack? Wy, in other
words, was CAP not placed over Washington imediately after 9:03, when

t he second tower was struck? NORAD s excuse is that the FAA did not tel
it that Flight 77 was headed towards Washi ngton. But would it not be
obvi ous, once the mlitary realized that a terrorist attack using

ai rpl anes was underway,
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shoul d have sent up fighters to protect the nations capital, even

wi thout the report of a specific threat? This question is especially
pressing in light of a 2002 story by WlliamB. Scott in Aviation Wek
and Space | nol ogy. After the second attack on the Wrld Trade Center,
according to Scott, Calls fromfighter units . . . started pouring into
NORAD and sector operations centers, asking, "Wat can we do to hel p?"
At Syracuse, N Y., an ANG conmander told [ NEADS Commander] Mart, "G ve
me 10 minutes and | can give you hot guns. Gve nme 30 mnutes and ||
have heat-seeker [missiles]. Gve me an hour and | can give you
slamrers.” Marr replied. "I want it all."33 If this story is true,
however, why were none of these fighters over Washi ngton by 9:37? One
woul d assume that the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion woul d have asked Col onel Marr or
General Ral ph Eberhart, the head of NORAD, why, if these offers "started
pouring into NORAD, " they were declined. If such offers were indeed
declined and then NORAD | ater clained that the Pentagon was struck
because no fighters were available to protect Washington, it would
appear that NORAD had deliberately left the nation's capital

unprotected. This appearance, one would think, should have been worth a
few minutes of the Commission's tinme. The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report,
however, nmakes no mention of the report of these offers. STILL MORE

EVI DENCE AGAI NST THE COWM SSI ON'S CLAI M The evi dence that chall enges the
Comm ssion's account of Flight 77 and the stri ke on the Pentagon, we
should recall, is not limted to the evidence provided in this chapter
Much of the strongest evidence was given in Chapter 3, which provided a
curmul ati ve argunment against the claimthat the aircraft that hit the
Pent agon was Flight 77. The elenments in this cunul ative argunent were:
(1) the fact that Hani Hanjour, the alleged pilot of Flight 77, could
not have performed the maneuver required for the aircraft to hit the
Pentagon's west wing; (2) the fact that the Pentagon's west w ng was the
|l east likely part of the Pentagon for terrorists to strike; (3) the fact
t hat phot ographs taken shortly after the strike show that the facade of
the west wi ng had not yet coll apsed and that the entrance hol e created
by the attacking aircraft was very snall; (4) the fact that no remains
of a Boeing 757 were visible either outside or inside the Pentagon

.. ERR, COD: 1.
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ordi nary hydrocarbon fires, do not nelt-let alone vaporize-airplanes);
(5) the fact that any commercial aircraft, by virtue of not having a
mlitary transponder, would have been automatically shot down by the
Pentagon's anti-mssile batteries; and (6) the fact that the Pentagon
has failed to rel ease any videos showi ng that the attacking aircraft was
i ndeed a Boeing 757. For people who know about all this evidence, the
refusal of the Commi ssion even to nention it suggests that the

Conmi ssioners realized that it could not be countered. The Comm ssion's
only gesture in this direction is its attenpt to provide evidence that
the "unidentified aircraft” headed towards the Pentagon was, in fact, a
Boei ng 757. As we saw, however, the Conmi ssion's story about getting
this identification nade just before the aircraft struck the Pentagon
conflicts with another account of the last mnutes of this aircraft's
journey. The Commi ssion's sole rebuttal to all the above-cited evidence,
in other words, is testinony that is contradicted on other pages of the
Kean- Zel i kow Report itself. CONCLUSI ON The 9/ 11 Commi ssion has attenpted
to defend the US military agai nst suspicion that it was guilty of
conplicity in the attack on the Pentagon. For those who know the
problematic facts, however, this attenpt does not even approach success.
The Commi ssion has, in the first place, sinply ignored virtually all the
evi dence suggesting that the aircraft that struck the Pentagon coul d not
have been Flight 77 because it could not have been a Boeing 757. In the
second place, the Commssion, in its determnation to show that the US
mlitary had virtually no notice before the Pentagon was struck, has
created a narrative filled with inplausibilities, om ssions,

contradi ctions of other credible reports, and even self-contradictions.
The inmplausibilities include the stories of Phantom Flight 11 and the
Langley pilots flying out to sea. The om ssions include the report that
the FAA' s Indianapolis Center did know about the hijacking of Flight 11
before Flight 77's erratic behavior began, the fact that the

sophi stication of the US nilitary radar systens renders absurd the idea
that Flight 77 could have been | ost for over a half hour, and, nost

i mportant, the evidence that the FAA and the US military had been in
conversation about Flight 77 for a long period-a likelihood that the 9/
11 Commi ssion went to extrene lengths to refute, even to the point of
covering up the
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in the accounts of the activities of Myers and Runsfeld. The

contradi ctions of other credible reports include those by d arke and

M neta. The self-contradictions include the three different tines given
for the notification about the incomng aircraft and the two accounts of
the final mnutes of that aircraft before it struck the Pentagon. The
Comm ssion's attenpt to defend the US military's behavior in relation to
Flight 77 is as unsuccessful as its attenpts in relation to Flights 11
and 175. | turn nowto its attenpt to do the sanme thing-albeit with a
different set of problems-in relation to Flight 93.
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CHAPTER FI FTEEN The Conmi ssion on Flight 93 At this point, the

Conmm ssion has attenpted to denonstrate, three-fourths of the centra
thesis of its first chapter. This thesis consists of the twofold claim
that: (1) The "nine mnutes' notice" that NEADS recei ved about Flight 11
before it struck the North Tower "was the nost the mlitary woul d
receive of any of the four hijackings" (21). (2) The mlitary, in fact,
recei ved "no advance notice on the second [plane], no advance notice on
the third, and no advance notice on the fourth" (31). Now, having argued
its case regarding the first three planes, the Conm ssion sets out to
make its case about the fourth one, Flight 93. According to the

Conmi ssion's report, here is what really happened. THE FAA AGAIN FAILS
TO MAKE THE CALL The controller at the FAA's C evel and Center received
the last normal transm ssion fromUnited Flight 93 at 9:27. Less than a
mnute later, this controller heard "unintelligible sounds of possible
scream ng," then noticed that Flight 93 had descended 700 feet. At 9:32,
the controller heard a voice saying: "Keep remaining sitting. W have a
bonb on board." The controller quickly notified his supervisor, and word
qgui ckly went up the chain of conmand: "By 9:34, word of the hijacking
had reached FAA headquarters" (28). But the quickness stopped there. At
9: 36, the FAAs Cl evel and Center asked the Herndon Command Center whet her
anyone had requested the mlitary to intercept the flight. Cevel and
even volunteered to nmake the call directly. "The Command Center,"
however, "told O evel and that FAA personnel well above themin the chain
of command had to nmake the decision to seek mlitary assistance and were
working on the issue"” (28-29). This is perhaps the Comr ssion's
strongest assertion of its claimthat the chain-of-comand protoco
prevented regional FAA centers fromcalling the mlitary directly. The
Commi ssion is here al so suggesting that FAA officials at Herndon and FAA
headquarters stubbornly refused
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mlitary even when they were inplored to do so by FAA personnel in the
field. If we believe this account, we nust believe that Mnte Bel ger,
the Acting Deputy Adm nistrator at FAA headquarters, and Ben Sliney, the
new National Operations Manager at the Herndon Comrand Center, perhaps
along with other officials at those places, had to debate whether the
report of a hijacked airliner with a bonb on board was sufficient to
justify bothering the mlitary. They would, furthernore, have debated
this question for a long tine. Another ten mnutes later, at 9:46,

Her ndon tol d FAA headquarters that United 93 was "twenty-ni ne minutes
out of Washington, D.C." (29). One woul d suppose that this report would
finally have prodded the FAAs hijack coordinator-who was in Washi ngton,
where the plane was headed-to pick up the phone and call the NMCC. But

i nstead, another 3 nminutes later, at 9:49 ("13 nminutes after C evel and
Center had asked about getting mlitary help”), the follow ng
conversati on between Herndon and FAA headquarters reportedly occurred:
COMVAND CENTER: Uh, do we want to think, uh, about scrambling aircraft?
FAA HEADQUARTERS: GCh, God, | don't know. COVWAND CENTER: Unh, that's a
deci si on sonebody's gonna have to nmake probably in the next ten minutes.
FAA HEADQUARTERS: Uh, ya know everybody just left the room (29) The
Commi ssion's point in printing this exchange was clearly to convey the

i mpressi on that inconpetence continued to reign at the FAA | n any case,
at 9:53, we are told, Monte Bel ger was di scussing with Peter Challan,
the deputy director for air traffic services, whether to ask the
mlitary to have planes scranbled. O at |east someone reported that
they were discussing this-both of themsay that they cannot renenber the
conversation (29-30, 461n167). But whether they had the conversation or
not, they did not make the call. During the next 10 m nutes, according
to the Conmission's narrative, FAA headquarters continued to receive
nore informati on about the progress of Flight 93- until this flight, at
10: 03, crashed near Shanksville, Pennsylvania, 125 mles from Washi ngton
(30).



Page 229

CHAT' | Lk HF1 LEN 229 M LI TARY | GNORANCE OF THE HI JACKI NG OF FLI GHT 93
In case sonme readers mssed the nain point of this narrative, the
Kean- Zel i kow Report provides a summary statenent: Despite the

di scussions about mlitary is of utnost inportance, of course, because
fromthe heginning there have been suspicions that Flight 93 was shot
down by the US mlitary. W saw in Chapter 11, furthernore, that there
is much evidence to support this suspicion. The 9/11 Conmi ssions report
does not, however, nention any of this evidence. It sinply says: "The
NEADS air ..ERR COD:1.. the USmlitary. W saw in Chapter 11
furthernore, that there is much evidence to support this suspicion. The
9/ 11 Conmi ssions report does not, however, mention any of this evidence.
It sinply says: "The NEADS air defenders never |ocated the flight
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TELECONFERENCES? Wth regard to Flight 93, the Kean-Zelikow Report
cannot try to protect the mlitary's ignorance by claimng that the
t el econferences began too late. Even its own extrenely late tineline
entails that all three tel econferences had begun by 9:30. Wiat it does
instead is to claimthat all the tel econferences were essentially
worthl ess-at |east with respect to the possibility that the nmilitary
m ght have | earned about the hijacking of UA 93 fromthe FAA | wll
| ook at the Commission's treatments, in turn, of the FAA-initiated
tel econference, the NMCC-initiated tel econference, and the \Wite House
video tel econference. The FAA-Initiated Tel econference: The Conm ssion's
concern to isolate the FAA fromthe Defense Departnent is evident inits
description of the FAA-initiated conference. It says: At about 9: 20,
security personnel at FAA headquarters set up a hijacking tel econference
wi th several agencies, including the Defense Departnent. The NMCC
of ficer who participated told us that the call was nonitored only
periodically [by the NMCC] because the information was sporadic, it was
of little value, and there were other inportant tasks." The nore
i mportant tasks presunably included participating in the NMCC s own
tel econference, which, unfortunately, could not get connected to the FAA
because of "equi pnent problens and difficulty finding secure phone
nunbers. "
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times, as did mlitary personnel fromthe White House underground
shelter and the President's mlitary aide on Air Force One. Qperators
wor ked feverishly to include the FAA, but they had equi prent probl ens
and difficulty finding secure phone numbers. (37) In other words, the
NMCC was sonmehow able to get everyone included in its call except the
FAA. The Pentagon operators had no "equi pnment problens and difficulty
findi ng secure phone nunbers” in relation to "[t]he President, Vice
President, Secretary of Defense, Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff... Deputy National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley" or "mlitary
personnel fromthe Wite House underground shelter and the President's
mlitary aide on Air Force One." The NMCC ..ERR, COD:3.. the
President's mlitary aide on Air Force One." The NMCC had probl ens
getting connected only with the FAA-the primary organi zation that

regul arly, by neans of secure tel ephones, infornms the NMCC about
potential crises involving airplanes. The Conmi ssion's conedy-of-errors
account then continues
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CHAPTER FI FTEEN 233 NMCC. |If Carke's account is accepted as accurate at
this point, therefore, the 9/11 Comm ssion's claimabout the mlitary's
i gnorance about Flight 93 is conpletely undernmined. C arke's account
here, incidentally, underm nes not only the Conm ssion's clai mabout
Flight 93 but also its clains about the other flights, at |east UA 175
and AA 77. | refer to his revelation, nentioned in Chapter 4, that the
Secret Service can see everything the FAA does. And we can certainly
call this a "revelation," rather than sinply an "allegation," because
there can be little doubt as to its truth. If the Secret Service has the
job of protecting the president, it would surely be hooked into the FAAs
radar systenms. And if this is the case, then the Comm ssion's case,
built on the idea that only the FAA knew about the hijackings,
col l apses. If we accept C arke's account, furthernore, we have a basis
for questioning a central feature of the Conm ssion's account of the
NMCC- initiated conference. The Kean-Zeli kow Report says: At 9:48, a
representative fromthe Wite House shelter asked if there were any

i ndi cati ons of another hijacked aircraft. The deputy director for
operations nmentioned the Delta flight and concluded that "that would be
the fourth possible hijack." .. . By 10:03, when United 93 crashed in
Pennsyl vani a, there had been no nention of its hijacking and the FAA had
not yet been added to the tel econference. (38) Even if we accepted the
final clause-which shows again the Conmission's intense desire to
convince us that not a single nessage could have been conveyed fromthe
FAA to the US mlitary until after Flight 93 had crashed-we would still
have a basis for questioning the assertion that "there had been no
mention of [United 93's] hijacking." If Carke's account can be trusted,
as we saw above, Runsfeld and Myers woul d have heard Garvey tal k about
not only Delta 1989 but also United 93. And they would have surely told
the NMCC. One of the many failings of the Kean-Zelikow Report was its
failure to deal with Carke's account in spite of its direct chall enge
to the Conmission's own. WHY WERE THERE THREE TELECONFERENCES? Anot her
failing was the fact that, although the Conmm ssion reported that there
were three tel econferences, it did not ask why. The Commi ssion
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t hese tel econferences were in sonme conpetition with each other and that
this conpetition contributed to the fact that, at least in the eyes of
the Commi ssion, they were largely worthless. In making this point, the
Commi ssion quotes one witness as saying: "[It] was alnost |ike there
were parall el decisionnmaking processes going on.... [I] n ny mnd they
wer e conpeting venues for conmand and control and deci si on maki ng" (36).
But if in the Commssion's mnd, the fact that there were three

si mul t aneous tel econferences was one of the major contributors to the
success of the attack on the Pentagon and the failure to intercept
Flight 93 (so that, in the Comri ssion's thinking, it probably would have
struck the Wiite House or the Capitol Building if the passengers had not
caused it to crash [44-45]), then finding out why there were three
t el econf erences shoul d have been a najor itemon the Commi ssion's
agenda. Had t he Conmi ssioners asked Laura Brown of the FAA about this,
she woul d presunmably have told them what she told nme by tel ephone- that
the nornmal protocol was for the FAAto initiate phone bridges that
connect ed FAA headquarters, the FAA Command Center at Herndon, and
regional FAA facilities with the NMCC and NORAD (as well as with the
Secret Service and other governnental agencies). It was not nornal
protocol, she enphasized, for the NMCCto initiate its own
tel econference. If that is the case, then the Conm ssion should have
asked those in charge of the NMCC why they thought it wise to violate
the nornal protocol by establishing their own tel econference, rather
than participating fully and actively in the FAA-initiated
tel econference. One reason why this question needed to be asked arises
fromthe very fact-at least the alleged fact-that the conpetition

bet ween the tel econferences hindered comunicati on between the FAA and
the US mlitary. On the one hand, we are told that the NMCC, in spite of
sincere efforts, was unable to get the FAA connected to its
tel econference until 10:17. On the other hand, we are told that although
the NMCC was successfully connected to the FAA by neans of the
FAA-initiated conference call, "the call was nonitored only periodically
[by the NMCC] because the information was sporadic, it was of little
val ue, and there were other inportant tasks." The nore inportant tasks
presumabl y i ncluded participating in the NMCC s own tel econference,
whi ch, unfortunately, could not get connected to the FAA because of
"equi prent problens and difficulty finding secure phone nunbers.”
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this was not just all too convenient for the mlitary's story, according
to which the mlitary received no infornati on about the flights in tine
to intercept them Gven the fact that sonetines notive can be inferred
from consequence (as part of the nore general truth that cause can often
be inferred fromeffect), should the Comr ssion not have explored the
possibility that the NMCC viol ated standard protocol by setting up its
own tel econference precisely in order to be able to nake this clainf The
fact that the Kean-Zelikow Conmm ssion's final report shows no sign of
havi ng explored this question is one nore reason to conclude that it was
not a serious investigation actually ainmed at getting the truth. WHY DI D
GENERAL W NFI ELD HAVE HI MSELF REPLACED BY CAPTAIN LEID G? As we saw
above, the 9/ 11 Conmission referred to the fact that the NMCC-initiated
conference call was made by "the deputy director for operations" (37).
As | pointed out earlier, this deputy director was Captain Charles
Lei di g, who was running the operation because the director, Brigadier
Ceneral Montague Wnfield, had asked himto sit in for him Leidig

hi nsel f explained this to the Comm ssion during his testinony on June
17, 2004, reading this prepared statenent: On 10 Septenber 2001,

Bri gadi er General Wnfield, US. Arny, asked that | stand a portion of
his duty as Deputy Director for QOperations, NMCC, on the follow ng day.

| agreed and relieved Brigadier General Wnfield at 0830 on 1 |

Sept enmber 2001.2 Leidig also pointed out that he had only recently
qualified to performthis duty. He had becone the Deputy for NMCC
Operations about two nonths before 9/11 and had only qualified in August
to stand watch in Wnfield' s place. As far as we can tell fromhis
statenent, 9/11 was his first day actually to do this. One mght think
that the 9/11 Conmi ssion would have found all this curious, nanely: 1.
That Wnfield had planned the day before to turn over his duties to his
deputy for part of the day that turned out to be the nost dramatic and
fateful day of the NMCC s existence; 2. That the time at which Wnfield
actually asked Leidig to take over on 9/11 was 8:30 AM whi ch was 15

m nutes after Flight 11 had shown
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signs of a hijacking and 10 m nutes after phone bridges connecting the
FAA and the NMCC had been initiated-at | east, Tom Flocco tells us,
according to Laura Brown (at first) and soneone fromthe Departnent of
Transportation. 3. That Leidig was inexperienced in this role-as
suggested by the fact that he originally initiated the tel econference as
merely a "significant event" call-which would, as the Comm ssion
explains, nerely "seek to gather information"-so that it later had to be
upgraded to an "air threat" call (37, 463n194). Suspicious m nds,
| ooking at all this, nmight wonder if the NMCC, was building in an
"i nexperience" defense, neaning that what appeared to be failures by the
NMCC coul d be disnmissed as failures of conmmunication, explainable by
Leidig's inexperience in directing tel econferences. Tom Fl occo has such
a mind. Pointing out that reports at the time conmented on the
"confusion and chaos" and "abysmal handling of communi cations” during
that day, Flocco entitles his essay about the substitution "Rookie in
the 9-11 Hot Seat?" Flocco nmakes his point clear by referring to the
possibility of "an overt nilitary stand-down on 9/11- seeningly masked
by feigned confusion, chaos, and screwed up conmuni cations."3 The
Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on, however, revealed no sign in its final report
that it harbored any such suspicions. One would think that, at the very
| east, the Conm ssion would have asked Wnfield why he did not resune
his duties after the first attack on the Wrld Trade Center, or at | east
after the second attack. Wuld his failure to do so not constitute
extreme dereliction of duty? Wuld a responsi bl e general |eave a "rookie
in the hot seat" on such a day? But apparently even this question was
not raised. The president, furthernore, seened to share the Conm ssion's
judgnment that there was no reason to question the performance of either
Wnfield or Leidig. "In May, 2003," Flocco reports, "Bush nom nated
Bri gadi er General Mntague Wnfield for pronotion to the two-star rank
of Major General and Captain Charles Leidig has recently been nom nated
by the President to the two-star rank of Navy Admiral."4 They were both
evidently perceived as having performed their respective duties well.
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Commi ssion's central claimabout Flight 93 is, as we have seen, that
"[b]y the tine the nmilitary |earned about the flight, it had crashed."
This claim which is explicitly nade, is primarily inportant for the
support it gives to the Cormission's inplicit claimthat the US mlitary
did not shoot down Flight 93. The fact that this negative claimrenains
merely inplicit suggests, perhaps, that the Comm ssion considered the
very mention of it, even for the purpose of refuting it, too dangerous.
In any case, one attenpt by the Conmi ssion to support this claim which
we exam ned above, was its argunment that the mlitary could not have

| earned about Flight 93 fromany of the tel econferences. But the

Commi ssion's main support for its claimabout Flight 93 is a new
timeline for the events surrounding the authorization finally given to
fighter pilots to shoot down hijacked airliners. If this newtineline is
accepted, it clinches the Conm ssion's case for its inplicit negative
claim As we will see, however, this new tineline contradicts prior
reports of when the events in question happened. The shoot - down

aut hori zati on, everyone seens to agree, was given by Vice President
Cheney while he was in the "shelter conference room" the infornmal nane
for the Presidential Energency Qperations Center (PECC), which is under
the east wing of the White House. According to the 9/11 Conmi ssion, here
is how and when this cane about. At 10:02, the Secret Service agents
with the vice president received word fromthe FAA that an aircraft was
headed towards VWashington (41). Then between 10: 10 and 10: 15, the FAA
reported that this aircraft was only 80 miles away (41). The FAA neant
UA 93, but this plane had, of course, crashed at 10:03, so the FAA had
made anot her big m stake (30). But neither the mlitary nor Cheney's
Secret Service agents knew this, so the mlitary asked Cheney for

perm ssion to engage, and he gave it, said Libby later, "in about the
time it takes a batter to decide to swing" (41).5 However, since this
was seven to twelve minutes after Flight 93 had crashed, the inplication
is that this plane could not have possibly been shot down by the US
mlitary. The Comm ssion further strengthens this argunent by claimng
not only that the mlitary woul d probably never shoot down a plane

wi t hout White House authorization (45), but also that it was not unti

10: 31 that this authorization was conmunicated to the mlitary (45

42) .6
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THE. 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS AND | 10M The Conmi ssion's case
here has evidently been wi dely accepted. For exanple, in the program on
Nat i onal Public Radio that | nmentioned in the Introduction, it was said
that one of the things "we now know," thanks to The 9/ 11 Conm ssi on
Report, is that the Pentagon's War Room ... Sitting in the glassed-in
Battl e Cab of NORAD s Northeast Air Defense Sector Operations Center at
Ronme, New York, Air Force Col onel Robert Marr received the call. Then he
sent out word to air traffic controllers to instruct fighter pilots to
destroy the United jetliner.... "United Airlines Flight 93 will not be
allowed to reach Washington, D.C.," said Marr.8 Banford concl udes, as
did the ABC program wth the official story, according to which the
mlitary did not need to shoot down UA 93, because the passengers caused
it to crash. The present point, however, is that Banford' s account
illustrates how well publicized the then-standard view was, according to
whi ch the shoot-down authorization was not only given specifically for
Flight 93 but was al so given before it crashed. |If that story was fal se,
as the Kean-Zel i kow Report now insists, nmust we not wonder why the Wite
House and the Pentagon did not call press conferences in order to set
t he
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CHAPTER FI FTEEN 239 record straight? Wiy did they not demand a
retraction from ABC News and other news organi zations that were telling
the sanme story? In any case, having discussed this first report at sone
length, I will now sinply sunmari ze a nunber of reports that are
contradicted. 2. A report that shortly after the Secret Service,
following the strike on the Pentagon, told Andrews Air Force Base, "GCet
in the air now", sonmeone fromthe White House decl ared the Washi ngton
area a "free-fire zone." One of the pilots later said: "That neant One
of the pilots later said: "That nmeant we were given authority to use
force, if the situation required it, in defense of the nation's capital
its property and people."9 This story suggests that the shoot-down

aut hori zati on nmay have been given at 9:45 or even a little earlier. 3.
Reports in stories published by the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette and the
Washi ngton Post that the information that the aircraft was 80 m|es out,
foll owed by Cheney's pernission to engage it, came before Flight 93
crashed (rather than afterwards, between 10:10 and 10: 15), and that
then, after this pernission was granted, an F-16 went in pursuit of
Flight 93.10 4. Reports by CBS television and a flight controller that
Flight 93 was being tailed by at |east one F-16.11 5. Reports on

Sept enber 15, 2001, in the Boston Herald and the New York Tines,
according to which Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wl fowitz said that
"the Air Force was tracking the hijacked plane that crashed in
Pennsylvania . . . and had been in a position to bring it down if
necessary." 12 6. The statenment by Maj or Dani el Nash, one of the two
F-15 pilots sent to New York City, that he was told that a mlitary F-16
had shot down an airliner in Pennsylvania.1l3 7. Reports from people both
i nside UA 93 and on the ground, summarized in Chapter 11, suggesting
that the plane was brought down by a mlitary mssile. The Conmm ssion
does not refute any of these earlier reports, which had been generally
accepted. It sinply ignores them W again have revisioni smwithout

evi dence or even argunment. RI CHARD CLARKE ON THE SHOOT- DOAN

AUTHORI ZATI ON The Commi ssion's account is also contradicted by Richard
G arke's narrative. Carke says that he tel ephoned down to the shelter
conference roomshortly after 9:30. Reaching his liaison to Cheney,
Clarke told himto
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request authorization for "the Air Force to shoot down any aircraft-

i ncluding a hijacked passenger flight-that looks like it is threatening
to attack and cause | arge-scale death on the ground.” Although O arke
says that he expected the decision to be slowin comng, his |liaison
cal l ed back sone tinme before Air Force One had taken of f-which it
finally did at about 9:55-to say: "Tell the Pentagon they have authority
fromthe President to shoot down hostile aircraft, repeat, they have
authority to shoot down hostile aircraft.” Clarke reports that he was
"amazed at the speed of the decisions com ng from Cheney and through
him from Bush. As we saw before, several news sources, including ABC
and CBS News and the New York Tinmes, had said that the shoot-down

aut hori zation cane shortly after 9:56-that is, shortly after Air Force
One had becone airborne. Carke's narrative puts it before the
presidential plane had taken off, hence several mnutes earlier. d arke,
in tact, suggests that he | earned of Cheney's order just after the
evacuation of the Wite House began at about 9:45. d arke, therefore,
seens to suggest that he | earned of the authorization by 9:50.15
Clarke's narrative is supported, furthernore, by the second of the six
reports sunmmari zed above, according to which the Secret Service told
fighter pilots, perhaps prior to 9:45, to treat the airspace over
Washington as a "free-fire zone." The Comni ssion does not directly

chall enge Clarke's narrative. It sinply says: "C arke reported that they
were asking the President for authority to shoot down aircraft.
Confirmation of that authority canme at 10:25" (37). So, although the
Comm ssi on acknowl edges the truth of darke's report that he was

i nvol ved i n seeking shoot-down authorization, it sinply ignores his own
report as to when he received word of this authorization, blithely
saying that he received it at 10:25, nore than 35 nminutes |ater than

Cl arke hinmself suggests. The Conmi ssion does not explain how C arke's
menory could have been so confused, or why he would have lied. It sinply
gives a nuch later tinme. To be credible, as we saw earlier, a

revi sioni st account rnust explain why the received account is false. It
shoul d al so explain the origin of the reports on which the received
account was based. The Comm ssion, however, does not refute any of these
previously accepted reports. It also does not explain how, if they were
fal se, they arose. The Commission sinply gives its own new tineline,
then rests its claimthat the shootdown authorizati on was not given
until after 10:10-on this newtineline. Its inplicit argunent appears to
be: Gven this tineline, these



Page 241

CHAPTER FI FTEEN 241 other reports could not possibly be true. That |ogic
is inpeccable. But the Conmi ssion would first need to give us a credible
case for its revisionist tineline, and this it has not done. WHEN DI D
CHENEY GO TO THE SHELTER? This revisionist tineline, furthernore,
contradicts still other reports. The new tineline, as we saw, clains
that it was not until 10:02 that the Secret Service agents with the Vice
Presi dent received word of an aircraft approachi ng Washi ngton. This
claimis bolstered by the Commission's claimthat Cheney did not arrive
in the PECC until "shortly before 10: 00, perhaps at 9:58" (40). This
time is in turn bolstered by the Commi ssion's way of responding to the
report, contained in the received account (having been told even by
Cheney hinself), that the vice president was hustled down to the shelter
conference room after word was received that a plane was inconplete and
di storted account.12 For readers who have the fuller picture, the

Commi ssi on has done nothing to undermnine the contention that the
Tanpa- Lexi ngton flight on Septenber 13 woul d have required authorization
fromthe Wiite House. | turn now to the Conmi ssion's treatnment of the
second al l egati on. THE FLI GHTS CARRYI NG SAUDI S OQUT OF THE COUNTRY The
second allegation is that between Septenber 14 and 24, flights carrying
Saudi s were allowed to | eave the country without adequate investigations
and interrogations of the passengers. The Conmi ssion again argues that
not hi ng i nproper was done, certainly nothing sufficiently unusual to
have required Wiite House intervention. The Conm ssion says: [We
believe that the FBI conducted a satisfactory screeni ng of Saudi
nationals who left the United States on charter flights.... The FB
interviewed all persons of interest on these flights prior to their
departures. They concluded that none of the passengers was connected to
the 9/11 attacks and have since found no evidence to change that
conclusi on. Qur own independent review of the Saudi nationals involved
confirms that no one with known links to terrorismdeparted on these
flights. (329-30) A problenatic aspect of this statenent is that it
seens to confuse two very different issues: having no known links to
terrorismand being unconnected to the 9/11 attacks. Neverthel ess,
readers who have full confidence in the Conmi ssion's judgnent may be
inclined to accept this statenent, made in the text, as sufficient to
settle the matter. But for readers who decide to see how well founded
the Commi ssion's conclusions are, sonme disturbing facts can be found,
both in the Comrission's notes and in Unger's witings. In its notes,
the Commi ssion gives special attention to "the so-called Bin Ladin
flight," which left the country on Septenber 20 with "26 passengers,

nmost of themrelatives of Usama Bin Ladin."" 3 The Comm ssion seens

pl eased to report that "22 of the 26 people on the Bin Ladin flight were
interviewed by the FBI. Many were asked detail ed questions” (557n28).

But this statenent inplies that sone of the people who were interviewed
were not asked detailed questions. It also inplies that four of the
passengers were not interviewed at all. Evidently not
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Service | ogged Ms. Cheney's arrival at the Wite House and she joi ned
her husband in the tunnel. According to contenporaneous notes, at 9:55

the Vice President was still on the phone with the President.... After
the call ended, Ms. Cheney and the Vice President noved fromthe tunne
to the shelter conference room . . . W have concluded, from avail abl e

evi dence, that the Vice President arrived in the roomshortly before

10: 00, perhaps at 9:58. (40) This tineline, however, contradicts earlier
reports, according to which the Secret Service agents took Cheney to the
corridor leading to the shelter conference roomnuch earlier than 9:36.
The New York Tinmes and the Tel egraph said it was about 9:06. An
eyew t ness account-by David Bohrer, a Wite House photographer-said it
occurred "just after 9:00."16 The Comm ssion, accordingly, has given a
time far later than the previously reported tinmes. Its time of 9:36 is
al so contradicted by the report by ABC News that Cheney was already in
the PECC at 9:27 when he was told that a flight was 50 mles from

Washi ngton. 17 So either those reporters were terribly msinforned or

el se the 9/11 Conmission is trying to revise history not for the purpose
of providing a nore accurate account but solely for the purpose of
defending the US nmilitary agai nst the suspicion that it shot down Flight
93. The Conmmission's tinme is also contradicted by Richard C arke. From
hi s account of what happened that norning, we can infer that he went to
Cheney's office, where Condol eezza Rice was neeting with the vice
president, at about 9:06. (C arke reports, as we saw earlier, that he
rushed directly to Cheney's office after arriving at the White House
just after the South Tower had been hit, hence only a few mnutes after
9:03.) After what appears to have been no nore than a five-mnute
conversation, Rice reportedly said that the Secret Service wanted Cheney
and her to go to the bonb shelter (neaning the PECC). Cheney then began
gathering up his papers to go with the eight Secret Service agents who
were waiting outside his office. Carke's account, therefore, seens to
suggest that Cheney went bel ow at about 9:12.18 That Cheney actually
went down at about that tinme is al so suggested by subsequent

devel opnents in Clarke's narrative. He says that he and Ri ce went
directly to the Video Tel econferencing Center for their tel econference,
whi ch evidently began about 9:15. After spending a few
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CHAPTER FI FTEEN 243 m nutes there, Rice reportedly said: "I'mgoing to
the PECC to be with the Vice President. Tell us what you need." d arke
replied: "What | need is an open line to Cheney and you." C arke then
reports, as we saw, that he forwarded requests for Cheney on that |ine
shortly after 9:30, then had answers back before 9:55.19 O arke's
account, accordingly, fits with the various news reports saying that
Cheney went to the PEOC nmuch earlier than the Kean-Zeli kow Report now
claims. In constructing its new historical reality, in fact, the
Kean- Zel i kow Report even contradicts Cheney's own account, provided on
Meet the Press just five days after 9/11.20 In this interviewwith Tim
Russert, Cheney said that shortly after wi tnessing the second strike on
the Wrld Trade Center (9:03), he tal ked by tel ephone with the president
about what the latter would say in his address to the nation. Cheney
then reported that it was only "several mnutes" |ater when the Secret
Servi ce agents canme into his office, grabbed him and noved him "very
rapidly" to the underground corridor, "because they had received a
report that an airplane was headed for the Wite House." (In Cheney's
account, unlike that of the 9/11 Conmi ssion, that report did not

i medi ately get canceled.) In this account, Cheney's tel ephone
conversation with the president had to occur sonetine between "shortly
before 9:15," when Bush left the classroom (39), and 9:25, when a
phot ogr aph shows Bush sitting in a holding room waiting to give his
address (which began at 9:30).21 Indeed, the president's own daily diary
says that the call began at 9:15, as a note in the Comm ssion's report
poi nts out (463n204). Even if we suppose that this conversation ran
until 3 m nutes before the 9:25 photograph was taken, it would have
ended at 9:22. If it was only "several mnutes" |ater that Cheney was
hurried to the underground corridor, Cheney hinself would seemto have
supported the report from ABC News, according to which he was already in
the underground facility at 9:27. Finally, as we have seen, the

Commi ssion's reconstruction is flatly and convincingly contradi cted by
Norman M neta's eyew tness testinony. Besides reporting that when he
arrived at the PECC, Cheney was already there, Mneta al so indicated

t hat Cheney had al ready been there | ong enough to give "orders" (which
M neta, perhaps wongly, assumed to be shoot-down orders). Mneta's
account would seem therefore, to support Cl arke's narrative, which
suggests that Cheney left for the shelter by about 9:12.
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Commi ssion now to claimthat Cheney was not even ordered to go
underground until 9:36, therefore, is revisionismof a rather audacious
sort. This revisionismis, furthernore, unsupported. The Conm ssion
makes no attenpt, for exanple, to explain how Cheney coul d have gotten
the time wong only five days after the event. Although it cites a
Cheney interview with Newsweek on November 19, 2001, the Comm ssion
makes no nention of Cheney's nuch better known interview with Tim
Russert on Septenber 16, in which he inplied that he had gone bel ow at
about 9:25. The main support for the Commission's viewis a Secret
Service report, which allegedly says that the Vice President was not
taken into the underground corridor until 9:37. The Conmi ssion admts,
however, that it was told in a 2004 briefing with the Secret Service
that "the 9:37 entry tinme in their tinmeline was based on al arm dat a,
which is no longer retrievable" (464n209). This aspect of the

Commi ssion's new tineline, accordingly, has no docunentation. Wrse, it
is flatly contradicted by the eyewi tness testinony given before the
Comm ssion by Norman M neta, the Secretary of Transportation. In
constructing its revisionary tineline, the Kean-Zelikow Comr ssion
inplies that either Mneta was lying or else his nmenory of his
experiences that norning had becone very confused. But it is hard to

i magi ne what notive Mneta would have for |ying about his tine of
arrival at the PEOCC and about what he observed there. It is equally hard
to suppose that the events of a norning |like that would not be
permanently seared into his nenory. Furthernore, as we saw earlier, his
and C arke's accounts agree, and he and ABC News agree alnobst to the
mnute as to the time of the conversation about the plane that was at
first 50 mles out. W nust conclude, therefore, that the tineline of
t he Kean-Zel i kow Conmi ssi on has been reconstructed not on the basis of
new evi dence but purely to support the claimthat Cheney could not have
gi ven his shoot- down order until after Flight 93 had already crashed.
SHOOT- DOAN AUTHORI ZATI ON FROM THE PRESI DENT: A RED HERRI NG? Fromt he
outset, the official story about 9/ 11 has involved the notion that

aut hori zation to shoot down hijacked airliners can conme only fromthe
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Anong the sources that reflect other inportant events of that norning,
there is no docunentary evidence for this call. . . . Ohers nearby who
were taking notes, such as the Vice President's chief of staff, Scooter
Li bby, who sat next to him and Ms. Cheney, did not note a call between
the President and Vice President immediately after the Vice President
entered the conference room (40-41) This is the closest the Comm ssion
comes to accusing the president and
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president of |ying about any issue. And this issue, |like the issue of
whet her there was any |ink between al -Qaeda and lraq, provided nmateri al
for much discussion in the press. Newsweek even reported that although
"some on the comm ssion staff were, in fact, highly skeptical of the
vice president's account and nmade their views clearer in an earlier
draft of their staff report,"” vigorous |obbying fromthe Wite House
resulted in the report's being "watered down."23 Is it possible,
however, that the whole issue is a red herring? The Comni ssion's
narrative seens to reflect concern on its part to reinforce the idea
t hat shoot - down aut hori zation can properly cone only fromthe president.
Besi des the passage just quoted, in which the point is made inplicitly
(by suggesting that Cheney ni ght have inproperly given the authorization
wi t hout consulting Bush), the Conmission says: Prior to 9/11, it was
understood that an order to shoot down a commercial aircraft would have
to be issued by the National Command Authority (a phrase used to
descri be the president and secretary of defense). (17) This passage
seens deliberately anbiguous, failing to nake cl ear whether the order
can conme fromeither the president or the secretary of defense or
whether it nust come fromboth the president and the secretary of
defense. The Conm ssioners cannot nmean the |atter, however, because in
their own narrative they have the order nmade by the president and the
vice president, without the involvenent of the secretary of defense
(43). But if the "Command Authority"” nmeans either the president or the
secretary of defense, then the decision could equally be nade by the
secretary, without the president (or the vice president).24 That clearly
woul d not do. The Comm ssion states what it really wants to say nore
clearly in the follow ng passage: In nost cases, the chain of command
aut hori zing the use of force runs fromthe president to the secretary of
defense and fromthe secretary to the conbatant commander. The Presi dent
apparently spoke to Secretary Runsfeld for the first time that norning
shortly after 10:00.... It was a brief call in which the subject of
shoot -down authority was not discussed. (43)
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS | enphasi ze this
poi nt because of the utter lack of realismand historical accuracy in
the Commi ssion's discussion of interception. It says, by contrast: The
FAA and NCRAD had devel oped protocols for working together in the event
of a hijacking.... If a hijack was confirned, procedures called for the
hi jack coordinator on duty to contact the Pentagon's National Mlitary
Command Center (NMCC) and to ask for a mlitary escort aircraft to
follow the flight [and] report anything unusual . . . .The protocols did
not contenplate an intercept. They assunmed the fighter escort would be
di screet, "vectored to a position five mles directly behind the
hijacked aircraft,” where it could performits mssion to nonitor the
aircraft's flight path. (17-18) The Conmi ssion could have given us sone
evi dence for this claimabout the "protocol s" by discussing some of the
occasi ons on which fighters have been scranbled in recent tines.
According to press reports, NORAD fighters were scranbled on 129
occasions in 2000.27 The Associated Press reports, furthernore, that
there had been 67 scranbl es between Septenber 2001 and June 2002. 28
Assuming the truth of the Conmi ssion's description of the protocols that
were in effect prior to 9/11, it presumably coul d have shown that
al though these fighters scranbled, they did not actually intercept the
ai rpl anes but were "discreet," remaining five nmles behind the suspect
ai rplanes, nmerely nonitoring their behavior. But the Conm ssion does not
do this. Gven this |ack of evidence, should we not assune that M ke
Snyder and others at NORAD are finding this description of scranbling
prot ocol by the Kean-Zeli kow Conmm ssion a source of considerable
amusenent? To return to Snyder's description-and hence to the rea
world, in which fighters not only intercept but m ght even shoot down
hi jacked aircraft: The pilots can "down [the hijacked airplane] with a
mssile," to be sure, only if they have authorization. But this
aut hori zation, as the June 1 docunent reaffirns, normally cones fromthe
Ofice of the Secretary of Defense. It need not cone from Wite House-as
if the president would have to be awakened in the mddle of the night,
or pulled out of a concert, or interrupted in the mddl e of a State of
the Union address, if there were a situation in which i mediate
aut hori zation for a shoot-down were required to prevent a disaster
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CHAPTER FI FTEEN 249 In such energenci es, noreover, the authorization
need not even cone fromthe O fice of the Secretary of Defense (and
certainly not fromthe secretary personally). This point has already
been docunented in Chapter 12 (see page 165-166), which |I woul d
encourage the reader to review. Accordingly, the Conm ssion's twofold
question of presidential authorization-when and even ifPresident Bush
authori zed the mlitary to shoot down Flight 93-is a red herring. As
such it has distracted reporters and the public fromfollow ng the trai
of the failures of 9/11 to the Pentagon, which had not only the
authority but also the mandate to shoot down hijacked airliners when
such action was necessary "to save |lives, prevent hunman suffering, or
mtigate great property damage." The Kean-Zeli kow Report's attenpt to
argue that the US military is blaneless for its disastrous failure to do
this on 9/11 nust itself be judged a failure. WHEN DI D FLI GHT 93 CRASH?
The central aimof the Conmm ssion's narrative about Flight 93, as we
have seen, has been to convince readers that the US mlitary neither did
nor could have shot down this plane. One of the central disputes
involved in this question concerns the exact tinme at which Flight 93
crashed. The Commission admits, in fact, that "'[t]he precise crash tine
has been the subject of sone dispute" (30). NORAD put the tinme at 10: 03,
and the Conmi ssion endorses this tine while refining it to 10:03:11. The
FAA, however, said 10:07.29 A seisnmic study authorized by the US arny
canme closer to the FAAtinme, giving 10:06:05 as the exact tinme of the
crash (461nl168).3is latter time has been wi dely accepted, 31 but the
Kean- Zel i kow Conm ssion, of course, rejects it. This dispute is

i mportant for two reasons. First, the Conmission's preferred tine of

10: 03 puts even nore ninutes between the crash tinme and the earli est
possi ble tine, according to the Conm ssion, that Cheney could have given
t he shoot-down authorization (10:10). The 10:03 time, therefore, nakes
it seemeven nore unlikely that the plane could have been shot down.
Second, the tape of the cockpit recording ends at 10:02. If the crash
occurred at 10:03, not nuch of the tape would be mssing. But if the
crash occurred at 10:06, then there is a four-ninute gap.32 O course,
the missing tinme is suspicious in any case, even it be only a one-

m nute gap. According to a story in the New York Qbserver, "Some of the
relatives are keen to find out why, at the peak of this struggle, the

t ape
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recording voices and all that is heard in the |ast 60 seconds or so is
engi ne noi se."33 But to have four minutes nissing would be even nore
suspicious, so it is certainly better for the Bush adm nistrati on and
the US military if the 10:03 tinme is accepted. On what basis, however,
can the Comm ssion challenge the results of the seismc study? The
Comm ssi on conbi nes three approaches. In the first place, the Comm ssion
says: The 10:03:11 inpact tinme is supported by previous National
Transportation Safety Board anal ysis and by evidence fromthe
Commi ssion's staff's analysis of radar, the flight data recorder, the
cockpit voice recorder, infrared satellite data, and air traffic contro
transm ssions. (30) This claimis, however, triply problematic. In the
first place, we are given no reference for the "previous National
Transportation Safety Board analysis." In the second place, Mary
Schi avo, forner Inspector CGeneral of the Transportati on Departnent, was
guoted in February 2004 as saying: "W don't have a NTSB [ Nati ona
Transportation Safety Board] investigation here."34 In the third pl ace,
all the other alleged evidence is based on "the Conmission's staff's
analysis." W sinply have to trust it and, frankly, this
Zel i kowdirected staff has not proven itself worthy of our trust. The
Conmmi ssion's second approach is sinply to say that the seismc study is
not reliable. Here is the Comm ssion's argunent: [T]he seisnic data on
which [the two authors of the seismc study] based this estinate are far
too weak in signal-to-noise ratio and far too speculative in terns of
signal source to be used as a neans of contradicting the inpact tinme
establi shed by the very accurate conbination of FDR, CVR, ATC, radar,
and inpact site data sets. These data sets constrain United 93's inpact
time to within | second, are airplane- and crash-site specific, and are
based on time codes automatically recorded in the ATC audi ot apes for the
FAA centers and correlated with each data set in a process
internationally accepted within the aviation accident investigation
community. (462n 169) But this argunent, while it mght on first hearing
sound inpressive, is sinply a string of assertions. No evidence that any
of us could check is
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are quite clear.... [Fromthese records] we infer that the Flight 93
crashed around 14:06:05 5 (UTC) (10:06:05 EDT).35 It appears, therefore,
that the Conmi ssion was engaging in w shful-reading. The Commi ssion's
third approach is to say that "one of the study's principal authors now
concedes that “seismic data is not definitive for the inpact of UA
93."' 36 However, besides the fact that we do not know under what
conditions and with what qualifications this author, Wn- Young Kim may
have made this concession, we also can infer that the other principa

aut hor of that seismic study, Dr. Gerald Baum does not concede that the
seismic data are not definitive for establishing the tinme at which
FIlight 93 crashed. The Comm ssion has, in sum not nmade a good case for
its early time for the crash of UA Flight 93. But even if the

Conmi ssion's time proves to be correct, this will do little to bol ster
its case against the shoot-down. ANOTHER REPORT ABOUT GENERAL W NFI ELD
As we saw earlier, Brigadier CGeneral Mntague Wnfield, D rector of
Operations for the NMCC, had hinself replaced at 8:30 on the norning of
9/ 11 by Captain Charles Leidig, his deputy. As discussed above, this
substitution was, at the least, interesting. But there was al so anot her
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A few minutes |later, Cheney passed the order to Arnmy Brig. Gen. W
Mont ague Wnfield in the Pentagon's War Room "The President had given
us pernission to shoot down innocent civilian aircraft that threatened
Washington, D.C." Wnfield said.... Ar Force Colonel Robert Mart
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that the mlitary did not know Flight 93 was hijacked, first strike on
the Wrld Trade Center, then shared real-tine information on the phone
bri dges about the unfolding events, including information about |oss of
comruni cation with aircraft, |oss of transponder signals, unauthorized
changes in course, and other actions being taken by all the flights of
interest. She thereby disputed in advance the Conm ssion's concl usion
that the mlitary received "no advance notice on the second [plane], no
advance notice on the third, and no advance notice on the fourth" (31).
The 9/11 Commi ssion clained that the FAA failed in each of these cases
to call the Departnent of Defense. According to Laura Brown, however,
the FAA was in continuous contact with the Departnent of Defense from
about 8:50 on. If we consider the fact that the Kean-Zeli kow Report
sinply accepts w thout question all the explanations and excuses
provided by the mlitary, together with the fact that its portrayal of
the FAA is too negative to be believable, it would seemthat the FAA is
being forced to take the fall to protect the US military-and, thereby,
the Bush adm nistration. Gven all the evidence that points in this
direction, the nost surreal nonment in the hearings surely occurred when
Commi ssi oner Bob Kerrey suggested that exactly the opposite was
occurring. In the hearing on June 17, 2004, the follow ng exchange

occurred: MR KERREY. General Eberhart. . . . Do you know what NORAD s
experience is in intercepting planes prior to 9/11? GEN. EBERHART: Sir,
we can provide that for the record.... MR KERREY. |'ve got some concern
for the mlitary in this whole situation, because the optics for ne is,
you all are taking a bullet for the FAA | appreciate that may be w ong,

but that's how it appears, because, General Arnold, you in particular on
t he day covered
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Runsfeld were both participating. Clarke also reveal ed that the Secret
Service, which is interconnected with every agency involved with
national security, watches the FAA radar. The first claimof the
Report-that the mlitary had no know edge about the hijacking of Flight
93 until after it crashed-is, therefore, highly inplausible (even apart
fromthe fact, nmentioned in Chapter 11, that sonme NORAD officials had
been notified at 9:16). The same is true of its second claim according
to which the shoot- down authorization cane too | ate-seven or nore
m nutes after Flight 93 had crashed. Besides the fact that the
Conmi ssion's claimthat this authorization did not conme until after
10:10 is flatly contradicted by nunmerous prior reports, including that
of Richard Carke hinself, the newtineline for Vice President Cheney's
arrival in the shelter conference roomis probably the feature of the
Commi ssion's case that is nost patently false. In addition to the fact
that there is adnmittedly no evidence for it, it is contradicted by nmany
other reports, including those of three eyew tnesses: Richard d arke,
Nor man M neta, and Wite House phot ographer David Bohrer. The ot her
el enent in the Comm ssion's case-the argunent that UA really crashed
three minutes earlier than the seisnic study indicates-nmust be judged
weak at best. The lengths to which the Kean-Zeli kow Conm ssion went in
trying to establish this three-mnute difference suggests, furthernore,
that its nmain concern was to try to renove the suspicion that the tape
of the flight recorder was actually m ssing the |ast four
m nut es-m nutes that may have reveal ed why the plane really crashed.

G ven the conplete failure of the Kean-Zelikow Report to show that the
US mlitary could not have shot down Flight 93, conmbined with its
failure to refute any of the strands of evidence supporting the
conclusion that the mlitary did shoot it down, this probability remains
unrefuted. Indeed, we now have additional evidence for its truth: the
very fact that the Kean-Zelikow Conm ssion, besides failing to confront
any of the evidence directly, engaged in such obvious distortions inits
desperate attenpt to rule out this possibility.
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9/11 Commission's treatnment of the US military, | will first reviewthe
support given to the mlitary by the Conmission's new tineline, then

| ook at sone other dinensions. Accepting the Mlitary's New Tineline:
The Kean- Zel i kow Report exonerated the mlitary of any conplicity or
even serious inconpetence in two ways. It accepted, and perhaps at

pl aces even created, the mlitary's newtineline, especially for the
latter three flights. And it gl ossed over obscurities and ot her
difficulties inthis timeline. Wth regard to Flight 11, the Conm ssion
did not press to find out why the tel ephone call from NEADS to Genera
Arnold in Florida took eight m nutes-or whether this call was even
necessary. It did not dermand clarification about why the Qtis fighters,
after being given a scranble order at 8:46, were not airborne unti

8:53. Wth regard to Flight 175, the Conmi ssion did not demand to know
why, if NORAD had really not been notified at 8:43 about this hijacking,
NCRAD had mai ntained for alnost three years that it had. The
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2001. The Conmission also, in support of the new claim provided an

el aborate tale with several new el enents-the newy di scovered Phantom
Flight 11, the newly discovered journey of the Langley pilots out to
sea, and the newy discovered realization that NEADS had | earned from
the FAA only that Flight 77 was |ost, not that it had been hijacked. In
support of the Pentagon's claimthat it had no idea that an aircraft was
headed towards it, the Conmi ssion suppressed testinony to the Comm ssion
itself by Norman M neta, who said that Vice President Cheney knew about
this unidentified aircraft while it was still 50 miles out. The

Commi ssion also, in accepting the story about the mlitary pilot
identifying the incoming aircraft as a Boeing 757, overl ooked the
contradi ction between this story and the other story about this
aircraft's last few m nutes, according to which it had to make an
amazi ng downward spiral in order to hit the west wing. Finally, the
Commi ssion sinply ignored all the physical evidence suggesting that the
aircraft that hit the Pentagon could not have been a giant airliner and
hence coul d not have been Flight 77. Wth regard to Flight 93, the
Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssion went to great lengths to create a tineline
according to which it would be inplausible to think the mlitary had
shot the flight down. In order to make this point, the Conmm ssion not
only placed the crash-tinme three ninutes earlier than does the seisnic
study. It also put the shootdown authorization at |east 20 nminutes |ater
than did earlier reports. To support this |ate authorization tine,
furthernore, the Kean-Zelikow Report, in what is probably its nost

obvi ously fabricated epi sode, portrayed the vice president as going into
the shelter conference roomsone 45 minutes later than indicated in

ot her reports-including those of two nenbers of the Bush adninistration:
Richard C arke and Norman M neta. This report
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tried to contact a forner alert site in Atlantic City, unaware it had
been phased out" (20). The story behind this passage, which the

Conmmi ssi on does not report, is that the 177th Fighter Wng, based at the
Atlantic City International Airport in Ponona, New Jersey, was fully
active, and that two of its F-16s were at that nmonent conducting bonbing
sorties only eight mnutes from Manhattan. These facts are reported in a
story by Mke Kelly in New Jersey's Bergen Record2 W m ght suppose that
these facts were not nentioned because the Conmm ssion was unaware of

t hem However, both Chairman Kean and one of the Comm ssion's |ead

i nvestigators, John Farner, were interviewed by Kelly and quoted in his
story. But although Farmer personally read the staff statement at the
hearing on June 17, 2004, which dealt with these matters, there is no
mention of these F-15s. Peter Lance, who tells this story in his recent
book, Cover Up, then
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Auken, whose husband died in the North Tower, as saying: |'mfrankly
stunned by this. . . . If two fighters were only eight mnutes away, the
Comm ssion shoul d have done an exhaustive study on why they didn't get
called. To |l eave themout of the official hearing record is
unbel i evabl e. 3 Perhaps one of the reasons this story had to be omtted
is that it would have been in tension with the notion, which the
Comm ssi on accepts, that NEADS had only two sites with fighters on
alert. James Banford, who also reports the story about the F-16s being
only eight mles from Manhattan, says, in fact, that NEADS could call on
"alert fighter pilots at National Guard units at Burlington, Vernont;
Atlantic City, New Jersey; Cape Cod, Massachusetts; and Dul uth,

M nnesota."4 Adding these to Langley, Virginia, gives us five, and
addi ng Andrews woul d give us six. Perhaps one of the many ways in which
the Commission protected the nmilitary was by not publishing or even
sayi ng anyt hing that woul d have chal |l enged General second all eged
presunption-that "there would be tinme to address the problemthrough the
appropriate FAA and NORAD chai ns of command"-involves two issues. One is
the idea that, prior to 9/11, the protocol involved a rigid "chain of

command, " in which ten or nore mnutes would be required sinply to get a
scranbl e order issued. W have already addressed this issue, within both
the FAA and the mlitary, sufficiently. | will here, therefore, treat

only the second issue, which is the claimthat insofar as the mlitary
was expecting airplane threats agai nst the honel and, they expected the
flights to originate fromoverseas. In Chapter 5, we |ooked at the
Comm ssion's use of the "l ooking overseas" argunment to excuse the
intelligence agencies. Here we will look at its use to excuse the
mlitary. The idea that the military was prepared only to respond to
threats com ng fromabroad was put forward primarily by General Myers.
In his
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS openi ng st at enment
before the Conmm ssion on June 17, 2004, he said: "[Qur mlitary posture
on 9/11, by law, by policy and in practice, was focused on responding to
external threats, threats originating outside of our borders." Later,
under questioning from Comm ssioner John Lehman, he made clear that this
"posture” had inplications for radar coverage, saying:. "[We were
clearly | ooking outward. We did not have the situational awareness
i nward because we did not have the radar coverage."5 Conmi ssioner Janie
CGorelick challenged Myers about this "posture" claim saying: | think
that the question that has to be on the minds of the Anerican people is,
where was our military when it should have been defending us, and |

think that is a fair question.... And the response of NORAD . . . is
t hat NORAD was not postured to defend us donestically unless soneone was
coming at us fromabroad, and that has lots of inplications.... That's

why | come back to this word posture, we were postured agai nst an
external threat. In ny experience, the mlitary is very clear about its
charters, and who is supposed to do what. So if you go back and you | ook
at the foundational docunents for NORAD, they do not say defend us only
against a threat conming in fromacross the ocean, or across our borders.
It has two missions, and one of themis control of the airspace above
the donestic United States, and aerospace control is defined as
provi di ng surveillance and control of the airspace of Canada and the
United States. To ne that air sovereignty concept neans that you have a
role which, if you were postured only externally, you defined out of the
job. Myers then replied with an absurd argunent, saying: "Wat we try to
dois followthe law, and the lawis pretty clear on Posse Conitatus and
that is whether or not the mlitary should be involved in donmestic |aw

enforcenent...." Gorelick quickly pointed out the absurdity of this
argument, saying: Let nme just interrupt, when | was general counsel of
the Defense Departnent, | repeatedly advised, and | believe others have

advi sed that the Posse Comitatus says, you can't arrest people. It
doesn't nean that the mlitary has no authority, obligation, or ability
to
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happen in the donestic United States. Neverthel ess, although Gorelick
had t horoughly underm ned Myers' case, Myers' view becane that of the
Kean- Zel i kow Report, in which we read the follow ng statenment: NORAD s
m ssion was, and is, to defend the airspace of North Anerica.... That
m ssi on does not distinguish between internal and external threats; but
because NORAD was created to counter the Soviet threat, it cane to
define its job as defendi ng agai nst external attacks. (16) The truth of
Gorelick's point is recognized. But it is recognized purely as a
st at enent about how NORAD shoul d have understood its mssion. | nyself
woul d interpret her point nore critically, taking it to express
incredulity at the idea that NORAD could really have been thinking that
its mission was only to defend agai nst external threats. The
Kean- Zel i kow Report, however, takes Myers at his word. Rightly or
wrongly, it says, NORAD did in fact "define its job [solely] as
def endi ng agai nst external attacks.” W find this statement repeated
near the end of the book: America's honel and defenders faced outward.

. [ NORAD s] pl anning scenari os occasionally considered the danger of
hi jacked aircraft being guided to American targets, but only aircraft
that were coming fromoverseas. (352) The Commi ssion, at this point,
actually makes a criticismof the nmlitary, saying: W recognize that a
costly change in NORAD s defense posture to deal with the danger of
sui ci de hijackers, before such a threat had ever actually been reali zed,
woul d have been a tough sell. But NORAD did not canvass avail abl e
intelligence and try to make the case. (352) This is, however, pretty
mld criticism The Commi ssion says only that NORAD s | eaders were
guilty of bureaucratic inconpetence- they should have been nore
proactive in trying to get what they needed. Possibly relevant here is
M chael Parenti's observation that
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[ someti nes] seize upon inconpetence as a cover"-that is, as a way to
deny their active involvenent in sone illegal operation. This adni ssion
of inconpetence is the intelligence did not point to this kind of
threat, and | think that explains our posture.?
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CHAPTER S| XTEEN 263 Myers clainmed, in other words, that NORAD s outward
| ooki ng posture was justified by the absence of any significant
incidents, or even threats, in which hijacked airplanes were used as
weapons. The 9/11 Conmi ssion foll owed Myers' |ead in connecting these
two issues. That is, although the Commi ssion distinguished between the
second and the third all eged presunptions, it actually treated them
toget her, saying: "The threat of terrorists hijacking conmerci al
airlines within the United States-and using them as gui ded m ssil es-was
not recogni zed by NORAD before 9/11" (17). Basing this "no recognition”
claimon a private interview with NORAD s Commander in Chief, Cenera
Ral ph E. Eberhart (458n98), the Kean-Zelikow Report constructed a
significant portion of its defense of the US military around this claim
Thi s defense contained, to be sure, a criticism The criticismis that
there was a "failure of the imagination." The Conm ssion derived this
phrase from Paul Wl fowitz. In a neno to Runsfeld shortly after 9/11

Wl fowitz cormented on the 1995 Manila air plot, which envisaged
crashi ng an expl osi ves-l aden plane into Cl A headquarters.8 In |ight of
the fact that US authorities knew about this plot, WIlfowitz blanmed a
"failure of imagination" for the fact that little thought had been
devoted to the potential threat from suicide hijackers (335). The

Commi ssi on adopted and devel oped this notion. In so doing, it was
leveling a criticismof sorts at the defense establishment. But that
criticism like the previous criticismof bureaucratic inconpetence, is
not very serious conpared with the charge of conplicity. Mlitary
officials are probably not terribly bothered by this criticism given
that it is made for the sake of precluding the nore serious charge. A
mere charge of inconpetence does not bring with it a threat attacks with
expl osi ves" (262). Strangely, therefore, although the Kean-Zelikow
Report endorsed Eberhart's claimthat "[t]he threat of terrorists

hi j acking commercial airlines within the United States-and using them as
gui ded m ssiles- was not recognized by NORAD before 9/11," this claimis
under m ned by exanples provided within this docunent itself. The claim
is even further undernined if we | ook outside this docunent. | will
provide six exanples. 1. In 1993, a panel of experts conmi ssioned by the
Pent agon suggested that airplanes could be used as nissiles to bonb
national |andmarks. In 1994, one of these experts wote in the Futuri st
magazi ne: Targets such as the World Trade Center not only provide the
requi site casualties but, because of their synbolic nature, provide nore
bang for the buck. In order to maxim ze their odds for success,

terrorist groups will likely consider nmounting nultiple, sinmultaneous
operations. | |I' 2. In 1995, Senator Sam Nunn, in Tinme magazi ne's cover
story, described a scenario in which terrorists crash a radio-controlled
airplane into the US Capitol Building. 11 3. In 1999, the National
Intelligence Council, which advises the President and US intelligence
agencies on enmerging threats, said in a special report on terrorism

"Al -Qaeda' s expected retaliation for the US cruise missile attack [ of
1998] ... could take several forns of terrorist attack in the nation's
capitol. Suicide bonbers belonging to al-Qaeda's Martyrdom Battalion
coul d crash-land an aircraft packed wi th high
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that the threat really was not recognized was based partly on the fact
that the Kean-Zeli kow Report conbined the second and third presunption
into a single twofold presunption-that comrercial airliners would not be
(1) hijacked within the United States and then (2) used as gui ded
m ssiles by suicide hijackers. Gven the fact that both conditions would
need to be nmet to have a counter-instance to Eberhart's "no recognition"
claim the Kean-Zelikow Report can dism ss several seemn ng
counter-instances by pointing out that one or the other of the two
condi ti ons was not nmet. The Report nentioned, for exanple, a proposed
readi ness test for NORAD based on the idea of "a hijacked airliner
com ng fromoverseas and crashing into the Pentagon" (346). This
exanpl e, by having the aircraft coming from overseas, provided no
refutation of the contention that no one had i magi ned a pl ane hijacked
within the United States and then use to stri ke the Pentagon-the cruci al
di fference being that if the plane was comng from overseas, there would
be plenty of tinme to identify the aircraft and scranble interceptors.
However, even with the stipulation that both conditions would have to be
met, there is considerable evidence that counts against the credibility
of Eberhart's claim Some of this evidence is, surprisingly enough,
provided by the Comrission itself. | will list nine exanples provided in
t he Kean-Zel i kow Report that either clearly do, or at |east nay,
contradict the Report's endorsenent of Eberhart's "no recognition”
claim 1. "[Aln Algerian group hijacked an airliner in 1994, possibly to
crash it into the Eiffel Tower" (345). The airplane was hijacked in
Al giers. But since the distance fromAlgiers to Paris is |less than the
di stance across the United States, there m ght have been less tinme to
intercept it than is available to intercept a plane hijacked within this
country. It would, therefore, not take nuch imagination to transfer the
scenario to the United States. 2. "In early 1995, Abdul Haki m
Mur ad- Ranzi Yousef's acconplice in the Manila airlines bonbing plot-told
Phi li ppi ne authorities that he and Yousef had discussed flying a plane
into Cl A headquarters" (345). It was, we saw, this plan that provided
the basis for Wolfowitz's "failure of imagination" coment. 3. "In
August of [1998], the intelligence conmunity had received information
that a group of Libyans hoped to crash a plane



Page 265

C arke held a neeting of his Counterterrorism Security Group devoted
largely to the possibility of a possible airplane hijacking by al

Qaeda.... [T]he possibility was inmagi nabl e, and i magi ned" (345). 6. "In
early August 1999, the FAAs Civil Aviation Security intelligence office
sunmari zed the Bin Ladin hijacking threat.... [T]he paper identified a

few principal scenarios, one of which was a suicide hijacking
operation"' (345). 7. A CIA report on June 12, 2001, said that KSM "was
recruiting people to travel to the United States to neet with col |l eagues
al ready there so that they might conduct terrorist attacks on Bin
Ladin's behalf. On June 22, the CIA notified all its station chiefs
about intelligence suggesting a possible al Qaeda suicide attack on a

U S. target over the next few days" (256). 8. "In late July [2001],
because of threats, Italy closed the airspace over Genoa and nounted
antiaircraft batteries at the Genoa airport during the G8 sunmit, which
Presi dent Bush attended" (258). W learn el sewhere that the Italians
kept fighters in the air over the city, and that the threat was taken so
seriously that Bush stayed overni ght offshore, on an aircraft carrier.9
Al t hough this exanple, like the first one, is about a threat in Europe,
not the United States, it obviously counts against the thesis that there
was a "failure of imagination" with regard to the possibility that
terrorists mght try to use airplanes to attack President Bush. (Another
puzzling thing about this exanple is that the Conmi ssion, in nentioning
that "antiaircraft batteries" had to be nmounted at the
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airport, failed to point out that the Wite House and the Pentagon

al ready have their own antiaircraft batteries, which would shoot down
any aircraft except one with a transponder signal indicating that it
belongs to the US mlitary.) 9. On August 6, 2001, the Presidential
Daily Brief included an intelligence neno stating, anong ot her things,
that "[one threat report said] that Bin Ladin wanted to hijack a US

aircraft.... FBlI information since that time indicates patterns of
suspi cious activity in this country consistent with preparations for
hi j acki ngs or other types of attacks.... CIA and the FBI are

i nvestigating a call to our Enbassy in the UAE in May saying that a
group of Bin Ladin supporters was in the US planning attacks with
expl osi ves" (262). Strangely, therefore, although the Kean-Zelikow
Report endorsed Eberhart's claimthat "[t]he threat of terrorists

hi j acking comercial airlines within the United States-and using them as
gui ded mi ssiles- was not recognized by NORAD before 9/11," this claimis
under m ned by exanples provided within this docunent itself. The claim
is even further undermned if we | ook outside this docunent. | will
provide six exanples. 1. In 1993, a panel of experts conmi ssioned by the
Pent agon suggested that airplanes could be used as nissiles to bonb
national |andmarks. In 1994, one of these experts wote in the Futuri st
magazi ne: Targets such as the Wirld Trade Center not only provide the
requi site casualties but, because of their synbolic nature, provide nore
bang for the buck. In order to naxim ze their odds for success,

terrorist groups will likely consider nmounting nultiple, simnultaneous
operations. | I' 2. In 1995, Senator Sam Nunn, in Tine nmagazi ne's cover
story, described a scenario in which terrorists crash a radio-controlled
airplane into the US Capitol Building. 11 3. In 1999, the National
Intelligence Council, which advises the President and US intelligence
agencies on energing threats, said in a special report on terrorism

"Al -Qaeda' s expected retaliation for the US cruise nissile attack [of
1998] ... could take several forns of terrorist attack in the nation's
capitol. Suicide bonbers belonging to al-Qaeda's Martyrdom Battalion
coul d crash-land an aircraft packed wi th high
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CHAPTER SI XTEEN 267 explosives . . . into the Pentagon, the headquarters
of the Central Intelligence Agency (ClA), or the Wiite House."12 4. In
Cct ober 2000, Pentagon officials carried out an enmergency drill to

prepare for the possibility that a hijacked airliner m ght be crashed
into the Pentagon. 13 5. In July 2001, according to an article headed
"NORAD Had Drills of jets as Wapons," the mlitary planned a drill in
whi ch hijacked airliners, originating in the United States, were used as
weapons to crash into targets, including the Wrld Trade Center. 14 6. At
9: 00 on the norning of 9/11, the National Reconnaissance Ofice, which
operates spy satellites and draws its personnel fromthe nmilitary and
the CIA had planned to sinulate the accidental crashing of an airplane
into its headquarters, four nmiles fromDulles Airport in Washi ngton. The
sinmul ati on was evidently to be run by John Fulton "and his team at the
CIA "15 Fromall these exanples, we can see that Eberhart's "no
recognition” claimis sinply not plausible and that the 9/ 11 Commi ssion
nmust have known this. W can conclude, therefore, that the Comm ssion's
support for the claimreflected less its belief that the claimwas true
than its comritnment to protecting the military's reputation, even if
that required distorting historical reality. Not Probing Mysteries
Surroundi ng Pentagon O ficials: As we have seen, there are nysteries
about the behavior of at |east three of the | eading Pentagon officials
on the norning of 9/11. The report by General Richard Myers on his own
activities during the attacks, besides being inplausible in itself, is
contradicted by Richard Carke's account of Myers' participation in the
White House video tel econference. Carke's account also contradicts
three reports about and by Secretary of Defense Runsfeld, which are

t hensel ves nutually self-contradictory. And it was certainly odd that
CGeneral Montague Wnfield would have his role, as director of

conmuni cations in the NMCC, assumed by his deputy, who had only recently
qualified to take over that role, and then that Wnfield did not take
back his position after it was clear that a terrorist attack was
underway. The Kean- Zel i kow Conmi ssi on, however, showed no interest in
pressing these gentlenen to try to clarify what they did that norning.
After reading The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report, therefore, we have no idea
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Runsfel d were doing, say, between 8:00 and 9: 15 (al though-to antici pate
the next issue-Clarke indicated that he was participating in a war
gane). W have no idea that Wnfield was doing for nost of the norning.
Per haps these nmen were not doing anything terrible. But the Kean-Zelikow
Report has tried to protect them at |east, fromthe charge of |ying.
And, of course, people generally lie about their whereabouts at a
particular time only when they were doing sonething they want kept
secret. It is possible, therefore, that in not probing the question of
whet her these Pentagon | eaders lied, the 9/11 Conmm ssion hel ped them
cover up even greater m sdeeds. Not Probing the "War Games" |ssue: Sone
critics of the official account of 9/11 believe that if we ever get a
full account of how the attacks were able to succeed, we will see that a
vital role was played by sonme nilitary exercises, sonetines called "war
ganmes, " that had been schedul ed for that nmorning.16 The 9/11 Conmi ssi on
Report does not conpletely onit discussion of this issue, but the
di scussion is very brief. The issue is introduced in a conversation
bet ween the FAA and NEADS about Flight 11. After the FAA person says
that they have a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York and "need
someone to scranble sone F- | 6s or sonething up there," the person at
NEADS says: "Is this real-world or exercise?" (20). The note to this
di scussion then explains: On 9/11, NORAD was schedul ed to conduct a
mlitary exercise, Vigilant Guardian, which postulated a bonber attack
fromthe fornmer Soviet Union. W investigated whether mlitary
preparations for the | arge-scal e exercise conpronised the mlitary's
response to the real-world terrorist attack on 9/11. According to
General Eberhart, "it took about 30 seconds" to nmake the adjustnent to
the real-world situation. . . . W found that the response was, if
anyt hing, expedited by the increased nunber of staff at the sectors and
at NORAD because of the schedul ed exercise. (458n 116) Those who believe
that war games played a major role in the events of that day consider
this cursory treatnent a cover-up. For exanple, M chael Kane, taking
issue with the inplication that Vigilant Guardi an was the only war gane
bei ng run that norning, 17 says: "There were at |east three, as has been
docunment ed by the mainstream press, and there
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i ssue on which the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion helped the mlitary avoid
enbarrassi ng questions. Not Mentioning Operation Northwoods: The 9/ 11
Conmmi ssion also protected the mlitary from suspicion by not bringing up
"incidents" that have in the past been provoked by the US mlitary to
justify war. America's wars of conquest against both Mexico and the

Phi | i ppi nes
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exanpl e, provoked by incidents engineered by the US mlitary.24 The
sinking of the Maine, which provided a pretext for the United States to
i nvade Cuba in 1898-under the battle cry "Renenber the Maine, the hell
wWith Spain"-is often included in the Iist of such incidents, but the
expl osion that sank the ship nay have been an accident.25 In any case,
defenders of the US mlitary could dismss the relevance of those
i ncidents, saying that they happened in a different era, before today's
standards of integrity had been institutionalized. Mre rel evant,
therefore, would be the plan known as Operation Northwoods, which has
becone w dely known through Janmes Banford's 2001 book, Body of
Secrets. 26 The plan was devel oped early in the Kennedy administration.
The forner president, Dw ght Ei senhower, had asked the CIA to cone up
with a pretext to i nvade Cuba. The goal of the resulting plan was "the
repl acenment of the Castro regime with one nore devoted to the true
interests of the Cuban people and nore acceptable to the U S., in such a
manner to avoi d any appearance of U S. intervention."27 Al though
Ei senhower approved this plan, Kennedy, after the Bay of Pigs fiasco,
transferred planning for Cuba to the Defense Departnment. Early in 1962,
the joint Chiefs of Staff, led by its chairman, General Lyman Lemit zer,
gave Kennedy a plan called Operation Northwoods. This Top Secret plan
descri bed "pretexts which would provide justification for US nilitary
intervention in Cuba."28 A decision to intervene in Cuba, the docunent
says, "will result froma period of heightened US-Cuban tensions which
pl ace the United States in the position of suffering justifiable
grievances." The plan would al so nake the world ready for US
intervention "by devel oping the image of the Cuban governnent as rash
and irresponsible, and as an alarm ng and unpredictable threat to the
peace of the Western Henisphere."29 The plan then listed a series of
possi bl e actions to create this imge. For exanple: "W could devel op a
Comuni st Cuban terror canpaign in the Manm area, in other Florida
cities and even in Washington.... W could sink a boatload of Cubans
enroute to Florida (real or sinulated)."30 Particularly interesting, in
light of some of the proposed scenarios as to what really happened on
9/11, is the following idea: It is possible to create an incident which
wi || denonstrate convincingly that a Cuban aircraft has attacked and
shot down a
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be chosen only to cause the flight plan route to cross Cuba.... a. An
aircraft at Eglin AFB woul d be pai nted and nunbered as an exact
duplication for a civil registered aircraft belonging to a CA
proprietary organization in the Mam area. At a designated tinme the
duplication would be substituted for the actual civil aircraft and woul d
be | oaded with the sel ected passengers, all boarded under carefully
prepared aliases. The actual registered aircraft would be converted to a
drone. b. Take off times of the drone aircraft and the actual aircraft
will be scheduled to allow a rendezvous south of Florida. Fromthe

rendezvous point the passenger-carrying aircraft will descend to m ni num
altitude and go directly into an auxiliary field .... The drone aircraft
meanwhile will continue to fly the filed flight plan. Wen over Cuba the
drone will being [sic] transmitting on the international distress
frequency a "MAY DAY" nessage stating he is under attack by Cuban MG
aircraft. The transmission will be interrupted by destruction of the
aircraft which will be triggered by radio signal.; | Fake casualty lists

woul d then be placed in US newspapers to "cause a wave of national

i ndignation. "32 In sonme of the schenes, such as the plan to "sink a
boat | oad of Cubans," real deaths would be caused. And in sone, rea
deat hs of Anericans, as in a "Renenber the Miine" incident: "W could
blow up a U.S. ship in Guant no Bay and bl ane Cuba. "33 Al though Kennedy
rejected this schene, the point at hand is that these mlitary | eaders
proposed a conm ssion that would have reported on Operation Northwoods
woul d have thereby informed the Anerican public that Generals Mers,
Eberhart, and Wnfield belong to a tradition in which such planning is
not unknown. Such a comm ssion woul d have asked whet her the attacks of
9/ 11 m ght have been the latest in a series of pretexts for war created
by the US military. The Kean-Zeli kow Commi ssi on, however, was not that
ki nd of conm ssion. Operation Northwoods was never once nenti oned.
Keepi ng silent about this part of the military tradition was one nore
way in which the Conmmi ssion protected the military from suspicion
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that day had ever dealt with nmultiple hijackings" (10). There are,
however, three problens with this explanation. In the first place, nost
of the failures by FAA personnel, as portrayed in the Comr ssion's
report, were unrelated to the fact that there were several hijackings
that day. In the second place, the FAA did, as the Comm ssion pointed
out, have one truly unprecedented task to performthat day-the task of
landing all the aircraft in the country. And yet the Comm ssion reported
that the FAA "execut[ed] that unprecedented order flaw essly" (31). Is
it not strange that the FAA personnel carried out that unprecedented

t ask
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[T]here was a briefing at the Wiite House on the 17th of Septenber. And
it feels like sonething happened in that briefing that produced al nost a
necessity to deliver a story that's different than what actually
happened on that day. CGeneral Arnold, is that an unfair optic on ny
part? As | said, if you |look at what you all did on that day, it's hard
to find fault. And we really haven't uncovered this stuff, it was
readily available, the facts were all there. So it | eaves the inpression
that there is an attenpt to create a unified story there, and has you
all, as | said, taking a bullet for the FAA, because the FAA shoul d have
told you what was going on-it seens to ne. . . . Help ne out here. Am|

| ooking at this wong? Because, as | said, it looks like you guys did a
good job on that day, and now it-you know, it just gives the appearance
that you're standing in front of the FAA, and unnecessarily so. GEN
EBERHART: Sir, I'd like to answer that question. And, first of all
there's no schene here or plot to spin this story to try to cover or
take a bullet for anyone. And I for one, fromthe day after 9/11 to
today, do not get into FAA bashing, because as | can inagi he being on
those screens that norning, as | can inmagine being in their shoes, and
the confusion that existed that norning-obviously we know we coul d have

done it better.... But | can assure you that there was-we didn't get
t oget her and decide that we were going to cover for anybody or take a
bullet for anybody... MR KERREY:... Ceneral Arnold, are you-l presune

you didn't acconpany and weren't a part of that briefing? MR ARNOLD:
Well, the only thing | can add is that the FAA- we were dependent on the
FAA on 9/11. Had the FAA-I felt we worked very well together, in spite
of the fact that we were not postured to handle that threat.... MR
KERREY. Well, | appreciate your wanting not to bash the FAA, but, ny
God, the O eveland Center said sonebody needs to notify the mlitary and
scranbl e planes, and they didn't. You would have an additional 30

m nutes of notification. Now it turns out that passengers on 93 took
care of it for us. But it's-you know, | don't



Page 275

CHAPTER S| XTEEN 275 consider it to be bashing just to say to them M
God, you guys should have notified us-and didn't. And that's a fairly
significant breakdown. 34 This exchange in June of 2004 cane over a year
after Laura Brown's nmeno, which was sent in May of 2003. It appeared
that this nmeno had no effect on the Comm ssion's final report. In her

t el ephone conversation with me, in fact, she said that the claimthat
the NMCC was not called by the FAA was sinply not true. This and nuch
other information was given to the 9/ 11 Conmmi ssion, she said, but on
di sputed issues, the Comm ssion al ways gave the benefit of the doubt to
the mlitary, never to the FAA 35 Her statenment, which is certainly
consistent with the Conm ssion's treatnments of the mlitary and the FAA
provides further reason to believe that the biggest distortion in the
Kean- Zel i kow Report is this twofold distortion: Making the FAA | ook as
if it failed to followits standard procedures on 9/11 in order to

di sguise the fact that the US mlitary in fact did not followits
standard procedures.
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CONCLUSI ON The purpose of the 9/ 11 Commission, it should be abundantly
clear by now, was not to provide "the fullest possible account of the
events surrounding 9/11." The purpose was to argue, inplicitly, that the
US governnment was not itself conplicit in the attacks of 9/11. As we
have seen, however, the Conm ssion could nake this argunment only by
distorting, or conpletely omtting, dozens of facts. In Chapter 1, we
reviewed facts that were onmtted about the alleged suicide

hi jackers-that at |east six of themare reportedly still alive; that
some of them including Mohamed Atta, did not behave |ike devout Muislins
ready to neet their Mker; that Hani Hanjour did not have the piloting
skills to do what Flight 77 allegedly did (a fact that the Conmi ssion
acknow edged and then ignored); and that flight nmanifests show ng these
ni neteen nmen to have been on those planes have never been produced. In
Chapter 2, we saw that the Conmission ignored various facts that
contradict the theory that the WIC buil di ngs were brought down by fire
(perhaps, in the case of the Twin Towers, in conjunction with the inpact
of the airplanes)-nanely, that fire has never before brought down steel-
franme high-rise buildings; that the fires, especially in the South Tower
and Building 7, were not very big, hot, or long-lasting;, and that the
wrong tower fell first. In providing an inplicit explanation of how the
towers coul d have col |l apsed, the Conm ssion, amazingly, sinply denied
their nost inportant feature-47 massive steel columms constituting the
core of each tower. The Conm ssion then onmtted any nmention of the
collapse that is universally recognized as the nost difficult to
explain, that of Building 7. It, of course, also omtted Larry
Silverstein' s apparent confession that this building was brought down by
controll ed denolition. The Commi ssion also failed to discuss the fact
that the coll apses of all three buildings exenplified ten standard
features of controlled denolitions (even while alluding to two of
themthe fact that the towers cane straight down and at virtually
free-fall speed). It failed to discuss Mayor Guliani's reported
statenent suggesting that he had advance know edge that the towers were
going to collapse. It failed to mention that a brother and a cousin of
Presi dent Bush were principals in the conpany that
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for the WIC. And it failed to discuss the quick renoval of the stee
beams and col ums, even though this renoval of evidence froma crine
scene would normally be a federal crine. In Chapter 3, as we saw, the
Kean- Zel i kow Report failed to discuss various facts about the strike on
the Pentagon that are inconsistent with the official story-nanely, that
the west wing was the least likely, as well as a very difficult, part of
the Pentagon for terrorists to strike; that the facade of the west w ng
did not collapse for a half hour after allegedly being hit by a Boeing
757 going several hundred miles per hour; that the entrance hole was big
enough only for the nose of a Boeing 757; that a Boeing airliner was
vi si bl e neither outside nor inside the Pentagon; and that the
governnment, besi des not rel easing videos proving that the aircraft was a
Boeing airliner, had the video fromthe nearby gas station confiscated.
Finally, the Conmi ssion explained the hijackers' decision not to attack
a nuclear plant in terns of fear that, because of the restricted
ai rspace around a nuclear plant, their plane would be shot down. But the
Commi ssion then sinply ignored the fact that the airspace around the
Pentagon is surely equally restricted, so that only a nmilitary aircraft
could get through without activating the anti-nissile batteries. W saw
in Chapter 4 that while the Conmm ssion went to considerable lengths to
show | engths to show that it was not fear on the president's part that
kept himaway from Washi ngton after the attacks, the Commi ssion dealt
only superficially with the nore serious problem nanely: Wiy did both
the president and the Secret Service show a | ack of fear during the hour
when they shoul d have been very nuch afrai d? W saw, noreover, that the
Commi ssion failed to challenge the Secret Service's distorted
presentation of the options available, as if the only alternative to
runni ng out the door was to remain at the school another half hour. In
Chapter 5, we saw that the Conmission omtted any di scussion of the
advance warni ngs evidently received by Attorney General Ashcroft, Mayor
WIllie Brown, and several Pentagon officials. It failed to nention the
advance warni ngs David Schi ppers clains to have received from several
FBI agents. The Conmi ssion also failed to nmention these FBI agents, who
said that they knew the date and targets of the attacks long in advance.
The Commission |likewise failed to explore whether the NSA, which
reportedly intercepted a call fromKSMto Mhaned Atta the day before
9/ 11, giving himfinal authorization to execute the plan, was really not
translated until after 9/11. Finally, with regard to the nmassive
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CONCLUSI ON 279 purchases of put options on conpani es whose stock prices
were sure to plumet after the attacks, the Comi ssion denied that they
i nvol ved insider trading by sinply begging the question. In Chapter 6,
we saw that the omi ssions in the Kean-Zeli kow Report al so included
evidence that OBL had spent tinme shortly before 9/11 in an Anmerican
hospital, where he was visited by a Cl A agent; evidence that OBL had not
really been di sowned by his own fam |y and the Saudi royal famly;
evidence that the effort to capture himin Afghani stan was a charade;
and Posner's report that according to Abu Zubaydah, at |east three
menbers of the Saudi royal famly knew that al-Qaeda attacks on Anerica
were scheduled for 9/11. The final report of the 9/11 Conm ssion,
noreover, clearly distorted known facts in denying any Saudi funding of
al - Qaeda and denying, in particular, that Princess Haifa gave noney to
al - Qaeda nenbers even indirectly. Chapter 7 reveal ed several nore

di stortions by the Commi ssion: its ighoring, in relation to the
Septenber 13 flight carrying Saudis, the distinction between private and
commercial flights, which had been enphasized by Craig Unger; its

i gnoring of the evidence that sone 300 Saudis left the country in the
ensui ng days; its fal se suggestion that everyone who shoul d have been
consi dered a "person of interest" was thoroughly interrogated; and its
pretense that Prince Bandar was not heavily involved in arranging the
Saudi flights. The Kean-Zeli kow Conmm ssion also failed to point out that
either the president hinself or sone subordi nate was, by authorizing
these hasty departures, guilty of obstructing a crimnal investigation.
In Chapter 8, which dealt with om ssions about the FBI, we saw that the
Comm ssion failed to nmention FBI agent Robert Wight's serious

al | egati ons about obstruction by FBI headquarters; that it omtted

M nneapol i s agent Col een Rowl ey's accusati on of sabotage by FBI
headquarters in the Mussaoui case; that it left out her crucial
complaint, which is that an agent at headquarters altered her FISA
petition before forwarding it; that the Conmi ssion struck fromthe
record all the damming details presented in the 3.5-hour testinony by
Si bel Ednonds; and that it evidently did not interview any of the FBI
agents Ednonds accused of gross msconduct, such as M ke Feghali and
Thonas Frields. Finally, putting Ednonds' letter to Chairman Kean
together with the letter fromforner federal enployees to the US
Congress, which was quoted in the Introduction, we can infer that the
Conmi ssion treated in
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signed this letter, which said: Orission is one of the major flaws in
the Commission's report. W are aware of significant issues and cases
that were duly reported to the conmm ssion by those of us with direct

know edge. ... Serious problens and shortcom ngs wthin governnent
agencies |ikewi se were reported to the Conm ssion but were not included
inthe report.' If those 24 other people had, |ike Ednonds, witten a

public letter spelling out the nature of their testinony, we would
surely have a nuch longer list of the Comm ssion's onissions. In any
case, we then saw in Chapter 9 that the Kean-Zelikow Report omtted
various facts that, if wi dely known, might threaten continued aid to,
and cooperation with, Pakistan and its ISI: the presence of ISl chief
Mahnmoud Ahmad in Washington the week prior to 9/11; evidence that Ahmad
ordered an ISl agent to wire $100,000 to Mohanmed Atta; evidence that US
officials, after word of this paynent got out, pressured the Pakistani
government to "retire" him evidence of ISl participation in the

assassi nati on of Ahmad Shah Masood; evidence that KSM who reportedly
gave Mohanmed Atta the final authorization for the 9/11 hijackings, was
linked to the ISI; evidence that Daniel Pearl was nurdered by ISl
agents, perhaps KSM evidence that Mushaf Al Mr, a nmilitary officer
with ISl |inks, knew of the 9/11 attacks in advance; and evi dence t hat
in 1999, ISl agent Rajaa Gul um Abbas predicted the destruction of the
towers. W saw, finally, that the Comission, while surely fanmliar with
the evidence of the I SI paynent to Atta, clained to have seen "no

evi dence" that any foreign governnment supplied funding to al-Qaeda. In
Chapter 10, we saw that the 9/11 Comm ssion omtted reference to various
facts suggesting that the Bush administration had interests of the type
t hat coul d have provided notives for arranging or at |east allow ng the
attacks of 9/11. The Conmi ssion's report excluded, in particular, the
Bush administration's reference to the 9/ 11 attacks as "opportunities”
the PNAC statenment that "a new Pearl Harbor" woul d be hel pful for
bringi ng about its desired transformation of the mlitary; the fact that
Runsfel d, Myers, and Eberhart, who were in charge of the air defense of
America on 9/11, were enthusiastic pronoters of the US Space Comand,
for which Runsfel d obtained increased funding on the
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Af ghani stan was about gas, oil, and increased nmilitary presence in
Central Asia, not peace and human rights; evidence that several nenbers
of the Bush admi nistration had | ong been anxious for a war to gain
control of Iraqg; and the fact that Runsfeld' s nenp indi cated he want ed
to attack Iragq whether it was involved in 9/11 or not. Beyond all these
om ssions and distortions, furthernore, there are all the ones nenti oned
in Part Il. Assum ng, however, that these are sufficiently fresh in the
reader's mnd, | will not sunmarize themhere. | will add, however, that
even after we have enunerated all the omi ssions and distortions in this
book, we would surely not have close to a conplete listing of the

om ssions and distortions in The 9/11 Comm ssion Report. This is because
I have, of course, nentioned only those | know about because of ny
previous study of evidence pointing to conplicity in the attacks of 9/11
by the Bush adm nistration. But there are nmajor portions of the
Kean- Zel i kow Report that are sinply ignored in the present book. | have
no i dea how many om ssions and distortions there may be in those
portions. But | have |earned, fromthe onissions and distortions

di scussed here, that the Conmission's final report sinply cannot be
trusted. One of the clearest indications of this fact is the

Commi ssion's obviously false claimthat on the norning of 9/11, Vice
President Cheney did not arrive in the shelter conference roomunti
shortly before 10:00. If we are certain that the Comm ssion is
fabricating here, how can we trust it in all the places in which we do
not have i ndependent know edge of the facts, one way or the other? If
this supposedly authoritative report is not authoritative, we need an
expl anation as to why not. After all, people usually do not distort the
truth for no reason at all. In the Introduction, | suggested that at

| east part of the explanation could be found in the conflicts of

interest inherent in the Conmission's executive director. Gven Philip
Zel i kow s cl ose personal, professional, and ideological ties to the Bush
Wi te House, he could hardly lead the 9/11 staff in an objective,

i ndependent, inpartial search for the truth about the attacks of 9/11
especially if the Wite House was conplicit in those attacks (whether by
intention or merely inattention). | have enphasi zed this problem

i nherent in the 9/11 Conmission, along with the fact that its two nopst
power ful nenbers were Republicans, by calling it the Kean-Zelikow
Conmission. | will now
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this point, then broaden the expl anation by discussing other conflicts
of interest within the Conm ssion and its staff. | will base this
di scussion on information provided in the 2004 book by investigative
reporter Peter Lance, Cover Up.2 PH LIP ZELI KOW AND THE VWH TE HOUSE I n
the Introduction to the present book, | wote that "the Comm ssion's
i nvestigation was essentially run by Zelikow " This judgnment is
confirmed, Peter Lance reports, by a nenber of the Comm ssion's staff
who becane a confidential source for him This source said that of the
Commi ssion's eight investigative teanms, the only team | eader who was not
control |l ed by Zelikow was John Farner-"a former New Jersey attorney
general who was close to Chairman Tom Kean." As a consequence, the
source said, "Farmer is really butting heads with him" By contrast, he
said, "The other teans are conpletely controlled by Zelikow " More
general ly, Lance's source said, "Zelikowis calling the shots. He's
skewi ng the investigation and running it his own way."; Lance reports,
furthernore, that he had sonme first-hand experience with the way Zelikow
exercised his control over the investigation. On the basis of Lance's
previ ous book, 1000 Years for Revenge: International Terrorismand the
FBI: The Untold Story, he requested an opportunity to testify to the
Conmmi ssion. He was originally turned down by Zelikow But then, after
Lance's book was brought to the attention of Chairman Kean, he was
invited to testify. Zelikow assigned the task of taking Lance's
testinony to staff nenber Dietrich L. Snell. This assignnment, however,
was problenmatic. On the one hand, Lance's book revol ved around Ranzi
Yousef, who was the architect of the 1993 Wrld Trade Center bonbing and
al so of the "Bojinka" plot to blow up a dozen US airplanes. Lance's
account of Yousef was in strong tension with the account presented by
the prosecuting attorneys in the 1996 Bojinka trial, in which Yousef was
convicted. Dietrich Snell, on the other hand, just happened to be one of
the prosecuting attorneys in that trial. So Lance was assi gned by
Zelikow to give his testinony to a 9/11 Conmi ssion staff nenber who had
a professional interest in having Lance's account rejected. Lance was
not conpletely surprised, he reports, to find that nost of the points he
had nade to Snell were either omtted, distorted, or disputed in the
final report.4 The details of, and the reasons for, these differences
are too conplex to sunmmari ze here. The main point for now, in any case,
is
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CONCLUSI ON 283 sinply that Lance had sone personal experience with the
way in which Zelikow, with his power to "call the shots," could "skew
the investigation." | have al so suggested that because of Zelikow s
power to shape the investigation and the final report, conmbined with his
close relationship to the Bush Wi te House, the Comm ssion's

i nvestigati on was probably no nore "inpartial" and "i ndependent” than if
it had been conducted by Condol eezza Rice, Dick Cheney, or George Bush.
Lance, in fact, quotes Lorie van Auken, speaking for the Famly Steering
Committee or at least the four Jersey Grls, as saying: "It's our sense
today that they decided early on what they wanted the public to know and
then geared the hearings to fit this pre-conceived script."5 The

Commi ssion, in other words, was not really conducting an investigation
but nerely engaging in a performance to instill in the public mind what
"they decided early on." The "they" in this statement would refer
primarily to the executive director. Lance has enphasi zed, furthernore,
that the influence of the Wite House on the production of the final
report was not linmted to the influence nediated through Zelikow. In
this regard, Lance points to a UPlI story published July 1, 2004, which
reveal ed that the various Staff Reports-nany of which found their way
into the final report with few changes-were cleared by the Wite House
in advance. This story, witten by Shaun Waternan, al so reveal ed that
the chapters of the final report were sent to the Departnent of justice
before being cleared for publication. The official reason was that these
cl earances woul d guarantee that, unlike the final report of the joint

I nquiry, none of the Commi ssion's report would need to be blacked out in
the interests of national security. Lance, however, quotes Kristen
Breitwei ser's observation that this process allows the adm nistration,
in the name of protecting national security, "to hide information that
is just enbarrassing or inconvenient." 7 O, a nore suspicious mnd

m ght add, even worse. The Conmission's close working relationship with
the White House explains sonme things about the Commi ssion's final report
that night otherwi se be puzzling. One of these is the fact that it
contains no criticismof the president, in spite of the obstacles he had
pl aced in the way of the Conmi ssion. These obstacl es were several. The
first was sinply the long resistance even to having such a conm ssion.
The president agreed only after the families of the victins and then
revelations fromthe joint Inquiry created so nuch pressure that the
White House had little choice but to agree.8
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obstacle to having a conmm ssion that m ght discover the truth about 9/11
was the president's appointment of Henry Kissinger to be its chairnan
Thi s appoi nt nent produced w despread incredulity, with the New York
Tinmes saying that "it is tenpting to wonder if the choice of M.

Ki ssinger is not a clever maneuver by the Wite House to contain an
investigation it | ong opposed."9 Scepticism about Kissinger's capacity
to run an i ndependent investigation was based in part on evidence that
he was receiving consulting fees not only fromcorporations wi th heavy

i nvestnents in Saudi Arabia but also from Unocal -the oil conpany that,
as we saw in Chapter 10, wanted to build a pipeline through

Af ghani stan-if only the Taliban could be replaced by a government that
woul d provide the needed stability.10 Wien there were cries that

Ki ssi nger needed to reveal his business clients, the president said that
this woul d not be necessary. The Congressi onal Research Service

decl ared, however, that Kissinger had to reveal his clients, but

Ki ssinger resigned rather than do so.11 It was only after this failed
effort that Bush appointed Kean and Zeli kow a decision that woul d, of
course, not be portrayed by the authors of the final report as yet

anot her obstacle. At that point, in any case, the obstacles to be placed
before the Conmi ssion's work had only begun. The president refused to
give it adequate funding. Whereas the investigation of the Chall enger

di saster received $50 mllion, Bush pronmised only $3 mllion for the

i nvestigation of the nuch nore deadly and conpl ex di saster of 9/11. He
then initially resisted when the Conm ssion asked for an additional $8
mllion. 12 After that we w tnessed delays in issuing security

cl earances; resistance to providing docunents; insistence that federal
enpl oyees have "m nders" present when they were testifying; resistance
to having Wiite House officials testify, especially under oath; and

resi stance to extendi ng the deadline when the Conmi ssion realized that,
because of the many del ays, it needed nore time. The Commi ssion's
frustration with the White House because of these del ays boil ed over
into the public domain, often becom ng the stuff of headlines. For
exanmpl e, when the security clearance for Sl ade CGorton, a forner senator
very famliar with intelligence issues, was being del ayed, Vice-Chairman
Lee Hamlton called it "astounding that sonmeone |like Senator Gorton
can't get imedi ate cl earance." Chairman Kean interpreted the insistence
on having mnders as an attenpt at
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CONCLUSI ON 285 "intimdation." Referring to the delay in obtaining Wite
House docunents, Max O eland, said: "It's obvious that the Wite House
wants to run out the clock here.... [We're still in negotiations with
sone assistant Wiite House counsel about getting these docunments- it's
disgusting."” Slade Gorton nade this conplaint bipartisan, saying that
the "lack of cooperation” would nake it "very difficult"” for the

comm ssion to conplete its work by the deadline. At one point, after a
subpoena had been issued to the FAA, Chairnman Kean said that this
subpoena woul d "put other agencies on notice that our docunent requests
must be taken as seriously as a subpoena." Kean even indicated that he
was ready to subpoena the Wiite House itself, saying: "Any docunent that
has to do with this investigation cannot be beyond our reach.... | wll
not stand for [stonewalling].... W will use every tool at our comrand
to get hold of every docunent."13 In reading The 9/11 Conmi ssi on Report,
however, one woul d have no idea that such conflicts had ever occurr ed.
In their Preface, Kean and Hamilton nmake no nmention of the "Wite House"
and have only one reference to President Bush: After thanking their

fell ow conmi ssioners and the staff, they say, "W thank the Congress and
the President” (xvii). So, in the same statenment in which they announced
their aim"to provide the full est possible account" of the "facts and
circunstances" relating to 9/11, Kean and Hanilton nmade no nention of
one of the seenmingly nost inexplicable facts about 9/11-that after the
bi ggest terrorist attack ever suffered by the United States, the
president wanted no investigation into this attack and then, once he was
forced to accept this investigation, seemngly did everything in his
power to delay and obstruct it. Is it not nysterious that the 9/ 11

Comm ssion would, in its final report, make no reference to these facts?
Per haps-until we recall that the Wite House had a hand, both indirectly
t hrough Zeli kow and directly, in producing the final report. The

om ssions and distortions in the final report, however, are not entirely
expl ainable in terns of the influence of Zelikow and the Wite House. At
| east sone of the Comi ssioners thenselves and the nmenbers of the

Commi ssion's staff had conflicts of interest. OTHER CONFLI CTS OF

| NTEREST Conflicts of interest in the Comr ssioners can be illustrated
by reference to Chairnan Kean hinsel f. He was a nenber of the Board of
Directors
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conpany Amerada Hess, which joined with Delta G| of Saudi Arabia-one of
the conpanies in the CentGs consortiumto form Hess-Delta. 14 The
repl acement of Kissinger with Kean, therefore, did not renove the danger
that the chairnman of the 9/11 Conm ssion m ght be conflicted with regard
to exposing information of two kinds: information that could create
probl ens for US-Saudi relations, and information suggesting that the war
i n Af ghani stan had sonething to do with allow ng the Cent Gas pi peline
project to go forward. As we have seen, in fact, information of both
ki nds was omitted from The 9/11 Comm ssion Report. News reports have,
furthernore, indicated that all the other Comm ssioners had at |east one
possi bl e conflict of interest. 15 There were al so serious problens
within the Conmission's staff. If we | ook at the pages of The 9/11
Commi ssi on Report on which the nenbers of the staff are listed
(xiii-xiv), we get no idea of who these people are. W are told only
that, for exanple, Dietrich Snell served as a "Senior Counsel & Team
Leader." We are not told that he was fornerly an attorney for the
Departnent of justice and that he was a prosecutor in Ranzi Yousef's
Bojinka trial. W have no reason to suspect, therefore, that these
"staff menbers" had conflicts of interest, ones that mght have given
them notives to conceal sone of the facts dug up by their investigative
wor k. Lance reports, however, that Dietrich Snell was not an exception
Rat her, he says: "Nearly half of the Comm ssion staff nmenbers had ties
to the very agencies they were charged with examning." 16 Getting nore
specific, Lance says: O the seventy-five staffers listed on the
Comm ssion's Wb site, nine worked for the Departnent of justice ....
anot her six had worked for the CIA and six others were FBI veterans.
Four staffers had worked at the Wiite House, three at the State
Departnent, and five others at the Pentagon. The Conmi ssion staff also
i ncluded representatives of the INS and the NTSB .... and one staff
wor ker who served on a key intelligence oversight commttee. 17 Wien the
Commi ssi oners thensel ves are added, furthernore, some of those nunbers
are increased. For exanple, three of the Comn ssioners- Jam e Gorelick
Ri chard Ben-Veniste, and Janmes Thonpson-had worked for the Departnent of
Justice (DoJ). W night, upon first thought, think that it was good that
the Commi ssion had nmenbers with those backgrounds, because they woul d
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those agencies in relation to 9/11. However, although there were surely
some advantages to having nenbers with experience in the various
agenci es the Comm ssion was to investigate, these advantages were surely
out wei ghed by the dangers. One danger was sinply that these nmenbers, by
virtue of loyalties to those agencies and ties to people still working
for them would be tenpted to conceal facts that mght lead to
enbarrassnment, dism ssal, or even crimnal prosecution. An even greater
danger, in the sense of constituting an even greater conflict of
interest, was that sone of these nenbers may have been personally

i nvolved in cases that were, or at |east should have been, investigated
by the Conmm ssion. According to Lance, in fact, this was often true. |
wi Il summarize exanpl es he gives of such conflicts involving forner ClA
FBI, and DoJ enpl oyees. Conflicts of Interest with Respect to the C A
In reviewi ng one of the reports by the Conmmi ssion's staff, Lance
comments that it went "particularly easy on the Cl A" when descri bing
what he terns an "extraordi nary agency bl under."18 Suspecting that this
may have something to do with the fact that six of the nenbers of the
staff had previously worked for the CIA he illustrates the problemin
terns of one of those nenbers, Douglas MacEachin. Exam ning Staff

St at enent Nunber 11, which treated "The Perfornance of the Intelligence
Community," Lance is especially critical of its treatnent of the planes-
as- weapons i dea, which sonme al - Qaeda operatives, such as Ranei Yousef,
were discussing by 1994. The staff report, Lance nentions, does offer a
criticismof the CIA but one that does not get specific: Noting that
the CounterterrorismCenter (CTC) at the CIA "did not anal yze how a

hij acked aircraft or other explosives-laden aircraft m ght be used as a
weapon, " the staff statement singles out no one for blane. That nmay be
because one of its authors was staff nmenber Dougl as MacEachi n-who served
as deputy director of intelligence at the ClA until 1995. To underline

t he probl em here, Lance quotes Lorie van Auken as asking: "How does the
Commi ssion use a senior retired CIA official to evaluate the work of the
Cl A during his tenure? How can they possibly expect a transparent,

obj ective anal ysis?""9
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conflicts of nterest with Respect to the FBI.- In ny own sunmaries of
reports about obstructions of 9/11-related investigations, both prior to
and after the attacks, the FBI has easily been the najor agency

i nvol ved. For exanple, the stories involving Sibel Ednonds, Col een

Row ey, David Schi ppers, and Robert Wight all involved the FBI. And yet
there is little if any serious criticismof the FBI within The 9/11

Comm ssion Report. The report, indeed, seens to go out of its way to
conceal reports of FBI m sconduct. This fact is less surprising if we
keep in mnd Lance's observations about the make-up of the Conm ssion
Besi des having six former FBI enpl oyees, two of the Conmm ssioners who
had been prosecutors for the DoJ-R chard Ben-Veni ste and Janes
Thonpson- had worked closely with the FBI.20 G ven these facts, it is
perhaps not surprising to learn fromLance that "[i]n all of its public
hearings, the staff and the Conmm ssioners never pernitted a single

wi t ness outside of the governnent to offer testinmony critical of the
FBI."21 Fromthe Comm ssioners thenselves, furthernore, the FBI, rather
than receiving criticism received praise. In one of the hearings,

Ben- Veni ste declared: "The FBlI is the finest |aw enforcenment agency in
the world, bar none."22 Lance then gives an exanple of how this attitude
prevented any evidence to the contrary fromsurfacing. Prior to the
hearing in April that was to deal with the FBlI, he reports, "the Jersey
w dows pushed hard to get the 9/11 Conm ssion to address [ Sibel]
Ednonds' s charges.” But, as we saw in Chapter 8, the Conm ssion had no
questions for FBI Director Mieller about any of the matters that Ednonds
had laid out in great detail to the Conmi ssion's staff. Lance then adds
this fact: The only reference to the issue cane in a cryptic comrent
fromRichard Ben-Veniste .... "There's one area | want to put off to the
side," he said, "and that's the area of FBI translators. | understand
there are active investigations with respect to some of the allegations
that have been made. | don't want to get into those facts now | don't
think it's appropriate."”23 So, although Ednonds had reported incidents
suggesting deliberate FBI sabotage of FBI investigations and even
collusion with organi zations that the FBI was supposed to be

i nvestigating, the 9/11 Conm ssion, set up to investigate all the "facts
and circunmstances" relating to 9/11, would not discuss her charges,
thinking it nore "appropriate"” to let thembe investigated by the FBI
and the DoJ-the very agenci es agai nst which the charges were nade.



Page 289

CONCLUSI ON 289 I n Chapter Eight, we exam ned four of the eight points
contained in the open letter to Chairnman Kean sent by Ednonds, who
expl ai ned that these were the matters about which she had inforned his
Comm ssion's staff. Wth regard to our present concern, however, it wll
be hel pful to |look at one of the points not nentioned earlier. In what
was, in fact, the first of the specific charges stated in her letter,
she said: After the terrorist attacks of Septenber 11 we, the
translators at the FBI's |largest and nost inportant translation unit,
were told to sl ow down, even stop, translation of critical information
related to terrorist activities so that the FBI could present the United
States Congress with a record of "extensive backlog of untranslated
documents," and justify its request for budget and staff increases.
While FBI agents fromvarious field offices were desperately seeking

| eads and suspects, and conpl etely depending on FBI HQ and its | anguage
units to provide themw th needed translated i nformation, hundreds of
translators were being told by their adninistrative supervisors not to
translate and to let the work pile up.... This issue has been confirnmed
by the Senate Judiciary Cormittee [and] substantiated by the Departnent
of Justice |Inspector General Report (Please refer to DoJ-1G report Re:
Si bel Ednonds and FBI Transl ation, provided to you prior to the

conpl etion of your report). | provided your investigators with a
detail ed and specific account of this issue and the nanes of other
witnesses willing to corroborate this. This was one of the itens that

the Commi ssion deened it inappropriate to discuss. Gven this
background, it is interesting to see what the Conm ssion's final report
had to say about FBI translators. In the section on the FBI, we see that
t he Conm ssion did point out that the FBI was not doing a very effective
job. We also find out, however, that the main problemwas |ack of
adequate funding. At the end of the paragraph on the inadequacies of the
FBI's "intelligence collection effort,” accordingly, we read that the
FBI "l acked sufficient translators proficient in Arabic and ot her key

| anguages, resulting in a significant backlog of untranslated
intercepts” (77). Then, in the note to this paragraph, we read: "Since
9/ 11, the FBI has [added] nearly 700 new translators" (273n25). Here,
then, is the sequence of events after 9/11. First, translators were told
to sl ow down, even stop, translating vital docunments so that the
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THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORI | ONS "extensive
backl og of untransl ated docunents" could be used to justify budget and
staff increases. Second, Sibel Ednonds tried to blow the whistle on this
scam (anong other things) but was silenced. Third, the FBI's scam
worked-it got its increases. Fourth, the 9/11 Comm ssion had Ednonds’
testinony taken in private but refused to nention it publicly. Fifth,
the Commission justified the FBI's budget and staff increases by
reference to the "significant backlog of untranslated intercepts."” The
FBI must have been pl eased to have so many friends on the Conm ssion
(For a discussion of conflicts of interest involving fornmer nenbers of
the Department of justice, especially Jamie CGorelick, and the FBI, see
the Appendix.) LIMTED CRITICI SM5 G ven the make-up of the 9/11
Conmi ssion, the nature of its criticisnms is not surprising. The
Commi ssion does offer criticisms of various agencies, including the US
mlitary. The Comnmi ssion can thereby portray itself as having carried
out its assignnent. But the criticisnms are innocuous. No individuals are
singl ed out for blame. And the blameworthy deeds are failures of
i magi nation, failures to conmunicate, and the |ike, not prosecutable
crinmes. |If the Kean-Zelikow Report is the final reckoning, Martha
Stewart will spend nore time in prison than anyone responsible for the
deaths of the alnbst 3,000 people killed on 9/11. THE SI LENCED
COMM SSI ONER Pet er Lance devotes a page to one nenber of the Conmi ssion
who had threatened to be trouble fromthe Wite House's point of view,
Max Cleland. As | nentioned in Chapter Fourteen, Celand had to | eave
t he Commi ssion when he was naned to fill an opening on the board of the
Export-1lnport Bank. Lance points out, in a section headed "Silencing
Senator Cleland,” that "it was only after his open attacks on the Bush
Adm ni stration that the Wite House sent his nom nation to the
Senate."24 Lance is referring to criticisns by Celand that were
published in an interviewtitled "The President Qught to be Ashamed." In
this interview, Celand was especially criticizing a deal that was
wor ked out between the Commi ssion and the White House with regard to
access to the Presidential Daily Briefs, according to which nost of the
Commi ssi oners would not see them I|ndeed, only Philip Zelikow and Janmi e
CGorelick were to be allowed full access.25 C eland declared that "that
deci si on
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very fact that it was the west wing that was struck. A terrorist pilot
woul d surely have wanted to cause as nmuch death and destruction as
possi bl e. And yet the west wi ng was being renovated. Instead of the
several thousand people who would nornally have been working in the area
that was struck, there were only about 800.1 As a result, whereas a
strike on a different part of the Pentagon woul d have probably kill ed

t housands, the strike on the west wing killed only 125 peopl e enpl oyed
at the Pentagon-nmany of whom out that the Conmission, far fromrefuting
any of the evidence that points in this direction, sinply ignored nost
of it and distorted the rest. In the second part, | suggested that the
Conmission's attenpt to defend the US military in particular against
this suspicion is at best seriously flawed, at worst a set of audaci ous
lies. Accordingly, the Kean-Zelikow Report, far fromlessening ny
suspi ci ons about official conplicity, has served to confirmthem Wy
woul d the mnds in charge of this final report engage in such deception
if they were not trying to cover up very high crines?27 As this book was
going to press, | learned that The 9/11 Conmm ssion Report had been

i ncluded anong the finalists for the National Book Awards. | woul d not
have been shocked by this news except for the fact that the nomination
was in the nonfiction category.
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APPENDI X 293 1995), the cell between his and that of other al-Qaeda
menbers was assigned to Gregory Scarpa, Jr., a menber of the notorious
Col onmbo fam |y. Yousef started using Scarpa to pass information to his
associ ates and Scarpa, hoping to get a |lighter sentence, began giving
that information to federal agents. After Yousef realized he was going
to be convicted in the Bojinka trial, Scarpa |earned that he was
arrangi ng to have KSM and ot her al - Qaeda associ ates use one of his bonbs
to bring down an Anerican airliner in order to create a mistrial (the

i dea being that his lawer could claimthat the simlarity to the

bonbi ngs pl anned in the Bojinka plot would prejudice the jury).3 Athird
essential elenment in Lances story is that the evidence of Yousef's
responsibility for the destruction of TWA 800 was overwhel ning. The bonb
design that Scarpa received from Yousef was |ike the bonb Yousef had
used for a test on a flight fromMnila. ' Prior to TWA 800, the center
fuel tank of a Boeing 747 had never exploded in md-air, and the

chem cal s found in the passenger cabin above the fuel tank were those
reconmended by Yousef Yousef had told Scarpa his notive. And Scar pa,

besi des reporting that Yousef had given the order, provided additional
evi dence of al-Qaeda responsibiliry.5 The FBI knew all this and yet did
not use it. Wiy not? This brings us to a fourth essential point, which
is that Greg Scarpa, Jr., was also set to give testinony in a police
corruption case involving his father, who had been an FBlI infornmant as
well as a notorious "killing machine." Geg Scarpa, Sr., had infornmed
for FBI agent Lindley DeVecchio, with whom he had devel oped an extrenely
corrupt relationship.' Geg Scarpa, Jr., besides being prepared to
testify against Yousef, was to be the primary w tness agai nst DeVecchi o.
Wth those background points, we can understand the FBI-DoJ reversal on
the cause of the crash of TWA 800. On August 22 (1996), FBI Director
Loui s Freeh, to whom DeVecchio's |awer had earlier appeal ed, sunmoned
the head of the FBI's New York office, who was in charge of the TWA
investigation, to a high-level neeting, which was al so attended by
Deputy Attorney Ceneral Jamie Gorelick. At this nmeeting, it was deci ded
t hat exposing the DeVecchi o- Scarpa rel ati onshi p woul d have di sastrous
consequences. Besides creating a scandal, it would underm ne at | east

ni ne high-profile cases agai nst nobsters.s To prevent the conviction of
DeVecchio, the credibility of Greg Scarpa, Jr., had to be underm ned."
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94 THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS It fol | owed,
therefore, that if Scarpa's testinony against his own father was to be
consi dered not credible, his testinony agai nst Yousef could not be used,
so it was dism ssed as "a hoax."10 And if Yousef was not to be bl aned,
the whol e idea that the flight had been brought down by a bonb had to be
discredited. This was done primarily by falsely claimng that the

chem cals found in the cabin had resulted fromspills during a recent
test for a bonb-sniffing dog.11 So al though Yousef and (secretly) KSM
were convicted in the Bojinka plot, they were not even indicted for the
bonbi ng of TWA 800. One respect in which Lance's narrative is directly
relevant to the 9/11 Conmi ssion involves two researchers who tried to
bring information to the attention of the Conmm ssion. Angela Cenente
and Dr. Stephen Dresch had spent nuch tine researching the relationship
bet ween Yousef and Greg Scarpa, Jr., even discovering the letters Yousef
had gi ven Scarpa and FBI nenobs proving their authenticity. Their
conclusion was that Scarpa's reports about Yousef were "one hundred per
cent truthful,” fromwhich it followed that KSM and ot her al - Qaeda
operatives were responsible for the crash of TWA 800. Assuming the 9/11
Conmmi ssion woul d be anxious to |earn about this information, C enente
and Dresch sent a letter to the 9/11 Comm ssion, detailing their

di scoveries and offering to testify. But they received no reply.12 W
can, of course, understand why, with its |arge DoJ-FBl nmenbership, the
Commi ssion woul d have been resistant to information supporting the view
that TWA 800 was indeed, as the FBI had originally suspected, brought
down by al - Qaeda operatives. After all, if that was the case, then the
downi ng of this flight, which killed 230 people, was then the "biggest
mass rmurder in Anerican history"13 Those in the DoJ-FBlI who decided to
cover up the truth about this crash, such as Jam e Gorelick, may well
have believed that their decision was justifiable. Neverthel ess, they
woul d surely, especially after 9/11, not want to help reveal the fact
that they had Iied and, in so doing, covered up this prior al-Qaeda
attack on America. Lance al so suggests that those with DoJ-FBI ties
woul d have had a second reason to ignore the testinony being proffered
by Cenente and Dresch. G ven the information the FBI had received from
Scar pa about Yousef's plans and cohorts, it "could have thwarted the TWA
800 crash."14 As stated in the New York Tines story of August 23, 1996
(which the FBI was unable to kill), "in loss of life, the downing of TWA
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APPENDI X 295 Flight 800 would stand as the nobst serious crinme in
Anerican history." 15 The FBI would not want the public to know that it
could have prevented this crine. Still another part of the story about
1996 that DoJ-FBI |oyalists would not want revealed is that the FB
turned down an opportunity to neet with one of Yousef's associates and
hence an opportunity to nonitor the al-Qaeda cell in New York City. 16
Lance reports on still further respects in which it was not in the

i nterest of sone nmenbers of the Commi ssion to have the full story about
Ranzi Yousef reveal ed. Sonme of those respects, too conplex to sunmarize
here, help explain why Dietrich Snell, as one of Yousef's prosecutors,
woul d have been resistant to parts of Yousef's story that Lance hinself
sought to bring to the Commi ssion's attention. The portion of Lance's
narrative that | have summari zed, however, is sufficient to illustrate
the way in which the presence on the Conm ssion of eighteen former

DoJ- FBI enpl oyees may have worked against its mandate to provide "the
full est possible account of the events surrounding 9/11." As Lance's
book shows, it seenms that the nore we | earn about the 9/11 Conmi ssion
the nore we see that it was exactly not the kind of body that woul d have
reveal ed the truth about 9/11. A radically different kind of

i nvestigation is needed.



Back Matter Page 4

the National Comm ssion on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States,

Aut horized Edition (New York: W W Norton, 2004). "Poll Shocker: Nearly
Hal f Support MKinney's 9/ 11 Conspiracy Theory," Newsnmax, \Wdnesday,
April 17, 2002 (www. newsmax. coni show nsi de. sht m ?a=2002/ 4/ 17/ 144136) .
The title of this story reflects the false but widely held belief that
Cynthi a McKi nney had accused the Bush adm nistration of foreknow edge. |
di scussed this flap in NPH 161-64, 207-08nn48-49 (for "NPH, " see note 8,
below). " "CBS Poll: 56% Think There Is a 9/11 Cover-Up," CBS/ New York
[imes Poll, April 23-27, 2004

(www. cbsnews. contf ht docs/ CBSNews_pol | s/ 042804 _pol | . pdf; al so avail abl e at
http://ww. pol | i ngreport.com. Unfortunately the title referred only to
t he 56% who said the Bush adm nistration was "hiding sonething,"
ignoring the 16who said it was "nostly lying." See "Half of New Yorkers
Bel i eve US Leaders Had Foreknow edge of |npending 9-11 Attacks and
"Consciously Failed to Act; 66% Call for New Probe of Unanswered
Questions by Congress or New York's Attorney Ceneral, New Zogby
International Poll Reveal s" (www. zogby. conf news/ ReadNews. dbnf?| D=855) .
The poll had a 3.5 margin of error. A conplete breakdown of its results
is available at www 911 truth.org/dossier/zoghy9l 1.pdf. " Conducted by
Maritz Thonpson Lightstone, a national survey research firm this poll
is said to be accurate within 3.58 percent, 19 tinmes out of 20. The
results were reported in the Toronto Star, May 26, 2004. |an Johnson,
"Conspiracy Theories about Sept. 11 Get Hearing in Germany," VWall Street
fournalL Septenber 29, 2003. 8 The New Pear| Harbor: Disturbing Questions
about the Bush Adm nistration and 9/11 (Northanpton, Mass.: Interlink
Books/ dive Branch Press, March, 2004), henceforth NPH. In August 2004,
a second edition appeared, |abeled "Updated Edition with a New
Afterword." When referring to material that is only in the Updated
Edition (otherwi se the pagination is the sane), the note will say "NPH,
2nd ed." ' Even this division of the alternative theory into only two
versions is somewhat crude. In an earlier discussion of the idea that

el enents within the US 29



Back Matter Page 5

304 THE 91 COM S~I C~h ILEI" U L7: ~~M1til1l1lc~NS ANI) U tiTCOKH |UNtiI

' chnond Ti nes-Di spatch, Decenber 11, 2001. Carol Morello, "Conspiracy
Theories Flourish on the Internet," Washi ngton Post, COctober 7, 2004
(www. washi ngt onpost . com wp-dyn/articles/ A 3059-20040ct 6. ht M ?sub=AR) .
IS See NPH 26-27. 19 See NPH 26, 36-39. 20 This statenent is contai ned
in the transcript of an interview by Parade magazine with Runmsfeld on
Cct ober 12, 2001, avail able at www. defenselink.m |/ news/ nov200l /t
11182001-t 1012pm htm /. '1 See Meyssan's website

(www. ef froyabl e-i nposture. net). CHAPTER FOUR. THE BEHAVI OR OF BUSH AND
Hi s SECRET SERVICE Bill Sammon, Fighting Back: The War on Terrorismfrom
I nside the Bush White House (Washi ngton: Regnery, 2002), 90. 2 Sarasota
Her al d- Tri bune, Septenber 10, 2002. New York Times, Septenber 16, 2001,
Tel egraph, Decenber 16, 2001; Dallas Mrning News, August 28, 2002. 9
Paul Thonpson and the Center for Cooperative Research, The Terror
Timeline: Year by Year, Day by Day, Mnute by Mnute: A Conprehensive
Chronicle of the Road to 9/11-and Anerica' s Response (New York:

Har per Col I i ns/ ReganBooks, 2004), 461. "' Salon, Septenber 12, 2001; CBS
New, Septenber 11, 2002; Dallas Mrning News, August 28, 2002; all cited
i n Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 460. O arke, Against Al Enemies, 6. '
Ibid., 7, 8. Washington Post, January 27, 2002. MSNBC, Septenber 16,
2001, quoted in Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 375. is Carke, Against
Al Enemes, 7. '6 Ibid., 2-3.
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2001
(http://news.independent. co. uk/worl d/ m ddl e_east/story.jsp?story=94438);
13BC News, Septenber 23, 2001 (http://news. bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/ mddle -
east/ 155915 I.stm. 8 NPH 86, citing Newsweek, Cctober 15, 2001, and
San Francisco Chronicle, Cctober 4, 2001. ' See Daniel Hopsicker,

Wl cone to Terrorland: Mohaned Atta and the 9/11 Cover-up in Florida
(Eugene: MacCowPress, 2004). These details from Hopsicker's book are
summari zed in his "Top Ten Things You Never Knew About Mhaned Atta, "
Mad Cow Morni ng News, June 7, 2004 (www. madcowpr od. com i ndex60. htm ),
and in an interviewin the GQuerrilla News Forum June 17, 2004

(www. guerrillanews. conlintelligence/doc4660.htlnl), summarized in NPH
2nd ed., 243nl1. " 0 "Terrorist Stag Parties," Wall StreetJournalL Cctober
10, 2001 (http://ww. opi ni onj ournal . conf best/ ?i d=95001298). " Associ at ed
Press, COctober 5, 2001; Boston d obe, Septenber 18, 2001; | ndependent,
Sept enber 29, 2001. 12 Seymour Hersh, "Wat Went Wong?" New Yorker
October 1, 2001. " Marc Fisher and Don Phillips, "On Flight 77: ~CQur

Pl ane Is Being Hijacked,"' Washi ngton Post, Septenber 12, 2001

(www. washi ngt onpost . com wp-dyn/ articies/ Al 4365-200 1 Sep 11. htm). '4
The flight manifest for AA 11 that was published by CNN can be seen at
www. cnn. conl SPECI ALS/ 2001 /trade.center/victinms/AA 11.victinms. htm . The
mani fests for the other flights can be |l ocated by sinply changi ng that
part of the URL. The nmanifest for UA 93, for exanple, is at

www. cnn. com SPECI ALS/ 2001 /trade.center/victins/ua93.victinms.htm . 15
For exanple, Icelander Elias Davidsson told nme that after he recently
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWD 299 wote to Anerican Airlines, asking for the
final flight manifest for AA 11 on Septenber 11, 2001, he received the
following reply (I received a copy of this letter fromElias Davidsson
on Septemnber 9, 2004. | believe he had received it from Anerican
Airlines the sane day): Dear M. Davidsson: Thank you for your emai

dat ed August 5 [2004]. Pl ease accept ny apologies for the delay in
responding to you. At the time of the incidents we rel eased the actua
passenger nmanifests to the appropriate government agencies who in turn
rel eased certain information to the nmedia. These lists were published in
many maj or periodicals and are now considered public record. At this
time we are not that the 9/11 Conm ssion, which was surely famliar with
O arke's book, would have queried Stafford about O arke's report about
this matter. But there is no sign that it did. WHY WAS Al R COVER NOT
ORDERED? The Commi ssion al so apparently found no reason to press the
Secret Service with regard to another decision that-unless it was based
on foreknow edge that the president would not be a target of a hijacked
ai rpl ane-i nvol ved gross inconpetence. This is the fact that neither
during the remaining time at the school, nor during the 10-minute
notorcade to the airport, did the Secret Service agents call for fighter
jets to protect the notorcade and then Air Force One. Wen the
president's plane took off at about 9:54, therefore, it did so wthout
any air cover.' A hijacked airplane under the control of terrorists
could have sinply rammed into the president's plane as it was taking
off. The Conmmi ssioners were, in fact, aware that there shoul d have been
fear that Air Force One would be attacked. They reveal this awareness in
their statenent that "Air Force One departed at about 9:54 w thout any
fi xed destination. The objective was to get up in the air-as fast and as
hi gh as possi bl e-and t hen deci de where to go" (39). But the

Conmi ssioners, as far as we can tell, did not ask the Secret Service why
they did not call for air cover, rather than sinply having the pilot try
to outrun any potential terrorists.
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approached the FDNY Chi ef of Departnent and advi sed that an engineer in
front of 7 WIC had just renmarked that the Twin Towers in fact were in

i mm nent danger of a total collapse” (302). But this third-hand conment,
based on all eged remarks fromtwo unnaned sources, cannot be taken as
serious evidence that any expert opinion expected the towers to
col | apse. a For photographs and descriptions of the North and South
Tower fireballs, see Eric Hufschm d, Painful Questions: An Anal ysis of
the Septenber 11th Attack (Goleta, Calif.: Endpoint Software, 2002;
avail abl e at www. Eri cHuf schmi d. Net), 30-32. Hufschnmid nakes the point
about the inability of the fire to spread (38). One can conpare the
fires in Building 7 with those in Buildings 5 and 6 by turning to
Figures 5-30, 6-2, and 6-3 in Hufschm d, Painful Questions. See also ny
di scussion in NPH 12-17. ' New York Tinmes, Septenber 11, 2002. Even if

t he statenment about the South Tower is not quite true, the story
illustrates the big difference between the two fires. 7 See NPH 17-18. e
"The Wong Tower Fell First" is the title of a section in Fintan Dunne,
"The Split-second Error: Exposing the WIC Bonb Pl ot" (ww. psyopnews. com
or ww. serendipity.li). ' | point this out in NPH 12-13, citing Thonas
Eagar, professor of materials engineering at MT. 10 FEMA, Wrld Trade
Center Building Performance Study, Ch. 5, Sect. 6.2, "Probable Collapse
Sequence, " discussed in NPH 22. " This point is nore true of Building 7,
because of the fact nmentioned in the fourth point. Z On points 3 and 4,
see Jim Hof fman, "The North Tower's Dust C oud: Analysis of Energy

Requi renments for the Expansion of the Dust Coud follow ng the Coll apse
of 1 Wrld Trade Center,"” Version 3.1, January 5, 2004 (http://911
research. wt c7. net/ paper s/ dustvol une/vol une. ht M), discussed in NPH, 2nd
ed., 177-79. " For visual evidence of these first six characteristics,
see Eric Hufschmid' s Painful Questions, his video "Painful Deceptions”
(avail abl e at www. Eri cHuf schii d. Net) and several presentations on
websites, such as Jeff King, "The World Trade Center Coll apse: How
Strong is the Evidence for a Controlled Denolition?" Plaguepuppy
(http://stl2.startlogic.com -xenonpup/ col | apse%?0updat e). The quot ed
phrase in point 6 is taken fromKing's article. Therefore they, in the
words of Jim Hof fman, "could he easily | oaded onto the equi pnent that
was cl eaning up Ground Zero." See JimHof frman, "Your Eyes Don't Lie:
Common Sense, Physics, and the Wrld Trade Center Coll apses,"” originally
an interview on KPFA, January 21, 2004 (avail able at
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research. wc7. net/tal ks/ radi o/ youreyesdont!|ie/index. html), quoted in
NPH, 2nd ed., 177. Coincidentally, the conpany given the job of cleaning
up the rubble at the WIC-Controll ed Denolition, Inc.-says inits
publicity that its systenms "segnent steel conponents into pieces

mat ching the lifting capacity of the avail able equipnment” (quoted in
Eric Hufschm d' s video, "Painful Deceptions" and in NPH, 2nd ed., 178).
15 See NPH 179n74. "' For points 9 and 10, see NPH 19-20. '' Thonas
Eagar, mentioned in note 9, tried to provide such an explanation in "The
Col | apse: An Engi neer's Perspective,” NOVA interview

(www. pbs. or g/ wgbh/ nova/ wt c/ col | apse. ht ) and in "Wiy did the Wrld
Trade Center Col | apse? Science, Engineering, and Specul ation"” (wth
Chri st opher Musso), JOwb3/12 (2001), 8-11. However, as | have pointed
out (NPH 13-19), there are nunerous problens with his theory. First, the
fires were neither |arge enough nor |ong-Ilasting enough to heat the
steel to the tenperature Eagar hinself says would be necessary. Second,
his theory requires that the fl oors above the floor where the fire was
nost intense collapsed on it, and that all these floors then fell on the
fl oor beneath it, causing it to break |oose, and so on down. But even if
this were conceivable, each floor would have provided at |east sone
resistance, nmaking it inpossible for 1 10 floors to collapse in 10 to 15
seconds, neaning the speed at which the material would fall if it were
finding little or no resistance. Third, for each floor to fall in this
way, hundreds of steel joints on 236 exterior columms and 47 core
colums had to break al nost sinmultaneously. Fourth, Eagar's pancake

t heory, according to which the floors fell |ike records on an old
phonograph with a spindle up the mddle of the records, cannot account
for the fact that each collapse was total. Wiy did the equival ent of the
spi ndl e-the 47 core colums-al so cone crashing down? Fifth, his theory
cannot explain why nost of the steel columms canme down in 30-foot

pi eces, ready to be | oaded on trucks (see n. 14). Sixth, his theory

cannot explain why the South Tower collapsed first. " | amindebted to
Eric Hufschmd for this information. Pictures of some of these col umms
can be seen on page 23 of Hufschmid's Pai nful Questions. " See NPH

16-17. 2') The book itself contains no index. But readers can search for
any word or nane in the book at http://vivisinm.conl911. 21 "Anmerica
Rebui | ds," PBS docunentary, 2002, now avail abl e as PBS Hone Vi deo, | SBN
0- 7806- 4006- 3 (www. pbs. org/ anericarebuilds). Silverstein's statenment can
be viewed (http://ww.infowars.com Video/911/wc7_pbs. WA) or heard on
audio file (http://Vestigial Consci ence.com Pulllt.np3 or
http://sirdave.com nmp3/Pulllt.mp3). For a discussion, see Jereny Baker,
"PBS Docunentary: Silverstein, FDNY Razed WIC 7," |nfowars.com

(www. i nfowars. confprint/Septl |/FDNY.htm; also available at Rense.com
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24 "WIC-7 I nploded by Silverstein, FDNY and Qthers," and in NPH 181-82.
28 See Margie Burns, "Secrecy Surrounds a Bush Brother's Role in 9/11
Security," Anerican Reporter 9/2021 (January 20, 2003); Wayne Madsen,
"Marvin Bush Enpl oyee's Mysterious Deat h-Connections to 9/11?" Fromthe
W | der ness Publications, 2003

(www. betterworl d.com getreallist/article.php?story=20040127223419798);
and NPH, 2nd ed., 180. 29 Craig Unger, House of Bush, House of Saud. -
The Secret Rel ationship between the Wirld's Two Most Powerful Dynasties
(New York & London: Scribner, 2004), 249. The conpany at the tine was
naned Securacom 30 Ibid., 249n. In speaking of al-Sabah as a

coi nvestor, Unger is referring to KuwAm a Kuwaiti-Anmerican investnent
firmthat has provided financial backing for Stratesec, previously
call ed Securacom See Wayne Madsen, "Marvin Bush Enpl oyee's Mysterious
Deat h- Connections to 9/11?", discussed in NPH, 2nd ed., 246n31. On the
fal se testinony about Kuwaiti babies, see Chal mers Johnson, The Sorrows
of Enpire: Mlitarism Secrecy and the End of the Republic (New York:
Henry Holt, 2004), 230. 31 One can search for these and ot her nanes at
http://vivisin. com9ll



Back Matter Page 11

Big Lie (London: Carnot, 2002), "Hunt the Boeing," and a video entitled
"Pentagon Strike" (www. freedonunder ground. or g/ menor yhol e/ pent agon. php) .
" "DoD News Briefing," Defense Link, Departnment of Defense, Septenber
12, 2001 (wwww. defenselink. m |/ news/ Sep2001/t (09122001 t M12asd. htm ). 10
"DoD News Briefing on Pentagon Renovation," Defense Link, Departnent of
Def ense, Septenber 15, 2001. " The only citations to "DoD News Briefing
on Pentagon Renovation," Defense Link, Departnment of Defense, Septenber
15, 2001. " The only citations to Ed Plaugher are to statements he made
[ater. As | pointed out (NPH 34), a nonth later, after there was tine
for his menory to be refreshed, Plaugher said that he did renmenber

havi ng seen "pi eces of the fusel age, the w ngs, the | anding gear, pieces
of the engine." But the Commi ssion, not quoting either of these
statenents, did not have to explain why we should prefer his later to
his earlier menory. 12 NFPA Journal, Novenmber 1, 2001. This argunent,
Meyssan points out (Pentagate, 14-17), has been articul ated by many
defenders of the official account (see NPH 216n44). 13 Washi ngton Post,
Novenber 21, 2001, and Mercury, January 11, 2002. 14 See "l mges Show
Sept enber 11 Pentagon Crash," posted on CNN, March 8, 2002

(www. cnn. com’ 2002/ US/ 03/ 07/ gen. pent agon. pi ctures/index. htnl). 'S Dick
East man, "What Convinced Me that Flight 77 Was Not the Killer Jet," Part
1, Anerican Patriot Friends Network

(http://ww. apfn.org/apfn/ 77 _deastman 1. htnj.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FI VE 305 CHAPTER FI VE: ADVANCE | NFORVATI ON ABOUT THE
ATTACKS ' Wiereas | have continued to use the spelling "Laden," which is
common in the US press, the Commission spells the nane "Ladin," which
has been preval ent-as part of "Usama bin Ladin"-in US governnent
publications and in the British press. The Conmm ssion also capitalizes
"Bin," hence witing his name "Usama Bin Ladin." Z Associ ated Press, My
16, 2002; San Francisco Chronicle, June 3, 2002; Washington Post, My
27, 2002. 3 Associated Press, May 16, 2002 (avail able at

www. f oxnews. com story/ 0, 2933, 52982, 00. html ). " The index for The 9/11
Comm ssion Report is, to repeat, available at http://vivisinp.com91 1.
s Al t hough one Conmmi ssioner did ask Ashcroft about this in a public
session, this discussion was evidently one of the itens not deened

i mportant enough to include in the final report. 'Al ex Jones Show,
October 10; World Net Daily, October 21; "David Schippers Goes Public:
The FBI Was Warned," Indianapolis Star, Cctober 13; and "Active FBI
Speci al Agent Files Conplaint Concerning Cbstructed FBI Anti-Terrori st

I nvestigations," Judicial Watch, Novenber 14, 2001. This story was
reported in NPH 84. WIlliam Norman Gigg, "Did W Know What WAs

Comi ng?", The New American 18/5: March 11, 2002

(www. t henewaneri can. com), quoted in NPH 85. 8 Kyle F. Hence, "Billions
in Pre-911 Insider Trading Profits Leave a Hot Trail," Centre for
Research on d obalisation, April 21, 2002

(www. gl obal research. ca/articl es/ HEN204B. html ). ' San Franci sco

Chronicle, Septenber 29, 2001. 10 Allen Poteshman, "Unusual Option

Mar ket Activity and the Terrorist Attacks of Septenber 11, 2001,"
Journal of Business (forthcom ng in 2005 or 2006; until then avail able
at www. busi ness. ui uc. edu/ pot eshnma). | ndependent, Cctober 14, 2001. 2 See
NPH 72, where | cited both UPI (February 13, 2001) and former detective
M chael Ruppert, who has said: "It is well docunented that the CI A has

l ong nonitored such trades-in real tine-as potential warnings of
terrorist attacks and other econonmic noves contrary to U S. interests”
("Suppressed Details of Crimnal Insider Trading Lead Directly into the
Cl A's Highest Ranks," Fromthe W/ derness Publications

[ ww. front hewi | der ness. com or www. copvci a. con], Cctober 9, 2001). Here
are the references at the end of the note: "Joseph Cella interview
(Sept. 16, 2003; May 7, 2004; May 10-11, 2004); FBI briefing (Aug. 15,
2003); SEC neno, Division of Enforcement to SEC Chair and Commi ssi oners,
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"ClA Agent Allegedly Met Bin Laden in July," quoted in Nafeez Msaddeq
Ahrmed, The War on Freedom How and Why Anerica was Attacked Septenber
11, 2001 (Joshua Tree, Calif.: Tree of Life, 2002), 179. Craig Unger,
"Unasked Questions: The 9/11 Commi ssion Shoul d Ask Who Aut horized the
Evacuati on of Saudi Nationals in the Days Follow ng the Attacks,"” Boston
G obe, April 11, 2004. For nore evidence counting against the portrait
of OBL as the disowned bl ack sheep of the famly, see Ahned, The War on
Freedom 178-79. ' Prince Faisal's statenent is quoted in M chael

O Keffee, "Man of Mystery," New York Daily News, May 22, 2004

(www. nydai | ynews. coni sports/story/ 196031 p- | 69336¢c.htnm). 8 For nore
evi dence suggestive of a covert alliance involving OBL, the Saudi
government, and the US government, see Ahnmed, The War on Freedom
187-202. The idea of a covert alliance may be untrue. But the 9/ 11
Commi ssion should at | east have discussed the evidence that seens to
support it. ' Cerald Posner, Wiy Anerica Slept: The Failure to Prevent
9/ 11 (New York: Random House, 2003), 181-94.
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Trace |SI-Terrorist Links," Tinmes of India, October 9, 2001. " Josh
Meyer, "2 Allies Aided Bin Laden, Say Panel Menbers," Los Angel es Tines,
June 20, 2004 (hitp://ww.l atinmes.com news/ nati onworl d/worl d/I a-fg-

al gaeda20j un20, | ,440629.story). "'See NPH 112. " Manoj Joshi, "India
Hel ped FBI Trace ISlI-Terrorist Links," quoted in NPH 113. '' Steve Coll,
Chost Wars: The Secret History of the CIA Afghani stan, and bin Laden,
fromthe Soviet Invasion to Septenber 10, 2001 (New York: Penguin,
2004), 504-05. Nafeez Mpsaddeq Ahned, The War on Freedom 224-25. "CQur
Fri ends the Pakistanis,” Wall Street Journal, Cctober 10, 2001
(http://wwv. opi ni onj our nal . conl best/ ?i d=95001298). 15 As | had pointed
out (NPH 192n3), there are many spellings of this nman's nanme. | have

fol | owed Chossudovsky's preference, "Masood," but The 9/11 Conm ssion
Report, along with Steve Coll, wites "Massoud." Chossudovsky, War and
d obal i sation, 52-54, 60. Coll, CGhost Wars, 329. " Coll, Ghost Wars, 4
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Florida." 8 Unger, "Unasked Questions." Unger, House of Bush, 9. 10
Ibid., 256. Il Ibid., 9. One odd feature of the Conm ssion's treatnent
of this issue is that Jean Heller's story, "TIA Now Verifies Flight of
Saudi s," contains an assertion that the Comm ssion seen ngly could have
used to bolster its case but did not. Heller said: "npst of the aircraft
allowed to fly in US airspace on Sept. 13 were enpty airliners being
ferried fromthe airports where they nade quick | andings on Sept. 11
The reopeni ng of airspace included paid charter flights, but not
private, non-revenue flights. “~Wether such a (Learjet) flight would
have been | egal hinges on whether sonebody paid for it," said FAA
spokesman Wl iam Shumann. “That's the key."' Wy did the Conm ssion not
refer to this distinction? Did it sinply not know about it? O did it

di scover that Shumann's distinction was one that was invented after the
fact? To answer these questions, we would need to see whether there is
evi dence that this distinction was nade and publicized at the time. Ws
it, for exanple, made in the NOTAM broadcast at 10:57 AM which Unger
reported? My assunption that the Comrission's failure to refer to this
distinction reflected its judgnment that the distinction would not hold
up under scrutiny because it had been invented later. Wien | asked Craig
Unger hinmself if this was the case, he replied, "Yes, this is, as you
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( TAI'IEK 1E6fIh ill) put it, a later-invented distinction. Wen | asked
the FAA if the flights were legal, they assured nme that the flights did
not take place-as did the FBI and Wite House on nmany occasi ons" (e-nai
of Monday, Septenber 27, 2004). One nore dinension of this

i nconpl et eness involves a story in the New York Times saying that, in
Unger's sunmary statenment, "before Septenber 14, nenbers of the bin
Laden famly were driven or flown under FBI supervision first to a
secret assenbly point in Texas and | ater in Washi ngton" (House of Bush,
256, referring to Patrick E. Tyler, "Fearing Harm Bin Laden Kin Fled
FromU. S.," New York Tines, Septenber 30, 2001). If this report is
correct-the FBI said it was "erroneous," but as Unger shows, their other
deni al s about these stories proved fal se-there woul d have been at | east
one nore flight on Septenber 13 or even earlier. But the Conmm ssion's
report does not nention this possibility. " As nmentioned in an earlier
note, this name is spelled in various ways, especially Gsama bin Laden
(abbreviated OBL), Usama bin Ladin, and Usanma Bin Ladin (the latter two
abbreviated UBL). The 9/11 Conmi ssi on Report has adopted the third of

t hese conventions. Unger, House of Bush, 178-79. Ibid., 258. Ibid., 12.
I bid., 257. Unger, "Unasked Questions." |bid. Unger, House of Bush, 7.
"' Ibid., 269. 22 Unger, "Unasked Questions." 2' Unger, House of Bush,
255. 2' Craig Unger, "The Great Escape," New York Tines, June 1, 2004
(www. nyti mes. coni 2004/ 06/ 01/ opi ni on/ 01UNGE. htnj), referring to a

Judi cial Watch press rel ease of March 25, 2004

(www. j udi ci al wat ch. org/ 3569.shtnl). =5 Craig Unger, "Bin Laden

Mani fests,” July 22 (www. houseof bush. conl i ndex. php?p= 11). ' Unger
"Unasked Questions." Unger, House of Bush, 7. Ibid. 3,15. Ibid., 145.
Ibid., 2, 7. " Ibid., 14-15, 8. Although Unger had not specified that

t he neeting between Bandar and
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310 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPCRT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS Bush occurred
prior to the authorization of the flights, Senator Bob Graham after
describing the neeting, says that the flights took off "later that day"
(Graham Intelligence Matters, 26). 33 Unger, House of Bush, 7. 34
Ibid., 16. 35 Ibid., 11. 36 Ibid., 255. 37 Ibid., 254, citing CNN s
"Daybreak,"” March 19, 2002. 38 NBC, Meet the Press, April 25, 2004
(http://ww. nenbc. men. com 4829855). This interview is posted at
http://archive. sal on. conl politics/war_roonf 2004/ 04/ 26/ bandar. " 1bid.,
253. 40 Posner, Wy Anmerica Slept, 193. 41 See note 1 of Chapter 6,
above. 42 Posner, Wiy Anmerica Slept, 193. CHAPTER ElI GAT: ALLEGATI ONS
ABOUT FBI HEADQUARTERS ' New York Tinmes, May 19 and 20, 2002, and Los
Angel es Tinmes, May 26, 2002. 2 Tinme, May 21, 2002, and the Senate
Intelligence Conmittee, COctober 17. 2002. Rowey's letter is discussed
in Patrick Martin, "Septenber 11 Cover-Up Crunbl es: Who Was Covering for
Moussaoui, and Wy?" World Socialist Wbsite, My 29, 2002

(www. wsws. org/ articl es/ 2002/ may2002/ sept-nm29.shtm ). 3 In NPH (148),
having said that there is "reason to believe that intimidation my have
danpened sonme of the menbers' investigative zeal," | pointed out that
there were reports "that on August of 2002, FBI agents had questioned
nearly all 37 nmenbers of the Senate and House intelligence comrttees
about 9/11-related information | eaks." According to these reports,
"[t]he agents even demanded that these senators and representatives
submt to lie detector tests and turn over phone records and appoi nt ment
calendars.” | also cited a | aw professor who, commenting on this demand,
said: "It creates a great chilling effect on those who would be critical
of the FBI" (Washington Post, August 2, 2002). Finally, | pointed out
that sone senators and representatives expressed grave concern about the
violation of the separation of powers, with Senator John MCain saying,
"What you have here is an organization conpiling dossiers on people who
are investigating the sane organization," and another senator saying
that the FBI is "trying to put a danper on our activities and | think
they will be successful" (Washington Post, August 3 and 24; Associ ated
Press, August 29, 2002). 4 See NPH 82-83. The three internal quotations
came, respectively, fromUPlI, My 30, 2002; LA Wekly August 2, 2002;
and ABC News, Novenber 26, 2002. 5 See the previous note. Al so, The New
Pear|l Harbor, with its summary of
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NOTES TO CHAPTER EI GHT 311 Wight's case, was provided to the

Commi ssioners. 6 See Tine, Decenber 22, 2002. NPH 80-81, 122. The
references for the internal quotations are, respectively: New York

Ti mes, February 8, 2002; Tine, August 4, 2002; Newsweek, My 20, 2002;
Time, May 21 and 27, 2001; Time, July 21 and 27, 2002; Tinme, My 27,
2002; and Star Tri bune, Decenber 22, 2002. B See Janes V. Gimaldi, "2
FBI Wi stle-Blowers Allege Lax Security, Possible Espionage," Washington
Post, June 19, 2002

(www. washi ngt onpost . com act / wpdyn?pagenane=arti cl e&node=&cont ent | d=A
7829-2002Junl18&not Found=true/); also stories by Cox News, August 14,
2002, and Associ ated Press, Cctober 18, 2002. ' See NPH 83-84. | have
recently noticed, however, that this discussion of Ednonds is in the
wong chapter in NPH It should be in Chapter 8, which deals with
obstructions after 9/11. 10 NPH, 2nd ed., 189-92. " Sibel Ednonds, "CQur
Broken System " July 9, 2004 (avail able at

www. 911 ci ti zenswat ch. or g/ pri nt. php?si d=329 or

WWW. scoop. co. nz/ mason/ st ori es/ HL0408/ S00012. ht M. This article begins
thus: "On Tuesday, July 6, 2004, Judge Reggi e Walton made a deci si on and
ruled on ny case. Under his ruling, |, an Anmerican citizen, am not
entitled to pursue ny 1st and 5th Anendnent rights guaranteed under the
Constitution of the United States. The vague reasoning cited, without
any explanation, is to protect “certain diplomatic relations for
national security.' Judge Walton reached this decision after sitting on
this case with no activity for alnost two years. He arrived at this
decision without allowing ny attorney and | any due process: NO status
hearing, NO briefings, NO oral argunment, and NO di scovery. He made his
decision after allowi ng the governnent attorneys to present their case
to him privately, in canera, ex parte; we were not allowed to
participate in these cozy sessions. Is this the Amrerican system of
justice we believe in? Is this the due process we read about in our
civics 101 courses? Is this the judicial branch of our governnent that

i s supposed to be separate fromthe other two branches in order to
protect the people's rights and freedon?" 'Z Sibel Ednonds, "Letter to
Thonas Kean from Si bel Ednonds," 9/11 Citizens Watch, August 1, 2004
(www. 911 ci ti zenswat ch. or g/ nodul es. php?op=nodl cad&nanme=News&f il e=arti cl
e&si d=373); also available as "An Open Letter to the 9/11 Panel,"
Antiwar.com August 2, 2004
(http://antiwar.com ednonds/ ?articlei d=3230). 13 Ibid. " Ibid. Ibid. 16
Ibid. 17 Ibid.
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NI NE: PAKI STAN AND I TS I'SI ' See NPH 108-09. 2 New York Tines, Septenber
13, 2001, quoted in Mchel Chossudovsky, Wr and d obalisation: The
Truth Behind Septenber | | (Canada: d obal CQutl ook, 2002), 51. Senator
Graham reports that on the norning of 9/11, he, as chairnman of the
Senate Intelligence Committee, Porter Goss, as chairman of the House
Intelligence Conmittee, and Senator Jon Kyl, a nenber of the Senate
Intelligence Conmittee, along with several staff nenbers, had a
breakfast neeting with General Ahnmad "in reciprocation for General
Ahnmed's [Graham s spelling] hospitality during our trip to Pakistan two
weeks earlier." However, he reports, the neeting, which began at 8:00,
was di sbanded as soon as word was received of the attack on the second
tower of the World Trade Center (Intelligence Matters, ix-xi). ' Wall
Street Journal, Cctober 10, 2001

(http://wwv. opi ni onj our nal . coni best/ ?i d=95001298). 15 As | had pointed
out (NPH 192n3), there are nany spellings of this nman's name. | have
fol |l owed Chossudovsky's preference, "Masood," but The 9/11 Conm ssion
Report, along with Steve Coll, wites "Massoud." Chossudovsky, War and
d obal i sation, 52-54, 60. Coll, Ghost Wars, 329. " Coll, CGhost Wars, 4
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Wal d's New York Times article of that day, "After the Attacks: Sky

Rul es," paraphrased the statenment. 13 WIlliam B. Scott, "Exercise
Junp-Starts Response to Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy,
June 3, 2002; Cape Cod Tines, August 21, 2002. 14 Richard d arke,
Against All Enenmies, 7-8. |Is New York Tines, Septenber 12, 2001; MSNBC,
Sept ember 22, 2001; WAshi ngton Post, January 27, 2002. |16 New York

Ti mes, Septenber 16, 2001; Tel egraph, Decenber 16, 2001; ABC News,

Sept enber 14, 2002. "ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002. 18 C arke, Agai nst
Al'l Enemes, 2. Ibid., 3-8. It was before 9:55 because it was before Ar
Force One took off. NBC, Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. This
phot ogr aph, which includes a clock showing the tine to be 9:25, can be
seen on the Wite House website or on Paul Thonpson's "Septenber 11." 22
NBC, Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. 23 Newsweek, June 20, 2004,
quoted in Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 443-44. 24 Accordingly, if
Cheney gave the authorization on his own, even though the president was
nei t her incapacitated nor incomuni cado, his authorization
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Rebui | di ng America's Defenses, 51. Washi ngton Post, January 27, 2002.
Henry Kissinger, Wald's New York Tines article of that day, "After the
Attacks: Sky Rul es," paraphrased the statenent. 13 WIlliamB. Scott,
"Exercise Junp-Starts Response to Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space
Technol ogy, June 3, 2002; Cape Cod Tines, August 21, 2002. 14 Richard

O arke, Against Al Enemes, 7-8. |Is New York Tines, Septenber 12, 2001;
MSNBC, Septenber 22, 2001; Washington Post, January 27, 2002. 16 New
York Tinmes, Septenber 16, 2001; Tel egraph, Decenber 16, 2001; ABC News,
Sept enber 14, 2002. "ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002. 18 C arke, Agai nst
Al Enemies, 2. Ibid., 3-8. It was before 9:55 because it was before Ar
Force One took off. NBC, Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. This
phot ogr aph, which includes a clock showing the tine to be 9:25, can be
seen on the Wite House website or on Paul Thonpson's "Septenber 11." 22
NBC, Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. 23 Newsweek, June 20, 2004,
quoted in Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 443-44. 24 Accordingly, if
Cheney gave the authorization on his own, even though the president was
nei t her incapacitated nor incomuni cado, his authorization
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TEN 315 20 Any possi bl e doubt about the statement's
meani ng was reportedly dispelled by Christopher Mletz, assistant

di rector of PNAC. Christopher Bollyn says that when he asked Ml etz what
was meant by the need for "a new Pearl Harbor," he replied: "They needed
nmore noney to up the defense budget for raises, new arms, and future
capabilities,” and neither the politicians nor the mlitary would have
approved "w t hout sone di saster or catastrophic event." Christopher
Bol Il yn, "America “~Pearl Harbored,"' Anmerican Free Press, updated April
12, 2004 (www. ameri canfreepress. net/

12 24 02! Aneri ca_Pear| _Harbored/ aneri ca_pearl _ harbored. htm ). 21 Report
of the Commi ssion to Assess U.S. National Security Space Managenent and
Organi zati on (ww. defenselink. ml/cgi-bin/dlprint.cgi). 22 Ibid., quoted
in Thierry Meyssan 9/11: The Big Lie (London: Carnot, 2002), 151-52. 23
Departnent of Defense News Briefing on Pentagon Attack

(www. defenselink.nmil/cgi-bin/dlprint.c-gi), quoted in Meyssan, 9/11:. The
Big Lie, 152. 24 This point is enphasized in Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie,
154. 25 An exam nation of the Commi ssion's report shows that Runsfeld is
mentioned in 53 paragraphs, Myers in 18, and Eberhart in 8. Many of
these places cite interviews with themas sources of infornation. None
of themreflect any questions inplying that any aspects of their
behavi or that day m ght have been | ess than exenplary, or that any of
their statenents may have been less than fully truthful. 2G See Ahned
Rashid, Taliban: Mlitant Islam Q1| and Fundanentalismin Central Asia
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2001), 145. Rashid first used this
name in "The New G eat Gane: The Battle for Central Asia's G1l," Far
Eastern Econonic Review, April 10, 1997. He also uses it for Part 3 of
The Tal i ban. Chal mers Johnson refers to Rashid as "the preem nent
authority on the politics of Central Asia" (The Sorrows of Enpire, 179).
See Steve Coll, Ghost Wars, 305. 28 Rashid, Taliban, Chs. 12 and 13. 29
I bid., 163. 30 Coll, Ghost Wars, 308; Rashid, Taliban, 167, 171;

Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 177. 31 Coll, Ghost Wars, 338. 32
Rashi d, 166. s3 Rashid, Taliban, 168. 34 Ibid., 166. Al though, as Rashid
reports, the State Departnent quickly retracted this announcenent, the
revelation of its true synpathi es had been made. 35 Coll, CGhost Wars,
330.
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316 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS 36 Rashi d,
Tal i ban, 166. 37 Tel egraph, August 13, 1998, quoted in NPH 90. 38
Rashi d, Taliban, 75-79, 175. 39 Ibid., 175. 40 Quoted in Jean-Charles
Brisard and Guil |l aume Dasqui Forbidden Truth: U S. -Taliban Secret Gl

Di pl onacy and the Failed Hunt for Bin Laden (New York: Nation

Books/ Thunder's Muth Press, 2002), and NPH 91. 4' Ceorge Arney, "U. S
"Planned Attack on Tal eban'," BBC News, Septenber 18, 2001 ("Tal eban" is
a spelling preferred by sonme British witers). 42 The basis for this
attack was provided on 9/11 itself. In the president's statenent to the
nation that evening, he declared: "W will nmake no distinction between
the terrorists who commtted these acts and those who harbor them"™ Then
in a neeting of the National Security Council, which followed

i medi ately, CIA Director Tenet reportedly said that al-Qaeda and the
Tal i ban are essentially one and the sane, after which Bush said to tell
the Taliban that we were finished with them (Washi ngt on Post, January
27, 2002). as Chal ners Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 178-79. 44 The
Frontier Post, Cctober 10, 2001, cited in Ahned, The War on Freedom
227. 45 Chicago Tribune, March 18, 2002, quoting fromthe Israel
newspaper Ma' ariv. 46 Johnson, The Sorrows of Enmpire, 176. 47 lbid.,
182-83. 48 Zbi gni ew Brzezi nski, The Grand Chesshoard.- American Prinmacy
and Its Geostrategic Inperatives (New York: Basic Books, 1997), 210. 49
Ibid., 35-36. 50 Ibid., 36. 51 Ibid., 212, 24-25. 52 Reported in David
E. Sanger and Robin Toner, "Bush, Cheney Talk of Iraq and al - Qai da
Link," New York Times, June 18, 2004. 53 WIlliam Safire, New York Ti nes,
June 21, 2004; Susan Jo Keller, "Political Uproar: 9/11 Panel Menbers
Debate Qaeda-lraq "Tie,"' New York Tinmes, June 21, 2004

(http://ww. nytimes. com 2004/ 06/ 21/ politics/21PANE. ht M ); Joe Conason
"9/ 11 Panel Becones Cheney's Nightmare" (available at ww. 911
citizenswat ch. or g/ nodul es. php?op=nodl oad&nane=News&fil e=articl e

&si d=319). 54 The Conmmi ssion added that Wl fowitz said the chances of
Saddam s i nvol venent were high partly because he suspected that Saddam
was behind the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center-a theory for which
t he Conmm ssion says it found no credible evidence (336, 559n73).
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ELEVEN 317 s5 Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 227.

Al t hough Johnson does not nane it, he probably has in mnd the

Pent agon's 1992 "Def ense Pl anni ng Gui dance" (DPG, authored primarily by
Paul Wl fowtz, then the undersecretary of defense for policy, and Lew s
"Scooter" Libby. 57 The Institute for Advanced Strategic and Politi cal
Studies, "A Cean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm™" July 8,
1996 (http://ww.israel economy.org/stratl.htn). 5" Janmes Banford, A
Pretext for War (New York: Doubl eday, 2004), 263. s" Paul D. Wlfowtz
and Zalmy M Khalilzad, "Saddam Must Go," Weekly Standard (Decenber
1997). "0 PNAC, "Letter to President dinton on Iraq," January 26, 1998
(www. newaneri cancentury.org); PNAC, "Letter to Gngrich and Lott," My
29, 1998 (www. newaneri cancentury.org). PNAC, Rebuilding Anerica's

Def enses, 14, 17. 62 Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 228-29. c,+ See Ron
Susskind, The Price of Loyalty, 75, 91. In an interview on CBS s "60

M nutes" in January 2004, O Neill, who as Secretary of the Treasury was
a nenber of the National Security Council, said that the main topic

wi thin days of the inauguration was going after Saddam wth the
guestion being not "Wy Saddan®?" or "Why Now?" but nerely "finding a way
todo it"

(www. cbsnews. cont st ori es/ 2004/ 01/ 09/ 60m nut es/ mai n592330. shtm ). "[H e
is right," says Richard Clarke about ONeill's claim "The

admi ni stration of the second George Bush did begin with Iraqg on its
agenda." Richard A. Carke, Against Al Enemies: Inside Arerica' s War on
Terror (New York: Free Press, 2004), 264. " These notes were quoted in
"Plans for Iraqg Attack Began on 9/11," CBS News, Septenber 4, 2002.
Banford, A Pretext for War, 285. Susskind, The Price oflLoyalty, 96. 67
St ephen Gowans, "Reginme Change in Iraq: A New Governnment by and for US
Capital," ZNet, April 20, 2003; the internal quote is from Robert Fi sk,
I ndependent, April 14, 2003. G' Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 226. 61
PNAC, Rebuilding Anerica's Defenses, 14. PART Two CHAPTER ELEVEN:
PROBLEMS | N EARLI ER ACCOUNTS CF THE FLIGHTS ' The FAA s Aeronauti cal
Information Manual: Oficial Guide to Basic Flight Information and Air
Traffic Control (ATC) Procedures (ww.faa.gov). Z Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Instruction 3610.01A, June 1, 2001,
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guotation is fromthe Boston Herald Septenber 15, 2001. Matthew Wald's
New York Tinmes article of that day, "After the Attacks: Sky Rules,"

par aphrased the statenent. 13 WIlliamB. Scott, "Exercise Junp-Starts
Response to Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2002;
Cape Cod Tines, August 21, 2002. 14 Richard C arke, Against Al Enem es,
7-8. |Is New York Tines, Septenber 12, 2001; NMSNBC, Septenber 22, 2001
Washi ngt on Post, January 27, 2002. 16 New York Tinmes, Septenber 16,
2001; Tel egraph, Decenber 16, 2001; ABC News, Septenber 14, 2002. "ABC
News, Septenber 11, 2002. 18 C arke, Against Al Enemes, 2. Ibid., 3-8.
It was before 9:55 because it was before Air Force One took off. NBC
Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. Thi s photograph, which includes a

cl ock showing the tinme to be 9:25, can be seen on the Wite House
website or on Paul Thonpson's "Septenber 11." 22 NBC, Meet the Press,
Sept enber 16, 2001. 23 Newsweek, June 20, 2004, quoted in Thonpson, The
Terror Tineline, 443-44. 24 Accordingly, if Cheney gave the

aut hori zation on his own, even though the president was neither

i ncapaci tated nor incomuni cado, his authorization
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27, 2002. CBS News, Septenber 11, 2001; Associ ated Press, Septenber 13,
2001; Nashua Tel egraph, Septenber 13, 2001. '' Boston Heral d Septenber
15, 2001. WIfowitz's statenent was also referred to in Matthew Wald's
New York linmes article of that day, "After the Attacks: Sky Rules.” "
Cl evel and Newschannel 5, Septenber 11, 2001; Phil adel phia Daily News,
November 15, 2001; Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Septenber 12, 2001; St.

Pet ersburg Ti nes, Septenber 12, 2001. " Reuters News Service, Septenber
13, 2001; CBS News, May 23, 2002; Pittsburgh Tribune-Revi ew, Septenber
14, 2001.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWELVE 321 6 >Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Septenber 13,
2001. 61 I ndependent August 13, 2002; Phil adel phia Daily News, Novenber
15, 2001. 62 MSNBC, Septenber 11, 2002; Jere Longman, Anobng the Heroes,
110. 63 Newsweek, Septenber 22, 2001; Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Cctober
28, 2001; Tel egraph, August 6, 2002. 64 Pittsburgh Post-Gazette,

Sept ember 28, 2002; Longnan, Anpong the Heroes, 180. 65 ABC News,
Septenber 11, 2001; Associ ated Press, Septenber 12, 2001. Longman (264)
and the Mrror report that although the FBI |ater denied that the
recording of this call contained any nention of snoke or an expl osion

t he person who took this call was not allowed to speak to the nedia. 66
The Mrror, Septenber 13, 2002; Longrman, Anmong the Heroes, 180. 67
WIlliam B. Scott, "Exercise Junp-Starts Response to Attacks," Aviation
Week and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2001; Cape Cod Tinmes, August 21

2002. 68 This exchange is quoted in Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 162. 69
Based on "NORAD s Response Tines," Septenber 18, 2001 (avail abl e at

wwwv. st anddown. net / nor adsept enber 182001 pressrel ease. htn). CHAPTER
TWELVE: THE COMM SSI ON ON FLIGHT 11 'As stated in Chapter 11, news
reports at the tine said that the transponder went off right after radio
contact was | ost, hence at about 8:15. But the 9/ 11 Conm ssi on,
entirely on the basis of interviews, puts the tine at 8:21 (18). Col onel
Robert Mart, head of NEADS, had put the tinme even later, saying the
transponder went off sonetine after 8:30 (ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002).
The Conmmi ssion does not nention either of these alternative tines. 2
MSNBC, Septenber 12, 2001. 3 This account, with its 40-m nute del ay

bet ween transni ssion and translation, nay or nmay not contradict Ben
Sliney's statenent quoted in note 20 of Ch. 11, above, in which he
reported that he |earned about this phrase "soon" after it was
transnmitted. 4 NORAD s tineline had estimated 8:46 as the tine. It is
specified as 8:46:40 by the 9/11 Commi ssion (32), then rounded off to
8:47. 5 Quoted in Janes Banford, A Pretext for War (New York: Doubl eday,
2004), 60-61. 6 Ibid., 4. 7 Newsday, Septenber 23, 2001; quoted in Paul
Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 108. 8 See, for exanple, Illation Bykov
and Jared Israel, "CGuilty for 9-11: Bush, Runsfeld, Mers, Section 1:
Wiy Were None of the Hijacked Planes Intercepted?”

(www. enperors-clothes.comindict/91 | page.htm listed in the
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322 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPCRT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS Tabl e of
Contents under "Evidence of high-level governnment conspiracy in the
events of 9-11"). San Di ego Union-Tribune, Septenber 12, 2001. 10 USA
Today, Septenber 17, 2001. MSNBC, Septenber 23, 2001. Emails from Kyle
Hence, 9/11 CitizensWatch, Septenber 23 and 29, 2004. 13 Tel egraph,

Sept enmber 16, 2001; Denver Post, Septenber H, 2001. Aviation Wek and
Space Technol ogy, Septenber 9, 2002. Ibid. 16 San Di ego Uni on-Tri bune,
Sept enber 12, 2001. 17 Al though sone readers mght consider this
possibility unrealistic, Janes Banford reports that Col onel Mart
stated-with respect to what unarmed fighters going after Flight 93 could
do-that (in Banford's indirect quotation) "the only solution would be
for one of the fighter pilots to give up his owm life by crashing into
the United Airlines jet" (A Pretext for War, 67, citing the transcript
for "9/11," ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002). 18 To find these statenents,
try ww. dcmilitary.com or go to www. archive.org and enter

wwv. andrews. af .nmil; failing both of those routes, go to
enperors-clothes.com 9-1 | backups/dcm | sep. ht m and enperors-
clothes.conf 9-1 | backups/dcnil.htmto | ocate backups for the DC Mlitary
web pages for Septenber and Novenber. 19 Quoted in Bykov and | srael
"Quilty for 9-11," and Ahned, The War on Freedom 154-55, citing DC
Mlitary (ww.dcmilitary.comj. 2 this change, see Bykov and | srael
"Update to Guilty for 9-11: Bush, Runsfeld, Myers: Section 1," The
Enperors New O ot hes (www. enperors- clothes.comindict/911 page.htm, or
Thonpson, "Septenber 11" (After 9:03 AM. 21 Bykov and |srael, reported,
however, that the DC Mlitary website could still be accessed through
www. ar chi ve.org by entering "www. andrews. af.ml." They further report,
in any case, that they maintain backups of the DC Mlitary web pages for
Sept enber and Novenber, so that they can be conpared, at

enper or s-cl ot hes. conf 9- 11 backups/ dcni | sep. ht m and
enperors-clothes.com 9- 11 backups/dcmi|.htm 22 Richard A d arke,
Against Al Enem es: Inside Anerica's War on Terror (New York: Free
Press, 2004), 12. 23 This docunent, often referred to sinply as CICSI
3610. 01A, is available at

www. dtic.nmil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3610 0la. pdf. See Afterword, NPH
2nd ed. 24 The idea that no standard procedures shoul d prevent

"i medi at e responses” in enmergency situations is also stated in other

pl aces in this nmeno of
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THI RTEEN 323 June 1, 2001. Section 4.4, after saying
that the secretary of defense retains approval authority for various
types of support, concludes by saying: "Nothing in this Directive
prevents a conmander from exercising his or her imrediate energency
response authority as outlined in DoD Directive 3025.1." And Section 4.5
begins with these words: "Wth the exception of imrediate responses
under imm nently serious conditions, as provided in paragraph 4.7.1.,
below. ... .. I have discussed this issue at greater length in the
Afterword to the second edition of NPH 25 "Because of a technical
issue,"” we are told, "there are no NEADS recordi ngs avail able of the
NEADS seni or weapons director and weapons director technician position
responsi ble for controlling the Qtis scranmble" (459n20). This

expl anati on was apparently good enough for the Comm ssion. 2G Thierry
Meyssan, Pentagate (London: Carnot Publishing, 2002), 115, quoting "PAVE
PAWS, Watching North America's Skies, 24 Hours a Day"

(www. pavepaws. org). 27 NTSB (National Transportation Safety Board),
Aircraft Accident Brief for Payne Stewart |ncident, October 25, 1999
(http://ww. ntsb. gov/ Publictn/2000/aabO00O | . htn). 28 Lynn Lunsford,
"Loss of Oxygen Cited as Possible Cause of Jet's Wayward Flight, Crash,"
Kni ght - Ri dder Tri bune Busi ness News: The Dallas Morni ng News, Cctober
26, 1999 (avail abl e at www wantt oknow. i nf o/ 991026dal | asnor ni ngnews) . 2'
The note (459n121) concludes with these references: "See NISB neno,
Aircraft Accident Brief for Payne Stewart incident, Qct. 25, 1999; FAA
email, Gahris to Myers, “ZJX Tineline for NA7BA accident,' Feb. 17,
2004." 30 NTSB, "Aircraft Accident Brief for Payne Stewart Incident." 31
The NTSB nmeno, unfortunately, gets very confused, nmaking it very
difficult for anyone to figure out fromit what happened. Part of the
confusion seens to be the failure to account for the difference between
time zones, but the confusion appears deeper than this. Partly for this
reason, and partly because of the conflicts between the various news
reports (perhaps due in large part to the confusions in this neno),
nyself do not cite the Payne Stewart incident as an exanple of rapid
response tinme (although it may well have been). CHAPTER THH RTEEN:. THE
COVMM SSI ON ON FLI GHT 175 "NORAD s Response Tinmes," NORAD News Rel ease,
Sept enber 18, 2001 (avail able at

www. st anddown. net / nor adsept enber | 82001pr essrel ease. htn). 2 Hart Seely,
"Amid Crisis Simulation, "W Wre Suddenly No-Kiddi ng Under Attack,"'
Newhouse News Service, January 25, 2002. s Janes Banford, A Pretext for
War (New York: Doubl eday, 2004), 15, quoting the transcript for "9/11,"
ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002.
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332 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') )1 STORTI ONS 21 1 bi d.

222. 22 1bid., 202. 23 Ibid., 2002. 24 Ibid., 141, citing Philip Shenon
"Ex-Senator WIIl Soon Quit 9/11 Panel, Leaving Gap for Victims
Advocates,” New York Tinmes, Decenber 5, 2003. 25| discussed this deal in
NPH 154-55. 26 Eric Boehlert, "The President Qught to be Ashaned:
Interviewwith Max Celand,” Sal on.com Nov. 13, 2003. 27 A video
entitled "The G eat Conspiracy" (www. greatconspiracy.ca), produced and
narrated by Canadian nedia critic Barrie Zwi cker, directly raises the
guestion of conspiracy on the part of the Bush administration in the
course of providing an excellent introduction to Still H ding about the
War on Terror (New York: Harper-Collins/ReganBooks, 2004), 230-3 1. 4
Banford, A Pretext for War, 4, 15. 5 National Conmmi ssion on Terrori st
Attacks Upon the United States, 12th Public Hearing, June 17, 2004

(www. 9-1 | commi ssi on. gov/ archi ve/ hearingl 2/9- 11

Comm ssi on_Heari ng- 2004-06-17. htm). 6 M chael Parenti, The Terrorism
Trap: Septenber 11 and Beyond (San Francisco: Cty Lights, 2002), 93-94.
Ibid. 8 As can be seen in the Appendix, Wl fowitz thereby expressed a
very narrow view of the "Manila plot." Los Angel es Tines, Septenber 27,
2001; CNN, July 18, 2001. 10 Washington Post, Cctober 2, 2001. New York
Ti mes, Novenber 3, 2001; Time, April 4, 1995. 'Z Associated Press, April
18, 2002. 13 MDW News Service, Novenmber 3, 2000; Mrror, May 24, 2002.
USA Today, April 18, 2004. 'S John J. Lunpkin, "Agency was to Crash

Pl ane on 9-11," Associated Press, August 22, 2002; Panela Hess, "U. S.
Agenci es- Strange 9/ 11 Coi nci dence, " UPlI, August 22, 2002. " 6 This idea
is central to Mchael C. Ruppert, Crossing the Rubicon: The Decline

of Anerican Enpire at the End of the Age of G| (Gabriola Island, British
Col unbi a: New Soci ety Publishers, 2004). " Vigilant Guardian is the
exercise referred to in the previously cited article by "hot spots" that
remai ned for nonths.'6 Although authors of The 9/11 Conm ssi on Report
reportedly aspired to make it "the fullest possible account of the
events surrounding 9/11," it does not explicitly acknow edge, |et al one
solve, any of these problems. THE TWN TOAERS: OM TTI NG THE CORE COLUMWNS
The report does inplicitly acknow edge that the North Tower coll apsed
straight down, primarily into its own footprint, by speaking of its
"pancake" collapse (308). But it offers no reflections on howa fire
coul d have produced such a collapse. 17 The report also nmentions that the
"South Tower collapsed in 10 seconds" (305), which would be at virtually
free-fall speed. But the report gives no indication that any of the
Commi ssion's nmenbers expressed curiosity as to how fire could cause a
110-fl oor steel-franme building to collapse so rapidly. Wth regard to
the nore basic question-Wy did the Twin Towers col |l apse at all ?-the
Commi ssion inplies an answer by saying that the outside of each tower
was covered by a frane of 14-inch-w de steel colums.... These exterior
wal I s bore nost of the weight of the building. The interior core of the
bui l dings was a hollow steel shaft, in which elevators and stairwells
were grouped. (541n 1) This inplicit explanation, however, involves a
complete falsification, because the core of each tower was conposed not
of "a hollow steel shaft" but of 47 massive steel columms, in between
which were the elevators and stairwells. At its base, each colum was 14



by 36 inches, with 4-inch- thick walls. It then tapered up to 1/4-inch
wall's in the upper floors, which had far | ess weight to support. 18 It
was these massive steel columms that "bore nost of the weight of the
buil dings." One of the najor problens with the official account is why,
even if the fire could have sonehow caused the floors of the building to
"pancake" (as the generally accepted explanation has it), the resulting
pile of rubble was only a few stories high.
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Nati onal Commi ssion on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, June
17, 2004; quoted in Tom Flocco, "Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?"

tonfl occo.com June 17, 2004

(http://tonfl occo. con nodul es. php?nane=News&fi | e=articl e&si d=65). 3

Fl occo, "Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?" a Ibid. 5 According to Elizabeth
Drew (New York Revi ew of Books, Septenber 23, 2004, 8) the White House
was very anxious for this phrase, show ng Cheney's decisiveness, to be
included. G I have left out of ny discussion in the text the foll ow ng
passage i n the Kean-Zelikow Report about what happened after the
shoot - down aut horization was finally comruni cated to NORAD: "The NEADS
commander [ Col onel Robert Marr) told us he did not pass along the order
because he was unaware of its ramfications. Both the m ssion commander
and the senior weapons director indicated they did not pass the order to
the fighters circling Washi ngton and New York because they were unsure
how the pilots would, or should, proceed with this guidance" (43). |
will not conment on the absurdities in these statenments except to point
out that here the Kean-Zeli kow Report has succeeded
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FI FTEEN 327 in naking military officials appear as
ridiculous as it normally makes FAA officials appear. O course, people
do say absurd things when they are creating or at |east going along with
a false story (which is how |l account for the hesitations and
absurdities in the General Larry Arnold' s testinony before the

Commi ssion quoted in Chapter 12). My point is sinply that we shoul d not
confuse these statenents by Marr and the senior weapons director with
what really occurred. But the Conmi ssion, treating the statenents as
actual history, nakes it seemas if military personnel can sinply decide
not to obey an order if they happen to be "unaware of its ramfications"
or they are "unsure how [others] would, or should, proceed with this

gui dance." ' USA Today, Septenber 16, 2001; Washi ngton Post, January 27,
2002; ABC News and CBS News, Septenber 11, 2002. e Banford, A Pretext
for War, 65-66. Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy, Septenber 9, 2002.
10 Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Cctober 28, 2001; Washi ngton Post, January
27, 2002. 11 CBS News, Septenber 11, 2001; Associated Press, Septenber
13, 2001; Nashua Tel egraph, Septenber 13, 2001. 12 The direct quotation
is fromthe Boston Herald Septenber 15, 2001. Matthew Wald's New York
Times article of that day, "After the Attacks: Sky Rules," paraphrased
the statenent. 13 WIlliam B. Scott, "Exercise Junp-Starts Response to
Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2002; Cape Cod

Ti mes, August 21, 2002. 14 Richard Carke, Against Al Enenies, 7-8. Is
New York Times, Septenber 12, 2001; MSNBC, Septenber 22, 2001

Washi ngton Post, January 27, 2002. 16 New York Tines, Septenber 16,
2001; Tel egraph, Decenber 16, 2001; ABC News, Septenber 14, 2002. "ABC
News, Septenber 11, 2002. 18 C arke, Against Al Enemes, 2. Ibid., 3-8.
It was before 9:55 because it was before Air Force One took off. NBC
Meet the Press, Septenber 16, 2001. This photograph, which includes a
clock showing the time to be 9:25, can be seen on the Wite House
website or on Paul Thonpson's "Septenber 11." 22 NBC, Meet the Press,
Sept enber 16, 2001. 23 Newsweek, June 20, 2004, quoted in Thonpson, The
Terror Tineline, 443-44. 24 Accordingly, if Cheney gave the

aut hori zation on his own, even though the president was neither

i ncapaci tated nor incomuni cado, his authorization



Back Matter Page 33

reassuned his duties as Deputy Director for Operations for the NMCC j ust
before United Flight 93 crashed in Pennsylvania" ("Rookie in the 9-11
Hot Seat?"). 38 Banford, A Pretext for War, 65-66. 3" ABC News,

Sept ember 15, 2002. 40 This menorandum was quot ed above in Chapter 13
under "The FAA- Initiated Tel econference."
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NOTES TO CHAPTER SI XTEEN 329 CHAPTER SI XTEEN. THE FAA TAKES THE FALL
Avi ati on Wek and Space Technol ogy, Septenber 9, 2002. z Mke Kelly,
"Atlantic City F-16 Fighters Were Eight M nutes Anay from 9/11 Hijacked
Pl anes, " Bergen Record Decenber 5, 2003. 3 Peter Lance, Cover Up: What
the Governnent is Still H ding about the War on Terror (New York:

Har per - Col | i ns/ ReganBooks, 2004), 230-3 1. 4 Banford, A Pretext for War,
4, 15. 5 National Conmi ssion on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United
States, 12th Public Hearing, June 17, 2004 (www. 9-|

| conm ssi on. gov/ archi ve/ hearingl 2/9- 11

Comm ssi on_Heari ng- 2004-06-17.htm. 6 M chael Parenti, The Terrorism
Trap: Septenber 11 and Beyond (San Francisco: Cty Lights, 2002), 93-94.
Ibid. 8 As can be seen in the Appendix, Wl fowitz thereby expressed a
very narrow view of the "Manila plot." Los Angel es Tines, Septenber 27,
2001; CNN, July 18, 2001. 10 Washington Post, October 2, 2001. New York
Ti mes, Novenber 3, 2001; Time, April 4, 1995. 'Z Associated Press, April
18, 2002. 13 MDW News Service, Novenmber 3, 2000; Mrror, My 24, 2002.
USA Today, April 18, 2004. 'S John J. Lunpkin, "Agency was to Crash

Pl ane on 9-11," Associ ated Press, August 22, 2002; Panela Hess, "U. S.
Agenci es- Strange 9/ 11 Coi ncidence," UPI, August 22, 2002. " 6 This idea
is central to Mchael C. Ruppert, Crossing the Rubicon: The Decline

of Anerican Enpire at the End of the Age of G| (Gabriola Island, British
Col unmbi a: New Soci ety Publishers, 2004). " Vigilant Quardian is the
exercise referred to in the previously cited article by Hart Seely,
"Amid Crisis Sinmulation, "W Wre Suddenly No-Ki ddi ng Under Attack,"'
Newhouse News Service, January 25, 2002. This exercise is also nentioned
in Janmes Banford, A Pretext for War, 4, but Banford says that 9/11 was
Day 4 of that exercise, whereas Seely had said that it was Day 2. 18

M chael Kane, "Analyzing the 9/11 Report: Chapter 1: Qm ssions,

Contradi cti ons and Fal sehoods, " August 17, 2004

(http://inn.global freepress. con nodul es/ news/article. php?storyi d=693).
Besi des the four war ganes nentioned in the text, Kane also nmentions one
called Northern Guardian. 19 Richard d arke, Against Al Enemies, 5. 20
Peter Lance, Cover Up, 226, citing WIlliamB. Scott, "Exercise Junp-
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331) THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS Starts
Response to Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2002
(www. avi ati onnow. coni cont ent/ publ i cati on/ awst/ 20020603/ avi _stor. htm

and M ke Kelly, "Atlantic Cty F-16 Fighters Were Ei ght M nutes Away
from9/11 Hijacked Planes."” 21 Mchael Kane, "The Final Fraud: 9/11
Commi ssion Closes Its Doors to the Public: Cover-Up Conplete,"” Fromthe
W derness Publications (ww. fromnmt hew | derness. com nmenbers/ 071204 _

final _fraud.shtm ). The conments of these audi ence nenbers were, Kane
reports, published in the Associated Press transcript of the hearing
(http://wi d.ap.org/transcripts/040617conmm ssion911 1.htm). 22 Ibid. 23
I bid. 24 See Richard Van Al styne, The Ri sing American Enpire (1960; New
that the 9/11 Conmm ssion, which was surely famliar with O arke's book
woul d have queried Stafford about C arke's report about this matter. But
there is no sign that it did. WHY WAS Al R COVER NOT ORDERED? The

Commi ssion al so apparently found no reason to press the Secret Service
with regard to another decision that-unless it was based on

f oreknowl edge that the president would not be a target of a hijacked

ai rpl ane-invol ved gross inconpetence. This is the fact that neither
during the remaining tinme at the school, nor during the 10-minute
notorcade to the airport, did the Secret Service agents call for fighter
jets to protect the notorcade and then Air Force One. Wen the
president's plane took off at about 9:54, therefore, it did so wthout
any air cover.' A hijacked airplane under the control of terrorists
could have sinply rammed into the president's plane as it was taking
off. The Commi ssioners were, in fact, aware that there shoul d have been
fear that Air Force One would be attacked. They reveal this awareness in
their statenent that "Air Force One departed at about 9:54 wi thout any
fi xed destination. The objective was to get up in the air-as fast and as
hi gh as possi bl e-and t hen deci de where to go" (39). But the

Conmi ssioners, as far as we can tell, did not ask the Secret Service why
they did not call for air cover, rather than sinply having the pilot try
to outrun any potential terrorists.
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332 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') )1 STORTI ONS 21 1 bi d.

222. 22 1bid., 202. 23 Ibid., 2002. 24 Ibid., 141, citing Philip Shenon
"Ex-Senator WIIl Soon Quit 9/11 Panel, Leaving Gap for Victims
Advocates,” New York Tinmes, Decenber 5, 2003. 25| discussed this deal in
NPH 154-55. 26 Eric Boehlert, "The President Qught to be Ashaned:
Interviewwith Max Celand,” Sal on.com Nov. 13, 2003. 27 A video
entitled "The G eat Conspiracy" (www. greatconspiracy.ca), produced and
narrated by Canadian nedia critic Barrie Zwi cker, directly raises the
guestion of conspiracy on the part of the Bush administration in the
course of providing an excellent introduction to many of the problens in
the official account of 9/11. APPENDI X 1 Peter Lance, Cover Up: What the
Government is Still Hi ding about the War on Terror (New York:

Har per - Col | i ns/ ReganBooks, 2004), 67. 2 Ibid., 38, 44, 284-85. 3 |bid.,
5, 49-54, 62, 64. |bid., 41, 52, 103. Ibid., 52, 56-57, 66-68, 71-72,

97. 6 Ibid., 19-20, 86, 91. 7 Ibid., 90, 95. 8 Ibid., 6, 68-69, 82,
97-98, 103, 127. 9 Ibid., 90-91, 98, 106. 10 Ibid., 72, 105. 11 Lance
convincingly shows that the plane in which the test in question was
carried out could not have been the plane used for TWA Flight 800
(ibid., 69-70, 83-90). 12 Ibid., 127. 13 Ibid., 5. 14 Ibid., 103. IS
Ibid., 68. 16 Ibid., 6, 58, 103.
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NOTES TO THE | NTRODUCTI ON 297 governnent were "conplicit" in the
attacks, | pointed to the existence of at |east eight possible | evels of
conplicity, beginning with the nildest-though still inpeachabl e-offense
of constructing a fal se account of what happened (NPH xxi-xxii). 1ul
Sperry, "Is Fix in at 9/11 Conm ssion?" Antiwar.com March 31, 2004
(http://antiwar.conisperry/?articleid=2209). 11 Philip Zelikow and
Condol eezza Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed. A Study in
Statecraft (Canbridge: Harvard University Press, 1997). 12 Associ ated
Press, Decenber 27, 2003; David Corn, "Probing 9/11," Was Invaded "to
Protect Israel'- US Oficial" (see note 12, above), the US official
referred to was Philip Zelikow He was quoted as speaking of "the threat
that dare not speak its nane," thereby referring to the threat that Iraq
posed not to the United States but to Israel. H s point was that at

| east one of the prine notives behind the US invasion of Iraq in 2003
was the desire of the Bush adm nistration to elimnate this threat. In
expl aining why this threat "dare not speak its name," Zelikow reportedly
said that "the Anerican governnment doesn't want to | ean too hard on it
rhetorically, because it is not a popular sell."” 18 "Wien we wote the
report," said Zelikow, "we were also careful not to answer all the
theories. It's like playing Wack-A-Mle. You re never going to whack
themall." Quoted in Carol Morello, "Conspiracy Theories Flourish on the
Internet," Washington Post, October 7, 2004 (www. washi ngt onpost. coni wp-
dyn/articl es/ A13059- 20040ct 6. ht M ?sub=AR). N chol as Levis, after quoting
Zel i kow s statenent, wites: "Now we know [a basic] rule of the Kean
Commi ssion: Don't test theories. Just whack them if you can, and

ot herwi se do your best to ignore them ("Zelikow Losing to the
Bacteria: Open Letter to Philip Zelikow and the Washi ngton Post, "

Cct ober 7, 2004 [ ww. 911

truth.org/article. php?story=200410091424118821). "This letter of
Septenber 13, 2004, under the title "Open Letter: National Security
Experts Speak Qut: 9/ 11 Commission Falls Short," is available at

www, 911 CitizensWatch. org.
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APPENDI X Conflicts of Interest involving Former DoJ-FBlI Menbers J f we
think of the Departnment of Justice and the FBI as essentially one
entity, the DoJ-FBlI, there were eighteen nmenbers of the Comnission with
ties toit. In light of the discussions in the Conclusion of conflicts
of interest, we would expect these ties involving the DoJ to have
created sone additional conflicts of interest. Peter Lance's narrative
in Cover Up, in fact, revolves around such conflicts involving Ranzi
Yousef. Although a good understandi ng of Lance's conplex narrative can
be obtained only by reading his book, I will summarize enough of the
mai n points to explain sone of these conflicts. One main point is that
the true cause of the crash of TWA Flight 800 on July 17, 1996, was
deliberately covered up by the DoJ-FBI. Although the official

expl anati on becane "nechanical failure,” the evidence showed that the

pl ane was brought down by a bomb, which had been placed in the cabin
above the fuel tank, causing it to explode. On August 22, the FBl was
ready to announce this finding. A New York Tinmes story reporting that
"an expl osive devi se was detonated inside the passenger cabin" was
already in the works.' Later that day, however, the FBlI suddenly
reversed itself. To understand Lance's expl anati on of what happened, we
need to know some essential elenents in his narrative. One of these

el enents is that although Yousef is rightly credited with the so-called
Boj i nka plot (which was discovered in Manila in January 1996), he had
two quite different plots involving planes. The Bojinka plot was to bl ow
up a dozen US airliners headed hone from Asia, using a new bonb invented
by Yousef, which would be placed under a seat above the fuel tank. The
second plot was to hijack airplanes and use them as weapons, crashing
theminto buildings such as the Wrld Trade Center, the Pentagon, Cl A
headquarters, and a nuclear plant.2 Another essential elenent in Lance's
narrative is that while Yousef was in a New York jail awaiting tria
(after being captured in February 292
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE 303 CHAPTER THREE: THE STRI KE ON THE PENTAGON Los
Angel es Ti nmes, Septenber 16, 2001. 2 Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 20. 3
Naf eez Mosaddeq Ahned, The War on Freedom How and Why Anerica was
Attacked September 11, 2001 (Joshua Tree, Calif.: Tree of Life, 2002),
299- 300; Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 20. 4 See Thierry Meyssan,

Pent agat e (London: Carnot Publishing, 2002), page VI of the photo
section. This picture can also be viewed on Meyssan's website call ed
"Hunt the Boeing. Test Your Perceptions" (ww. asile.org/citoyens/numnero
| 3/ pentagone/erreurs_en.htn). New York Tines and CNN, Septenber 12,
2001. 6 See Paul Thonpson and the Center for Cooperative Research, The
Terror Tineline: Year by Year, Day by Day, Mnute by Mnute: A

Conpr ehensi ve Chronicle of the Road to 9/11-and Anerica's Response (New
Yor k: HarperCol lins/ ReganBooks, 2004), 461. "' Sal on, Septenber 12,
2001; CBS New, Septenber 11, 2002; Dallas Mrning News, August 28, 2002;
all cited in Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 460. C arke, Against Al
Enemies, 6. ' Ibid., 7, 8. Wshington Post, January 27, 2002. NMSNBC,
Sept enber 16, 2001, quoted in Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 375. is

G arke, Against Al Enemies, 7. '6 Ibid., 2-3.
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3(16 THE 9/ 11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS
"Pre-Septenber 11, 2001 Tradi ng Review, " My 15, 2002; Ken Breen
interview (Apr. 23, 2004); EBEd G interview (Feb. 3, 2004)." 14 San
Franci sco Chronicle, Septenber 12 and 14, 2001. 15 Evan Thomas and Mark
Hosenbal |, "Bush: "W're At War,"' Newsweek, Septenber 24, 2001

(avail abl e at www. Want ToKnow. i nf o/ 010924newsweek). G | ndependent,

Sept enber 15, 2002. 24, 2001 (avail abl e at

www, Want ToKnow. i nf o/ 010924newsweek) . G I ndependent, Septenber 15, 2002.
17 Summary of the Final Report of the Joint Inquiry
(http://intelligence.senate.gov/press.htn). 18 Los Angel es Ti nes,
Decenber 12, 2003, cited in NPH 73. 19 As one can see by connecting to
http://vivisinmo.com 911 and typing in KSM CHAPTER SI X: OSAMA, THE BI N
LADENS, AND THE SAUDI ROYAL FAMLY ' Richard Labeviere, "Cl A Agent

Al l egedly Met Bin Laden in July," quoted in Nafeez Mdsaddeq Ahned, The
War on Freedom How and Why Anerica was Attacked Septenmber 11, 2001
(Joshua Tree, Calif.: Tree of Life, 2002), 179. Craig Unger, "Unasked
Questions: The 9/11 Conmmi ssion Should Ask Who Aut horized the Evacuation
of Saudi Nationals in the Days Follow ng the Attacks," Boston d obe,
April 11, 2004. For nore evidence counting against the portrait of OBL
as the disowned bl ack sheep of the famly, see Ahnmed, The War on
Freedom 178-79. ' Prince Faisal's statenent is quoted in M chael

O Keffee, "Man of Mystery," New York Daily News, May 22, 2004

(www. nydai | ynews. com sports/story/ 196031 p- | 69336¢. htm ). 8 For nore
evi dence suggestive of a covert alliance involving OBL, the Saudi
governnent, and the US governnent, see Ahned, The WAr on Freedom
187-202. The idea of a covert alliance may be untrue. But the 9/ 11
Conmi ssi on should at | east have di scussed the evidence that seens to
support it. ' Gerald Posner, Wiy Anerica Slept: The Failure to Prevent
9/ 11 (New York: Random House, 2003), 181-94.
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CNN, Septenber 17, 2001; "NORAD s Response Tines," Septenber 18, 2001.
30 ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002; MSNBC, Septenber 23, 2001; Slate,
January 17, 2002. 3' WIlliamB. Scott, "Exercise Junp-Starts Response to
Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2002

(www. avi ati onnow. com cont ent/ publ i cati on/ awst/ 20020603/ avi _stor. htm

32 Air 2004), 2. 20 Ibid., 3-5. CHAPTER FOURTEEN. THE COWM SSI ON ON
FLIGHT 77 'This flight course for AA 77 provided by USA Today i s shown
on the first page of Paul Thonpson's tineline for Flight 77

(www. cooper ativeresearch.org/tineline.jsp?tineline=conplete_911 tineline
&da y_of 911=aa77).
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contrary, see lan Kershaw, Hitler: 1889-1936. bris [New York: Norton,
19981). 25 See Geoffrey Perret, A Country Made by War: Fromthe

Revol ution to Vietnamthe Story of Anericac Rise to Power (New York:
Random House, 1989). 280n. 26 James Banford, Body of Secrets: Anatony of
the Utra-secret National Security Agency (2001: New York: Anchor Books,
2002), 82-9 1. 27 CIA "A Program of Covert Operations Against the
Castro Regine," April 16, 1961 (declassified Cl A docunent), quoted in
Thierry Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 140. 28 This nmenorandumis printed
in Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 199-205. The passages quoted in this
paragraph are on page 199. 30 Ibid., 202-203. 31 Ibid., 204. 32 lbhid.,
202. 33 Ibid., 202.
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298 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS PART ONE
CHAPTER ONE: THE ALLEGED H JACKERS ' Wl eed al - Shehri, reports Thierry
Meyssan, "gave an interviewto the Arab-|anguage daily, Al -Quds

al - Arabi, based in London." See Thierry Meyssan, 9/11. The Big Lie
(London: Carnot, 2002), 54. 2 Associated Press, Septenber 22, 2001,
cited in Meyssan, 9/11:. The Big Lie, 54. 3 David Harrison, "Reveal ed:
The Men with Stolen ldentities,” Tel egraph, Septenber 23, 2001

(%ww. portal .tel egraph. co. uk/ news/ mai n.jhtm ?xm =/ news/ 2001

/ 09/ 23/ wi den23. xm ). 4 BBC News, Septenber 23, 2001

(http://news. bbc. co. uk/ 2/ hi/worl d/ m ddl e-east/| 559151.stm. 5 Meyssan,
9/11: The Big Lie, 54. 6 Harrison, "Reveal ed: The Men with Stol en
Identities." Independent, Septenber 17, 2001

(http://news.independent. co. uk/worl d/ m ddl e_east/story.jsp?story=94438);
13BC News, Septenber 23, 2001 (http://news. bbc. co.uk/2/hi/world/mddle -
east/ 155915 |.stm. 8 NPH 86, citing Newsweek, Cctober 15, 2001, and
San Franci sco Chronicle, October 4, 2001. ' See Dani el Hopsicker,

Wel conme to Terrorland: Mhanmed Atta and the 9/11 Cover-up in Florida
(Eugene: MacCowPress, 2004). These details from Hopsicker's book are
sumarized in his "Top Ten Thi ngs You Never Knew About Mbhaned Atta,"
Mad Cow Morni ng News, June 7, 2004 (www. madcowpr od. com i ndex60. htm),
and in an interviewin the GQuerrilla News Forum June 17, 2004

(www. guerrillanews.conlfintelligence/docd4660.htlnl), summarized in NPH,
2nd ed., 243nl. " O "Terrorist Stag Parties,” VWall StreetJournalL Cctober
10, 2001 (http://ww. opi ni onj ournal . cont best/ ?i d=95001298). " Associ at ed
Press, QOctober 5, 2001; Boston d obe, Septenber 18, 2001; | ndependent,
Sept enber 29, 2001. 12 Seymour Hersh, "What Went Wong?" New Yorker,

Cct ober 1, 2001. " Marc Fisher and Don Phillips, "On Flight 77: "Cur

Pl ane I's Being Hijacked,"' Washi ngton Post, Septenber 12, 2001

(www. washi ngt onpost . com wp-dyn/ articies/ Al 4365-200 1 Sep 11. htnm). '4
The flight manifest for AA 11 that was published by CNN can be seen at
wwmw. cnn. com SPECI ALS/ 2001 /trade.center/victins/AA 11.victins.htm . The
mani fests for the other flights can be |ocated by sinply changing that
part of the URL. The manifest for UA 93, for exanple, is at

www. cnn. com SPECI ALS/ 2001 /trade.center/victins/ua93.victins.htm . 15
For exampl e, Icelander Elias Davidsson told nme that after he recently
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Paul Thonpson and the Center for Cooperative Research, The Terror
Tinmeline: Year by Year, Day by Day, Mnute by Mnute: A Conprehensive
Chronicle of the Road to 9/11-and Anericas Response (New York:

Har per Col I i ns/ ReganBooks, 2004), 455, fromwhich |I |earned about these
news stories. The only later publication nentioned is NPFAJournalL
Novenber 1, 2001 Marc Fisher and Don Phillips, "On Flight 77: "~Qur Plane
is Being Hijacked,"' Washington Post, Septenber 12, 2001. 8 See Thierry
Meyssan, 9:11: The Big Lie (London: Carnot, 2002), "Hunt the Boeing,"
and a video entitled "Pentagon Strike"

(www. fr eedomunder gr ound. or g/ menor yhol e/ pent agon. php). ' "DoD News
Briefing," Defense Link, Departnent of Defense, Septenber 12, 2001

(www. def ensel i nk. m | / news/ Sep2001/t 09122001_t M12asd. htm ). 10 "DoD News
Briefing on Pentagon Renovation," Defense Link, Departnment of Defense,
Sept enber 15, 2001. " The only citations to Ed Pl augher are to
statenents he nade later. As | pointed out (NPH 34), a nonth later

after there was tine for his nenory to be refreshed, Pl augher said that
he did renmenber having seen "pieces of the fuselage, the w ngs, the

| andi ng gear, pieces of the engine." But the Conm ssion, not quoting
either of these statenments, did not have to explain why we should prefer
his later to his earlier nenory. 12 NFPA Journal, Novenber 1, 2001. This
argunment, Meyssan points out (Pentagate, 14-17), has been articul ated by
many defenders of the official account (see NPH 216n44). 13 Washi ngton
Post, Novenber 21, 2001, and Mercury, January 11, 2002. 14 See "Il nmges
Show Sept ember 11 Pentagon Crash," posted on CNN, March 8, 2002

(www. cnn. cont 2002/ US/ 03/ 07/ gen. pent agon. pi ctures/index. htm). 'S Dick
East man, "What Convinced Me that Flight 77 Was Not the Killer Jet," Part
1, Anerican Patriot Friends Network

(http://ww. apfn.org/apfn/77_deastman 1. htm
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314 THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON REPCRT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS PNAC,

Rebui | di ng America's Defenses, 51. Washi ngton Post, January 27, 2002.
Henry Kissinger, "Destroy the Network," WAashi ngton Post, Septenber 11,
2001. 12 Geg MIller, "Al Qaeda Fi nances Down, Panel Says," Los Angel es
Ti mes, August 22, 2004. "This docunent, which | downl oaded in 2003,

gi ves , Amw. spacecom af . m | /usspace as the website for the US Space
Command. But in August 2004, | found that | could no | onger access this
site. 14 An earlier version of this document, entitled "Joint Vision
2010," is discussed in Jack Hitt, "The Next Battlefield May Be in CQuter
Space, " New York Ti mes Magazi ne, August 5, 2001, and in Karl G ossman,
Weapons in Space (New York: Seven Stories, 2001). 15 The devel opnents
that had been achi eved al ready by 1998 are described in George Friedman
and Meredith Friedman, The Future of War: Power, Technol ogy and American
Worl d Domi nance in the 21st Century (New York: St. Martin's, 1998). 1"
For a brief overview of this project, see Grossman, Wapons in Space. 17
PNAC, Rebuil ding Americas Defenses, 54, quoted and di scussed in Rahul
Mahaj an, Full Spectrum Dom nance: U.S. Power in Iraq and Beyond (New
York: Seven Stories Press, 2003), 53-54. The idea is that if sone
country the United States wishes to attack has a nodest nunber of

nucl ear mssiles, we could elimnate nost of themw th a first strike.
If the country then |l aunched its few surviving nissiles at the United
States, they woul d probably not get through our mssile defense shield.
Al t hough this shield woul d probably not protect America froma first
strike in which many mssiles were fired, it would, the theory is, knock
down all the mssiles in a snmall-scale attack. The foreign country woul d
have good reason to believe, therefore, that the United States m ght go
ahead and attack it in spite of its possession of nuclear weapons. It
woul d, therefore, realize that its efforts to deter the United States
with threats to retaliate would be futile. As a result, the United
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15/ 2/t aki / bunker.cfn). 46 Tel egraph, Septenber 16, 2001. "_ "Air Attack
on Pentagon I ndi cates Waknesses," Newsday, Septenber 23, 2001. "
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Cctober 29, 2001; Boston G obe, Novenber 23,
2001; Jere Longman, Among the Heroes: United Flight 93 and the
Passengers and Crew Who Fought Back (New York: HarperCollins, 2002),
208. " Quardian, Cctober 17, 2001; Boston d obe, Novenber 23, 2001;
MSNBC, July 30, 2002. 50 CNN Septenber 17, 2001; MSNBC, Septenber 3,
2002. 51 Newsweek, Septenber 22, 2001; Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Cctober
28, 2001. 52 Available at www 9-1 | conmi ssion. gov/ archive/ hearing2/ 9-11
Commi ssi on_Heari ng_2003-05-23. htm 53 There is a dispute about the tineg,
but only whether the tine was 10:03 or 10:06, as will be discussed

| ater. 5" USA Today, Septenber 16, 2001; Washi ngton Post, January 27,
2002; ABC News and CBS News, Septenber 11, 2002. 55 Pittsburgh
Post - Gazette, Cctober 28, 2001; Washington Post, January 27, 2002. CBS
News, Septenber 11, 2001;
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NOTES TO THE | NTRODUCTI ON 297 governnent were "conplicit" in the
attacks, | pointed to the existence of at |east eight possible | evels of
conplicity, beginning with the nildest-though still inpeachabl e-offense
of constructing a fal se account of what happened (NPH xxi-xxii). 1ul
Sperry, "Is Fix in at 9/11 Conm ssion?" Antiwar.com March 31, 2004
(http://antiwar.conisperry/?articleid=2209). 11 Philip Zelikow and
Condol eezza Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed. A Study in
Statecraft (Canbridge: Harvard University Press, 1997). 12 Associ ated
Press, Decenber 27, 2003; David Corn, "Probing 9/11," Nation, 277/1
(July 7: 2003): 14-18, at 16; Paul Sperry, "Is Fix in at 9/11
Conmi ssi on?"; Enmad Mekay, "lragq Was Invaded "to Protect Israel'-US
Oficial," Asia Times, March 31, 2004

(www. at i nes. com ati mes/ Front _Page/ FC31Aa01. htm ). 13 This call, made
earlier, was repeated in the Fanily Steering Cormittee's press rel ease
of March 20, 2004 (www. 911i ndependent commi ssi on. or g/ mar2Q20A4. huil). 14
Sperry, "lIs Fix in at 9/11 Conmi ssion?" 15 See NPH 147-56 and bel ow,
283-85. 16 Philip Shenon, "9/11 Comm ssion Coul d Subpoena Oval Ofice
Files," New York Tines, COctober 26, 2003. 17 In Enad Mekay's article
headed "Irag Was Invaded "to Protect Israel'- US Oficial" (see note 12,
above), the US official referred to was Philip Zelikow. He was quoted as
speaki ng of "the threat that dare not speak its nanme," thereby referring
to the threat that Iraq posed not to the United States but to Israel

H s point was that at |east one of the prine notives behind the US

i nvasion of lIrag in 2003 was the desire of the Bush adm nistration to
elimnate this threat. In explaining why this threat "dare not speak its
nane," Zelikow reportedly said that "the Anerican governnment doesn't
want to lean too hard on it rhetorically, because it is not a popul ar
sell.” 18 "When we wote the report,"” said Zelikow, "we were al so
careful not to answer all the theories. It's |ike playing Wack-A- Ml e.
You' re never going to whack themall." Quoted in Carol Morello,
"Conspiracy Theories Flourish on the Internet," Washi ngton Post, October
7, 2004 (www. washi ngt onpost. conm wp-

dyn/articl es/ A13059- 20040ct 6. ht M ?sub=AR). Ni chol as Levis, after quoting
Zeli kow s statenment, wites: "Now we know [a basic] rule of the Kean
Commi ssion: Don't test theories. Just whack them if you can, and

ot herwi se do your best to ignore them ("Zelikow Losing to the
Bacteria: Open Letter to Philip Zelikow and the Washi ngton Post, "

Cct ober 7, 2004 [www. 911
truth.org/article.php?story=200410091424118821). "This letter of

Sept enber 13, 2004, under the title "Open Letter: National Security
Experts Speak Qut: 9/ 11 Comm ssion Falls Short,"” is available at

ww. 911 CitizensWat ch. org.
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3(16 THE 9/ 11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS
"Pre-Septenber 11, 2001 Tradi ng Review, " My 15, 2002; Ken Breen
interview (Apr. 23, 2004); EBEd G interview (Feb. 3, 2004)." 14 San
Franci sco Chronicle, Septenber 12 and 14, 2001. 15 Evan Thomas and Mark
Hosenbal |, "Bush: "W're At War,"' Newsweek, Septenber 24, 2001
(avail abl e at www. Want ToKnow. i nf o/ 010924newsweek). G | ndependent,

Sept enber 15, 2002. 17 Summary of the Final Report of the Joint Inquiry
(http://intelligence.senate.gov/press.htn). 18 Los Angel es Tines,
Decenber 12, 2003, cited in NPH 73. 19 As one can see by connecting to
in NPH 73. 19 As one can see by connecting to http://vivisino.com 911
and typing in KSM CHAPTER SI X: OSAMA, THE BI N LADENS, AND THE SAUDI
ROYAL FAM LY ' Richard Labeviere, "CI A Agent Allegedly Met Bin Laden in
July," quoted in Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahned, The War on Freedom How and Wy
America was Attacked Septenber 11, 2001 (Joshua Tree, Calif.: Tree of
Life, 2002), 179. Craig Unger, "Unasked Questions: The 9/11 Commi ssion
Shoul d Ask Who Aut horized the Evacuation of Saudi Nationals in the Days
Fol Il owi ng the Attacks," Boston d obe, April 11, 2004. For nore evidence
counting against the portrait of OBL as the di sowned bl ack sheep of the
famly, see Ahnmed, The War on Freedom 178-79. ' Prince Faisal's
statenent is quoted in Mchael O Keffee, "Man of Mystery," New York
Daily News, May 22, 2004 (www. nydail ynews. com sports/story/ 196031 p-
69336¢. htm). 8 For nore evidence suggestive of a covert alliance

i nvol ving OBL, the Saudi governnent, and the US governnent, see Ahned,
The War on Freedom 187-202. The idea of a covert alliance may be
untrue. But the 9/ 11 Conmmi ssion should at |east have discussed the

evi dence that seens to support it. ' Gerald Posner, Wiy Anmerica Slept:
The Failure to Prevent 9/11 (New York: Random House, 2003), 181-94.
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308 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS s4 | bid., xiv.
35 Unger, House of Bush, 179-80; Graham Intelligence Matters, 168.
Unger spells the nane Bastian, Grahamspells it Bassnan. | have foll owed
Unger's spelling. In this summary, | have drawn on both counts, sonewhat
more from Grahamis. ss Craig Unger, House of Bush, 179-80. 37 Unger,
House of Bush, 179n. CHAPTER SEVEN. THE SAUDI FLIGHTS ' Unger, "Unasked
Questions," Bostton G obe, Aprill 1, 2004. 2 Kathy Steele, with Brenna
Kelly and Elizabeth Lee Brown, "Phantom Flight from Florida," Tanpa

Tri bune, Cctober 5, 2001. s Unger, House of Bush, 8-9; "Unasked
Questions." 4 Unger, "Unasked Questions." 5 Jean Heller, "TIA Now
Verifies Flight of Saudis," St. Petersburg Tinmes, June 9, 2004

(www. sai nt pet er sburgti mes. com 2004/ 06/ 09/ Tanpabay/

TIA now verifies flig.shtm). 6 "Phantom Flight" was, of course, the
name used in the original article in the Tanpa Tribune, cited in note 2,
above. Unger, House of Bush, 9, citing Steele, "Phantom Flight from
Florida." 8 Unger, "Unasked Questions." Unger, House of Bush, 9. 10
Ibid., 256. Il Ibid., 9. One odd feature of the Conm ssion's treatnment
of this issue is that Jean Heller's story, "TIA Now Verifies Flight of
Saudi s," contains an assertion that the Comm ssion seem ngly could have
used to bolster its case but did not. Heller said: "nost of the aircraft
allowed to fly in US airspace on Sept. 13 were enpty airliners being
ferried fromthe airports where they nade quick | andings on Sept. 11
The reopening of airspace included paid charter flights, but not
private, non-revenue flights. “~Wether such a (Learjet) flight would
have been | egal hinges on whether sonebody paid for it,' said FAA
spokesman W I Iiam Shumann. "“That's the key."' Wy did the Conm ssion not
refer to this distinction? Did it sinply not know about it? O did it

di scover that Shumann's distinction was one that was invented after the
fact? To answer these questions, we would need to see whether there is
evi dence that this distinction was nade and publicized at the tinme. Ws
it, for exanple, made in the NOTAM broadcast at 10:57 AM which Unger
reported? My assunption that the Comission's failure to refer to this
distinction reflected its judgnment that the distinction would not hold
up under scrutiny because it had been invented |later. Wien | asked Craig
Unger hinmself if this was the case, he replied, "Yes, this is, as you
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWELVE 321 6ttsburgh Post-Gazette, Septenber 13, 2001
61 I ndependent August 13, 2002; Phil adel phia Daily News, Novenber 15,
2001. 62 MBNBC, Septenber 11, 2002; Jere Longman, Anong the Heroes, 110.
63 Newsweek, Septenber 22, 2001; Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Cctober 28,
2001; Tel egraph, August 6, 2002. 64 Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Septenber
28, 2002; Longnman, Anpong the Heroes, 180. 65 ABC News, Septenber 11,
2001; Associated Press, Septenber 12, 2001. Longman (264) and the Mrror
report that although the FBI |ater denied that the recording of this
call contained any nmention of snoke or an expl osion, the person who took
this call was not allowed to speak to the media. 66 The Mrror

Sept enber 13, 2002; Longman, Anong the Heroes, 180. 67 WIlliamB. Scott,
"Exercise Junp-Starts Response to Attacks," Aviation Wek and Space
Technol ogy, June 3, 2001; Cape Cod Ti nes, August 21, 2002. 68 This
exchange is quoted in Meyssan, 9/11: The Big Lie, 162. 69 Based on
"NORAD s Response Tines," Septenber 18, 2001 (avail able at

wwwv. st anddown. net / nor adsept enber 182001 pressrel ease. htn). CHAPTER
TWELVE: THE COMM SSI ON ON FLIGHT 11 'As stated in Chapter 11, news
reports at the tine said that the transponder went off right after radio
contact was | ost, hence at about 8:15. But the 9/ 11 Conm ssi on,
entirely on the basis of interviews, puts the tine at 8:21 (18). Col onel
Robert Mart, head of NEADS, had put the tinme even later, saying the
transponder went off sonetine after 8:30 (ABC News, Septenber 11, 2002).
The Conmmi ssion does not nention either of these alternative tines. 2
MSNBC, Septenber 12, 2001. 3 This account, with its 40-m nute del ay

bet ween transni ssion and translation, nay or nmay not contradict Ben
Sliney's statenent quoted in note 20 of Ch. 11, above, in which he
reported that he |earned about this phrase "soon" after it was
transnmitted. 4 NORAD s tineline had estimated 8:46 as the tine. It is
specified as 8:46:40 by the 9/11 Commi ssion (32), then rounded off to
8:47. 5 Quoted in Janes Banford, A Pretext for War (New York: Doubl eday,
2004), 60-61. 6 Ibid., 4. 7 Newsday, Septenber 23, 2001; quoted in Paul
Thonpson, The Terror Tineline, 108. 8 See, for exanple, Illation Bykov
and Jared Israel, "CGuilty for 9-11: Bush, Runsfeld, Mers, Section 1:
Wiy Were None of the Hijacked Planes Intercepted?”

(www. enperors-clothes.comindict/91 | page.htm listed in the
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and Space Technol ogy, June 3, 2002. 19 Richard A d arke, Against Al
Enemies: Inside Anerica's War on Terror (New York: Free Press, 2004), 2.
20 I bid., 3-5. CHAPTER FOURTEEN. THE COWM SSI ON ON FLI GHT 77 'This
flight course for AA 77 provided by USA Today is shown on the first page
of Paul Thonpson's tineline for Flight 77

(www. cooper ativeresearch.org/tineline.jsp?tineline=conplete 911 tineline
&da y_of 911=aa77).
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;26 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS 2002. A brief
version of this account is also given in Bob Wodward, Bush at VWar (New
York: Sinmon & Schuster, 2002), 24-25. 26 Departnent of Defense,

Sept ember 15, 2001. 2' 9/ 11 Conm ssion Staff Report, March 23, 2004,
quoted in Paul Thompson, The Terror Tineline, 424, 426. 28 For this
account, according to which Runmsfeld again helps with rescue efforts,
the Comm ssion cites an interview it had with Runsfeld i n Decenber 2002,
along with a Departnment of Defense nenp and an interview with Runsfeld' s
assi stant, Stephen Canmbone, in 2004 (463n193). 29 This problemis raised
by Paul Thonpson (The Terror Tineline, 426). 30 C arke, Against Al
Enemies, 22. 31 "Statement of Secretary of Transportation Norman Y.

M neta before the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the
United States, June 17, 2004; quoted in Tom Fl occo, "Rookie in the 9-11
Hot Seat ?" tonflocco.com June 17, 2004
(http://tonflocco. com nodul es. php?nane=News&f i | e=articl e&si d=65). 3

Fl occo, "Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?" a Ibid. 5 According to Elizabeth
Drew (New York Revi ew of Books, Septenber 23, 2004, 8) the White House
was very anxious for this phrase, show ng Cheney's decisiveness, to be
included. G| have left out of ny discussion in the text the foll ow ng
passage i n the Kean-Zelikow Report about what happened after the

shoot -down aut horization was finally communi cated to NORAD: "The NEADS
commander [ Col onel Robert Marr) told us he did not pass along the order
because he was unaware of its ram fications. Both the m ssion comander
and the senior weapons director indicated they did not pass the order to
the fighters circling Washi ngton and New York because they were unsure
how the pilots would, or should, proceed with this guidance" (43). |

will not comment on the absurdities in these statenments except to point
out that here the Kean-Zelikow Report has succeeded
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332 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSIONS ANI') 1)1 STORTIONS 21 1bid.,
222. 22 1bid., 202. 23 Ibid., 2002. 24 Ibid., 141, citing Philip Shenon,
"Ex-Senator WIIl Soon Quit 9/11 Panel, Leaving Gap for Victims
Advocates,” New York Tinmes, Decenber 5, 2003. 25| discussed this deal in
NPH 154-55. 26 Eric Boehlert, "The President Qught to be Ashaned:
Interviewwith Max Celand,” Sal on.com Nov. 13, 2003. 27 A video
entitled "The G eat Conspiracy" (www. greatconspiracy.ca), produced and
narrated by Canadian nedia critic Barrie Zwi cker, directly raises the
guestion of conspiracy on the part of the Bush administration in the
course of providing an excellent introduction to Still H ding about the
War on Terror (New York: Harper-Collins/ReganBooks, 2004), 230-3 1. 4
Banford, A Pretext for War, 4, 15. 5 National Conmmi ssion on Terrori st
Attacks Upon the United States, 12th Public Hearing, June 17, 2004
(www. 9-1 | commi ssi on. gov/ archi ve/ hearingl 2/9- 11

Comm ssi on_Heari ng- 2004-06-17. htm). 6 M chael Parenti, The Terrorism
Trap: Septenber 11 and Beyond (San Francisco: Cty Lights, 2002), 93-94.
Ibid. 8 As can be seen in the Appendix, Wl fowitz thereby expressed a
very narrow view of the "Manila plot." Los Angel es Tines, Septenber 27,
2001; CNN, July 18, 2001. 10 Washington Post, Cctober 2, 2001. New York
Ti mes, Novenber 3, 2001; Time, April 4, 1995. 'Z Associated Press, April
18, 2002. 13 MDW News Service, Novenmber 3, 2000; Mrror, May 24, 2002.
USA Today, April 18, 2004. 'S John J. Lunpkin, "Agency was to Crash

Pl ane on 9-11," Associated Press, August 22, 2002; Panela Hess, "U. S.
Agenci es- Strange 9/ 11 Coi nci dence, " UPlI, August 22, 2002. " 6 This idea
is central to Mchael C. Ruppert, Crossing the Rubicon: The Decline

of Anerican Enpire at the End of the Age of G| (Gabriola Island, British
Col unbi a: New Soci ety Publishers, 2004). " Vigilant Guardian is the
exercise referred to in the previously cited No-Kidding Under Attack, "'
Newhouse News Service, January 25, 2002. 12 | obtained a copy of this
meno from Kyl e Hence, co-founder of 9/11 CitizensWatch, who was one of
its original recipients. 13 Laura Brown told ne this in a tel ephone
conversation | had with her on Sunday, August 15, 2004. '" Posted at
www. 911 truth.org/article. pup?story=2004081200421797. 15 Tom Fl occo,
"Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?" tonflocco.com June 17, 2004
(http://tonflocco. com nodul es. php?nanme=News&f i | e=arti cl e&si d=65); al so
available at ..ERR, COD:1.. Brown told ne this in a tel ephone
conversation | had with her on Sunday, August 15, 2004. '" Posted at
www. 911 truth.org/article. pup?story=2004081200421797. 15 Tom Fl occo,
"Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?" tonflocco.com June 17, 2004
(http://tonflocco. com nodul es. php?name=News&f i | e=arti cl e&si d=65); al so
avai | abl e at Los Angel es
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294 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTIONS It fol | owed,
therefore, that if Scarpa's testinony against his own father was to be
consi dered not credible, his testinony agai nst Yousef could not be used,
so it was dism ssed as "a hoax."10 And if Yousef was not to be bl aned,
the whol e idea that the flight had been brought down by a bonb had to be
discredited. This was done primarily by falsely claimng that the

chem cals found in the cabin had resulted fromspills during a recent
test for a bonb-sniffing dog.11 So al though Yousef and (secretly) KSM
were convicted in the Bojinka plot, they were not even indicted for the
bonbi ng of TWA 800. One respect in which Lance's narrative is directly
relevant to the 9/11 Conmi ssion involves two researchers who tried to
bring information to the attention of the Conmm ssion. Angela Cenente
and Dr. Stephen Dresch had spent nuch tine researching the relationship
bet ween Yousef and Greg Scarpa, Jr., even discovering the letters Yousef
had gi ven Scarpa and FBI nenobs proving their authenticity. Their
conclusion was that Scarpa's reports about Yousef were "one hundred per
cent truthful,” fromwhich it followed that KSM and ot her al - Qaeda
operatives were responsible for the crash of TWA 800. Assuming the 9/11
Conmmi ssion woul d be anxious to |earn about this information, C enente
and Dresch sent a letter to the 9/11 Comm ssion, detailing their

di scoveries and offering to testify. But they received no reply.12 W
can, of course, understand why, with its |arge DoJ-FBl nmenbership, the
Commi ssion woul d have been resistant to information supporting the view
that TWA 800 was indeed, as the FBI had originally suspected, brought
down by al - Qaeda operatives. After all, if that was the case, then the
downi ng of this flight, which killed 230 people, was then the "biggest
mass rmurder in Anerican history"13 Those in the DoJ-FBlI who decided to
cover up the truth about this crash, such as Jam e Gorelick, may well
have believed that their decision was justifiable. Neverthel ess, they
woul d surely, especially after 9/11, not want to help reveal the fact
that they had Iied and, in so doing, covered up this prior al-Qaeda
attack on America. Lance al so suggests that those with DoJ-FBI ties
woul d have had a second reason to ignore the testinony being proffered
by Cenente and Dresch. G ven the information the FBI had received from
Scar pa about Yousef's plans and cohorts, it "could have thwarted the TWA
800 crash."14 As stated in the New York Tines story of August 23, 1996
(which the FBI was unable to kill), "in loss of life, the downing of TWA
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story's headline: "Half of New Yorkers Believe US Leaders Had
For eknow edge of | npending 9-11 Attacks and "“Consciously Failed to

Act." Still nore peopl e-56 percent of the state's residents and 66
percent of the city's- called for an investigation by the US Congress or
New York Attorney General Elliot Spitzer to deal with "still unanswered

questions."5 I n Canada, where there has been nore public discussion of
the problems in the official account, the number of people who suspect a
cover-up of advance know edge is evidently even greater. A national pol
rel eased May 20, 2004 asked people if they agreed with this statenent:
"Individuals within the US Governnent including the Wite House had
prior know edge of the plans for the events of Septenber 11th, and
failed to take appropriate action to stop them" A surprising 63 percent
said that they agreed. At this witing (Septenber 2004), | know of no
poll in the United States asking about conplicity in the stronger sense,
according to which the Bush adm nistration woul d have been involved in

t he pl anning and execution of the attacks. This question has been asked,
however, in Canada and sone European countries. In the Canadi an poll
nmenti oned above, 16 percent of the respondents said they believed that

i ndi vi dual s
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302 THE 9/11 COW SSI ON REPCRT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS
(http://ww.rense.com general 47/pulled. htm. Silverstein's coments have
been di scussed at sonme | ength on the Al ex Jones Show, "WC-7 |nploded by
Silverstein, FDNY and O hers,” January 19, 2004 (see

www. pri sonpl anet.com 011904wt c7. htm ), discussed in NPH, 2nd ed.,

175-77. 22 CBS News, Septenber 11, 2001. Videos ..ERR COD. 3..
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;26 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS War (New York: Sinmon &
Schuster, 2002), 32. "'Secretary Runsfeld Interview with the New York
Times," New York Tinmes, October 12, 2001. For Rice's statenent, see
Chal ners Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire: Mlitarism Secrecy, and the
End of the Republic (New York: Henry Holt, 2004), 229. a The Nati onal
Security Strategy of the United States of Anerica, Septenber 2002

(avail abl e at www. whi t ehouse. gov/ nsc/nss.htm). 5 The only statement |
have seen that even cones close is the Comm ssion's statenent that
"[t]he President noted that the attacks provided a great opportunity to
engage Russia and China" (330). ' The Project for the New Anmerican
Century (henceforth PNAC) Rebuil ding Amrerica's Defenses: Strategy,
Forces and Resources for a New Century, Septenber 2000

(www. newaner i cancentury.org). Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire, 178.
Lehman, who was secretary of the navy during two Reagan administrations,
signed PNAC s "Letter to President Bush on the War on Terrorism"

Sept enber 20, 2001 (www. newanericancentury. org/Bushletter. htn).
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NOTES TO ( HAPTER FOURTEEN 325 Z Vill age Voi ce, Septenber 13, 2001;
Guardi an, October 17, 2001. USA Today, August 13, 2002. d arke, Agai nst
Al'l Enem es, 13. Washi ngton Post, Septenber 12, 2001; Newsday, Septenber
23, 2001. Paul Thompson, "Septenber 11. M nute-by-M nute" (8:56),

avai |l abl e references and i ndex. |SBN 1-56656-584-7 (pbk.) 1. National
Commi ssion on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States. 9/11 Commi ssion
report. 2. Septenber 11 Terrorist Attacks, 2001. 3. Terrorism Government
policy-United States. 4. TerrorismUnited States-Prevention. 5. War on
Terrorism 2001- 6. Intelligence service-United States-Evaluation. 1I.
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Street, Northanpton, MA 01060 e-mail: info@nterlinkbooks.com
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"David Ray Giffin has done adm rabl e and pai nstaki ng research in
review ng the nysteries surrounding the 9-11 attacks. It is the nost
persuasi ve argunment | have seen for further investigation of the Bush
adm nistration's relationship to that historic and troubling event."
-Howard Zi nn, author of A People's History of the United States "David
Ray Giffin has witten what Anerica nmay nost of all need-a

di spassi onate, bal anced, and exhaustively researched and docunent ed
account of the inplausible gaps and mi srepresentati ons of the Bush

adm nistration's official story of 9/11. Sensitive to the "conspiracy
theory' mnd-stop that has disconnected his fellow Arericans fromthe
facts of this history-steering event, Giffin painstakingly marshals the
evi dence pro and con, and follows it where it |eads. A courageously

i npeccabl e work." -John McMurtry, author of Value Wars: The d oba

Mar ket versus the Life Econony, Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada
and Professor of Philosophy, University of Guelph "It will be painful
and disturbing, to turn the pages of this thoughtful and neticul ously
researched book. But turn we nust. For we owe the truth to those who
died, and nothing less." -Colleen Kelly, sister of Bill Kelly, Jr., who
was killed in the North Tower of the World Trade Center on 9/11, and
cof ounder of Septenber 11th Families for Peaceful Tonorrows "This is a
very inportant book. David Ray Griffin's carefully researched and
docunment ed study denonstrates a high | evel of probability that the Bush
adm ni stration was conplicit in allowing 9/11 to happen in order to
further war plans that had already been nade. A nmust-read for anyone
concerned about Anerican foreign policy under the present

adm ni stration."” -Rosemary Radford Ruether, Carpenter Professor of
Fem ni st Theol ogy G aduate Theol ogi cal Union, Berkeley, California
"David Giffin's book is an excellent exposf so many of the deeply

troubling questions that nmust still be answered fully and transparently
if denocratic control over political and military |leaders is to nmean
anything at all." -Mchael Meacher, British nmenber of Parlianment, and

former Mnister of the I: iivironnent
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book, I wish to enphasize ny continui ng dependence on their work and
that of the nmany researchers upon whomthey drew. Because ny greatest
dependence was on Paul Thonpson's timneline, which was avail able only on
the Internet-originally at the Center for Cooperative Research-1 am

pl eased that Paul and the Center have now published The Terror Tineline:
Year by Year, Day by Day, Mnute by Mnute, which appeared just in tine
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Pot eschman, Morgan Reynol ds, Peter Dale Scott, Paul Thonpson, Craig
Unger, and Barrie Zwicker. | thank themall for taking tinme fromthe own
work to help with my effort. My greatest ongoing indebtedness is to ny
wi fe, Ann Jaqua. This book had its origin in a lecture | gave in Eugene,
Oregon, six days after the appearance of The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report, at
the invitation of a group headed by Mary Addans and Mark Rabinowitz. |
thank them for the stinulation provided by their tinmely invitation. |
wish, finally, to thank the hundreds of people who have witten to
express their appreciation for The New Pearl Harbor and to report on
their efforts to publicize its existence-with some of them saying that

t hey had bought a dozen, or 50, or even 100 copies to give away. The
extraordinary response to that book, which revealed that it net a deeply
felt need, was surely instrunental in getting nme-shortly after
completing the Afterword for its second edition-to sit back down at the
conputer to wite the present book. | hope it will help bring the many
problems in the official story-and now in the authorized defense of the
official story-into the open.



Front Matter Page 3

| NTRODUCTION J n the third week of July of 2004-al nost three years after
the 9/11 attacks-the |long-awaited report of the 9/11 Commi ssion' was
finally published. It quickly became wi dely accepted as the definitive
account of 9/11. It was thus treated, for exanple, on a National Public
Radi o program about the 9/11 hearings that | heard Septenber 7, 2004.
Descri bing The 9/11 Comm ssion Report as the npbst conplete record of the
events surrounding 9/11, this NPR program assuned that the Comm ssion's
report could be used as an unquesti onabl e source of information.
Mentioni ng several points in the report that contradicted previously
hel d beliefs, the narrator said before each point: "W now know." She
said, for exanple, that we now know that Vice President Cheney's

aut hori zation for the US nmilitary to shoot down hijacked airliners cane
too late to bring down any of the airliners. In the present book,
guestion whether this report really deserves to be treated as the
definitive account of 9/11. Such an exam nation is surely in order
because, regardl ess of one's opinion about its historical accuracy, The
9/ 11 Conmmi ssion Report is one of the nobst inportant events of nodern
history. It has occasioned, anbng other things, a "war on terror" that
has had significant consequences in many parts of the world, especially
Af ghani stan and Iragq. This report is inportant, second, because the 9/
11 Commi ssion was mandated to provide the definitive account of "facts
and circunstances relating to the terrorist attacks of Septenber 11,
2001" (xv).2 The Conmi ssion sought, we are told in the Preface by

Chai rman Thomas Kean and Vice Chairman Lee Hamilton, "to provide the
full est possible account of the events surrounding 9/11" (xvi). Athird
reason why this report is inportant is that the 9/11 Conm ssion, having
reached its conclusions as to why the attacks of 9/11 were able to
succeed, has used these conclusions to suggest structural changes, the
nost inportant of which would be the creation of a National Intelligence
Director (411-15). This proposal is based on the



Front Matter Page 4

2 THE 9/ 11 COW SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS concl usi on t hat
the attacks of 9/ 11 were able to succeed because of "deep institutional
failings" (265), especially the fact that "no one was firmy in charge"
(400). THREE OBVI QUS REASONS FOR EXAM NI NG THE REPORT W t hereby have

t hree obvi ous reasons for examning the report carefully to see whet her
its conclusions are justified by the avail abl e evidence. W want to
know, first, whether the Bush admnistration's "war on terror" was an
appropriate response to 9/11; second, whether the report of the 9/11
Comm ssi on shoul d be accepted as the definitive account; and, third,

whet her the success of the attacks would have been less likely if the
reconmended structural changes had al ready been in place. There has been
some di scussion of the first question, especially whether the war on
Irag was an appropriate response. But there has been little if any
public discussion of the second question. Rather, the Conmm ssion's
report has for the nost part sinply been accepted as the definitive
account of 9/11. Nevertheless, the third question has already been given
a positive answer, with | eaders of both parties rushing to endorse the
reconmendati ons of the Conmission-in spite of the fact that these
reconmendati ons presuppose a positive answer to the second questi on,

whi ch has not been di scussed. Surely before we endorse a proposal based
on the Commi ssion's analysis of why the attacks were able to succeed, we
need to di scuss whether this analysis is convincing. A FOURTH REASON:
THE PCSSIBILITY OF A COVER-UP This issue brings us to yet another reason
why a careful scrutiny of The 9/11 Conm ssion Report is of great

i nportance. Mbst Anericans evidently believe that the Bush

adm ni stration had nore informati on about the inpending attacks than it
has admitted. In 2002, the Atlanta Journal -Constitution conducted a poll
on this question, asking its readers if they were "satisfied the Bush
adm ni stration had no advance warning of the Septenber 11 attacks." Only
52 percent of the respondents said they were. A surprising 46 percent
said "No, | think officials knewit was coning," while 2 percent said
“I'"mnot sure. Congress should investigate."3 This neans that al nost 50
percent of the 23,000 people who responded-before the poll was suddenly
wi thdrawn fromthe paper's website-suspected that the Bush

admi ni stration was covering up advance warnings it had received.
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merely in the sense of deliberately failing to prevent them According
to the strong version, the Bush adm nistration was actively involved in
t he planning and execution of the attacks.  For now, however, we can
ignore the distinction between these versions, focusing our attention
entirely on the crucial contrast- that between the official theory and
the alternative theory. The question of just which "events surrounding
9/ 11 " are deened rel evant for understandi ng what happened that day
will hinge largely on whether this question is approached fromthe
perspective of the officiai theory or fromthe perspective of the
alternative theory. People who
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4 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTIONS within the US
governnment were involved in the planning and execution. In Germany-as a
front-page story in the Wall Street Journal pointed out-a poll in July
2003 reveal ed that 20 percent of the population said that "the US
governnent ordered the attacks itself." This story nentioned that books
argui ng this case have been very popular in France and Italy as well as
Germany. ? As these polls show, nany people, far fromthinking with the
9/ 11 Conmmi ssion that the problemwas that "no one was firmly in charge,"”
believe instead that the attacks were able to succeed only because
someone was in charge, giving "stand-down" orders that renmoved various

i nstitutional safeguards through which any planned attacks of this
nature woul d have normally been thwarted. In nmy previous book on the
subj ect, The New Pearl Harbor,8 | summari zed rmuch of the evidence that
has been gathered to support this view A fourth reason to scrutinize
the 9/11 Conmission's final report, therefore, is to see whether it puts
t hese suspicions to rest-the suspicion that the Bush admi nistration

pl anned the 9/11 attacks as well as the nore w despread suspicion that
the Bush adm nistration was at | east conplicit in the sense of
deliberately not preventing them In this critique, | will primarily
address this fourth question (the answer to which will also suggest
answers to the first three questions). PERSPECTI VE AND SELECTI ON The
chai rman and the vice chairman of the 9/11 Comm ssion said, as we saw,
that their aimwas "to provide the fullest possible account of the
events surrounding 9/11." O course, they could not have neant that
statenent literally, because there were trillions of "events surrounding
9/1 L" What they neant was that they tried to give the fullest account
of those events surrounding 9/11 that are rel evant to understandi ng why
the attacks of 9/11 occurred. This point raises the question of how they
woul d have determ ned, out of all the events "surrounding" 9/11, which
ones were relevant to understanding it. Wat was the Comm ssion's
principle of selection by which it deternined which events surroundi ng
the 9/11 attacks-events occurring before 9/11, after 9/11, and on 9/11
itself-were to be included in its report? Every principle of selection
presupposes a perspective, a basic way of seeing things, which

determ nes what is considered relevant. For exanple,



Front Matter Page 7

I NTRODUCTION 5 if the question is why Bill Jones is not feeling well,
believers in Christian Science and believers in nodern western nedicine
will consider quite different factors relevant to answering this
question, and believers in traditional Chinese nmedicine will focus on

still other factors. In some cases, these diverse perspectives are
conpl enentary, with each having an elenment of truth. In some cases, one
perspective is right and the others wong. In still other cases, all the

extant perspectives are largely wong. The point at hand, however, is
sinply that what we consider relevant for understandi ng some event or
condition will largely depend on our overall perspective about it.
Applied to 9/11, this point neans that our view of the relevant events
surrounding the 9/11 attacks will be largely shaped by our perspective
on this event-our basic theory about what happened on 9/11 and why. Two
BASI C THEORI ES ABOQUT 9/11 As the precedi ng di scussion has indicated,
there are two basic theories about 9/11. Each of these theories is a
"conspiracy theory." One of these is the official conspiracy theory,
according to which the attacks of 9/ 11 were planned and executed solely
by al -Qaeda terrorists under the guidance of OGsama bin Laden. This

t heory, according to which 9/11 resulted froma conspiracy anong Arab
Muslinms, is, of course, the conspiracy theory that has been promul gated
by the Bush administration and its agencies. "Facilitated" is a

deli berately vague word, which allows this theory to have a weak and a
strong version. According to the weak version, the Bush adm nistration
facilitated the success of the attacks nerely in the sense of
deliberately failing to prevent them According to the strong version
the Bush adm ni stration was actively involved in the planning and
execution of the attacks.™ For now, however, we can ignore the

di stinction between these versions, focusing our attention entirely on
the crucial contrast- that between the official theory and the
alternative theory. The question of just which "events surrounding 9/ 11
" are deened rel evant for understandi ng what happened that day wl|

hi nge largely on whether this question is approached fromthe
perspective of the officiai theory or fromthe perspective of the
alternative theory. People who
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6 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS accept the

of ficial conspiracy theory will assume that the nost inportant
background i nformation involves the history of Gsama bin Laden and a] -
Qaeda. Also inmportant, to be sure, will be events within the US

governnent, especially its intelligence agencies, with the question
bei ng why these agencies were not able to uncover the plot in tinme to
prevent the attacks. But all these events within the US government will
be studi ed as exanpl es of various kinds of m sunderstandi ng, confusion,
and failure to communi cate. People who accept the alternative conspiracy
theory will, by contrast, focus on events suggesting that the attacks
were facilitated by agencies and individuals within the US governnent,
whet her by obstructing investigations, issuing "stand-down" orders to
suspend standard operating procedures, or covering up signs of the
government's invol venent. These people may or may not find the history
of Osamm bin Laden particularly relevant. But they will, in any case, be
nost focused on events suggestive of conplicity within the Bush

.ldm nistration itself. WAS THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON " NONPARTI SAN'? Chai r man
Kean and Vice Chairnman Hamilton tell us that their Conmission "sought to
be i ndependent, inpartial, thorough, and nonpartisan” (xv). In this
book, I will be asking whether these virtues are in fact enbodied in The
9/ 11 Comm ssion Report. Let us begin with the question of whether the
Conmmi ssion was "nonpartisan." Wth this term Kean and Ham I ton allude
to the fact that the Comm ssion was conposed of both Denocrats and
Republ i cans. This allusion suggests that the Comm ssion woul d have
succeeded in being nonpartisan if the Republicans did not blane
everything on the Cinton adm nistration, while being excessively

def ensi ve about the Bush adm nistration, and the Denocrats did not
behave in the opposite way. Those who wat ched the hearings on television
know that there was consi derabl e partisanship during the proceedings. In
the end, however, the Conmi ssion cane together sufficiently to produce a
final report endorsed unaninmously by all the Denocrats and all the
Republ i cans. Kean and Hamilton are obviously proud that the Conmi ssion
did end up being nonpartisan in this sense, producing the report, as

t hey say, "w thout dissent” (xv).
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I NTRODUCTI ON 7 The Conmi ssion was al so said to be nonpartisan in a
purely factual sense, nanely, that the Commi ssion was conprised of an
equal nunber of nenbers fromboth parties-five Denocrats and five
Republ i cans. One of the major problenms with the Conm ssion, however, was
that it was not truly nonpartisan in a factual sense. There are two
reasons why it was not. The first is that the chairman was a Republican
The vice chairman was, to be sure, a Denocrat, but he was nerely the

vi ce chairman, not the co-chairman. Even nore inportant is the second
reason why the Conm ssion was not nonpartisan in a factual sense. The
person who served as the Conmi ssion's executive director, Philip D
Zelikow, is a Republican. This is inportant because as executive
director, Zelikow was in charge of the Comrission's staff, and it was

t hese staff menbers-not the Commi ssioners we saw on tel evision-who did
nost of the actual work of the Comni ssion. The Comm ssioners woul d have
carried out their own distinctive work-their discussions and

i nterviews-on the basis of the material provided by the staff. Kean and
Ham lton refer to this fact in their statenment that the "professiona
staff, headed by Philip Zelikow, . . . conducted the exacting

i nvestigative work upon which the Conmission has built" (xvi-xvii). The
extent of Zelikow s influence on the Conmi ssion's processes has been
comment ed on by Paul Sperry, who wote, while the Conmi ssion was still
wor ki ng, that Zelikow arguably has nore sway than any nenber, including
the chai rman. Zeli kow picks the areas of investigation, the briefing
materials, the topics for hearings, the witnesses, and the |ines of
questioning for witnesses. In effect, he sets the agenda and runs the

i nvestigation. 10 This overwhel m ngly inportant fact has been little

.. ERR, COD: 3.
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8 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS WAS THE 9/ 11
COWM SSI ON " | NDEPENDENT" ? The 9/11 Conmi ssion's executive director was
not, furthernore, sinply any Republican. Philip Zelikow had been very
cl osely associated with the Bush Wiite House. He was on the National
Security Council in the Bush | adm nistration, where both he and

Condol eezza Rice served as aides to National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft. During the dinton years, while the Republicans were out of
office, he and Ri ce co-authored a book. 11 Zeli kow al so directed the
Aspen Strategy G oup, which involved R ce and Scowroft as well as,
anong ot hers, Dick Cheney and Paul Wl fowitz. Then, he served on the
Nati onal Security Council's teamfor the transition between the Cinton
and Bush |l administrations. In this role, he provided recomendations
for Rice, who was beconing the National Security Advisor to the
president. Shortly after 9/11, Zelikow was appointed to the President's
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, on which he served until beconi ng
executive director of the 9/11 Conmission in 2003.12 Because of his
close ties to the Bush instill in the public mnd what "they deci ded
early on." The "they" in this statenent would refer primarily to the
executive director. Lance has enphasized, furthernore, that the

i nfluence of the Wiite House on the production of the final report was
not limted to the influence nediated through Zelikow. In this regard,
Lance points to a UPl story published July 1, 2004, which reveal ed that
the various Staff Reports-many of which found their way into the fina
report with few changes-were cleared by the Wite House in advance. This
story, witten by Shaun Waternman, al so revealed that the chapters of the
final report were sent to the Departnment of justice before being cleared
for publication. The official reason was that these cl earances woul d
guarantee that, unlike the final report of the joint Inquiry, none of
the Commission's report would need to be blacked out in the interests of
national security. Lance, however, quotes Kristen Breitweiser's
observation that this process allows the admnistration, in the name of
protecting national security, "to hide information that is just
enbarrassing or inconvenient." 7 O, a nore suspicious mnd mght add,
even worse. The Conmission's close working relationship with the Wite
House expl ai ns sone things about the Conmmi ssion's final report that

m ght otherw se be puzzling. One of these is the fact that it contains
no criticismof the president, in spite of the obstacles he had pl aced
in the way of the Commi ssion. These obstacles were several. The first
was sinply the long resistance even to having such a conmi ssion. The
president agreed only after the fanmlies of the victins and then
revelations fromthe joint Inquiry created so nuch pressure that the
White House had little choice but to agree.8
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| NTRODUCTI ON 9 preparation for the transition fromthe National Security
Council of the dinton adm nistration to that of the Bush

admi nistration, "R ce had asked University of Virginia history professor
Philip Zelikow to advise her on the transition” (199). In the

acconpanyi ng note, we find this amazing statenent: "Rice and Zeli kow had
been col | eagues on the NSC staff during the first Bush adm nistration
and were coauthors of a book concerning German unification.... As the
Executive Director of the Conmm ssion, Zelikow has recused hinself from
our work on the Cinton-Bush transition at the National Security

Counci |l " (509n165). The first part of this statenent acknow edges the
probl em Then the second part suggests that it was solved nerely by

havi ng Zel i kow recuse hinself from di scussions involving the brief
period during which he participated in the transition process. The fact
that the Conmission could pretend otherwise is a major mark against its
honesty. WAS THE 9/11 COVM SSI ON "I MPARTI AL"? After seeing how the 9/11
Conmi ssioners net their stated ains to be independent and nonparti san,

| et us ask now how they fared in their quest for inpartiality.
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10 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND | )1 STORI I ONS An inpartia
investigation into the "facts and circunstances relating to the
terrorist attacks of Septenber 11" would have begun its work |ike any
good crime investigation, collecting evidence and testinoni es under oath
fromall those who m ght have sonething to contribute. It would have
tried to investigate equally the two basic theories about the attacks:
that the attacks were planned and carried out solely by foll owers of
OGsama bin Laden, and that the attacks were able to succeed only because
of the conplicity of the Bush administration itself. Different crime
cases, of course, require different approaches. In some nurder cases,
for exanple, there is no suspect. In such cases, the investigators nust
sinmply begin their work without any theory as to the guilty party. It is
only through this theory-neutral investigation that a theory as to the
guilty party may energe. In other cases, there may be two prinme suspects
fromthe outset. In these cases, it is nbst inportant that the

i nvestigation not focus on only one of them The violation of this rule
is, in fact, one of the nost common sources of false convictions. Even
if the investigators are strongly convinced that Suspect Ais guilty,
they nust | ook with equal rigor at evidence that might point to the
guilt of Suspect B (while also renmaining alert to any possi bl e evidence
suggesting that soneone other than either of these initial suspects

m ght actually be the guilty party). The case of 9/ 11 was anal ogous to
this second kind of murder case, in which there were two |ikely
suspects. There was consi derabl e evidence pointing to the guilt of

al - Qaeda operatives, with nuch of this evidence com ng from sources
within the US governnment. There was a good prima facie case for this
theory. But there were many things that reasonably | ed many observers to
suspect that the US governnent itself was behind, or at |east conplicit
in, the attacks. It is surely understandable that there was a strong
predi sposition on the part of the Conm ssion towards the first of these
theories. But as in any crime investigation, the Comn ssion should have
| ooked equal ly at evidence supportive of the alternative theory-with one
pi ece of this evidence being the very fact that the White House tried to
prevent any serious investigation of the matter.' 5 The inportance of
taki ng this approach was, in fact, acknow edged by Chairnan Kean, who
sai d:
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I NTRODUCTION | | There are a lot of theories about 9/11, and as |ong as
there is any docunent out there that bears on any of those theories,
we're going to | eave questions unanswered. And we cannot | eave questions
unanswered. 16 In speaking of "theories" here, Kean was, to be sure,
probably referring to particular sub-theories within the overal

official theory. But the validity of his point applies as well to the
di stinction between the official theory as such and the alternative
theory. Before the Commi ssion began zeroing in on various sub-theories
within the official theory, accordingly, it should have asked if that
official theory as such is supported by nore evidence than is the
alternative theory. (The Comm ssion should have al so, of course,

remai ned open to evidence for yet other theories, but for sinplicity's
sake we can linmt the present discussion to the need to dea
evenhandedly with the two nost preval ent theories.) Such an

i nvestigation woul d have been an "inpartial" one, at least if the

evi dence for the conpeting theories was treated in an evenhanded way.
The Commi ssion's report, however, reveals no sign that the Conm ssion
was ever inpartial in this sense. Indeed, the Conm ssion seens sinply to
have presupposed the truth of the official conspiracy theory fromthe
outset. Far fromexam ning the evidence for the two theories in an
evenhanded way, the Commi ssion's report for the ..ERR COD:1.
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12 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS AND DI STORTI ONS di rect or

Zel i kow was in position to determ ne which of the "events surroundi ng
9/ 11" would be investigated and which not. He was, therefore, in
position to have the research staff's "exacting investigative work"
directed entirely to nmatters that were consistent with the theory about
9/ 11 promul gated by the Wiite House. Events supportive of the
alternative theory, even if they had been reported in mainstream
publications, could for the nost part be ignored. The Commi ssion's | ack
of inpartiality-which is evident throughout the report, as the remainder
of this critique will show can thereby be explained, at least in |arge
part, by the Comm ssion's |lack of independence fromthe White House.
Just as we woul d not have expected an investigation carried out by
CGeorge Bush, Dick Cheney, or Condol eezza Rice to be inpartial, neither
shoul d we expect an investigation directed by their man inside the 9/11
Conmi ssion, Philip Zelikow, to be inpartial. Zelikow, in fact, publicly
i kened di scussing alternative theories about 9/ 11 to "whacking

nol es. "] 8 Special conmissions often conme to be naned after the

i ndi viduals who shared them The 9/ 11 Commi ssion has, accordingly,
soneti mes been called the "Kean Commi ssion.” But both the work and the
final report of the 9/ 11 Conmi ssion were probably shaped even nore by
Philip Zelikow W should, therefore, speak of the "Kean-Zelikow

Commi ssi on" and the "Kean-Zelikow Report." WAS THE 9/11 COWM SSI ON

" THOROQUGH"? Besi des seeking to be nonpartisan, independent, and
inpartial, the Commi ssion, said Kean and Hanilton, sought to be

t horough. For the Commi ssion's report to have enbodied this virtue, it
woul d have needed to do precisely what Kean suggested in the indented
qguot ati on above-track down every bit of evidence with bearing on any of
the theories about 9/11. | have already indicated that the Conmm ssion's
report did not achieve thoroughness in this sense. The report's |ack of
t horoughness is, in fact, one of its outstanding characteristics,
signaled by the word "om ssions” in the subtitle of the present
critique. The fact that the Commi ssion's final report is characterized
by significant om ssions was the central point of an open letter to the
US Congress, signed by 25 individuals "who have worked within various
government agencies (FBI, CIA FAA DIA Custons) responsible for
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| NTRODUCTI ON 13 national security and public safety." In this letter,
sent Septenber 13, 2004, they say: Qrission is one of the major flaws in
the Commission's report. W are aware of significant issues and cases
that were duly reported to the Comm ssion” were omtted fromits fina
report, saying sinply that they "sonmehow escaped attention.” In the
present critique, | wll suggest that these om ssions are by no nmeans
random but reveal a pattern. This pattern is part and parcel of the
fact that the Comm ssion did seek thoroughness in sone respects. It is,
for one thing, quite thorough with regard to its recital of events
surrounding 9/11 that are consistent with the official conspiracy theory
pronul gated by the Bush adm nistration. The Conm ssion, for exanple,
goes into great detail about Gsama bin Laden, the rise of al-Qaeda, and
the lives of the (alleged) hijackers. The Conmm ssion al so evidently
sought, inplicitly, to give a thorough defense of the Wite House, the
Justice Departnment, the FBI, and the ClIA by thoroughly om tting, or
expl ai ni ng away, any reports that could be used to suggest conplicity on
their parts. The Commi ssion also clearly sought to provide a thorough
defense of the US mlitary agai nst any suggestion that it was
responsi ble for the success of the attacks of 9/11, whether through
conplicity or inconpetence. |In nany respects, therefore, the
Kean- Zel i kow Report enbodi es the virtue of thoroughness. Wth regard to
t hor oughness in what shoul d have been the nost inportant sense, however,
the Commission failed disgracefully. The Commi ssion's nandate, as Kean
and Ham I ton pointed out, was to investigate "facts and circunstances
relating to the terrorist attacks of
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| NTRODUCTI ON 15 because the Commission is able to construct this new
explanation in a way that appears plausible, at |east to readers w thout
prior know edge of the relevant facts, only by omtting or distorting
many of those facts. This book does not necessarily presuppose that
readers have read The New Pearl Harbor. But having a copy

handy- preferably the second, updated edition-will certainly be hel pful.
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| NTRODUCTI ON 3 More recently, a CBS/ New York Tines poll taken April
23-27, 2004, found that 56 percent of the Anerican public believed that
the Bush adm nistration was "nostly telling the truth but hiding
sonet hi ng" about what it knew prior to Septenber 11, while 16 percent
bel i eved consciously failed to act.” The poll found that 41 percent of
the residents of the state of New York agreed (while 11 percent nade no
statenent, |leaving only 48 percent who di sagreed). That view was even
endorsed by nearly 30 percent of the registered Republicans and over 38
percent of the people in the state describing thensel ves as "very
conservative." The results were even nore astonishing in New York City,
where 49 percent of the residents agreed with the stated view. This
latter figure was the basis for the story's headline: "Half of New
Yorkers Believe US Leaders Had Foreknow edge of Inpending 9-11 Attacks
and " Consciously Failed to Act." Still nore people-56 percent of the
state's residents and 66 percent of the city's- called for an

i nvestigation by the US Congress or New York Attorney Ceneral ElIliot
Spitzer to deal with "still unanswered questions."5 In Canada, where
there has been nore public discussion of the problenms in the official
account, the nunber of people who suspect a cover-up of advance

know edge is evidently even greater. A national poll released May 20,
2004 asked people if they agreed with this statenent: "Individuals
within the US Governnent including the Wite House had prior know edge
of the plans for the events of Septenber 11th, and failed to take
appropriate action to stop them" A surprising 63 percent said that they
agreed. At this witing (Septenmber 2004), | know of no poll in the
United States asking about conplicity in the stronger sense, according
to which the Bush admi nistrati on would have been involved in the

pl anni ng and execution of the attacks. This question has been asked,
however, in Canada and sone European countries. In the Canadi an poll
nmenti oned above, 16 percent of the respondents said they believed that
i ndi vi dual s
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is even better. A nust read for citizens everywhere asking the hard
guestions about 911." -Meria Heller, producer/host of The Meria Heller
Show "It is rather obvious that the 9/11 comi ssion ainmed nmore to bring
closure than to investigate the anomalies surrounding the event. For the
domnant nedia in the U S. they have largely succeeded. Al the nore
reason why it is inportant that its failure even to nmention these

anomal i es not go unnoticed. For those who still seek the truth and hope
for a serious investigation of the facts, Giffin's careful analysis of
the report is essential reading." -John B. Cobb, Jr., Professor of

Theol ogy, Eneritus, Carenont School of Theology "This is a painstaking
and devastating denolition of the lies transmtted by The 9/11

Conmi ssion Report, and also the newlies invented by it in an effort to
reconcile the governnment's inpossible chronologies. Tinme after tine,
David Ray Giffin uses credible eyewi tness accounts to refute the
Report's nethods and all egations, particularly with respect to the
stand- down and shoot-down orders issued on that infanmous Septenber 11
and the attack on the Pentagon. Those concerned with preserving our
Republic in these troubled tinmes should pay particular attention to his
focus on the disturbing behavior of the core group who appear on that
day to have nisdirected the defenses of our country. In the com ng
national debate over 9/11, Giffin's book will strengthen the cause of
t hose who believe that the best defense for denobcracy is not blind
fealty to |l eaders, but the truth."” -Peter Dale Scott, author of Drugs,
Ol, and War Praise for David Ray Griffin's The New Pearl| Harbor

Di sturbi ng Questions about the Bush Adm nistration and 9/11 "This is an
i mportant, extraordinarily well-reasoned and provocative book that
should be widely read. Giffin raises disturbing questions that deserve
t houghtful and truthful answers from our governnment." -Marcus Raskin,
co-founder of the Institute for Policy Studies
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in an evenhanded way, the Conmi ssion's report for the nost part-as the
ensui ng chapters will showsinply ignores all the "events surroundi ng

9/ 11" that have been cited as evidence for the alternative conspiracy
theory. The partiality of the 9/ 11 Comm ssion's report is so extrene,
in fact, that it even fails to acknowl edges the existence of the
alternative theory. The Conm ssion was surely aware of this theory.
Those who know the types of evidence on which it rests can see pl aces,
here and there in the report, in which the Comm ssion appears inplicitly
to be trying to refute some piece of this evidence. But this alternative
theory was evidently regarded by the Conmission as the theory-to adopt a
phrase used by Zelikow hinmself in another connection-"that dare not
speak its nane."17 W should, of course, be disappointed by the fact
that the 9/11 Commi ssion was so partial. Gven the Comission's |ack of

i ndependence fromthe Wite House, however, we should not be surprised.
As executive
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| NTRODUCTION J n the third week of July of 2004-al nost three years after
the 9/11 attacks-the |long-awaited report of the 9/11 Commi ssion' was
finally published. It quickly became wi dely accepted as the definitive
account of 9/11. It was thus treated, for exanple, on a National Public
Radi o program about the 9/11 hearings that | heard Septenber 7, 2004.
Descri bing The 9/11 Comm ssion Report as the npbst conplete record of the
events surrounding 9/11, this NPR program assuned that the Comm ssion's
report could be used as an unquesti onabl e source of information.
Mentioni ng several points in the report that contradicted previously
hel d beliefs, the narrator said before each point: "W now know." She
said, for exanple, that we now know that Vice President Cheney's

aut hori zation for the US nmilitary to shoot down hijacked airliners cane
too late to bring down any of the airliners. In the present book,
guestion whether this report really deserves to be treated as the
definitive account of 9/11. 7 of the World Trade Center (WC), according
to which they were caused by fire. One way to test The 9/11 Commi ssion
Report is to examine howit treats these problens. | will begin this

di scussion by nentioning six of them SIX PROBLEMS IN THE OFFI Cl AL
ACCOUNT One problemis that fire had never before caused steel-frane

hi gh-rise buildings to collapse, even when the fire was a very
energetic, all- consunming one, such as the 1991 fire at One Meridian

Pl aza in Phil adel phia.' Indeed, tests had even been perfornmed to see if
very hot fires could cause steel-frame buildings to coll apse, as the
report on Building 7 of the WIC by FEMA (the Federal Energency
Management Agency) pointed out.2 The Commi ssion says that to its

know edge, "none of the [fire] chiefs present believed that a total
col l apse of either tower was possible” (302).3 This nmight be regarded as
an inplicit acknow edgnent on the Commission's part that no such
col | apse had ever occurred before. But if so, it remains inplicit. A
second problemis that the fires, especially in the South Tower and
WC-7, were quite small. W have all seen the pictures of the giant
fireball imrediately after the South Tower was hit. This fireball did
not signal a raging fire inside, however, but the opposite. There was
such a big fireball outside because the building was struck near a
corner, so that nuch of the jet fuel burned up outside. There was,
accordi ngly, not nmuch fuel to feed the fire inside. Photographs show, in
fact, that not a single floor beyond the fire's starting |ocation was
hot enough to ignite paper or plastic or to break wi ndows. How coul d
anyone suppose that such a fire could weaken steel sufficiently to

i nduce a coll apse?4 Wth regard to WIC-7, which was not even struck by
an airpl ane, photographs show that there were fires only on the seventh
and twelfth floors of this 47-story 2.i
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| NTRODUCTI ON 13 national security and public safety." In this letter,
sent Septenber 13, 2004, they say: Qrission is one of the major flaws in
the Commission's report. W are aware of significant issues and cases
that were duly reported to the Comm ssion by those of us with direct
know edge, but sonmehow escaped attention. Serious problens and
shortcomi ngs within government agencies |ikew se were reported to the
Comm ssion but were not included in the report. The report sinply does
not get at key problens within the intelligence, aviation security, and
| aw enforcenment comunities. The omi ssion of such serious and applicable
i ssues and information by itself renders the report flawed, and casts
doubt on the validity of many of its recomrendations.19 This letter
offers no theory as to why the "significant issues and cases that were
duly reported to the Comm ssion"” were omitted fromits final report,
saying sinply that they "sonehow escaped attention.” In the present
critique, I will suggest that these om ssions are by no nmeans random

but reveal a pattern. This pattern is part and parcel of the fact that
the Commi ssion did seek thoroughness in sonme respects. It is, for one
thing, quite thorough with regard to its recital of events surrounding
9/ 11 that are consistent with the official conspiracy theory promul gated
by the Bush adm nistration. The Comm ssion, for exanple, goes into great
detail about Gsanma bin Laden, the rise of al-Qaeda, and the lives of the
(al l eged) hijackers. The Conmi ssion also evidently sought, inplicitly,
to give a thorough defense of the Wite House, the Justice Departnent,
the FBI, and the ClIA by thoroughly omtting, or explaining away, any
reports that could be used to suggest conplicity on their parts. The
Comm ssion also clearly sought to provide a thorough defense of the US
mlitary agai nst any suggestion that it was responsi ble for the success
of the attacks of 9/11, whether through conplicity or inconmpetence. In
many respects, therefore, the Kean-Zelikow Report enbodies the virtue of
t horoughness. Wth regard to thoroughness in what shoul d have been the
nost inportant sense, however, the Conm ssion failed disgracefully. The
Commi ssion's mandate, as Kean and Hanmilton pointed out, was to
investigate "facts and circunstances relating to the terrorist attacks
of
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14 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI) DI STORTI ONS Sept enber 11"
and then to provide "the fullest possible account” of those facts and
circunstances. Wiat the Comni ssion actually did, however, was only to
provide a fairly full account of those facts and circunstances that are
consistent with the official conspiracy theory about 9/11. Every fact

i nconsistent with this theory is either distorted or entirely omtted.
have suggested that if the Conmi ssion's final product should in reality
be called the Kean-Zeli kow Report, we should not be surprised by these
om ssions and distortions. | suspect, neverthel ess, that many readers
wi |l be shocked, as | was, by the sheer nunber of the om ssions and the
audacity of the distortions. THE NATURE AND STRUCTURE OF THI S CRI Tl QUE
Critiques of The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report can legitinmately take many
possi bl e approaches. The present critique, | have indicated, eval uates
this report fromthe standpoint of the main alternative to the official
t heory about 9/11. It asks how evi dence supportive of this alternative
t heory-nuch of which was summari zed in ny previous book about 9/11, The
New Pear| Harbor-is treated in the Conm ssion's report. This evidence,
by suggesting that the official account is false, thereby suggests that
t hose who provided this account probably conspired to allow or perhaps
even arrange the attacks. One central purpose of the Kean-Zelikow
Report, although it remains nerely inplicit, is to defend the truth of
the official account against argunents based on such evidence. The
present critique evaluates the success of this attenpt. My exam nation

of this attenpt consists of two parts. In the first part, | point out
evi dence against the official account that is either distorted or sinply
ignored by the report. In the second part, | look at the report's

treatment of the charge that the 9/11 Commi ssion has tried nost strongly
to refute-the charge that on 9/11 itself the US mlitary, if it had
followed its own standard procedures, would have been able to prevent
the attacks. This critique's subtitle-Onissions and Distortions-refers
nost obviously to the material in Part |I. It may at first glance seem

| ess appropriate for Part 11, which focuses on the Conm ssion's new
version of the official explanation as to why the US mlitary failed to
prevent the attacks of 9/11. But this subtitle is also appropriate for
this part,
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| NTRODUCTI ON 9 preparation for the transition fromthe National Security
Council of the dinton adm nistration to that of the Bush

admi nistration, "R ce had asked University of Virginia history professor
Philip Zelikow to advise her on the transition” (199). In the
acconpanyi ng note, we find this amazing statenent: "Rice and Zeli kow had
been col | eagues on the NSC staff during the first Bush adm nistration
and were coauthors of a book concerning German unification.... As the
Executive Director of the Conm ssion, Zelikow has recused hinself from
our work on the Cinton-Bush transition at the National Security
Counci |l " (509n165). The first part of this statenent acknow edges the
probl em Then the second part suggests that it was solved nerely by
havi ng Zel i kow recuse hinself from di scussions involving the brief
period during which he helped with the transition. The assunption
implicit in this "solution" is that Zelikow s association with Rice and
t he Bush administration nore generally would have been a problemonly
with regard to discussions in which he was directly involved-"as if," in
Paul Sperry's words, "any potential conflicts he night have woul d end
there."14 But that is a wholly untenable assunption-as we woul d, again,

i medi ately recogni ze in an anal ogous judicial case. If a case involving
a close friend or business associate of Sandra Day O Connor cane before
the US Supreme Court, we would not expect her to recuse herself only
with regard to sone decision in which she had personally been invol ved.
We woul d recogni ze that it would be unrealistic to expect her to be
objective and inpartial in the case as a whole. As executive director of
the 9/11 Commi ssion, Zelikow was in charge of an investigation that
woul d accuse or absol ve people with whom he was politically, personally,
and ideologically intertwi ned. The problem of bias could by no neans be
[imted to events occurring during the brief period during which he
participated in the transition process. The fact that the Conmm ssion
could pretend otherwise is a najor nmark against its honesty. WAS THE
9/11 COW SSI ON "I MPARTI AL"? After seeing how the 9/11 Conmmi ssioners net
their stated ainms to be independent and nonpartisan, |let us ask now how
they fared in their quest for inpartiality.
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basic theories about 9/11. Each of these theories is a "conspiracy
theory." One of these is the official conspiracy theory, according to
which the attacks of 9/ 11 were planned and executed solely by al -Qaeda
terrorists under the guidance of Osama bin Laden. This theory, according
to which 9/11 resulted froma conspiracy anong Arab Muslins, is, of
course, the conspiracy theory that has been pronul gated by the Bush

adm ni stration and its various agencies, including the Pentagon.
Opposing this official theory is the alternative conspiracy theory,

whi ch holds that the attacks of 9/ 11 were able to succeed only because
they were facilitated by the Bush administration and its agenci es.
"Facilitated" is a deliberately vague word, which allows this theory to
have a weak and a strong version. According to the weak version, the
Bush admi nistration facilitated the success of the attacks nerely in the
sense of deliberately failing to prevent them According to the strong
version, the Bush administration was actively involved in the planning
and execution of the attacks. For now, however, we can ignore the

di stinction between these versions, focusing our attention entirely on
the crucial contrast- that between the official theory and the
alternative theory. The question of just which "events surrounding 9/ 11
" are deened rel evant for understandi ng what happened that day wil|
hinge | argely on whether this question is approached fromthe
perspective of the officiai theory or fromthe perspective of the
alternative theory. People who
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8 THE 9/ 11 COWM SSI ON REPORT: OM SSI ONS ANI') DI STORTI ONS WAS THE 9/ 11
COWM SSI ON " | NDEPENDENT" ? The 9/11 Conmi ssion's executive director was
not, furthernore, sinply any Republican. Philip Zelikow had been very
cl osely associated with the Bush Wiite House. He was on the National
Security Council in the Bush | adm nistration, where both he and

Condol eezza Rice served as aides to National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft. During the dinton years, while the Republicans were out of
office, he and Ri ce co-authored a book. 11 Zeli kow al so directed the
Aspen Strategy G oup, which involved R ce and Scowroft as well as,
anong ot hers, Dick Cheney and Paul Wl fowitz. Then, he served on the
Nati onal Security Council's teamfor the transition between the Cinton
and Bush |l administrations. In this role, he provided recomendations
for Rice, who was beconing the National Security Advisor to the
president. Shortly after 9/11, Zelikow was appointed to the President's
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, on which he served until beconi ng
executive director of the 9/11 Conmission in 2003.12 Because of his
close ties to the Bush Wite House, Zelikow s appointnment was
controversial fromthe outset. The Family Steering Cormittee for the 9/
11 Commission, in fact, repeatedly called for Zelikow s renoval .13 The
fam lies were saying, in effect, that Zelikow s appointnment nade a
nockery of the idea that the Conm ssion was "independent." This

al | egation was not unreasonable. The 9/11 attacks occurred after the
Bush adm ni stration had been in office for about seven nonths. Any

t horough investigation woul d have needed to ask about conmplicity or at

| east negligence on the part of this admnistration. A central part of
the Commi ssion's task should have been the investigation of these
guestions. The Conm ssion needed, therefore, to be conpletely

i ndependent of the Wiite House. And yet the Conmission's investigation
was to be carried out by a man who was essentially part of the Bush

adm ni stration. The conflict of interest could not have been clearer.
The judicial systemwould never let a judge preside in a case involving
persons who were close friends, colleagues, and fornmer enployers of the
judge. But Zelikow renained the executive director of the 9/11
Conmi ssi on. The Conm ssion was not, therefore, "independent." The

Comm ssion made a nod in the direction of acknow edging this problem
but only a nod. The Commi ssion's report says that in
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