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Advance Praise for David Ray Griffin's

The New Pearl Harbor: Disturbing Questions about the Bush Administration and 
9/11

This is an important, extraordinarily well-reasoned and provocative book that should be 
widely read. Griffin raises disturbing questions that deserve thoughtful and truthful 
answers from our government." —Marcus Raskin, co-founder of the Institute for Policy 
Studies 

"David Ray Griffin has done admirable and painstaking research in reviewing the 
mysteries surrounding the 9-11 attacks. It is the most persuasive argument I have seen for 
further investigation of the Bush administration's relationship to that historic and 
troubling event." —Howard Zinn, author of A Peoples History of the United States 

http://www.interlinkbooks.com/


"David Ray Griffin has written what America may most of all need — a dispassionate, 
balanced, and exhaustively researched and documented account of the implausible gaps 
and misrepresentations of the Bush administration's official story of 9/11. Sensitive to the 
'conspiracy theory' mind-stop that has disconnected his fellow Americans from the facts 
of this history-steering event, Griffin painstakingly marshals the evidence pro and con, 
and follows it where it leads. A courageously impeccable work." —John McMurtry, 
author of Value Wars: The Global Market versus the Life Economy, 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 meticulously 
researched book. But turn we must. 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 co-founder of September 11th Families for Peaceful 
Tomorrows 

"This is a very important book, David Ray Griffin's carefully researched and documented 
study demonstrates a high level of probability that the Bush administration was complicit 
in allowing 9/11 to happen in order to further war plans that had already been made. A 
must-read for anyone concerned about American foreign policy under the present 
administration. —Rosemary Radford Ruether, Carpenter Professor of Feminist Theology, 
Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley, California 

"This is a must-read for all who want to get past the conspiracy of silence and 
mystification that surrounds these events." —John B. Cobb, Jr., Professor of Theology, 
Emeritus, Claremont School of Theology and Claremont Graduate University 

"That 9/11 has become a defining moment in our history cannot be gainsaid. But its exact 
significance is an exceedingly contentious question notwithstanding the seeming clarity 
of prevailing accounts. David Ray Griffin deconstructs those accounts with a host of 
unresolved puzzles strongly suggestive of some sort of culpable complicity by US 
officials in the event. His book presents an incontrovertible argument of the need for a 
genuinely full and independent investigation of that infamous day." —Douglas Sturm, 
Presidential Professor of Religion and Political Science, Emeritus, Bucknell University 

"David Griffin's book is an excellent exposé of so many of the deeply troubling questions 
that must still be answered fully and transparently if democratic control over political and 
military leaders is to mean anything at all." —Michael Meacher, British member of 
Parliament, and former Minister of the Environment 

"This book is as full of research and authoritative notes as a field full of springtime 
daisies. The author raises frightening questions, and the questions beg for answers. One 
thing we can conclude for certain. The events surrounding 9/11, both before and after, 



cannot be simply swept under the rug of conventional wisdom.... This book gives us a 
foundation to discover the truth, one that we may not wish to hear." —Gerry Spence, 
trial lawyer and author of How to Argue and Win Every Time 

"David Griffins The New Pearl Harbour belongs on the book shelves of all those who, in 
any way, doubt the veracity of the accounts presented to the public by the Bush 
administration concerning the worst terrorist attack in America's history. The facts 
presented in this book are disturbing — and they should be. Griffin's book goes a long 
way in answering the age-old question inherent in American political scandals: What did 
the President know, and when did he know it?" —Wayne Madsen, author, journalist, 
syndicated columnist 

"Griffin's The New Pearl Harbor ought to be read by any American who values our 
democracy and understands the importance of retaining the basic trust of the people for 
any such democracy to survive over time." —Joseph C. Hough, President, Union 
Theological Seminary in New York 
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FOREWORD

David Ray Griffin has written an extraordinary book. If carefully read with even just a 
30-percent open mind, it is almost certain to change the way we understand the workings 
of constitutional democracy in the United States at the highest levels of government. As 
such, this is a disturbing book, depicting a profound crisis of political legitimacy for the 
most powerful sovereign state in the history of the world — a country, furthermore, 
embarked on the first borderless war, with no markers of victory and defeat. If The New 
Pearl Harbor receives the sort of public and media attention that it abundantly deserves, 
it should alter the general public debate and exert a positive influence on how the future 
unfolds. It is rare, indeed, that a book has this potential to become a force of history. 

What makes The New Pearl Harbor so special is that it explores the most sensitive and 
controversial terrain — the broad landscape of official behavior in relation to the tragedy 
of 9/11 — in the best spirit of academic detachment, coupled with an exemplary display 
of the strongest scholarly virtue: a willingness to allow inquiry to follow the path of 
evidence and reason wherever it leads. And it leads here to explosive destinations, where 
severe doubts are raised about the integrity and worldview of our leadership in those 
parts of the government that exercise the greatest control over the behavior and destiny of 
the country, particularly in the area of national security, which includes a war overseas 
and the stifling of liberties at home. Griffin brilliantly makes an overwhelming argument 
for a comprehensive, unhampered, fully funded, and suitably prominent investigation of 
the entire story of how and why 9/11 happened, as well as why such an unprecedented 
breakdown of national security was not fully and immediately investigated as a matter of 
the most urgent national priority. There are so many gaping holes in the official accounts 
of 9/11 that no plausible coherent narrative remains, and until now we have been 
staggering forward as if the truth about these traumatic events no longer mattered. 

Griffin shows, with insight and a firm grasp of the many dimensions of the global 
security policy of the Bush Administration, that getting 9/11 right, even belatedly, 
matters desperately. The layer upon layer of unexplained facts, the multiple efforts by 
those in power to foreclose independent inquiry, and the evidence of a pre-9/11 blueprint 
by Bush insiders to do exactly what they are now doing on the basis of a 9/11 mandate is 



why the Griffin assessment does not even require a reader with a normally open mind. As 
suggested, 30-percent receptivity will do, which means that all but the most dogrnatically 
blinded adherents of the Bush presidency should be convinced by the basic argument of 
this book. 

It must be underscored that this book does not belong in the genre of "conspiracy 
theories," at least, as Griffin himself points out, in the pejorative sense in which that term 
is usually understood. It is a painstakingly scrupulous look at the evidence, with an 
accounting of the numerous discrepancies between the official account provided by the 
US government and the best information available. 

Of course, it is fair to wonder, if the conclusion toward which Griffins evidence points is 
correct, why this story-of-the-century has not been clearly told before in this country. 
Why have the media been asleep? Why has Congress been so passive about fulfilling its 
role as a watchdog branch of government, above all protective of the American people? 
Why have there been no resignations from on high by principled public servants 
followed by electrifying revelations? There have been questions raised here and there and 
allegations of official complicity made almost from the day of the attacks, especially in 
Europe, but as far as I know, no American until Griffin has had the patience, the 
fortitude, the courage, and the intelligence to put so many pieces together in a single 
coherent account. 

Part of the difficulty in achieving credibility in relation to issues this profoundly 
disturbing to public confidence in the basic legitimacy of state power is that the 
accusatory voices most often heard are strident and irresponsible, making them easily 
dismissed as "paranoid" or "outrageous" without further consideration of whether the 
concerns raised warrant investigation. In contrast, Griffins approach is calm and his 
argument consistently well-reasoned, making his analysis undeniably compelling. 

But there are troubling forces at work that block our access to the truth about 9/11. Ever 
since 9/11 the mainstream media have worked hand-in-glove with the government in 
orchestrating a mood of patriotic fervour making any expressions of doubts about the 
official leadership of the country tantamount to disloyalty. Media personalities, such as 
Bill Maher, who questioned, even casually, the official narrative were given pink slips, 
sidelined, and silenced, sending a chilling message of intimidation to anyone tempted to 
voice dissident opinions. Waving the American flag became a substitute for critical and 
independent thought, and slogans such as "United We Stand" were used as blankets to 
smother whatever critical impulses existed. This thought-stopping equation of patriotism 
with unquestioning acceptance of the present administrations policies has played into the 
hands of those presidential advisors who have seen 9/11 not as a national tragedy but—in 
the phrase used by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld during a TV interview with 
Jim Lehrer on the second anniversary of the attacks—"a blessing in disguise." 



As the spell cast by patrioteering has begun to wear off, there is another related dynamic 
at work to keep us from the truth— what psychiatrists describe as "denial." The 
unpleasant realities of the Iraq occupation make it difficult for most Americans to 
acknowledge that the whole undertaking, including the death and maiming of young 
Americans, was based on a willful distortion of reality by the elected leadership of the 
country—namely, the suggestion that Saddam Hussein was responsible for 9/11. This 
unpleasantness is magnified many times over if what is at stake is the possibility that the 
terrible events of 9/11 were from the outset, or before, obscured by deliberately woven 
networks of falsehoods. Part of the impulse to deny is a desperate wish to avoid coming 
face-to-face with the gruesome realities that are embedded in the power structure of 
government that controls our lives. Griffin's book is a much-needed antidote for the 
collective denial that has paralyzed the conscience and consciousness of the nation 
during these past few years. At the very least, it should give rise to a debate that is late, 
but far better late than never. Long ago Thomas Jefferson warned that the "price of 
liberty is eternal vigilance." 

There is no excuse at this stage of American development for a posture of political 
innocence, including an unquestioning acceptance of the good faith of our government. 
After all, there has been a long history of manipulated public beliefs, especially in 
matters of war and peace. Historians are in increasing agreement that the facts were 
manipulated 

(1) in the explosion of the USS Maine to justify the start of the Spanish-American War 
(1898),
(2) with respect to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor to justify the previously 
unpopular entry into World War II. 
(3) in the Gulf of Tonkin incident of 1964, used by the White House to justify the 
dramatic extension of the Vietnam War to North Vietnam, and, most recently,
(4) to portray Iraq as harboring a menacing arsenal of weaponry of mass destruction, in 
order to justify recourse to war in defiance of international law and the United Nations. 

The official explanations of such historic events as the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki and the assassination of President Kennedy have also not stood up to scrutiny 
by objective scholars. In these respects, the breaking of trust between government and 
citizenry in the United States has deep historical roots, and is not at all merely a partisan 
indictment of the current leadership associated with the right wing of the Republican 
Party. But it does pose for all of us a fundamental, haunting question. Why should the 
official account of 9/11 be treated as sacrosanct and accepted at face value, especially as 
it is the rationale for some of the most dangerous undertakings in the whole history of the 
world? 

As Griffin shows, it is not necessary to go along with every suspicious inference in order 
to conclude that the official account of 9/11 is thoroughly unconvincing. His approach is 



based on the cumulative impact of the many soft spots in what is officially claimed to 
have happened, soft spots that relate to advance notice and several indications of actions 
facilitating the prospects of attack, to the peculiar gaps between the portrayal of the 
attack by the media and government and independent evidence of what actually occurred, 
and to the unwillingness of the government to cooperate with what meager efforts at 
inquiry have been mounted. Any part of this story is enough to vindicate Griffin's basic 
contention that this country and the world deserve a comprehensive, credible, and 
immediate accounting of the how and why of that fateful day. Such a step would exhibit 
today the enduring wisdom of Ben Franklins celebrated response when asked what the 
Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia had accomplished: 
"A republic, if you keep it." —Richard Falk 

INTRODUCTION

The attacks of 9/11 have often been compared with the attacks on Pearl Harbor. 
Investigative reporter James Bamford, for example, has written about President Bush's 
behavior "in the middle of a modern-day Pearl Harbor.">1 CBS News reported that the 
president himself, before going to bed on 9/11, wrote in his diary: "The Pearl Harbor of 
the 21st century took place today.">2 

This comparison has often been made for the sake of arguing that the American response 
to 9/11 should be similar to the American response to Pearl Harbor. Just after the 
presidents address to the nation on September 11, 2001, Henry Kissinger posted an 
online article in which he said: "The government should be charged with a systematic 
response that, one hopes, will end the way that the attack on Pearl Harbor ended — with 
the destruction of the system that is responsible for it.">3 An editorial in Time magazine 
that appeared right after the attacks urged: "For once, let's have no fatuous rhetoric about 
'healing.'. . . A day cannot live in infamy without the nourishment of rage. Let's have 
rage. What's needed is a unified, unifying Pearl Habor son of purple American fury.">4 

Some of the comparisons have pointed out that the attacks of 9/11 did indeed evoke a 
response, calling for the use of US military power, similar to that produced by Pearl 
Harbor. Quoting a prediction made in 2000 by soon-to-be top officials in the Bush 
administration that the changes they desired would be difficult unless "a new Pearl 
Harbor" occurred,>5 Australian journalist John Pilger wrote: "The attacks of 11 
September 2001 provided the new Pearl Harbor.'">6 A member of the US Army's 
Institute for Strategic Studies reported that after 9/11, "Public support for military action 
is at levels that parallel the public reaction after the attack at Pearl Harbor.">7 

These comparisons of 9/11 with Pearl Harbor do not seem unjustified. The events of 
9/11, virtually everyone agrees, were the most important events of recent times — for 
both America and the rest of the world. The attacks of that day have provided the basis 



for a significant restriction on civil liberties in the United States (just as Pearl Harbor led 
to restrictions on the civil liberties of Japanese Americans).>8 Those attacks have also 
been the basis of a worldwide "war on terror" led by the United States, with the wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq being the two major episodes thus far. 

The Bush administrations "war on terror" is, moreover, widely perceived as a pretext for 
a more aggressive imperialism. Phyllis Bennis, for example, says that 9/11 has resulted in 
"foreign policy imposed on the rest of the world through an unchallenged law of 
empire.">9 Of course, a few historians have been pointing out for some time that 
American leaders have long desired an empire covering the whole world.>10 But most 
critics of US foreign policy believe that the imperialism of the Bush II administration, 
especially since 9/11, has been much more explicit, far-reaching, and arrogant.>11 
Richard Falk has, in fact, referred to it as "the global domination project.">12 Although 
there was an outpouring of good will toward America after 9/11 and a widespread 
willingness to accede to its claim that the attacks gave it a mandate to wage a worldwide 
war on terrorism, this good will was quickly exhausted. American foreign policy is now 
criticized around the world more widely and severely than ever before, even more so 
than during the war in Vietnam. The American answer to all criticism, however, is 9/11. 
When Europeans criticized the Bush administrations intention to go to war against Iraq, 
for example, several US opinion-makers supportive of the war explained the difference 
in perception by saying that the Europeans had not suffered the attacks of 9/11. 

The Failure of the Press 

Given the role of 9/11 in leading to this much more explicit and aggressive imperialism, 
some observers have suggested that historians will come to look back on it as the real 
beginning of the 21st century.>13 Nevertheless, in spite of the virtually universal 
agreement that 9/11 has been of such transcendent importance, there has been little 
public scrutiny of this event itself. On the first anniversary of the 9/11 attacks, the New 
York Times wrote: "One year later, the public knows less about the circumstances of 
2,801 deaths at the foot of Manhattan in broad daylight than people in 1912 knew within 
weeks about the Titanic.">14 That was the case in part because the Bush administration, 
arguing that an investigation would be a distraction from the needed "war on terrorism," 
resisted the call for a special commission. But the publics lack of information about 9/11 
was also due in large part to the fact that the Times and the rest of the mainline press had 
not authorized investigative reports, through which the publics lack of knowledge might 
have been overcome. Another year later, furthermore, the situation remained virtually the 
same. On September 11, 2003, a writer for the Philadelphia Daily News asked: "why 
after 730 days do we know so little about what really happened that day?">15 

The American press has, in particular, provided no in-depth investigation of whether the 
official account of what happened fits with the available evidence and is otherwise 



plausible.>16 Many newspaper and television stories have, to be sure, raised several 
disturbing questions about the official account, showing that there are elements of it that 
do not seem to make sense or that seem to contradict certain facts. But the press has not 
confronted government officials with these apparent implausibilities and contradictions. 
The mass media have not, moreover, provided the public with any comprehensive 
overviews that lay out all the disturbing questions of which they are aware. There have 
been many very important stories by a number of journalists, including the 
internationally known, award-winning journalist Gregory Palast and Canada's award-
winning Barrie Zwicker (see notes >16 and >18). But such stories, if even seen, have 
been largely forgotten by the collective consciousness, as they have remained individual 
products of brilliant and courageous reporting, having thus far not been allowed to add 
up to anything significant. Finally, although strong criticisms of the official account have 
been presented by many otherwise credible individuals, the mass media have not exposed 
the public to their views. 

Criticisms of the official account are, to be sure, inflammatory, for to reject the official 
account is to imply that US leaders, including the president, have constructed a massive 
lie. And if they did construct a false account, they would have done so, most people 
would assume, in order to cover up their own complicity. And that is indeed the 
conclusion of most critics of the official account. That would certainly be an 
inflammatory charge. But how can we claim to have a free press — a Fourth Estate — if 
it fails to investigate serious charges made against a sitting president on the grounds that 
they are too inflammatory? The charges against President Nixon in the Watergate scandal 
were inflammatory. The charges against President Reagan in the Iran-Contra affair were 
inflammatory. The various charges brought against President Clinton were inflammatory. 
In all these cases, however, the press reported the issues (albeit in the first two cases 
rather belatedly). It is precisely in such situations that we most need an independent 
press. 

But the press has failed to do its job with regard to 9/11 even though if the official 
account of 9/11 were found to be false, the consequences would be enormous — much 
more so than with any of those prior scandals. The official account of 9/11 has been used 
as the justification for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, which have resulted in the deaths 
not only of thousands of combatants but also of far more innocent civilians than were 
killed on 9/11. This account has been used as the justification for dozens of other 
operations around the world, most of which are largely unknown to the American people. 
It has been used to justify the USA PATRIOT Act, through which the civil liberties of 
Americans have been curtailed. And it has been used to justify the indefinite 
incarceration of countless people in Guantanamo and elsewhere. And yet the press has 
been less aggressive in questioning President Bush about 9/11 than it was in questioning 
President Clinton about his relationship with Monica Lewinsky, a very trivial matter by 
comparison. 



The failure of the American media in this regard has been admitted by some insiders. For 
example, Rena Golden, executive vice-president and general manager of CNN 
International, was quoted as saying in August of 2002 that the American press had 
censored itself on both 9/11 and the war in Afghanistan. "Anyone who claims the US 
media didn't censor itself," Golden added, "is kidding you. And this isn't just a CNN 
issue — every journalist who was in any way involved in 9/11 is partly responsible.">17 
As to why this has been the case, CBS anchorman Dan Rather has said: 

There was a time in South Africa that people would put flaming tires 
around people's necks if they dissented. And in some ways the fear is that 
you will be necklaced here, you will have a flaming tire of lack of 
patriotism put around your neck. Now it is that fear that keeps journalists 
from asking the toughest of the tough questions.>18

Rather's confession surely explains at least part of the press's reticence to question the 
official account, especially since journalists perceived as unpatriotic are in danger of 
being fired. 

One of the chief critics of the official account, Thierry Meyssan, suggests that Americans 
have viewed any criticism of the official account to be not only unpatriotic but even 
sacrilegious. On September 12, Meyssan reminds us, President Bush announced his 
intention to lead "a monumental struggle of Good versus Evil.">19 On September 13, he 
declared that the next day would be a National Day of Prayer and Remembrance for the 
Victims of the Terrorist Attacks. And on September 14, the president himself, 
surrounded by Billy Graham, a cardinal, a rabbi, and an imam as well as four previous 
presidents and many members of Congress, delivered the sermon. In this sermon, he said: 

Our responsibility to history is already clear: to answer these attacks and rid the world of 
evil. War has been waged against us by stealth and deceit and murder. This nation is 
peaceful, but fierce when stirred to anger....In every generation, the world has produced 
enemies of human freedom. They have attacked America, because we are freedom's 
home and defender. And the commitment of our fathers is now the calling of our time....
[W]e ask almighty God to watch over our nation, and grant us patience and resolve in all 
that is to come.... And may He always guide our country. God bless America.>20 

Through this unprecedented event, in which the president of the United States issued a 
declaration of war from a cathedral, Meyssan observes, "the American government 
consecrated...its version of events. From then on, any questioning of the official truth 
would be seen as sacrilege.">21 

9/II and the Left 

If raising disturbing questions about the official account would be seen as both 



unpatriotic and sacrilegious, it is not surprising that, as both Rena Golden and Dan 
Rather admit, the mainline press in America has not raised these questions. It is also not 
surprising that right-wing and even middle-of-the-road commentators on political affairs 
have not raised serious questions about the official account. It is not even surprising that 
some of them — including Jean Bethke Elshtain, a professor of social and political ethics 
— have declared that the accusation of official complicity is beyond the pale of 
reasonable debate, so that any arguments on its behalf can simply be ignored. Elshtain, 
calling the suggestion that American officials, including the president, were complicit in 
the attacks "preposterous," adds: "This sort of inflammatory madness exists outside the 
boundary of political debate" and therefore does not even "deserve a hearing.">22 From 
this perspective, it is not necessary to examine the evidence put forward by critics of the 
official account, even though some of these critics are fellow intellectuals teaching in 
neighboring universities — such as two well-respected Canadian academics, economist 

Michel Chossudovsky and social philosopher John McMurtry. >23 Although Elshtain 
points out that "[i]f we get our descriptions of events wrong, our analyses and our ethics 
will be wrong too,">24 she evidently thinks it unnecessary to consider the possibility that 
the official description about the events of 9/11 might be wrong. Although this attitude is 
unfortunate, especially when it is expressed within the intellectual community, it is not 
surprising. 

What is surprising, however, is that America's leftist critics of US policy, who are seldom 
worried about being called either unpatriotic or sacrilegious, have for the most part not 
explored, at least in public discourse, the possibility of official complicity.>25 

These critics have, to be sure, been extremely critical of the way in which the Bush 
administration has responded to 9/11. They have, in particular, pointed out that this 
administration has used 9/11 as an excuse to enact policies and carry out operations that 
have little if any relation to either punishing the perpetrators of the attacks or preventing 
further such attacks in the future. They have even pointed out that most of these policies 
and operations were already on the agenda of the Bush administration before the attacks, 
so that 9/11 was not the cause but merely the pretext for enacting them. These critics also 
know that the United States has many times in the past fabricated an "incident" as a 
pretext for going to war — most notoriously for the wars against Mexico, Cuba, and 
Vietnam.>26 But few of these critics have seriously discussed, at least in public, whether 
this might also be the case with 9/11, even though a demonstration of this fact, if it were 
true, would surely be the most effective way to undermine policies of the Bush 
administration to which they are so strongly opposed. Abjuring a "conspiracy theory, 
they accept, at least implicidy, a "coincidence theory," according to which the attacks of 
9/11 were, from the administrations point of view, simply a godsend, which just 
happened to allow it to carry out its agenda. 



An example is provided by Rahul Mahajan, a brilliant and outspoken critic of US 
imperialism. He analyzes the themes of US imperialism since 9/11 in the light of the 
document alluded to earlier that mentioned the need for a "new Pearl Harbor," this being 
Rebuilding America's Defenses, which was prepared by the Project for the New 
American Century. Three of the major themes of this document, Mahajan emphasizes, 
are the need to place more military bases around the world from which power can be 
projected, the need to bring about "regime change" in countries unfriendly to American 
interests, and the need for greatly increased military spending, especially for "missile 
defense" — explicidy understood not as deterrence but as "a prerequisite for maintaining 
American preeminence" by preventing other countries from deterring us. Mahajan then 
points out that "[t]he 9/11 attacks were a natural opportunity to jack up the military 
budget" and that the other ideas in this document, in conjunction with the well-known 
preoccupation of Bush and Cheney with oil, provided the major themes of their post-9/11 
imperial strategy. Mahajan also notes that this document said that the desired 
transformation of the military would probably be politically impossible "absent some 
catastrophic and catalyzing event — like a new Pearl Harbor." And Mahajan even adds 
that "within a year they [the authors of this document] had their Pearl Harbor and the 
chance to turn their imperial fantasies into reality." After pointing out all of this, 
however, Mahajan opts for coincidence over conspiracy, saying: "Conspiracy theorists 
will no doubt rejoice, but this, like so many events in the history of US foreign policy, is 
simply another example of Pasteur's famous axiom that 'Fortune favors the prepared 
mind.">27 

Mahajan may, of course, be right. But he gives us no reason to think so. He, in particular, 
reveals no sign of having studied the evidence provided by those who have argued that 
the attacks could have been successful only through the complicity of the US 
government. 

How This Book Came About 

Whether or not it is true that Mahajan dismissed the evidence without examination, it 
was certainly true of me. Until the spring of 2003, I had not looked at any of the 
evidence. I was vaguely aware that mere were people, at least on the Internet, who were 
offering evidence against the official account of 9/11 and were suggesting a revisionist 
account, according to which US officials were complicit. But I did not take the time to 
try to find their websites. I had been studying the history of American expansionism and 
imperialism quite intensely since 9/11, so I knew that the US government had fabricated 
"incidents" as an excuse to go to war several times before. Nevertheless, although the 
thought did cross my mind that 9/11 might likewise have been arranged, I did not take 
this possibility seriously. It seemed to me simply beyond belief that the Bush 
administration — even the Bush administration — would do such a heinous thing. I 
assumed that those who were claiming otherwise must be "conspiracy theorists" in the 
derogatory sense in which this term is usually employed — which means, roughly, 



"crackpots." I knew that if they were right, this would be very important. But I was so 
confident that they must be wrong — that their writings would consist merely of loony 
theories based on wild inferences from dubious evidence — that I had no motivation to 
invest time and energy in tracking these writings down. I fully sympathize, therefore, 
with the fact that most people have not examined the evidence. Life is short and the list 
of conspiracy theories is long, and we all must exercise judgment about which things are 
worth our investment of time. I had assumed that conspiracy theories about 9/11 were 
below the threshold of possible credibility. 

But then a fellow professor sent me an e-mail message that provided some of the relevant 
websites. Knowing her to be a sensible person, I looked up some of the material on the 
Internet, especially a massive timeline entitled "Was 9/11 Allowed to Happen?" by an 
independent researcher named Paul Thompson.>28 I was surprised, even amazed, to see 
— even though Thompson limits himself strictly to mainline sources >29 — how much 
evidence he had found that points to the conclusion that the Bush administration did 
indeed intentionally allow the attacks of 9/11 to happen. At about the same time, I 
happened to read Gore Vidal's Dreaming War: Blood for Oil and the Cheney-Bush Junta, 
which pointed me to the most extensive book on 9/11, The War on Freedom: How and 
Why America Was Attacked September 11, 2001, by Nafeez Ahmed, an independent 
researcher in England. >30 Ahmed's book provides an organized, extensively 
documented argument that directly challenges the accepted wisdom about 9/11, which is 
that it resulted from a "breakdown" within and among our intelligence agencies. >31 
Ahmed, like Thompson, suggests that the attacks must have resulted from complicity in 
high places, not merely from incompetence in lower places. Ahmed's and Thompsons 
material taken together, I saw, provided a strong prima facie case for this contention, 
certainly strong enough to merit an extensive investigation by the American press, the 
US Congress, >32 and the 9/11 Independent Commission, >33 all of which had thus far 
operated on the assumption that 9/11 resultedfrom intelligence and communication 
failures. 

I also saw, however, that the work of Thompson and Ahmed was not likely to reach very 
many of the American people. Thompson's timelines, while extremely helpful for 
researchers with the time and patience to work through them, were not easily readable by 
ordinary citizens, partly because they were available only online and partly because, as 
the name "timeline" indicates, the evidence was arranged chronologically rather than 
topically. >34 And, although Ahmed's evidence was in a book and was arranged 
topically, the book was quite long and contained far more material than needed to 
support the basic argument. Much of this additional material was, furthermore, in the 
book's early chapters, so that one had to work through several chapters before getting to 
the evidence that directly contradicted the official account. If the important information 
provided by Ahmed and Thompson were to reach many people, including busy members 
of Congress and the press, something else would be needed. 



I decided, accordingly, to write a magazine article that would summarize the main 
evidence and also point interested readers to the studies of Thompson, Ahmed, and 
others presenting a revisionist account of 9/11. But that article grew into a book-length 
manuscript, because I soon found that, even though I tried to limit myself to the most 
important evidence, it was impossible within the confines of an article to present an 
intelligible account that would do justice to the evidence that has been provided by these 
researchers. 

After I began writing, furthermore, I learned of the work of the previously mentioned 
French researcher, Thierry Meyssan, in particular his hypothesis that the aircraft that hit 
the Pentagon could not have been a Boeing 757, which is what Flight 77 was, but must 
have been a guided missile. When I first learned of this revisionist hypothesis, I — 
probably like most people now reading my report of it — assumed it was completely 
absurd. Surely the difference between a gigantic 757 and a relatively small missile is so 
great that if the Pentagon had been hit merely by a missile, Pentagon officials could not 
have convinced anyone that it was a 757! Did we not learn from press reports that the 
hole created in the side of the Pentagon was 200 feet wide and five stories high? Had we 
not learned from one of the passengers on Flight 77 — TV commentator Barbara Olson 
— that it was headed toward Washington? And had not eyewitnesses identified it? 
Virtually everyone, including most critics of the official account of 9/11, accepted the 
idea that the Pentagon was hit by Flight 77. How could they all be wrong? Nevertheless, 
after I got Meyssan's books and read them for myself, I saw that his case as absurd as it 
had seemed at first glance, is quite strong. I eventually became convinced, in fact, that it 
is with regard to the strike on the Pentagon that — assuming Meyssan's descriptions of 
the evidence to be accurate the official account seems most obviously false. Or at least 
that it is tied for first place for this honor. The fact that the official account of the strike 
on the Pentagon is still widely accepted provides an especially good example, therefore, 
of the fact that most of the public has simply not been exposed to the relevant evidence. 
The present book seeks to bring together all the major strands of this evidence. 

No previous book has done this. Ahmed's book, while easily the most comprehensive, 
does not have much of the evidence contained in Thompson's timelines and in Meyssan's 
books. And Meyssan's books while containing important evidence not available 
elsewhere, do not have most of the information provided by Ahmed and Thompson. The 
same is true of the other most important book in English on the subject, Michel 
Chossudovsky's War and Globalisation: The Truth Behind September 11. As its subtitle 
indicates, it focuses on the background to 9/11, dealing with 9/11 itself only briefly. In 
the present book, I have brought together what seems to me the most important evidence 
found in these >35 and some other sources. >36 

The Book's Contents 



As I see it, five major types of evidence have been raised against the official account. 
The first type, which involves inconsistencies and implausibilities in the official account 
of what happened on 9/11 itself, is discussed in the four chapters of Part I. The four other 
types of evidence are discussed in Part II. All this evidence is organized in terms of a 
number of "disturbing questions," >37 which are disturbing precisely because they 
suggest that official account is, as the tide of the English translation of Meyssan's first 
book on the subject calls it, a "big lie." >38 They are also disturbing beause they suggest 
the revisionist thesis that the attacks of 9/11, which President Bush has rightly called evil, 
were carried out with the complicity or so officials of the Bush administration itself. In 
the Conclusion, I ask whether the best explanation of the evidence presented in the prior 
chapters is indeed, as the revisionists suggest, official complicity in the attacks of 9/11. I 
then discuss the implications for the kind of investigation now needed. 

Possible Meanings of "Official Complicity" 

Although the revisionist writings on which this book draws charge official complicity in 
the attacks of 911, one thing missing in them is any careful discussion of just what they 
mean by "official complicity." There are at least eight possible views of what official 
complicity in the attacks of 9/11 might mean. In order that readers can decide, as they 
examine the evidence, which kind of official complicity, if any, the evidence supports, I 
list these eight possible views here in ascending order of seriousness — meaning the 
seriousness of the charge against the Bush administration that the view would imply. 

1. Construction of a False Acount: One possible view, is that although US officials 
played no role in facilitating the attacks and did not even expect them, they constructed a 
false account of what really happened — whether to protect National Security, to cover 
up potentially embarrassing facts, to exploit the attacks to enact their agenda, or for some 
other reason. Athough this would be the least serious charge, it would be sufficiently 
serious for impeachment — especiallv if the president had lied about 9/11 for personal 
gain or to advance some pre-established agenda, such as attacking Afghanistan and Iraq. 

2. Something Expected by Intelligence Agencies: A second possible view is that although 
they had no specific information about the attacks in advance, some US intelligence 
agencies — such as the FBI, the CIA, and some intelligence agencies of the US military 
— expected some sort of attacks to occur. Although they played no role in planning the 
attacks, they perhaps played a role in facilitating them in the sense of deliberately not 
taking steps to prevent them. Then, having done this without White House knowledge, 
they persuaded the White House after 9/11 not only to cover up their guilt, by 
constructing a false account, but also to carry out the agenda for which the attacks were 
intended to gain support. 

3. Specific Events Expected by Intelligence Agencies: A third possible view is that 



intelligence agencies (but not the White House) had specific information about the timing 
and the targets of the attacks. 

4. Intelligence Agencies Involved in Planning: A fourth possible view is that intelligence 
agencies (but not the White House) actively participated planning the attacks. 

5. Pentagon Involved in Planning: A fifth possible view is that the Pentagon (but not the 
White House) actively participated in planning the attacks 

6. Something Expected by White House: A sixth possible view is that although the White 
House had no specific knowledge of the attacks in advance, it expected some sort of 
attacks to occur and was a party to facilitating them, at least in the sense of not ordering 
that they be prevented. >39 This view allows for the possibility that the White House 
might have been shocked by the amount of death and destruction caused by the attacks 
that were actually carried out. 

7. Specific Advance Knowledge by White House: A seventh possible view is that the 
White House had specific foreknowledge of the targets and the timing of the attacks. 

8. White House Involved in Planning: An eighth possible view is that the White House 
was a party to planning the attacks. 

As these possibilities show, a charge that 9/11 involved "complicity" or "conspiracy" on 
the part of US officials can be understood in many ways, several of which do not involve 
active involvement in the planning, and most of which do not involve presidential 
involvement in this planning. One reason these distinctions are important is that they 
show that discussion of the idea of official complicity — whether such complicity is 
being charged or rejected — needs to be more nuanced than is often the case. For 
example, the charge that Jean Bethke Elshtain rejects as "preposterous" is the "charge 
that American officials, up to and including the president of the United States, 
engineered the attacks to bolster their popularity." >40 In so wording it, she not only 
equates the charge of official complicity with the eighth of the possible views listed 
above, which is the strongest charge, but also ties this charge to the imputation of a 
specific motive to the American officials allegedly involved — that of bolstering their 
own popularity. Having dismissed that highly specific charge as preposterous, she 
evidently assumes that the whole idea of official complicity has been laid to rest. But 
there are many other possibilities. 

For example, Michael Parenti, one of the few well-known leftist thinkers to have 
suggested some form of official complicity, points out, like Mahajan, that the attacks 
were so convenient that they have provoked suspicion: "The September terrorist attacks 
created such a serviceable pretext for reactionism at home and imperialist expansion 



abroad as to leave many people suspecting that the US government itself had a hand in 
the event." Parenti at first seems to dismiss this suspicion as completely as Mahajan, 
saying: "I find it hard to believe that the White House or the CIA actively participated in 
a conspiracy to destroy the World Trade Center and part of the Pentagon, killing such 
large numbers of Americans in order to create a casus belli against Afghanistan." >41 

Parenti, however, does not stop there. Citing an article by Patrick Martin, who refers to 
some facts suggesting official complicity, Parenti endorses Martins conclusion — that 
although the US government did not plan the details of the attacks or anticipate that 
thousands of people would be killed, it "expected something to happen and looked the 
other way." >42 Parenti thereby illustrates the second or, more likely, the sixth of the 
possible views. 

In any case, I have found, as I have said, that the revisionists have made a strong prima 
facie case for at least some version of the charge of official complicity. To say that they 
have made a convincing case would require a judgment that the evidence that they cite is 
reliable. And, although I have repeated only evidence that seemed credible to me, I have 
not independendy verified the accuracy of this evidence. As the reader will see, this 
evidence is so extensive and of such a nature that no individual — especially no 
individual with very limited time and resources — could check out its accuracy. It is for 
this reason that I claim only that these revisionists have presented a strong prima facie 
case for official complicity, strong enough to merit investigations by those who do have 
the necessary resources to carry them out — the press and the US Congress. If a 
significant portion of the evidence summarized here holds up, the conclusion that the 
attacks of 9/11 succeeded because of official complicity would become virtually 
inescapable. 

I should perhaps emphasize that it is not necessary for all of the evidence to stand up, 
given the nature of the argument. Some arguments are, as we say, "only as strong as the 
weakest link." These are deductive arguments, in which each step in the argument 
depends on the truth of the previous step. If a single premise is found to be false, the 
argument fails. However, the argument for official complicity in 9/11 is a cumulative 
argument. This kind of argument is a general argument consisting of several particular 
arguments that are independent from each other. As such, each particular argument 
provides support for all the others. Rather than being like a chain, a cumulative argument 
is more like a cable composed of many strands. Each strand strengthens the cable. But if 
there are many strands, the cable can still hold a lot of weight even if some of them 
unravel. As the reader will see, there are many strands in the argument for official 
complicity in 9/11 summarized in this book. If the purported evidence on which some of 
these are based turns out to be unreliable, that would not necessarily undermine the 
overall argument. This cumulative argument would then simply be supported by fewer 
strands. And some of the strands are such that, if the evidence on which they are based is 



confirmed, the case could be supported by one or two of them. >43 

"Conspiracy Theories" 

Before turning to the evidence, however, we should pause to consider the fact, to which 
allusion has been made, that it seems widely assumed that any such case can be rejected 
a priori by pointing out that it is a "conspiracy theory." Indeed, it almost seems to be a 
requirement or admission into public discourse to announce that one rejects conspiracy 
theories. What is the logic behind this thinking? It cannot be that we literally reject the 
very idea that conspiracies occur. We all accept conspiracy theories of all sorts. We 
accept a conspiracy theory whenever we believe that two or more people have conspired 
in secret to achieve some goal, such as to rob a bank, defraud customers, or fix prices, we 
would be more honest, therefore, if we followed the precedent of Michael Moore, who 
has said: "Now, I'm not into conspiracy theories, except the ones that are true." >44 

To refine this point slightly, we can say that we accept all those conspiracy theories that 
we believe to be true, while we reject all those that we believe to be false. We cannot, 
therefore, divide people into those who accept conspiracy theories and those who reject 
them. The division between people on this issue involves simply the question of wich 
conspiracy theories they accept and which ones they reject. >45 

To apply this analysis to the attacks of 9/11: It is false to suggest that those who allege 
that the attacks occurred because of official complicity are "conspiracy theorists" while 
those who accept the official account are not. People differ on this issue merely in terms 
of which conspiracy theory they hold to be true, or at least most probable. According to 
the official account, the attacks of 9/11 occurred because of a conspiracy among 
Muslims, with Osama bin Laden being the chief conspirator. Revisionists reject that 
theory, at least as a sufficient account of what happened, maintaining that the attacks 
cannot be satisfactorily explained without postulating conspiracy by officials of the US 
government, at least in allowing the attacks to succeed. The choice, accordingly, is 
simply between (some version of) the received conspiracy theory and (some version of) 
the revisionist conspiracy theory. 

Which of these competing theories we accept depends, or at least should depend, on 
which one we believe to be better supported by the relevant facts. Those who hold the 
revisionist theory have become convinced that there is considerable evidence that not 
only suggests the falsity of the received conspiracy theory, which we are calling "the 
official account," but also points to the truth of the revisionist theory. I turn now to that 
evidence. 
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discussed in Chapter 10. 
34In the meantime, Thompson has been developing articles in which the material is 
organized in terms of a large number of topics, which continues to grow. He also has a 
growing number of articles in which he discusses various dimensions of the controversies 
about 9/11. His website is therefore becoming increasingly easy to use. 
35Implicit in this statement is the fact that I do not endorse all arguments in the main 

http://intelligence.senate.gov/press.htm


sources I employ. Meyssan, for example, has some theories that I find implausible and 
others that seem at least insufficiently supported by evidence. 
36One failing of this book is that I have usually made no effort to discern, with regard to 
various stories and facts reported, which investigator or researcher was first responsible 
for reporting them. This means that I have surely in many cases failed to give proper 
credit. One example involves the fact that I cite Paul Thompson's timelines abundantly 
while citing Michael Ruppert's website, From the Wilderness (www.fromthewilderness.
com or www.copvcia.com), relatively rarely. And yet Ruppert was one of the earliest 
major critics of the official account of 9/11. In fact, in Thompson's statement of "credits 
and sources," he says: "This timeline started when I saw the excellent timeline at the 
From the Wilderness website and began adding to it. I found that timeline to be a great 
resource, but it wasn't as comprehensive as I wanted. My version has since grown into 
something of a monster, but the inspiration still lies with From the Wilderness" (www.
cooperativeresearch.org/timeline/index.html). Ruppert, furthermore, is simply one 
example of several researchers, such as Jared Israel, who were publishing information 
challenging the official account almost immediately after 9/11. To try to sort all of this 
out in order to assign proper credit, however, would detract from the task of getting the 
challenge to the official account into the public discussion. Most researchers, as far as I 
can tell, seem more interested in this than in receiving credit. The question of proper 
credit, in any case, is one that would appropriately be answered by some historian of this 
movement if it is successful. 
37In suggesting that there are many disturbing questions that have thus far not been 
answered,I am to some extent reflecting the attitude of the organizations formed by 
families of the victims of the attacks, one of which is, in fact, called "Unanswered 
Questions" (see www.UnansweredQuestions.org). Other organizations with websites 
include Familiy Steering Committee for the 9/11 Independent Commission 
(www.911Independentcommission.org), Voices of September 11th (www.voicesofsept11.
org), 9-11 Citizens Watch (www.911Citizenswatch.org), and the 9/11 Visibility Project 
(www.septembereleventh.org). 
38This book, cited in previous notes, is a translation of Meyssan's L'Effroyable imposture 
(Paris Les Editions Carnot, 2002). 
39This view of the White House could be combined with any of the previous five views 
insofar as those views deal only with the involvement of other US agencies. This sixth 
view, therefore, has five possible versions. The same is true of the seventh and eighth 
views. 
40Elshtain, 2-3. 
41Michael Parenti, The Terrorism Trap: September 11 and Beyond (San Francisco: City 
Lights, 2002), 69, 70. 
42Parenti, 70-71, citing Patrick Martin, "US Planned War in Afghanistan Long Before 
September 11," World Socialist Conference, November 20, 2001 (www.wsws.org/
artides/2001/nov2001/afghn20.html); the quoted words, which summarize Martins 
position, are Parenti's. 
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43I emphasize this point because some polemicists, when confronted by a book whose 
conclusion they do not like, seek to undermine this conclusion by focusing on the few 
points that they believe can be most easily discredited. That tactic, assuming that good 
evidence is really presented against those points, is valid with regard to a deductive 
argument. In relation to a cumulative argument, however, it is tactic useful only to those 
concerned with something other than truth. 
44Michael Moore, Dude, Where's My Country? (New York: Warner Books, 2003), 2. 
45To refine the point a little more: There are some conspiracy theories that, although we 
may not be convinced of their truth, we find at least plausible, so we are willing to 
entertain the possibility that they might be true. We are open, accordingly, to reading and 
hearing evidence intended to support them. There are other conspiracy theories, by 
contrast, that we find completely implausible, so we tend to suspect the intelligence or 
sanity of people who believe them or who even entertain the possibility of their truth. 
Whatever facts they offer as evidence we reject out of hand, holding that, even if we 
cannot explain these facts, the true explanation cannot be the one they are offering. But 
the question of what we find completely implausible — 'beyond the pale' — is seldom 
determined simply by a dispassionate consideration of empirical evidence. Plausibility is 
largely a matter of one's general worldview. We are also influenced to some degree by 
wishful-and-fearful thinking, in which we accept some ideas partly because we hope thay 
are true and reject other ideas because we would find the thought that they are true too 
frightening. At least sometimes, however, we are able, in spite of our prejudgments, to 
revise our prior ideas in light of new evidence. Most revisionists about 9/11, in 
presenting their evidence, seem to be counting on this possibility. 

Part One

The Events of 9/11

 

CHAPTER ONE

Flights 11 and 175: How could the Hijacker's Missions have 
succeded?

In many respects, the strongest evidence provided by critics of the official account 
involves simply the events of 9/11 itself. At 8:46 AM, one hijacked airplane crashed into 



the North Tower of the World Trade Center (WTC). At 9:03, another crashed into the 
South Tower. And at 9:38, the Pentagon was hit. In light of standard procedures for 
dealing with hijacked airplanes, however, not one of these planes should have reached its 
target, let alone all three of them. It is also far from clear how the New York attacks 
could have succeeded in the sense of causing the buildings of the WTC to collapse. There 
are, furthermore, disturbing questions about the third airliner — whether it was really the 
aircraft that hit the Pentagon — and about the fourth one — whether it was the one plane 
that was shot down. Finally, after examining questions that have been raised about all 
these matters, I will look at questions raised by President Bush's behavior that day. The 
present chapter, however, deals only with Flights 11 and 175 and the collapse of the 
WTC buildings. 

American Airlines Flight II 

The first plane to be hijacked was American Airlines (AA) Flight 11, which left Boston 
at 7:59 AM. At 8:14, besides failing to respond to an order from FAA (Federal Aviation 
Administration) ground control to climb, its radio and transponder went off, >1 
suggesting that it had possibly been hijacked. At 8:20, with FAA ground control 
watching its flight path on radar, the plane went radically off course, leading ground 
control to conclude that it had probably been hijacked. At 8:21, flight attendants reported 
by telephone that the plane had definitely been taken over by hijackers, who had already 
killed some people. At 8:28, the plane turned toward New York. At 8:44, Secretary of 
Defense Rumsfeld was in the Pentagon talking about terrorism with Representative 
Christopher Cox. 

"Let me tell ya," the Associated Press quoted Rumsfeld as saying, "I've been around the 
block a few times. There will be another event. Therewill be another event." >2 And, if 
he in fact said this, he was right. Two minutes later, at 8:46, Flight 11 crashed into the 
WTC's North Tower. This was 32 minutes after evidence that the plane had possibly 
been hijacked and 25 minutes after knowledge that it definitely had been. 

Skeptics about the official account believe that the attempt to crash an airliner into the 
WTC could not have been successful under normal circumstances. The basic problem, 
they argue, is that there are standard procedures for situations such as this and that, if 
they had been followed, Flight 11 would have been intercepted by fighter jets within 10 
minutes of any sign that it may have been hijacked. Had the plane then failed to obey the 
standard signal to follow the fighter jets to an airport to land, it would have been shot 
down. This would have occurred by 8:24, or 8:30 at the latest, so that the question of 
whether to shoot down a commercial airliner over the heart of New York City would not 
have arisen. 

As evidence, the skeptics cite FAA regulations, which instruct air traffic controllers: 



Consider that an aircraft emergency exists...when:...There is unexpected 
loss of radar contact and radio communications with any... aircraft.... If...
you are in doubt that a situation constitutes an emergency or potential 
emergency, handle it as though it were an emergency. >3

Accordingly, at 8:14, the loss of radio contact alone would have led the flight controller 
to begin emergency procedures. The loss of the transponder signal would have made the 
situation doubly suspect. The controller, after finding that it was impossible to re-
establish radio contact, would have immediately contacted the National Military 
Command Center (NMCC) in the Pentagon and its North American Aerospace Defense 
Command (NORAD), which would have immediately had jets sent up — "scrambled" — 
from the nearest military airport. According to spokespersons for NORAD, from the time 
the FAA senses that something is wrong, "it takes about one minute" for it to contact 
NORAD, and then NORAD can cramble fighters "within a matter of minutes to 
anywhere in the United States." >4 "According to the US Air Forces own website," 
reports Nafeez Ahmed, an F-15 routinely "goes from 'scramble order' to 29,000 feet in 
only 2.5 minutes" and then can fly at 1,850 nmph (nautical miles per hour). >5 If normal 
procedures had been followed, accordingly, Flight 11 would have been intercepted by 
8:24, and certainly no later than 8:30, 16 minutes before it, in the actual course of events, 
crashed into the WTC. Furthermore, even if radio contact and the transponders signal had 
not been lost, the fact that the plane went radically off course at 8:20 would have led the 
FAA to notify the military. Every plane has a flight plan, which consists of a sequence of 
geographic points, or "fixes," and, according to a report by MSNBC: 
Pilots are supposed to hit each fix with pinpoint accuracy. If a plane deviates by 15 
degrees, or two miles from that course, the flight controllers will hit the panic button. 
They'll call the plane, saying "American 11, you're deviating from course." It's 
considered a real emergency. >6
So, even if the FAA had waited until the plane went off course at 8:20, the plane should 
have been intercepted by 8:30, or 8:35 at the latest, again in plenty of time to prevent it 
from going into New York City. 
As to what would occur upon interception, Ahmed explains by quoting the FAA manual: 
[The interceptor military craft communicates by] Rocking wings from a position slightly 
above and ahead of, and normally to the left of, the intercepted aircraft.... This action 
conveys the message: "You have been intercepted." The commercial jet is then supposed 
to respond by rocking its wings to indicate compliance, upon which the interceptor 
performs a "slow level turn, normally to the left, on to the desired heading [direction]." 
The commercial plane then responds by following the escort. >7
If Flight 11 had been thus intercepted but did not respond, it would, according to 
standard procedures, have been shot down. Marine Corps Major Mike Snyder, a NORAD 
spokesman, after telling the Boston Globe that NORAD's "fighters routinely intercept 
aircraft," continued: 
When planes are intercepted, they typically are handled with graduated response. The 
approaching fighter may rock its wingtips to attract the pilots attention, or make a pass in 



front of the aircraft. Eventually, it can fire tracer rounds in the airplanes path, or, under 
certain circumstances, down it with a missile. >8
The question raised by critics, of course, is why this did not happen in the case of Flight 
11. Why was the plane not even intercepted? 
Some confusion about this matter, they point out, was created by VicePresident Cheney 
during an interview on "Meet the Press" on September16, in which he suggested that the 
"question of whether or not we would intercept commercial aircraft," as well as the 
question of whether it would be shot down, was "a presidential-level decision." This 
statement, point out the critics, confuses two matters: intercepting and shooting down, 
and interception is a routine matter, which occurs well over a hundred times a year. >9 
The confusion of these two matters was also aided by General Richard Myers, then 
Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, >10 in testimony to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee on September 13, in which he stated:"[A}fter the second tower was 
hit, I spoke to the commander of NORAD, General Eberhart. And at that point, I think 
the decision was at that point to start launching aircraft." >11 He, like Cheney, implied 
that fighters would be sent up to intercept flights only if ordered to by commanders at the 
highest level. But interception occurs routinely, as a matter of standard operating 
procedure, even if shooting down a plane would be, as Cheney implied, "a presidential-
level decision." 
Moreover, although some researchers have accepted the view that a hijacked plane could 
be shot down only with presidential authorization, >12Thierry Meyssan points out that 
the military regulations seem to say otherwise. According to these regulations, 
In the event of a hijacking, the NMCC [National Military Command Center] will be 
notified by the most expeditious means by the FAA. The NMCC will, with the exception 
of requests needing an immediate response — forward requests for DoD [Department of 
Defense] assistance to the Secretary of Defense for approval. >13
Accordingly, concludes Meyssan, the regulations give the responsibility for shooting 
down hijacked airplanes "to the Secretary of Defense." Furthermore, as the phrase 
beginning "with the exception" shows, if the Secretary of Defense cannot be contacted in 
time, other people in the line of command would have the authority. According to a 
Department of Defense document cited by Meyssan: 
It is possible to formulate to any element in the chain of command "Requests needing 
Immediate Response." These arise from imminently serious conditions where only an 
immediate action taken by an official of the Department of Defense or a military 
commander can prevent loss of lives, or mitigate human suffering and great property 
damage. >14
According to this reading, many people in the line of command would have had the 
authority to prevent the "loss of lives" and "great property damage" that occurred when 
AA Flight 11 slammed into the North Tower of the WTC. 
One might argue, to be sure, that at that time no one would have known that the plane 
was going to do that. But, critics of the official account would reply, that argument — 
besides not explaining why Flight 11 was not at least intercepted — would not apply to 



the second plane to crash into the WTC. 

United Airlines Flight 175 

UA Flight 175 left Boston at 8:14 AM, which was just when the FAA was learning that 
Flight 11 may have been hijacked. At 8:42, its radio and transponder went off and it 
veered off course. Knowing by then that the earlier flight had definitely been hijacked 
and was flying across New York City, FAA officials would surely have been ready to 
contact the military immediately. They, in fact, reportedly notified NORAD at 8:43. >15 
NORAD should have had fighter jets intercepting this plane by 8:53. And by this time, 
being 7 minutes after the first hijacked plane had hit the WTC, the fighters certainly 
should have been ready to shoot down this second hijacked plane if it did not 
immediately follow orders. Instead, however, no planes intercepted Flight 175, and it 
crashed into the WTC's South Tower at 9:03. 

Another disturbing feature about this crash, especially to the families of the victims, is 
that at 8:55, a public announcement was reportedly broadcast inside the South Tower, 
saying that the building was secure, so that people could return to their offices. Such 
announcements reportedly continued until a few minutes before the building was hit, and 
may have contributed "to the deaths of hundreds of people." >16 Paul Thompson asks: 
"Given that at 8:43 NORAD was notified Flight 175 was hijacked and headed toward 
New York City, why weren't people in the building warned?" A disturbing question, 
since Thompson's implication seems to be that perhaps someone other than the hijackers 
was seeking to ensure that a significant number of lives were lost. 

In any case, given the fact that this plane hit the WTC 17 minutes after the first crash, 
none of the reasons that could be imagined to explain why standard procedures broke 
down with regard to the first plane — such as inattentive air traffic controllers, pilots at 
military bases not on full alert, or the assumption that the plane's aberrant behavior did 
not mean that it had been hijacked — could be used to explain why Flight 175 was not 
shot down or even intercepted. For one thing, by then all the technicians at NORAD's 
Northeast Air Defense Sector "had their headsets linked to the FAA in Boston to hear 
about Flight 11," so NORAD would have been fully aware of the seriousness of the 
situation. >17 Even more puzzling is why in another 35 minutes, at 9:38, the Pentagon 
would be hit, but we will wait until the next chapter to examine this third flight. The 
present task is to consider the official account of the first two flights and the response of 
the critics. 

Why Were Flights 11 and 175 Not Intercepted? 

One of the strange things about the official account, say its critics, is that there has been 
more than one version of it. General Myers, in his aforementioned testimony to the 



Senate Armed Services Committee on September 13, said: "When it became clear what 
the threat was, we did scramble fighter aircraft." When asked whether that order was 
given "before or after the Pentagon was struck," Myers — who was acting chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff — replied: "That order, to the best of my knowledge, was after 
the Pentagon was struck." >18 One problem with this statement, point out critics, is that 
officials at NMCC would have become clear about "what the threat was" long before the 
Pentagon itself was hit at 9:38. It would have been clear at least by 8:46, when the WTC 
was hit and another hijacked plane was heading in its direction. Another problem, of 
course, is that it was not necessary for officials at NMCC and NORAD to understand 
fully "what the threat was" in order for there to be jets in the air to intercept Flights 11, 
175, and any unauthorized aircraft headed toward Washington. Standard operating 
procedures should have taken care of all those things. 

This version of the official account was also told by at least two other officials. 
According to a story in the Boston Globe on September 15, Major Mike Snyder, speaking 
for NORAD, said that no fighters were scrambled until after the Pentagon was hit. And 
on September 16, when Tim Russert, during his aforementioned interview with Vice 
President Cheney on "Meet the Press," expressed surprise that although we knew about 
the first hijacking by 8:20, "it seems we were not able to scramble fighter jets in time to 
protect the Pentagon," Cheney did not dispute this statement. >19 

The major problem with this first version of the official account, of course, is that it says 
that military behavior completely contradicted standard procedures, which call for jets to 
be scrambled as soon as a suspected hijacking is reported. Despite the fact that 
statements by Myers and Cheney seemed to suggest otherwise, it requires no command 
from on high for fighter jets to be scrambled. Rather, the critics point out, an order for 
them not to be scrambled is what would require a command from on high. For example, 
Illarion Bykov and Jared Israel, commenting on the fact that the standard emergency 
systems failed on 9/11, say: "This could only happen if individuals in high positions 
worked in a coordinated way to make them fail." >20 

Within a few days, in any case, NORAD began saying that it did have planes scrambled 
but they arrived too late. >21 To the critics, however, this second version seems almost 
as strange as the first. 

According to this version, NORAD was not notified by the FAA of the hijacking of 
Flight 11 until 8:40. This would have been 26 minutes after the plane's radio and 
transponder went off and 20 minutes after it went off course. Allan Wood and Paul 
Thompson write: 

Is NORAD's claim credible? If so, the air traffic controllers...should have 
been fired and subject to possible criminal charges for their inaction. To 



date, however, there has been no word of any person being disciplined.... If 
NORAD's claim is false, and it was indeed informed within the time frame 
outlined in FAA regulations..., that would mean NORAD did absolutely 
nothing for almost thirty minutes while a hijacked commercial airliner flew 
off course through some of the most congested airspace in the world. 
Presumably, that would warrant some very serious charges. Again, no one 
associated with NORAD or the FAA has been punished. >22

The lack of disciplinary action suggests either that this story is false or that the relevant 
parties at FAA and/or NORAD did what they had been instructed to do. 

This account has more anomalous features. After NORAD received word of the 
hijacking, according to this account, it did not give the scramble order until 8:46, six 
minutes after it had been notified. Furthermore, NORAD inexplicably gave this order not 
to McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey, which is only 70 miles from NYC, but to Otis 
Air National Guard Base in Cape Cod, which is over 180 miles away. 

That would have made no difference with regard to Flight 11, of coursebecause 8:46 was 
when it was striking the WTC. 

In the meantime, however, NORAD says that it had received notification at 8:43 from the 
FAA of Flight 175's hijacking, so the two F-15s that were given the scramble order at 
8:46 were sent after this flight instead. But, inexplicably, the F-15s are said not to have 
taken off until 6 minutes later, at 8:52. 

However, perhaps the strangest feature of this story, from the viewpoint of the critics, 
involves its failure to explain, even with all those delays, why the planes did not arrive in 
time to stop the second attack on the WTC. At 8:52, there were still 11 minutes until 
9:03, when Flight 175 would hit the second tower. Lieutenant Colonel Timothy Duffy, a 
pilot said to have flown one of the F-15s, has been quoted as stating that he "was in full-
blower all the way," which would mean he was going over 1,875 nmph. >23 At this 
speed, the F-15s would have been covering over 30 miles a minute. Hence, allowing the 
standard 2.5 minutes for them to get airborne and up to speed, they should have reached 
Manhattan in about 8 minutes, having a full 3 minutes left to shoot down the errant 
airliner. And yet, according to this second version of the official account, the F-15s were 
still 70 miles away when Flight 175 crashed into the South Tower. >24 Indeed, according 
to NORAD's timeline, it took them 19 minutes to reach the city. So, if the story about jets 
from Otis is even true, they must have been traveling at far less than "full blower" — in 
fact, if we accept NORAD s timeline, more like 700 mph. >25 

Furthermore, even if the times in this story are adjusted enough to account for the fact 
that the planes were late, there is still the question of why the order was not given to 
McGuire Air Force Base. As Ahmed says, an F-15 flying at 1,850 nmph "would cover 



the ground from New Jersey's Air Force Base to New York in under 3 minutes, and thus 
could have easily intercepted Flight 175." >26 So, the critics conclude, even if this 
second story is accepted, the WTC's second tower should not have been hit. Finally, the 
claim that jets were scrambled to try to stop this second hijacked plane still leaves us 
with no explanation as to why standard procedures were not followed with regard to the 
first one. Accepting this second version of the official account would, furthermore, leave 
us puzzled as to how General Myers, Vice President Cheney, and the NORAD 
spokesman could have at first believed that no planes whatsoever had been scrambled 
until after the Pentagon had been hit. 

Accordingly, some critics, including some with military experience, think that the second 
version was fabricated. For example, Stan Goff, a retired Master Sergeant who taught 
Military Science at West Point, concludes that no Air Force jets were scrambled until 
after the Pentagon was hit. >27 Andreas von Bülow, former State Secretary in the 
German Defense Ministry, said: "For 60 decisive minutes, the military and intelligence 
agencies let the fighter planes stay on the ground." >28 

Under either version of the official account, in any case, the successful attacks on the 
WTC should not have been possible. This view is supported by Anatoli Kornukov, the 
commander in chief of the Russian Air Force, who was quoted the day after 9/11 as 
saying: "Generally it is impossible to carry out an act of terror on the scenario which was 
used in the USA yesterday.... As soon as something like that happens here, I am reported 
about that right away and in a minute we are all up." >29 After quoting Kornukovs 
statement, Ahmed comments: "It is, of course, well known that the US Air Force is far 
superior to Russia's," adding that some reasonable inferences can be drawn from these 
facts — in particular, that the attacks on the WTC could have happened only if standard 
operating procedures were suspended. 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) were completely and inexplicably 
dropped on 11th September — something that had never occurred before. 
The question then remains as to who was responsible for ensuring that 
routine emergency response rules were not adhered to. >30

Bykov and Israel have little doubt about who that was, saying: 
The sabotage of routine protective systems, controlled by strict hierarchies, would never 
have been contemplated let alone attempted absent the involvement of the supreme US 
military command. This includes at least US President George Bush, US Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld and the then-Acting Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Air 
Force General Richard B. Myers. >31
This is indeed the question that must be faced: Could a plan to hijack airplanes and crash 
them into the WTC have been successful without "stand down" orders approved by Bush, 
Rumsfeld, and Myers? 



As the conclusions drawn by critics of the official account of Flights 11 and 175 show, 
this account has evoked disturbing questions. >32 Further disturbing questions have been 
raised by the collapse of the buildings of the World Trade Center. >33 

The Collapse of the WTC Buildings 

According to the official account, the North and South Towers (the Twin Towers) 
collapsed due to the impact of the airliners plus the intense heatproduced by the resulting 
fires. Calling this the "official account," I should add, does not mean that it has been 
endorsed by any official body. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
was given the task of investigating the collapse, but when it issued its report in May of 
2002, it declared that "the sequence of events leading to the collapse of each tower could 
not be definitively determined." >34 Nevertheless, FEMA's report was filled with 
speculation that served to support the official theory. 

This theory is widely rejected by those familiar with the facts. It was rejected already in 
January of 2002 in an article by Bill Manning entitled "Selling Out the Investigation," 
which was published in Fire Engineering, a trade magazine with ties to the New York 
Fire Department. Manning reported that a growing number of fire protection engineers 
had suggested that "the structural damage from the planes and the explosive ignition of 
jet fuel in themselves were not enough to bring down the towers." >35 In the meantime, 
many more objections to the official theory have been raised. Some of these objections 
involve special problems associated with the collapse of a third building in the complex 
known as Building 7 (WTC-7). 

To evaluate these objections, it is necessary to review some of the facts. The North 
Tower (WTC-1) was struck at 8:46 AM. It collapsed one hour and 42 minutes later, at 
10:28. The South Tower (WTC-2) was struck at 9:03 AM. It collapsed 56 minutes later, 
at 9:59. Building Number 7 (WTC-7), which was two blocks away and was not struck, 
collapsed at 5:20 PM. These facts immediately suggest two questions: Why did the South 
Tower, which was struck 17 minutes later than the North Tower, nevertheless collapse 29 
minutes earlier? And why did WTC-7 collapse at all, given the fact that it was not 
struck? Additional details about the collapse of these three buildings raise even more 
questions. I will first deal with questions that have been raised about the North and South 
Towers, then turn to WTC-7. 

The Twin Towers: According one account that became widely circulated shortly after 
9/11 by being articulated on a NOVA program, the North and South Towers were caused 
to collapse when the heat of the fires, fed by the jet fuel, melted the buildings' steel 
columns. >36 It is now universally agreed, however, that the fires would not have been 
nearly hot enough. To melt steel, one needs a temperature in the range of 2,770°F (1,500°
C), which can be produced only by some special device, such as an oxyacetyline torch. A 



hydrocarbon fire, such as one based on refined kerosene — which is what jet fuel is — 
does not get nearly that hot. As explained by Thomas Eagar, professor of materials 
engineering and engineering systems at MIT, the maximum possible temperature for an 
open fire fueled by hydrocarbons would be 1,600 to 1,700°F. Moroever, since the WTC 
fires were fuel-rich fires, as evidenced by the fact that they gave off much black smoke, 
they were not even very hot for hydrocarbon fires, "probably only 1,200 or 1,300°F." >37 

As the melting theory illustrates, some of the widely accepted explanations of the 
collapse of the towers are unsound scientifically. Many other theories are inadequate 
because they do not take account of specific facts about the buildings and the nature of 
the collapses. Before examining any more theories, therefore, we should look at some of 
these facts. 

Each of the towers was about 1,300 feet tall. To support these extremely tall buildings, 
there were 47 steel columns in the central core of each building and 240 steel columns 
around the perimeter, with each column being far thicker at the bottom than at the top. 
The perimeter columns were connected to the core by means of steel bar-joist trusses in 
the concrete floors. Although there has been considerable talk of "flimsy trusses," >38 
Scientific American quoted engineer Robert McNamara as saying "nowadays, they just 
don't build them as tough as the World Trade Center." With regard to the bar-joist trusses 
in particular, the FEMA report said: "The floor framing system for the two towers was 
complex and substantially more redundant than typical bar joist floor systems." 
>39Investigations of some recovered steel have found, furthermore, that far from being 
defective, it met or even exceeded the standard requirements. >40Given these facts about 
the towers, we can dismiss a second idea that has been widely promulgated, namely, that 
the impact of the airplanes would have substantially weakened the towers. Thomas Eagar 
says that the impact of the airplanes would have been insignificant, because "the number 
of columns lost on the initial impact was not large and the loads were shifted to 
remaining columns in this highly redundant structure." >41 [W]ithin a few dozen seconds 
after the plane crash," Eric Hufschmid points out, "[t]he North tower was quiet, stable, 
and motionless." >42 

Those who support the official account, such as Eagar himself, generally argue that the 
collapses must be explained in terms of the heat from the fires. In Eagar's words: "The 
real damage in the World Trade Center resulted from the size of the fire." Because the 
steel used in buildings must be able to hold five times its normal load, Eagar points out, 
the steel in the towers could have collapsed only if it was heated to the point at which it 
"lost 80 percent of its strength," which would be about 1,300F. Eagar believes that this is 
what happened. >43 The credibility of the official theory, accordingly, depends at least in 
part on whether there is evidence that the towers had the requisite fires. 

To evaluate this issue we must acknowledge the distinction, emphasized by Eagar 



himself, between temperature and heat (or energy). >44 Something, such as a burning 
match or light bulb, can have a very high temperature but not generate much heat 
(energy), because it is so small. A burning match would never bring a steel beam up to its 
temperature. A 1,300F fire would bring a huge steel beam up to this temperature only if it 
were a very big fire, so that it had lots of energy. 

There is one more condition: The big fire would have to be applied to the steel beam for 
a considerable period of time. 

For the official theory to be credible, therefore, the fires in the towers must have been 
moderately hot; they must have been large fires, spreading throughout the buildings; and 
they must have burned for a considerable length of time. All the available evidence, 
however, suggests that the opposite was the case. A most valuable book for examining 
this evidence is Eric Hufschmid's Painful Questions, >45which contains the best set of 
photographs available. 

The Twin Towers have commonly been described as "towering infernos." From the point 
of view of human bodies, this was a true description of the North Tower, from which 
many people leaped to their death to avoid the smoke and flames in the floors above the 
96th floor, where the airplane hit. There is a huge difference, however, between the 
tolerance of human bodies and that of steel. Photographs of the North Tower provide no 
evidence of any fire that could have weakened its steel significantly. A photograph taken 
within 16 minutes of when the North Tower was hit (because the South Tower had not 
yet been hit) shows only a dark hole with black smoke pouring out of it. No flames arc 
visible. As Hufschmidt points out: "The lack of flames is an indication that the fires were 
small, and the dark smoke is an indication that the fires were suffocating." >46 Another 
photo, taken from another angle just after the South Tower was hit, shows some flames 
on floors just above the point of impact but no others. However great the flames may 
have been in the first several minutes, while they were being fed by the jet fuel, this 
skyscraper was not a towering inferno by the time 16 minutes had passed. >47 

We have all, of course, seen pictures of a huge fireball outside the South Tower. >48 
There was also a fireball outside the North Tower after it was hit.>49 These fireballs 
were created by the burning of the jet fuel that was spilled. The South Tower had a far 
bigger fireball because it was hit near a corner, so more fuel was spilled outside. These 
fireballs generated a great amount of heat. But it was momentary, because the fuel was 
quickly burned up. >50The fact that the South Towers fireball was bigger, furthermore, 
does not mean that the South Towers fires were bigger. To the contrary. Because so 
much jet fuel was burned up within the first few minutes, there was less to feed the fire 
inside the building. As Hufschmid reports, "photos show the spectacular flames vanished 
quickly, and then the fire remained restricted to one area of the tower...[and] slowly 
diminished" >51 



The facts about the fire, therefore, seem to rule out any version of the official account 
according to which each tower had hot, widespread, long-lasting fires. Insofar as there 
were hot fires, they were localized and of short duration. Such fires, even if they were 
1,300°F, could not have brought much if any steel up to that temperature. >52 

Another count against the fire theory is the likelihood that, even if the Twin Towers had 
been engulfed in raging fires, they would not have collapsed. Prior to the alleged 
exceptions of 9/11, a steel-framed building had never before collapsed solely because of 
fire. As a report by FEMA in 1991 stated about a fire in a Philadelphia building that year, 
the fire was so energetic that "[b]eams and girders sagged and twisted," but "[d]espite 
this extraordinary exposure, the columns continued to support their loads without 
obvious damage." >53 

Defenders of the fire theory, however, appeal to the special characteristics of the Twin 
Towers. Given these special characteristics, they contend, the fire did not have to heat all 
me steel by spreading throughout all the floors. According to Thomas Eagar, it was 
sufficient to have a hot fire that covered one floor. The culprits, he says, were the angle 
dips," which "held the floor joists between the columns on the perimeter wall and the 
core structure," and which, he says, were not designed to hold five times their normal 
load.>54 Articulating what critics call the "zipper" version of the truss theory, Eagar 
says: "Once you started to get angle clips to fail in one area, it put extra load on other 
angle clips, and then it unzipped around the building on that floor in a matter of 
seconds." >55 And then: 

As the joists on one or two of the most heavily burned floors gave way and 
the outer box columns began to bow outward, the floors above them also 
fell. The floor below (with its 1300-ton design capacity) could not support 
the roughly 45,000 tons of ten floors (or more) above crashing down on 
these angle clips. This started the domino effect that caused the buildings to 
collapse within ten seconds. >56

Something like this theory was endorsed in the FEMA report, which spoke of "a pancake-
type of collapse of successive floors." >57 

There are, however, many problems with this account. First, even this more modest view 
of the amount of steel that had to become very hot would seem to require more heat than 
was present, especially in the South Tower. 

Second, as Hufschmid points out: "In order for a floor to fall, hundreds of joints had to 
break almost simultaneously on 236 exterior columns and 47 core columns." >58 

Third, Eagar means his theory to do justice to the fact that the towers collapsed "within 



ten seconds." For a 1,300-foot building, however, ten seconds is almost free-fall speed. 
But if each floor produced just a little resistance, so that breaking through each one took 
a half second, the collapse of all those floors — 80 or 95 of them — would have taken 40 
to 47 seconds. Can we really believe that the upper part of the buildings encountered 
virtually no resistance from the lower parts? >59 The problem would be even worse in 
relation to the North Tower, at least if Hufschmid is right to say that it fell in eight 
seconds, which would be exactly free-fall speed "How," he asks, "could the debris crush 
100 steel and concrete floors while falling as fast as objects fall through air?" >60 

Fourth, Eagar's theory, like all other versions of the official account cannot do justice to 
the fact that the collapse of the towers was total, resulting in a pile of rubble that, in 
Eagars own words, "was only a few stories high." >61 Even if one granted that his theory 
might explain why the floors and outer columns collapsed, it docs not explain, argues 
Peter Meyer, the collapse of the massive steel columns in the core of the buildings: 

Why were the lower parts of the massive supporting steel columns not left 
standing after the collapse? If the official story is true, that the damage was 
caused by the impacts and fires, which occurred only in the upper floors, 
and that the floors then pancaked, one would expect the massive steel 
columns in the central core, for, say, the lowest 20 or 30 floors, to have 
remained standing. >62

Still another fact about the collapse of the towers that counts against the fire theory is the 
fact, mentioned at the outset, that the South Tower collapsed first. As we saw, it would 
take considerable time for fire to heat steel up to its own temperature. All other things 
being equal, then, the tower that was struck first should have collapsed first. And yet, 
although the South Tower was struck 17 minutes later than the North Tower, it collapsed 
29 minutes earlier. This surprising fact would perhaps not create a problem if the fire in 
the South Tower had been much bigger. As we have seen, however, the fire in the South 
Tower was actually much smaller. Upon hearing that one tower took almost twice as 
long as the other one, therefore, one would assume that that was the South Tower. And 
yet the opposite was the case. This complete reversal of expectations suggests that the 
collapse of these buildings was caused by something other than the fires. >63 

And that is, of course, what the critics maintain. Their alternative explanation is that the 
collapse was an example of a controlled demolition, based on explosives that had been 
placed throughout the building. This theory, point out its advocates, can explain all the 
facts discussed thus far. With regard to why the collapse was total and so rapid, Meyer 
says that 

this is understandable if the bases of the steel columns were destroyed by 
explosions at the level of the bedrock. With those bases obliterated, and the 
supporting steel columns shattered by explosions at various levels in the 



Twin Towers, the upper floors lost all support and collapsed to ground level 
in about ten seconds. >64

Also, the controlled demolition theory, in conjunction with the fact that the South Tower 
was struck near the corner, can account for the otherwise surprising order in which the 
two towers collapsed. 
In both cases the fires within the buildings died down after awhile, giving off only black, 
sooty smoke. If the Twin Towers were deliberately demolished, and the intention was to 
blame the collapse on the fires... then the latest time at which the towers could be 
collapsed would be just as the fires were dying down. Since the fire in the South Tower 
resulted from the combustion of less fuel than the fire in the North Tower, the fire in the 
South Tower began to go out earlier than the fire in the North Tower. Those controlling 
the demolition thus had to collapse the South Tower before they collapsed the North 
Tower. >65
There are, furthermore, some additional facts about the collapse of the Twin Towers that 
seem explainable only by the demolition theory. One of these is the fact that each 
collapse produced a lot of fine dust or powder, which upon analysis proved to consist 
primarily of gypsum and concrete. >66 Jeff King, examining the official account in light 
of what the videos show, says: 
[T]he biggest and most obvious problem that I see is the source of the enormous amount 
of very fine dust that we see generated during the collapse.... Where does the energy 
come from to turn all this reinforced concrete into dust? >67
And as Hufshmid adds, photos of the rubble show only "a few small pieces of concrete," 
which means that "[v]irtually every piece of concrete shattered into dust." As a result, 
"Perhaps 100,000 tons of concrete in each tower was pulverized to a powder. This 
required a lot of energy." >68 What is especially problematic, King suggests, is 
how much very fine concrete dust is ejected from the top or the building very early in the 
collapse. Since it should at most be accelerating under gravity at 32 feet per second, 
things would actually be moving quite slowly at first.... It is very hard to imagine a 
physical mechanism to generate that much dust with concrete slabs bumping into each 
other at 20 or 30 mph. >69
Hufschmid points out, moreover, that even concrete slabs hitting the ground at free-fall 
speed would not be pulverized. "In order to pulverise concrete into powder, explosives 
must be used.">70 The use of explosives is perhaps even more strongly suggested by 
another feature of the collapses, alluded to in King's second statement, namely, that when 
the towers started to collapse, they did not fall straight down, as the pancake theory 
holds. They exploded. The powder was ejected horizontally from the buildings with such 
force that the buildings were surrounded by enormous dust clouds that were perhaps 
three times the width of the buildings themselves. The photographs in Hufschmid's book 
are especially valuable for helping one grasp this overwhelmingly impressive and 
important fact. >71 What other than explosives could turn concrete into powder and then 
eject it horizontally 150 feet or more? And if it be suspected that the dust simply floated 
out, some of the photographs show that rather large pieces of the tower were also thrown 



out 150 feet or more. >72 

Another startling feature of the collapse would have required still more energy. Besides 
powdery dust, the other major component of the rubble was, as would be expected, steel. 
But the steel was in short sections. "Almost every piece of steel in both towers broke at 
the joints." >73 

The controlled demolition theory is given additional support by the fact that some people, 
including some firemen, reported hearing explosions, feeling explosions, or witnessing 
effects that appeared to be results of explosions, both in the intermediate floors and in the 
subbasements of the Towers. >74 

Still more support is provided by seismic evidence that a moderately powerful 
earthquake was recorded as each tower was collapsing. The seismographs at Columbia 
University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in Palisades, New York, 21 miles north 
of the WTC, recorded a 2.1 magnitude earthquake beginning at 9:59:04, then a 2.3 quake 
beginning at 10:28:31. >75 In each case, "the shocks increased during the first 5 seconds 
then dropped abruptly to a lower level for about 3 seconds, and then slowly tapered off." 
This pattern, Hufschmid suggests, reflects the fact that the first explosives detonated 
were those near the tops of the towers, where the steel columns were the thinnest. The 
shocks get stronger as the detonation pattern, controlled by a computer program, worked 
its way down. 

The final explosions at the base of the tower and in the basement had to break joints on 
columns made from 100mm thick steel, so they were powerful explosives. The seismic 
data peaked when the explosives in the basement were detonated. Then the explosions 
stopped and the rubble continued to fall for another couple of seconds, resulting in small 
seismic tremors. >76 

The demolition theory is further supported by reports that molten steel was found at the 
level of the subbasements. The president of Controlled Demolition, Inc. (in Phoenix, 
Maryland), Mark Loizeaux, who wrote the clean-up plan for the entire operation, has 
been quoted as saying that in the third, fourth, and fifth weeks, the clean-up crew found 
"hot spots of molten steel...at the bottoms of the elevator shafts of the main towers, down 
seven [basement] levels." >77 

Besides explaining the existence of the widely reported hot spots, which kept smoldering 
for weeks, >78 the theory that explosives had been set could explain an otherwise 
inexplicable fact — that after the collapse of the towers, the debris, induding the steel, 
was quickly removed before there could be any significant investigation. The New York 
Times complained, saying: "The decision to rapidly recycle the steel columns, beams and 
trusses from the WTC in the days immediately after 9/11 means definitive answers may 



never be known." The next week, the aforementioned essay in Fire Engineering said: 
"The destruction and removal of evidence must stop immediatdy." >79 But it went ahead 
at full speed. >80 Explaining the possible significance of this feet, Meyer points out that 

[a] way to prove that the supporting steel columns of the Twin Towers had 
been blasted by explosives would be to examine fragments from them 
among the debris for evidence of what metallurgists call "twinning." But the 
WTC debris was removed as fast as possible and no forensic examination of 
the debris was permitted.... Almost all the 300,000 tons of steel from the 
Twin Towers was sold to New York scrap dealers and exported to places 
like China and Korea as quickly as it could be loaded onto the ships, 
thereby removing the evidence. >81

Why this haste, critics wonder, unless the government had something to hide? >82 

WTC-7: Although the collapse of this 47-story building is generally ignored or discussed 
simply as an afterthought, it is in many respects the most puzzling. Because it was not 
struck by an airplane, the main ingredients in the typical explanations of the collapse of 
the Twin Towers cannot be employed. There is, in fact, no official explanation. The 
FEMA report provided a lot of speculation about what might have happened, but 
provided no consensus statement about what actually did happen. >83 The report by the 
House Science Committee also provided no explanation. >84 But insofar as there is an 
account that is widely accepted in official and media circles, it goes something like this. 
Although Building 7 -- which was 355 feet away from the North Tower and still farther 
from the South Tower — was not hit by any significant amount of falling debris, enough 
debris did cross over to start a fire. Then besides the fact that the fire chief decided, for 
some unknown reason, not to have his crew enter this building, the sprinkler system 
(inexplicably) failed to put out this little fire, and it grew until it was raging. It then came 
into contact with the thousands of gallons of diesel fuel stored on the ground floor. The 
resulting fire then became so hot that it caused the building's steel reinforcement to 
collapse at 5:20 PM. 

This theory faces many problems. First, there is no evidence of any raging fire. "Every 
photo taken of building 7," Hufschmid reports, "shows only a few tiny fires in only a few 
windows," primarily on the 7th and 12th floors. >85 

Second, there is again the problem of how a hydrocarbon fire, even had it been raging, 
could have caused the collapse, especially since Buildings 4, 5, and 6 did have raging 
fires but did not collapse.>86 In this case, moreover, the collapse could not be partly 
explained by the impact and fuel of an airplane, so WTC-7 would be the first steel-
framedbuilding in history to collapse solely from fire damage. >87 If such a thing really 
happened on 9/11, critics point out, this would be an event of overwhelming importance. 



Everything that architects and building engineers have long assumed about steel-framed 
buildings would need to be rethought. Insurance companies around the world would need 
to recalculate all their rates on the basis of the realization that ordinary fires could cause 
steel-framed buildings to collapse. And so on. And yet the idea that WTC-7 collapsed 
because of fire has been accepted as if it were nothing unusual. In an essay entided 
"WTC-7: The Improbable Collapse," Scott Loughrey says: 

FEMAs nonchalance about WTC-7s collapse is stunning. Structural failures 
of this magnitude do not normally take place.... [Do] we now live in an era 
when tall steel buildings can collapse in large cities without any significant 
discussion of why? >88

Third, there are several features that would be difficult for the official theory because 
they suggest controlled demolition. Indeed, Hufschmit emphasizes, the collapse of WTC-
7, unlike that of the Twin Towers, suggests a typical demolition, because "Building 7 
collapsed at its bottom." 
When Building 7 collapsed, the interior fell first, and that caused the outside of the 
building to move inward.... The result was a very tiny pile of rubble, with the outside of 
the building collapsing on top of the pile. This is how conventional demolitions operate. 
>89
A significant amount of powdery dust was also produced, although in this case there was 
not as much dust and most of it was produced at the ground, where this collapse began, 
instead of in the air. >90 Seismic vibrations were registered at the time of the collapse, 
although they were only one tenth the magnitude of those associated with the other 
towers, and there were two hot spots in the rubble from this collapse, one of which was 
extremely hot. >91 Molten steel was also reportedly found at this site. >92Finally, the 
steel was quickly removed from this site as well, and with even less justification, for the 
building had long since been evacuated, so there was no need to search for survivors, as 
there had been at the Twin Towers. So what possible justification was there for the 
destruction of forensic evidence — which is generally considered a serious crime? 

In conclusion, I return to the point that the FEMA report actually gave no explanation. It 
instead said: 

The specifics of the fires in WTC 7 and how they caused the building to 
collapse remain unknown at this time. Although the total diesel fuel on the 
premises contained massive potential energy, the best hypothesis has only a 
low probability of occurrence. >93

It must be recognized, however, that FEMA had been given an impossible assignment — 
to explain the collapse of this building while remaining within the framework of the 
official theory. Not being able to suggest that the collapse resulted from a controlled 
demolition, the best FEMA could come up with was a theory having "only a low 
probability." 



The same understanding must be applied to Thomas Eagar and all the other experts who 
have presented highly improbable explanations of the collapse of the Twin Towers. If 
political correctness were not a factor so that they could simply state the most probable 
hypothesis, given the evidence, most of them would surely choose controlled demolition. 
For example, Matthys Levy, who suggested that the towers fell because their steel 
melted, also said: "It was very much like a controlled demolition when you look at it." 
>94 If it was indeed a controlled demolition, of course, that would mean that the 
terrorists were able to succeed in their mission to bring down the World Trade Center 
only because it was an inside job. 

====== 

The questions raised about the official accounts of Flight 77, Flight 175, and the collapse 
of Buildings 1,2, and 7 of the World Trade Center do not necessarily point to presidential 
complicity. But they do seem to point to official complicity at some level. Although the 
evidence that the collapse of the WTC was an inside job might mean that it was planned 
by private parties, the fact that the federal government allowed forensic evidence to be 
removed suggests at least the first possible view mentioned in the Introduction: official 
complicity in a cover-up. But then this first view — according to which no US officials 
played a role in facilitating the attacks — seems to be ruled out by the evidence related to 
Flights 11 and 175, which seems to require involvement by at least the Pentagon's 
NMCC and NORAD. The evidence about the flights also seems to rule out the second 
possible view, according to which no US agencies had any specific knowledge of the 
attacks in advance. The attacks on the WTC, it would seem, could not have succeeded 
unless some US officials had given "stand down" orders for standard operating 
procedures to be canceled on that particular day. And, although this might be taken to 
mean the fifth possible view, according to which the Pentagon gave those orders, it 
would be difficult to believe that such orders could have been given without White 
House approval. Examinations of the official account of the attacks on the WTC in 
relation to various relevant facts have, in any case, raised disturbing questions. Further 
disturbing questions have been evoked, moreover, by tensions between the facts and the 
official accounts of the other flights. 
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wind." Professional pilots he consulted, he reports, "confirmed that few amongst 
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themselves willingly, this curious fact would seem to make sense only in conjunction 
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CHAPTER TWO

FLIGHT 77: WAS IT REALLY THE AIRCRAFT THAT STRUCK THE PENTAGON?

AA Flight 77 left Dulles airport in Washington, DC, at 8:20. At 8:46, it went 
significantly off course for several minutes, but reportedly no fighter jets were 
scrambled. At 8:50, the plane got back on course, but radio contact was lost, and at 8:56 
the planes transponder went off and the plane disappeared from the air traffic controllers 
radar screen in Indianapolis. But no jet fighters were scrambled to find it. At 9:09, this air 
traffic controller warned that the plane may have crashed in Ohio.>1 USA Today, 
furthermore, later printed a story with this statement: "Another plane disappears from 
radar and might have crashed in Kentucky. The reports are so serious that [FAA head 
Jane] Garvey notifies the White House that there has been another crash.">2 In any case, 
Flight 77 is not heard from again—or at least, according to the official account, not until 
9:25. 
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At 9:25, which was 29 minutes after Flight 77 disappeared, air controllers at Dulles 
Airport reported seeing a fast-moving plane, which, they warned, appeared to be heading 
toward the White House.>3 At 9:27, Vice President Cheney and National Security 
Advisor Condoleeza Rice were reportedly told, while in the bunker below the White 
House, that an airplane, being tracked by radar, was 50 miles outside Washington and 
headed toward it.>4 Beginning at 9:33, radar data reportedly showed the aircraft crossing 
the Capitol Beltway and heading toward the Pentagon, which it flew over at 9:35.>5 
Then, starting from about 7,000 feet above the ground, the aircraft made a difficult 
"downward spiral, turning almost a complete circle and dropping the last 7,000 feet in 
two-and-a-half minutes.">6 At this time, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, according to 
the official account, had not been informed of the approaching aircraft and was still with 
Representative Cox. While they together watched the television coverage of the WTC, 
Rumsfeld reportedly demonstrated his predictive powers again, saving: "Believe me, this 
isn't over yet. There's going to be another attack, and it could be us." Moments later, at 
about 9:38, the Pentagon was hit.>7 As a result of the crash and the ensuing fire, 125 
workers in the Pentagon, primarily civilians, were killed. 

Although later that day the aircraft that struck the Pentagon was said to be Flight 77, 
which was a Boeing 757, this equation was evidently not immediately obvious. Danielle 
O'Brien, one of the air traffic controllers at Dulles who reported seeing the aircraft at 
9:25, said: "The speed, the maneuverability, the way that he turned, we all thought in the 
radar room, all of us experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plane.">8 
Another witness, seeing the plane from a 14th floor apartment in Pentagon City, said that 
it "seemed to be able to hold eight or twelve persons" and "made a shrill noise like a 
fighter plane.">9 Lon Rains, editor at Space News, said: "I was convinced it was a 
missile. It came in so fast it sounded nothing like an airplane.">10 Still another witness, 
who saw it from his automobile, was reported as saying that it "was like a cruise missile 
with wings.">11 The official account, however, would be that it was a much bigger 
aircraft, a Boeing 757—indeed, Flight 77 itself. 

On that day, that connection was, however, only gradually made. At 10:32, ABC News 
reported that Flight 77 had been hijacked, but there was no suggestion that it had returned 
to Washington and hit the Pentagon. Indeed, Fox TV shortly thereafter said that the 
Pentagon had been hit by a US Air Force flight.>12 Only sometime in the afternoon did 
it become generally accepted that the aircraft that hit the Pentagon was Flight 77. 

Some critics of the official account reject this identification. The chief critic of the 
official account of the strike on the Pentagon is the aforementioned French researcher 
Thierry Meyssan, president of the Voltaire Network, which the Guardian in April of 
2002 described as a respected independent think tank whose left-leaning research 
projects have until now been considered models of reasonableness and objectivity.">13 



Officials at the Pentagon have, to be sure, denounced Meyssan's theory. At a Department 
of Defense news briefing on June 25, 2002, spokesperson Victoria Clarke, when asked 
about Meyssan's theory, said: "There is no question, there is no doubt what happened that 
day. And I think it's appaling that anyone might try to put out that kind of myth. I think 
it's alsoappalling for anyone to continue to give those sorts of people any kind of 
publicity.">14 It is understandable, whatever the truth of the matter is, that the Pentagon 
would want to discourage reporters and other people from examining Meyssans theory 
by calling it "appalling." Meyssan himself uses the same term for the official theory, 
calling it "the appalling fraud.">15 

But, of course, name-calling by either side of the issue should not be allowed to settle 
anything. The question should be which of the competing theories is best supported by 
evidence. And Meyssans arguments, combined with those of other critics, do provide 
many reasons for concluding that it was not Flight 77 that hit the Pentagon. I will discuss 
five such reasons, then point out some further difficulties for the official theory about the 
strike on the Pentagon. 

Were the Sources for the Identification Credible? 

Meyssan, in addition to noting that the identification between AA Flight 77 and the 
aircraft that struck the Pentagon was made only gradually, argues that the original 
sources for this identification are dubious. In particular, he suggests, all but one of the 
statements on which this identification was based came from military personnel.>16 The 
first move toward the identification was made by a statement on the website of the 
Pentagon announcing that it had been hit by a "commercial airliner, possibly 
hijacked.">17 Then that afternoon the story that this airliner was Flight 77 spread quickly 
through the media. The source of this story, the Los Angeles Times reported, was some 
military officials speaking on condition of anonymity.>18 The media also started 
reporting that Flight 77, just before it disappeared from view, had made a U-turn and 
headed back toward Washington." But, argues Meyssan, since the civilian air controllers 
were, according to the official account, no longer receiving information from either radar 
or the transponder, this "information must also have come from military sources.>20 

The one other statement used to connect Flight 77 with the strike on the Pentagon was 
made by Theodore ("Ted") Olson, the US Justice Department's Solicitor General. He said 
that his wife, Barbara Olson— the well-known author and television commentator—had 
made two phone calls to him from Flight 77 at about 9:25 and 9:30. These conversations, 
as reported, said nothing about where the plane was or in what direction it was headed, 
but they did indicate that Flight 77 had not already crashed or exploded but had been 
hijacked. Flight 77, therefore at least might have been die aircraft that hit the Pentagon. 



Skeptics about this identification suggest that there arc at least four reasons to doubt Ted 
Olson's testimony. First, he is very close to the Bush administration. Besides having 
pleaded George W. Bush's cause before the Supreme Court in the 2000 election dispute, 
he more recently has defended Vice President Cheney's attempt to prevent the release of 
papers from his energy task force to the committee investigating the Enron scandal. 
Second, Olson has stated that there are many situations in which "government officials 
might quite legitimatetly have reasons to give false information out.">21 Third, Olsons 
reports about the conversations with his wife are both vague and selfcontradictory.>22 
Fourth, on the other flights, telephone calls were reportedly made by several passengers 
and flight attendants, but Ted Olson is the only person who reported receiving a call from 
Flight 77. This latter fact is especially strange in light of a later report that at about 9:30 
the hijackers told the passengers that they were all going to die and so should call their 
families. Thompson asks: "Given this announcement, why are there no phone calls from 
this flight except for Barbara Olson's?">23 Thompson's question, in other words, is 
whether there really was a call from her. This question could presumably be answered by 
subpoenaing the telephone records of her cell phone company, American Airlines, and 
the Justice Department. Any of the alternative scenarios consistent with this question 
would need to explain, of course, what became of Barbara Olson, and also whether it is 
plausible that Ted Olson would have participated in a plan with that outcome. This issue 
is one of the problems mentioned in Chapter 9 that would face any complicity theory 
about "what really happened." 

Physical Evidence That the Pentagon Was Not Hit by a Boeing 757 

In addition to the argument that all the information originally connecting Flight 77 with 
the aircraft that struck the Pentagon evidently came from dubious sources, a second 
argument, provided by Meyssan, consists of physical evidence that the Pentagon was not 
hit by a Boeing 757, which is what AA Flight 77 was. 

Most important is the evidence provided by photographs that were taken immediately 
after the crash. One crucial photo was taken by Tom Horan of the Associated Press just 
after the firetrucks had arrived but before the firemen had been deployed. (This photo is 
reproduced in Meyssans Pentagate and on the cover of his 9/11: The Big Lie and is also 
available on the Internet.>24) When this photograph was taken, the west wing's facade 
had not collapsed. Another photo taken at this time shows that the hole in the facade was 
between 15 and 18 feet in diameter, contradicting a newspaper report that it was "five 
stories high and 200 feet wide.">25 This photo also shows no damage above the hole or 
on either side of it. And neither photo shows any sign of an airplane—no fuselage, no 
tail, no wings, no engines >26—or any evidence that the lawn had been scraped.>27 
Whatever struck the Pentagon made a clean hit from the air and went completely inside. 

Just how far the aircraft went into the Pentagon is shown by a photograph that was taken 



later and published by the Pentagon (and on the cover of Meyssans Pentagate). This 
photo shows that the inside wall of the third of the Pentagons five rings, known as the C-
ring, was penetrated, resulting in a hole about seven feet in diameter. This means that the 
aircraft had the power to penetrate six reinforced walls. 

This photographic evidence creates enormous problems for the official account, 
according to which the damage was caused by an aircraft as large as a Boeing 757. The 
most obvious problem is that since the aircraft penetrated only the first three rings of the 
Pentagon, only the nose of a Boeing 757 would have gone inside. (This can be seen in a 
picture, provided by Meyssan, in which the outline of a Boeing 757 is superimposed 
upon an aerial photograph, provided by the Department of Defense, of the Pentagons 
west wing.>28) The rest of the airplane would have remained outside. As Meyssan 
comments: "We should thus be able to see the wings and the fuselage outside, and on the 
lawn in fact." In response, one might suggest that perhaps the plane burned up before any 
photographs could be taken. But, Meyssan says: 

While the planes nose is made of carbon and the wings, containing the fuel, 
can burn, the Boeings fuselage is aluminum and the jet engines are built out 
of steel. At the end of the fire, it would necessarily have left a burnt-out 
wreck.>29

But not the slightest sign of a burnt-out wreck is shown in the photograph taken by Tom 
Horan or any of the other photographs. 

The official story, to be sure, takes account of this problem by saying that not simply the 
nose but the entire airplane went inside the Pentagon. This is why it does not appear in 
the photographs. >30 Other features of the photographic evidence, however, create 
isuperable difficulties for this theory. One of these features is the fact that the orifice 
created by the impact, as mentioned above, was at most 18 feet in diameter. Is it not 
absurd to suggest that a Boeing 757 created and then disappeared into such a small hole? 
As Meyssan points out, the hole was bis enough for the passenger cabin, which is less 
than twelve feet in width. But the plane's wings give it a breadth of 125 feet. Can anyone 
seriously believe that a 125-foot-wide airplane created and then went inside a hole less 
than 20-feet wide? 

Evidently so. Some defenders of the official account claim that the wings, upon hitting 
the strongly reinforced facade of the west wing, would have folded back, allowing the 
entire plane to disappear within the building. According to one such defense: 

As the front of the Boeing 757 hit the Pentagon, the outer portions of the 
wings likely snapped during the initial impact, then were pushed inward 
towards the fuselage and carried into the buildings interior; the inner 
portions of the wings probably penetrated the Pentagon walls with the rest 



of the plane. Any sizable portions of the wings were destroyed in the 
explosion or the subsequent fire. >31

One problem with this explanation, of course, is that after the plane's forward morion was 
suddenly reduced when the nose hit the Pentagon, the wings would not have folded back 
Unless the laws of kinetic energy were momentarily suspended, Meyssan points out, "the 
wings would have been propelled forwards rather than backwards." >32 

On a Boeing 757, furthermore, the jet engines, made of steel, are attached to the wings, 
so the wings would have hit the facade with great force. And yet prior to the facade's 
collapse, as we have seen, the photosreveal no visible damage to the facade on either side 
of the orifice, even where the engines would have hit the building. And if that problem is 
not considered decisive enough, the fact that the photographs clearly show that the facade 
above the opening is completely intact and even unmarked - creates a still more 
insuperable problem, given Boeing 757's big tail. As Meyssan says, when its tail is taken 
into account, the Boeing is about 40 feet high. So, unless one is going to claim chat the 
tail obligingly ducked before entering, the fact that the facade above the opening is 
completely intact proves that it was not a Boeing 757 that went inside the Pentagon's 
west wing. For support, Meyssan quotes French accident investigator Francois Grangier, 
who said: "What is certain when one looks at the photo of this facade that remains intact 
is that it's obvious the plane did not go through there." >33 

The more general problem is that whatever did hit the Pentagon simply did not cause 
nearly enough destruction for the official story to be true. A Boeing 757, besides being so 
tall and having such a wide wingspan, weighs over 100 tons. Traveling at a speed of 250 
to 440 miles per hour, it would have caused tremendous devastation. And yet, as a 
photograph supplied by the Department of Defense itself shows, "the plane only 
destroyed the first ring of the building." >34 The second and third rings were merely 
penetrated by an aircraft small enough to create a hole only seven feet in diameter. 

Furthermore, if the aircraft that hit the Pentagon did too little to have been a Boeing 757, 
this last-mentioned fact, about the hole in the inside wall of the C-ring, shows that it also 
did too much. That is, Meyssan points out, the nose of a Boeing, which contains the 
electronic navigation system, is made of carbon fibers rather than metal. Being 
"extremely fragile,'' such a nose could not have gone through three rings of the Pentagon, 
creating a seven-foot exit hole in the inside wall of the third ring. The Boeing's nose 
would have been "crushed rather than piercing through." What could create such a hole is 
the head of a missile. 

Certain missiles are specially conceived to have a piercing effect. These 
missiles are weighted with depleted uranium, an extremely dense metal that 
heats with slightest friction and renders piercing easier. These missiles are 
notably used to pierce bunkers. An airplane crashes and smashes. A missile 



of this type pierces. >35

And this is what the photographs show — that the Pentagon was pierced rather than 
smashed. 

The notion that the Pentagon was hit by a missile rather than an airplane is supported by 
still another feature of the photographic evidence — the kind of fire it documented. 
Photos of hydrocarbon fires, such as the fires produced in the Twin Towers by the 
burning of the jet fuel, show yellow flames mixed with black smoke. But photographs of 
the Pentagon fire show a red flame, indicating the kind of fire produced by the type of 
missile described above — a much hotter and more instantaneous fire. >36 Suggesting 
that the Pentagon was hit by "one of the latest generation of AGM-type missiles, armed 
with a hollow charge and a depleted uranium BLU tip," Meyssan says that a missile of 
this type can cause "an instantaneous fire, giving off heatin excess of 3,600° Fahrenheit." 
And that corresponds with the fire started in the Pentagon: 

In traversing the Pentagon's first ring, the aircraft started a fire, as gigantic 
as it was sudden. Immense flames issued from the building, licking at the 
facades. They withdrew just as quickly, leaving behind them a cloud of 
black soot. >37

The photographic evidence, in sum, provides several reasons to conclude that the 
Pentagon was not hit by a Boeing passenger plane but was instead hit by a military 
missile. 

This conclusion from the photographic evidence is given additional support by the fact 
that the aircraft that headed toward the Pentagon was not shot down by on-site missiles. 
Although some news reports have said that the Pentagon, unlike the "White House, has 
no such missiles, the Pentagon is in fact, Meyssan points out, protected by "[f]ive 
extremely sophisticated antimissile batteries." >38 And, although Pentagon officials 
claim that they had no idea that an aircraft was coming their way, an unidentified aircraft 
was, as we saw earlier, reported at 9:25 to be speeding in that direction. Meyssan says: 

Contrary to the Pentagons claims, the military thus knew perfectly well that 
an unidentified vehicle was headed straight for the capitol. Yet the military 
did not react and the Pentagons anti-missile batteries did not function. 
Why? The close-range anti-aircraft defenses at the Pentagon are conceived 
to destroy missiles that attempt to approach. A missile should normally be 
unable to pass. As for a big Boeing 757-200, it would have strictly no 
chance. Whether an airliner or a missile, an explanation needs to be found.

Meyssan then suggests a hypothesis that could account for this anomaly: 
Each military aircraft in fact possesses a transponder which...permit[s] it to declare itself 
in the eyes of its possessor as friendly or hostile.. An antimissile battery will not...react to 



the passage of a friendly missile. It is not impossible that was what happened at the 
Pentagon on 11 September 2001. >39
Meyssan's hypothesis could also answer a question raised by reports that when the 
aircraft was making its circular approach to the Pentagon, it came very near to the White 
House — namely, why the White House's missile system did not shoot it down. >40 

In light of these considerations, the very fact that the aircraft that hit the Pentagon was 
not shot down by the Pentagons (and the White House's) missiles can be considered 
physical evidence against the claim that it was a passenger plane. 

Further physical evidence is provided by the simple fact that there were evidently no 
remains of a Boeing 757 at the crash site. As we have seen, the explanation why no such 
remains were visible in the photographs is that the entire plane went inside the Pentagon. 
If that is what happened (ignoring now the question of whether it is even remotely 
plausible), there should have been a burnt-out wreck, or at least some identifiable 
remnants of the plane, found inside the Pentagon after the fire was put out. But that was 
evidently not the case. 

At a Pentagon briefing on the day after 9/11, Ed Plaugher, the county fire chief who was 
in charge of putting out the fire in the Pentagon, was asked whether anything was left of 
the airplane. He said that there were "some small pieces...but not large sections.... [T]
here's no fuselage sections and that sort of thing." >41 According to Plaugher's 
eyewitness testimony the day after the fire, therefore, there was no fuselage or any other 
large pieces, such as jet engines. His testimony was, furthermore, implicidy confirmed by 
the Department of Defense insofar as the only parts of Flight 77 that it announced 
finding, other than unidentifiable fragments (which, as Meyssan points out, "could have 
been from something quite different"), were a beacon and the two black boxes. The black 
boxes were said, furthermore, to have been found at a time — 4:00 AM — that makes 
critics of the official story suspicious. >42 Plaugher's testimony was further confirmed at 
a Pentagon press conference on September 15. When Terry Mitchell was asked about 
evidence of the plane, he said that one could see only "small pieces." Lee Evey, head of 
the renovation project, said that the evidence of the aircraft is "not very visible.... None 
of those parts are very large.... You don't see big pieces of the airplane sitting there 
extending up into the air." >43 

How is this testimony consistent with the idea that the Pentagon was hit by a Boeing 
757? That airplanes fuselage is made of aluminum, which does not melt in an ordinary 
hydrocarbon fire. Its engines are made of tempered steel, which also does not normally 
melt. And yet the more-or-less official story was that the fire was so hot that all this 
metal not only melted but was vaporized. >44 Is this believable? In the first place, if the 
fire was that hot, how did the upper floors of the Pentagon survive? In the second place, 
why would the fire have been so hot if it were a hydrocarbon fire? In the third place, 



even if there was something about the crash that made this hydrocarbon fire extra hot — 
hot enough to produce the red flames and other effects shown in the photographs — 
would even fire this hot vaporize aluminum and steel? If the official story rests on this 
account of the laws of physics, it is important enough to run an experiment to test this 
hypothesis. And this could be done easily enough, using some worn-out Boeing 757. 

Even if one believed that there was a chance that such a test might be successful, 
however, there would be one more condition that would have to be passed. According to 
at least one version of the official story, authorities were able to identify victims of the 
crash by their fingerprints. >45 To provide support for the official account, therefore, the 
fire would have to be hot enough to vaporize aluminum and steel and cool enough to 
leave human flesh intact. This would, of course, be impossible, so Meyssan is amazed 
that the Pentagon could evidendy make both of these claims without fear of ridicule. >46 

In any case, such a test is no longer necessary because, as with other features of the 
official account of 9/11, this one evolved into a second version. As Meyssan reports, six 
months later, in April of 2002, the FBI claimed that enough of the Boeing 757 had been 
recovered to make possible its almost complete reconstitution. An FBI spokesman, Chris 
Murray, was quoted as saying: "The pieces of the plane are stocked in a warehouse and 
they are marked with the serial numbers of flight77" >47 The following month, 
furthermore, this new version of the official account was supported by Ed Plaugher, who 
now remembered that when he arrived on the scene he had seen, he said, "pieces of the 
fuselage, the wings, the landing gear, pieces of the engine, seats," adding: "I can swear to 
you, it was a plane." He even — inadvertendy contradicting the Pentagon's statement that 
the black boxes were not found until 4:00 AM three days later-claimed to have seen one 
of them. >48 

It might seem that US officials could confirm this new version of the fate of Flight 77 by 
simply showing the warehouse full of recovered pieces to reporters and members of the 
9/11 Independent Commission. At most, however, this evidence would show only that 
much of the airplane had been recovered. It would not tell us that it had been recovered 
from the Pentagon — as opposed to Ohio, Kentucky, or somewhere else. It is not 
possible, therefore, to confirm this theory by pointing to this physical evidence in 
combination with Ed Plaugher's improved memory. Moreover, this new version, besides 
being in conflict with Plaugher's statements on September 12, is also in conflict with the 
statements of Timothy Mitchell and Lee Evey on September 15. If big pieces of the 
airplane, such as the engines, the fuselage, and the tail, were in the Pentagon, why did 
these men not see them? Why did Evey not see any "big pieces of the airplane sitting 
there extending up into the air"? And why have our reporters not asked such obvious 
questions? 

Meyssan's claim that what hit the Pentagon was something other than Flight 77, we have 



seen, is supported by considerable physical evidence. This claim gathers a little 
additional support from two more facts reported by Paul Thompson. For one thing, when 
the flight control transcripts for the 9/11 planes were finally released on October 16, 
"Flight 77's ends at least 20 minutes before it crashes." >49 Although there is more than 
one possible explanation for this fact, one of these explanations is that government 
officials did not want the press and the public to hear what actually occurred during the 
final 20 minutes of Flight 77. The second fact is the existence of a news story according 
to which 

an employee at a gas station across the street from the Pentagon that 
services only military personnel says the gas station's security cameras 
should have recorded the moment of impact. However, he says, "I've never 
seen what the pictures looked like. The FBI was here within minutes and 
took the film." >50

This report, if true — and someone could presumably interview the employee, José 
Velasquez — suggests that the FBI had known that an aircraft was going to crash into the 
Pentagon. How else can we explain that they got there "within minutes"? And, more 
directly germane to our present topic, it also suggests that FBI officials feared that the 
gas station's security cameras might have captured something about the crash scene that 
they did not want the press or the public to see, and this could have been the fact that the 
Pentagon was struck by a military missile rather than a commercial airliner. If, by 
contrast, the camera's pictures supported the governments claims, we would expect the 
government to have made these pictures public. So these two stories, while not 
constituting physical evidence as such, do suggest that there is (or at least was) physical 
evidence that would further undermine the official account. 

What about the Reported Sightings of an American Airliner? 

Whereas the physical evidence strongly counts against the official theory and instead 
supports the missile theory, proponents of the official theory have relied primarily upon 
reports that several eyewitnesses saw an American Airliner hit the Pentagon. For 
example, one debunker of the view that the Pentagon was not really struck by a Boeing 
757 wrote in the Sunday Times that "the killer blow to this conspiracy is that several 
witnesses saw the plane hit the building." >51 How can critics of the official account 
reconcile their revisionist view with the fact that these reports exist? There seem to be 
four main approaches. 

One approach builds on the standard forensic point that when there is a conflict between 
physical evidence and eyewitness testimony, the physical evidence is usually, once its 
authenticity is confirmed, given more weight. If the prosecuting attorney in a criminal 
trial has presented a strong case based on physical evidence, the defense attorney can 
seldom hope to render a "killer blow" to this case simply by presenting eyewitness 



testimony to the contrary. This is because the human testimony might be wrong for all 
sorts of reasons, such as misperception, faulty memory, or outright lying (perhaps 
because of bribery or intimidation). Accordingly, any allegedly eyewitness testimony that 
contradicts the physical evidence is explained away. 

Meyssan employs this approach. The claims by witnesses to have seen an American 
Airlines plane could be explained, he suggests, in terms of the dynamics of the social 
psychology of perception and memory, which often leads people to "see" what they 
expect to see, or to "remember" having seen what they are expected to have seen Given 
the fact that these witnesses had seen images or heard reports of airliners hitting the 
WTC and later heard that it was an American Airlines Boeing 757 that hit the Pentagon, 
it is not at all surprising that several people would report having seen such an airplane 
headed for the Pentagon, even if the actual aircraft was something quite different. >52 

Meyssan combines this approach with a second, which is to point out that there were also 
several reports of eyewitnesses who said that the aircraft looked and/or sounded like a 
missile or a military plane. Recall the testimony of, for example, Dulles air traffic 
controller Danielle O'Brien, who said that all the experienced air traffic controllers in the 
room thought that it was a military plane and the witness who said that it "seemed to be 
able to hold eight or twelve persons" and "made a shrill noise like a fighter plane" (see 
page 26). Meyssan, in addition to quoting the statements of these eyewitnesses and 
others, points out that an AGM-type missile "does look like a small civilian airplane" and 
"produces a whistling noise similar to that of a fighter aircraft." On this basis, he counts 
those who reported seeing a military plane as witnesses on behalf of the missile theory. 
>53 

Finally, having shown that the eyewitnesses supportive of the official theory are at least 
partly balanced by eyewitnesses supportive of the missile theory, Meyssan can assume 
that we should take these latter witnesses more seriously. That is, if what hit the 
Pentagon was a missile, the fact that several people said that they saw a commercial 
airliner hit the Pentagon is not surprising, given the dynamics of the psychology of 
perception and memory. But if what hit the Pentagon had been a Boeing 757, it would be 
very surprising to have reports of people — especially people with trained eyes and ears 
— claiming to have seen a missile or small military plane. These reports of having seen a 
missile or a small military plane must, accordingly, be given more weight. Properly 
interpreted, then, the eyewitness testimony does not contradict, but instead supports, the 
missile theory. 

There is, however, a third way to reconcile the physical evidence and the reports of 
eyewitness testimony supporting the official theory. Rather than explaining away these 
reports by appealing to the psychology of perception and memory, one could examine the 
reports themselves more carefully to see if the people actually said what they were 
reported to have said. This approach is taken by Gerard Holmgren. Beginning with 19 



accounts said by the Urban Legends website to be eyewitness testimony that an 
American airliner hit the Pentagon, >54 Holmgren found, for starters, that a majority of 
the people cited did not actually claim to have seen the Pentagon hit by a commercial 
airplane. Instead, "[w]hat they claimed was to have seen a plane flying way too low. and 
then immediately afterwards to have seen smoke or an explosion coming from the 
direction of the Pentagon which was out of sight at the time of the collision." (Although 
this distinction might at first glance seem too picayune, these reports would be 
compatible with the two-aircraft thesis, to be discussed below.) With regard to the other 
cases, Holmgren found one or more of the following problems: the alleged witness could 
not be identified; the claim that the witness had seen an American Airlines plane was 
added by the reporter or the witness who initially claimed to have seen the American 
airplane hit the Pentagon withdrew the claim under questioning — which was the case 
with Mike Walter of USA Today when he was interviewed on CBS by Bryant Gumbel. 
>55 "What appeared at first reading to be 19 eyewitness accounts," Holmgren concludes, 
"actually turned out to be none." 

Then, finding ten other reports that initially appeared to provide eyewitness testimony, he 
found that they all suffered from similar problems. Holmgren's efforts led him to the 
following conclusion: 

My conclusion is that there is no eyewitness evidence to support the theory 
that F77 hit the Pentagon, unless my search has missed something very 
significant. Given the strength of the photographic evidence that whatever 
hit the Pentagon could not possibly have been F77, I can see no reason for 
not stating this conclusion with a lot of confidence, unless and until 
contrary evidence emerges. >56

There is, finally, a fourth way to reconcile the physical evidence and the eyewitness 
testimony — a way that allows an even less skeptical approach to testimony that seems 
to support the official theory. This approach involves the hypothesis that there were two 
aircraft heading toward the Pentagon. According to this two-aircraft thesis, both sets of 
eyewitnesses — those who reported seeing a missile (which they may have called a small 
military plane) and those who reported seeing a passenger jet (which they may have 
specifically identified as an American airliner) — were correct. Dick Eastman, who 
develops this both/and position, says that eyewitnesses divide up into three sets: (1) those 
who reported seeing "an airliner, shiny, red and blue markings, with two engines, in a 
dive, and flying 'low' in terms of one or two hundred feet, and silent"; (2) those who 
reported seeing an aircraft coming in "at tree-top level, at '20 feet' all the way, hitting 
lamp posts in perfect low level flight...engines roaring pouring on speed; smaller than a 
mid-sized airliner"; and (3) those such as Kelly Knowles, in an apartment two miles 
away, who "saw two planes moving toward the Pentagon, one veering away as the other 
crashed." Eastman's analysis can also explain the testimony of those witnesses who 
combine features of the first two categories by supposing that they saw the American 



airliner while hearing the missile. Eastmans main point, in any case, is that at least most 
of the testimony of most of the witnesses can be accepted as accurate, but that the only 
witnesses who stated the full truth were those in the third category — those who reported 
seeing two aircraft. 

Eastmans theory, in other words, is that an American Airlines plane was putting on an 
attention-getting exhibition to draw all eyes to itself. Then it flew towards the Pentagon 
while the missile was heading in the same direction — too close to the ground for most 
witnesses to see it even if they had not been distracted by the airliner. Then the airliner 
veered off at the last second, disappearing behind the immense cloud of smoke produced 
by the crash. It then landed unnoticed at Reagan National Airport, which was only a mile 
away in the direction it was headed. >57 

These four approaches are not mutually exclusive. Although Eastman and Holmgren take 
different approaches, they can actually be viewed as mutually supportive. That is, 
Holmgren's main point is that most of the eyewitnesses who seemed to claim that they 
saw an American Airlines passenger plane hit the Pentagon actually claimed only that 
they saw it come very close to the Pentagon just before the explosion. Eastman's two-
aircraft hypothesis explains why this distinction may be important and also provides a 
reconciliation of all the testimony about an American airplane with the physical evidence 
that the Pentagon was not struck by any such airplane. Also, Meyssan's two approaches 
can be strengthened by combining them with Eastman's approach, Holmgren's approach, 
or an Eastman-Holmgren approach. >58 

For our present purposes, it is not necessary to decide what the truth of the matter is. The 
purpose of this discussion has been simply to show that the easy assumption that 
Meyssan's missile theory is disproved by eyewitness testimony is far from the truth. 
Having made this point, I now return to the list of reasons for believing that the aircraft 
that crashed into the Pentagon was not Flight 77. The first two reasons, to recall, were 
that the identification was based on dubious sources and that the physical evidence was 
incompatible with this identification. 

Why Would Terrorists Have Struck the West Wing? 

A third fact about the Pentagon crash suggesting that it was not caused by hijackers on 
Flight 77 was the location of the crash. Assuming that terrorists in control of a Boeing 
757 would want to be certain of hitting their target, why would they aim at one of the 
facades, which are only 80 feet high, when they could have simply dived into the roof, 
which covers 29 acres? More important, one would assume that they would have wanted 
to cause as much damage to the Pentagon and kill as many of its employees as possible, 
and these aims would also have made the roof the logical target. >59 Furthermore, even 
if there were an answer to that question, why would they hit the west wing, which was 



the one part of the Pentagon that was being renovated? As the Los Angeles Times 
reported: 

It was the only area of the Pentagon with a sprinkler system, and it had been 
reconstructed with a web of steel columns and bars [and blast-resistant 
windows] to withstand bomb blasts.... While perhaps 4,500 people normally 
would have been working in the hardest-hit areas because of the renovation 
work only about 800 were there. >60

One would also assume that terrorists would be especially interested in killing the 
Pentagons top civilian and military leaders, but the attack on the west wing killed none of 
them. >61 Most of the casualties were civilians, many of whom were working on the 
renovation, "and only one general was to be found among the military victims." >152 If 
the Pentagon was struck by terrorists flying a Boeing 757, why would they target the 
west wing, where the crash would have the least rather than the greatest impact? The 
force of this question is increased by the fact that according to the reported radar data, the 
aircraft, given its trajectory, was able to hit the west wing only by executing a very 
difficult downward spiral. >63 In other words, it was actually technically difficult to do 
as little damage to the Pentagon as was done. 

Could an Inexperienced Pilot Have Flown the Aircraft? 

This downward spiral was so difficult and so perfectly executed, in fact that it raises a 
fourth argument against the official account. This argument is that no pilot with the 
minimal training the hijackers evidently had could have executed this maneuver. >64 On 
this issue, Ahmed quotes the military expert Stan Goff's description of what he considers 
"the real kicker" in the official account: 

A pilot they want us to believe was trained at a Florida puddle-jumper 
school for Piper Cubs and Cessnas, conducts a well-controlled downward 
spiral, descending the last 7,000 feet in two-and-a-half minutes, brings the 
plane in so low and flat that it clips the electrical wires across the street 
from the Pentagon, and flies it with pinpoint accuracy into the side of this 
building at 460 nauts.... When the theory about learning to fly this well at 
the puddle-jumper school began to lose ground, it was added that they 
received further training on a flight simulator. This is like saying you 
prepared your teenager for her first drive on I-40 at rush hour by buying her 
a video driving game. >65

This argument is made even stronger by the fact that the man who was supposed to be 
the pilot, Hani Hanjour, was reportedly not just an amateur but also an especially 
incompetent one. According to a story in the New York Times: 
Staff members characterized Mr. Hanjour as polite, meek and very quiet. But most of all, 



[a] former employee said, they considered him a very bad pilot. "I'm still to this day 
amazed that he could have flown into the Pentagon," the former employee said. "He 
could not fly at all."
And according to a report on CBS News: 
Months before Hani Hanjour is believed to have flown an American Airlines jet into the 
Pentagon, managers at an Arizona flight school reported him at least five times to the 
FAA. They reported him not because they feared he was a terrorist, but because his 
English and flying skills were so bad.... [T]hey didn't think he should keep his pilots 
license. "I couldn't believe he had a commercial license of any kind with the skills that he 
had," said Peggy Chevrette, Arizona flight school manager. >66
How could anyone believe that this pilot could have handled the perfect maneuver 
executed by the aircraft that hit the Pentagon? 

Could Flight 77 Really Have Been Lost for Half an Hour? 

A fifth problem that has been raised for the official account is that it entails Flight 77 
having flown toward Washington for 29 minutes without being detected by any radar 
system. A Pentagon spokesman reportedly said: "The Pentagon was simply not aware 
that this aircraft was coming our way." >67 Thompson asks, rhetorically: "Is it 
conceivable that an airplane could be lost inside US air space for [that long]?" >68 Even 
if the 

local air controllers did not have the kind of radar system that can track a plane with its 
transponder off, as claimed. >69 the FAA system certainly would have been able to track 
the flight path back to Washington. >70 Even more, Meyssan argues, the Pentagon 
possesses "several very sophisticated radar monitoring systems, incomparable with the 
civilian systems." The PAVE PAWS system, for example, "does not miss anything 
occurring in North American airspace." According to its website, it is "capable of 
detecting and monitoring a great number of targets that would be consistent with a 
massive SLBM [Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile] attack" Are we to believe that it 
can do all this, Meyssan wonders, while not being able to detect a single giant airliner 
headed toward the Pentagon itself? >71 

Why Was the Strike Not Prevented by Standard Operating Procedures? 

Besides all these questions, which are specific to the strike on the Pentagon, the official 
account of the Pentagon strike is faced by the generic question: Assuming that the strike 
was made by Flight 77 under the control of hijackers, why was it not prevented by 
standard operating procedures? To critics, this question seems even more powerful in 
relation to this strike because it occurred over a half hour after the second WTC tower 
was hit, so that the National Military Command Center at the Pentagon should have been 
in the highest possible state of alert, and also because the Pentagon is probably the most 



well-defended building on the face of the planet. >72 How does the official account 
explain the fact that in this case it was not defended at all? 

According to the first version, as we have seen, fighter jets were not even ordered until 
after the Pentagon had been struck. However, since US officials quickly gave up this 
story, we will move directly to criticisms of the second version. According to this 
account, given by NORAD, the FAA did not notify it that Flight 77 had been hijacked 
and was heading toward Washington until 9:24 >73 — which would be 34 minutes after 
the FAA had, according to the official account, lost radio contact with the plane and 28 
minutes after the plane disappeared from its radar. Then at 9:27, NORAD ordered planes 
scrambled from Langley Air Force Base. These planes are said not to have arrived until 
about 15 minutes after the Pentagon was struck at 9:38. >74 

Critics ask several questions about this account. Why was not the NMCC and hence 
NORAD, with its superior radar system, independently monitoring the flight path? Even 
if we ignore this question, how could the FAA have been so leisurely, especially given 
the fact that shortly after 9:03 everyone in the system would have known that two 
hijacked airplanes had been flown into the WTC? "Is such a long delay believable," 
Thompson asks, "or has that information been doctored to cover the lack of any 
scrambling of fighters?" >75 Also, why would it take NORAD, after finally hearing from 
the FAA, another three minutes to order planes scrambled? And why would it order those 
planes from Langley, which is 130 miles from Washington, rather than from Andrews 
Air Force Base, which is only 10 miles away and has the assignment to protect 
Washington? 

In relation to this last question, USA Today reported that it was told by Pentagon sources 
that Andrews "had no fighters assigned to it." Another story in that newspaper the same 
day reported that Andrews did have fighters present "but those planes were not on alert." 
>76 Bykov and Israel argue that both stories, besides being inherently implausible, are 
contradicted by the US military information website. According to it, Andrews houses 
the 121st Fighter Squadron of the 113th Fighter Wing, which is equipped with F-16 
fighters and "provides capable and ready response forces for the District of Columbia in 
the event of natural disaster or civil emergency." Andrews also has the Marine Fighter 
Attack Squadron 321, which "flies the sophisticated F/A-18 Hornet" and is supported by 
a reserve squadron that "provides maintenance and supply functions necessary to 
maintain a force in readiness." >77 Andrews also has the District of Columbia Air 
National Guard (DCANG), which said on its website that its "mission" was "to provide 
combat units in the highest possible state of readiness." >78 In addition to this evidence, 
the falsity of the claim that Andrews had no fighters on alert, say critics, is shown by the 
fact that, as widely reported, immediately after the attack on the Pentagon, F-l6s from 
Andrews were flying over Washington. >79 One of the disturbing questions, therefore, is 
why the Pentagon would have put out disinformation. 



Another question is why some of the websites were changed after 9/11. Thompson 
reports, for example, that the DCANG website was changed to say merely that it had a 
"vision" to "provide peacetime command and control and administrative mission 
oversight to support customers, DCANG units, and NGB in achieving the highest state of 
readiness." >80 In any case, it remains a puzzle, these critics say, why officials NORAD 
— or NMCC — would have ordered planes to come from Langley, unless they were 
simply inventing a story to explain why no planes appeared in time to stop the attack If 
so, the critics add, even this story is inadequate. Thompson writes (from within the 
framework of the official account) that if F-l6s from Langley were airborne by 9:30, as 
alleged, they 

would have to travel slightly over 700 mph to reach Washington before 
Flight 77 does. The maximum speed of an F-16 is 1,500 mph. Even at 
traveling 1,300 mph, these planes could have reached Washington in six 
minutes — well before any claim of when Flight 77 crashed. >81

Given the fact that the planes were said to arrive 15 minutes too late, critics find this 
story absurd. As George Szamuely puts it: "If it took the F-l6s half an hour to cover 150 
miles, they could not have been traveling at more than 300 mph — at 20 percent 
capability." >82 In any case, had the jet fighters been ordered from Andrews, as they 
should have been, they would have had even more time. 

A still deeper problem is why the fighters were not flying over Washington long before 
that. Captain Michael Jellinek, the command director of NORAD, reportedly said that at 
some point not long after the first attack on the WTC, telephone links were established 
with the NMCC, Strategic Command, theater commanders, and federal emergency-
response agencies in order to have an Air Threat Conference Call. At one time or 
another, it was reported, the voices of President Bush, Vice President Cheney, key 
military officers, FAA and NORAD leaders, the White House, and Air Force One were 
heard on the open line. Brigadier General Montague Winfield, head of the NMCC, 
reportedly said: "All of the governmental agencies there that, that were involved in any 
activity that was going on in the United States at that point, were in that conference." The 
call reportedly continued right through the Pentagon explosion. >83 One implication of 
this admitted fact is that all of these individuals and agencies would have known since 
8:56 that Flight 77 was presumed to be hijacked and also that all airplane takeoffs from 
Washington were stopped shortly after the crash of Flight 175 at 9:03. Thompson asks: 
"Why is the emergency considered important enough to stop all takeoffs from 
Washington at this time, but not important enough to scramble even a single plane to 
defend Washington?" >84 

Why Was the Pentagon Not Evacuated? 



One of the disturbing questions raised by the crash of Flight 175 into the second tower of 
the WTC, as we saw, was why there was a public announcement telling people that the 
building was secure so they should return to their offices. A similar question is raised by 
the attack on the Pentagon, even if the official account is accepted. According to this 
account, Flight 77 was lost at 8:56, just after the radar allegedly showed it making a U-
turn back towards Washington. Given the fact that the Pentagon was called by its staff 
"Ground Zero," even having a snack bar of that name, >85 why would its officials, 
knowing of the attacks on the WTC, not have ordered its immediate evacuation? 
Furthermore, even if they did not do so shortly after 8:56, why did they not do so 
immediately upon learning that the air traffic controllers had spotted an unidentified fast-
flying aircraft heading in the direction of the Pentagon and the White House at 9:25? In 
the 13 minutes remaining before the Pentagon was hit, virtually everyone, presumably, 
could have been evacuated. 

In explaining why this was not done, a Pentagon spokesman said: "The Pentagon was 
simply not aware that this aircraft was coming our way." Defense Secretary Rumsfeld 
and his top aides, in particular, were said to be unaware of any danger up to the moment 
of impact. >86 However, since the crash of the first plane into the WTC at 8:46, 
according to the New York Times, "military officials in [the National Military Command 
Center] on the east side of the [Pentagon] were urgendy talking to law enforcement and 
air traffic control officials about what to do." And, according to the official story, the 
FAA had notified NORAD at 9:24 that Flight 77 appeared to be headed back towards 
Washington. >87 Having cited these reports, Thompson asks: "Is it believable that 
everyone in the Pentagon outside of that command center, even the Secretary of Defense, 
would remain uninformed?" >88 And if it is not believable, then why were those people 
in the west wing allowed to be killed? 

Official Reaction to Meyssan's Theory 

When Meyssan's theory was published, it was immediately denounced by U.S. officials. 
On April 2, 2002, the FBI issued a statement saying: 

To even suggest that AA77 did not crash into the Pentagon on September 
11 is the ultimate insult to the memory of the 59 men, women and children 
on AA77 and the 125 dedicated military and civilian workers in the 
Pentagon who were ruthlessly murdered by terrorists on September 11.

A similar statement was made later that month on behalf of the Department of Defense 
by Victoria Clarice, who said: 
I think even the suggestion of it is ludicrous. And finally, it is just an incredible, 
incredible insult to the friends and the relatives and the family members of the almost 
200 people that got killed here on September 11th and the thousands who were killed in 
New York.>89



Meyssan agrees, of course, that the 125 Pentagon workers were ruthlessly murdered by 
terrorists. He simply disagrees with the official theory as to the identity of these ruthless 
terrorists. He also agrees that it would be an insult to the victims and their families and 
friends for anyone knowingly to perpetrate a false account of who was responsible. He 
simply disagrees on the question of who is guilty of this insult. These mutual 
recriminations, of course, settle nothing. What we need is a full investigation into the 
strike on the Pentagon, in conjunction with such an investigation into the attacks on the 
World Trade Center, in which all the disturbing questions raised by Meyssan and other 
critics of the official accounts can be thoroughly examined. 

If the evidence related to the strike on the Pentagon is added, the third of the possible 
views discussed in the Introduction would seem to be ruled out. According to that view, 
no US officials participated in the planning for the attacks. But the evidence about the 
Pentagon strike presented by the critics of the official account, especially Meyssan, 
seems to require active planning by members of the US military, at least in this incident 
(because only an aircraft belonging to the US military would have had a transponder that 
signaled friendly to the Pentagons antimissile batteries and thereby avoided being shot 
down). Although the evidence from this flight itself might allow these members to 
belong to some rogue outfit within the military, the evidence from the previous flights 
has already shown that the conspirators must have included NMCC officials in the 
Pentagon itself Also, if the stories about Rumsfeld's prediction of the strike on the 
Pentagon as well as the strike on one of the WTC towers is true, the civilian head of the 
Pentagon would seem to have known when the attacks were to occur. 

================= 

To summarize where we are with regard to the first three flights: From the point of view 
of the critics, a scrutiny of the official account of 9/11 in light of the actual facts leaves 
us only two possible conclusions: our government and military leaders were either 
incredibly incompetent or criminally complicit. And the problem with the incompetence 
theory, says Canada's award-winning journalist Barrie Zwicker, is that "[i]ncompetence 
usually earns reprimands" and yet "there have been no reports, to my knowledge, of 
reprimands." He then adds: "This causes me to ask—and other media need to ask—if 
there were 'stand down' orders." >90 Answering his own question, he says: 

In the almost two hours of the total drama not a single US Air Force 
interceptor turns a wheel until it's too late. Why? Was it total incompetence 
on the part of aircrews trained and equipped to scramble in minutes?... 
Simply to ask these few questions is to find the official narrative frankly 
implausible. The more questions you pursue, it becomes more plausible that 
there's a different explanation: Namely, that elements within the top US 
military, intelligence and political leadership...are complicit in what 
happened on September the 11th.>91



Gore Vidal reaches the same conclusion. Reflecting on the official rejection of any 
inquiry "not limited to the assumption that the administrations inaction was solely a 
consequence of 'breakdowns among federal agencies,'" he concludes: 
So for reasons that we must never know, those "breakdowns" are to be the goat. That 
they were more likely to be not break but "stand-downs" is not for us to pry. Certainly 
the hour-twenty-minute failure to put fighter planes in the air could not have been due to 
a breakdown throughout the entire Air Force along the East Coast. Mandatory standard 
operating procedure had been told to cease and desist,>92
Both Zwicker and Vidal conclude that complicity rather than incompetence—"stand 
down" rather than "break down"—is the more plausible explanation of how the attacks 
on the WTC could have succeeded. 

Relevant to this discussion is Michael Parentis observation that political leaders 
sometimes "seize upon incompetence as a cover"—that is, as a way to deny their active 
involvement in some illegal operation. 

This admission of incompetence is then "eagerly embraced by various commentators," 
because they prefer to see their leaders as suffering from incompetence "rather than to 
sec deliberate deception." Is that what is going on here? Ahmed, reflecting on Jared 
Israel's discussion, says that if there was as much incompetence on 9/11 as the official 
account irnplies "then evidence of institutional incompetence within these emergency 
response services should have frequently surfaced during previous responses to routine 
emergencies, possible hijackings, and so on. There is no such evidence" xx93 Must not 
this question be pressed? How could a system that normally works flawlessly, according 
to all available evidence, suddenly, on the day that these attacks were scheduled to occur, 
suffer so many inexplicable breakdowns? 

This question has not gone unasked by family members of the victims of 9/11. For 
example, Kristen Breitweiser, whose husband died in the WTC, said on Phil Donahue's 
television show: 

I don't understand how a plane could hit our Defense Department... an hour 
after the first plane hit the first tower. I don't understand how that is 
possible. I'm a reasonable person. But when you look at the fact that we 
spend a half trillion dollars on national defense and you're telling me that a 
plane is able to hit our Pentagon...an hour after the first tower is hit? There 
are procedures and protocols in place in this nation that are to be followed 
when transponders are disconnected, and they were not followed on 
September 11th.xx94

Do we not owe her an answer? 

======= 



An interesting footnote to this chapter: While correcting page proofs, I learned of an 
interview with Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld in the Pentagon on October 12, 2001, in 
which he, in speaking of the various kinds of weapons used by the terrorists, referred to 
"the missile [used] to damage this building."xx95 Was this a revealing slip? 
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CHAPTER THREE

FLIGHT 93: WAS IT THE ONE FLIGHT THAT WAS SHOT DOWN?

The main problem raised by the first three flights—aside from the question of the identity 
of the aircraft that hit the Pentagon—was the fact that aircraft that should have been shot 
down were not. The fate of UA Flight 93, say critics, presents us with the opposite 
problem: A plane that should not have been shot down was. Paul Thompson's timeline 
provides evidence from which he draws this conclusion. 
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