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What is rhetoric? 

What is rhetoric? 

Rhetoric studies the motion of interplanetary bodies in the cryosphere. 

You're funnin' me, ain't ya Tom? 

Surely I am, Huck. Surely I am. 

 

A long time ago I entered graduate school at the University of Iowa. I studied political theory there 

with one of the best, someone who had a durable influence on the way I think. His name is John 

Nelson. He taught a course called Rhetoric of Inquiry, and co-founded a research center called Project 

on Rhetoric of Inquiry, or POROI. 

I’ll say I was a little skeptical of this area of study at the time. I recognized its value, but I wasn’t so 

sure academic disciplines, already numerous and pretty strictly defined, needed another subspecialty. 

Moreover, the phrase itself needed some explanation, and that didn’t seem so auspicious for a project 

that sought, among other things, to explain explanation. 

So how would a rhetorician define rhetoric, anyway? We can cruise past the meaning of the word in 

the sentence, “That’s just rhetoric,” where the speaker dismisses the language as fine talk. Neither is 

the definition related to the adjective in, “That’s a rhetorical question.” We want a classical, 

comprehensive definition: the meaning the Greeks or Romans might have intended if they said, 
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“Cicero is a great rhetorician.” They might have said the same about Pericles, Socrates, or others who 

use language persuasively. 

That’s the core meaning of rhetoric, then: the persuasive use of language. These arguments aimed at 

persuasion might be spoken or written. They might be political or non-political. The audience might be 

large, small, or somewhere in between. The subject matter might be complex or simple. A great deal 

may rest on the argument’s outcome, or participants may be interested mainly in entertainment or 

rehearsal. Arguments might develop over a long period of time, or they might come and go quickly. As 

with all human endeavors, the contexts and purposes of rhetoric vary endlessly. 

If the study of rhetoric aims to clarify how people use language to persuade, it encompasses – or 

touches on – logic, evidence, emotion, evaluation, argumentation, propaganda, distortion, analysis, 

motivation, reason and unreason: all the arts of persuasion people have developed since people began 

to interact with each other. 

Based on this broad definition of rhetoric, what does rhetoric of inquiry mean? I won't try to answer 

that one here, but you might venture that Infamy explores rhetoric of inquiry through discussion of a 

couple of controversial political crimes. You will see, as you read the book, how both rhetoric and 

inquiry are relevant to Infamy's arguments and subject matter.  
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1. Frame of Mind 

Crime in high places 

What should we think if we observe a prison camp that imprisons innocent people? That question 

arose when the United States government rounded up Japanese American citizens after Pearl Harbor, 

and put them in camps for the entire war. Are the guards in those camps innocent? What about the 

people who planned the camps, who employed the guards and gave orders to all the people required 

to run the camps? How would you bring those officials to account for what they did wrong? 

We know that’s a difficult problem to resolve, because the people who created those camps never 

were brought to account. No one responsible for maintaining, overseeing, funding, supplying, 

managing, staffing, or certifying the legality of those camps was ever asked, what the hell are you 

doing? How can you imprison American citizens without due process? Of course people did ask that  

question at the time, but no one in government had to – or bothered to – answer it. 

What is the proper reaction of onlookers when trusted individuals or institutions in authority commit 

crimes? We have had some opportunity to consider that question in relation to Jerry Sandusky’s 

activities at Penn State. Jerry Sandusky had an opportunity to carry out his crimes because he held a 

position of prestige in the university’s revered football program. He had social immunity, as do church 

leaders and other leaders whom we respect because of their positions. We give some people benefit of 

the doubt. 

An adult raping a young boy or girl is one of the worst crimes you can commit. Yet the more heinous 

the crime, the more our social brains and diffident hearts seem to find a way to overlook it. No one 

wants to make such a charge if one is not confident of support from others. Confronting criminals is 

awkward. We learned during Sandusky’s trial that people at Penn State knew what he was doing for a 

long time. Yet they could not admit it, nor did they act on their uncomfortable perceptions and 

intuitions. 

What if your own government starts to do things so patently criminal that you have to overlook these 

activities in order to function normally? Suppose we discover that people who hold respected positions 

in our government are actually criminals, that their crimes include assassination and serial murder, 

torture, ultra-secret operations and programs that sicken you when you learn of their details, and 

systematic violation of our Constitution? If you wanted to find out whether government officials had 

participated in crimes of that magnitude, how would you do that? Would you ask people in 

government to find out? 
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When something suspicious occurs out in the provinces, so to speak, government agencies typically 

investigate the possibility of foul play to determine what happened, how it happened, and who was 

involved. If government is the main suspect in a criminal case, you cannot ask government to 

investigate itself. The Warren Commission and the 9/11 Commission show you the results. Yet under 

our laws, government agencies are the only bodies with authority to conduct criminal investigations. 

Can government officials commit as many crimes as they like, because no independent authority 

exists to call the individuals who commit these crimes to account? The most disturbing thing to note is 

that these officials know they are not subject to the same laws they administer for everyone else. 

They know that, for the time being, what they do is hidden. 

We have already observed that the people who lost their lives in the World Trade Center did not die 

because of structural weakness in the buildings they occupied. When two one-hundred-ten story 

towers built of steel and concrete blow up right in front of you, and a third forty-seven story building 

collapses into itself in a matter of seconds, you ask why something like that might occur. You ask why 

no one had to account for what happened in plain sight. One group of government experts says that 

fires in each building weakened the steel at critical points, causing a progressive collapse in all three 

buildings. Another group of experts, outside of government, says that  jet fuel fires cannot melt steel. 

Even if they could, they point out, structural weakness high in a skyscraper would not cause steel 

supports to give way in the floors below. 

For a disagreement this fundamental, you want to gather substantive information before you reach 

conclusions about what happened. You would want to consider all the evidence relevant to the events 

in question. Further, you would seek four qualities in people who investigate a matter this important: 

 Trustworthiness. 

 Possess professional expertise to ask discerning questions, assemble relevant evidence, and 

draw sound conclusions from the evidence assembled. 

 Free from conflicts of interest during the investigation. 

 Resources sufficient to complete the inquiry. 

Government fails the first three tests. You have to ask, then, who is left to conduct an inquiry of this 

type? How do you investigate a crime, or a pattern of illegal behavior, when you cannot rely on law 

enforcement officials to reach truthful conclusions? More to the point, why do we look to government 

to conduct these inquiries? That we do suggests we have not solved the problem of who guards the 

guardians. We do not know how to limit governmental power after all – especially when government 

acts in secret – nor have we overcome our in-built reluctance to know the truth about people in high 

places. 
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Vindication of skeptics 

The natural cause of the human mind is certainly from credulity to skepticism. ~ Thomas Jefferson 

There is a kind of courtesy in skepticism. It would be an offense against polite conventions to press 

our doubts too far. ~ George Santayana 

The strongest continuous thread in America's political tradition is skepticism about government. ~ 

George Will 

Let’s begin our look at skepticism in politics with a cartoon about conspiracy theories. It shows how 

problematic the observations above become when self-assurance and a pushy unwillingness to listen 

inform virtually all efforts to find the truth about important public events. 

 

For ease of reading, here is the long speech in the second panel: 

Conspiracy theories represent a known glitch in human reasoning. The theories are of course 

occasionally true. But their truth is completely uncorrelated with the believer’s certainty. For 

some reason, sometimes when people think they’ve uncovered a lie, they raise confirmation 

bias to an art form. They cut context away from facts and arguments and assemble them into 

reassuring litanies. And over and over I’ve argued helplessly with smart people consumed by 

theories they were sure were irrefutable, theories that in the end proved complete fictions. 

Young-earth creationists, the moon landing people, the perpetual motion subculture – can’t 

you see you’re falling into the same pattern? 

http://sgreffenius.files.wordpress.com/2013/02/conspiracy_theories1.png
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The loquacious, condescending stick figure asserts that confirmation bias affects everyone. You have 

to ask, right off, why confirmation bias does not affect the speaker. Why would someone who asserts 

his argument in this way not acknowledge that his own assessment of conspiracy theories illustrates 

confirmation bias? Why does his reassuring litany of criticism not count? He declares with certainty 

that his own beliefs are true, and that opposing beliefs are “complete fictions.” He seems just as sure 

of himself as the people he mocks. 

Most notably, he is not interested in looking at evidence, or at his friend’s reasoning. He cuts his friend 

off after eleven words, sure that whatever he has to say is nonsense. How does he know arguments 

that challenge the official version of events on 9/11 are insupportable? Because they disagree with his 

own beliefs! It breaks his heart that his friend disagrees with him, or more accurately, that his friend 

cannot distinguish between what is true and what is false. He dismisses all arguments he labels 

conspiracy theories, and piles them onto the same heap. He cannot be bothered to look at the 

evidence for each one, because he decided a priori that they all fit the same pattern. When you’ve 

heard one, he says, you’ve heard them all. They all come from the same source. They all have the 

same result: error. 

Note that of three examples he names at the end, only one of them – about the moon landing – 

pertains to alleged government deception. The other two, regarding creationism and perpetual motion 

machines, have nothing to do with conspiracy theories as such. Conspicuously omitted – the key case 

for comparison with theories about 9/11 – is research about the Kennedy assassination. Couldn’t the 

cartoon’s author have come up with, say, a couple of political arguments over investigative reports 

that have incomplete evidence or poor analysis? If the pattern of unjustified, mistaken skepticism is so 

clear cut, it would not be so difficult to do that. Nor would it be difficult to indicate why the alternate 

theories are false, though that might be difficult to do in a cartoon! 

Let’s look at a class of theories where the cartoon’s author has a point. These theories blame Zionists, 

the Mossad, Israel, world Jewry, or some related group for almost everything. If the president passes 

gas in public, it must be because the Mossad put a grain-based gasification compound in his food. If it 

wasn’t the Mossad, it was the Zionists. If it wasn’t the Zionists, it was the Illuminati. In this class of 

stories, the villains are pre-identified, and the fact pattern must point to the villain. It’s convenient, 

when you have a lot of mysterious evil to account for, to have a real-world Voldemort behind it. 

We might grant that that Israel’s intelligence agency, like the CIA, causes plenty of harm with 

underhanded covert activities. We can assume that Israel, like any nation involved in warfare and 

other elements of international politics, is not free from blame for acts no nation would ever want to 

acknowledge. That does not free conspiracy theorists from giving evidence for Israeli involvement in 

particular cases. You cannot blame Israel for every bad thing that happens because you don’t like or 

trust Israel, any more than you can blame the U. S. government for every bad thing that happens 

merely because you distrust the U. S. government. 
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No matter what your beliefs, you have to make arguments and formulate hypotheses that somehow 

point to evidence, even if you cannot produce the evidence right now. For the charges against Israel, 

you cannot affiliate yourself psychologically with anti-Zionist groups, and expect other people to 

accept your arguments merely because you and your allies pound your points home so forcefully and 

with such confidence. In this respect, the stick figure in the cartoon is correct: self-assurance and a 

sense of certainty are no good indicators of which claims are true, and which are not. 

Conspiracy theorists regard themselves as skeptics. They see people who accept mainstream or 

official accounts as credulous. A mirror image holds for people who reject conspiracy theories and give 

credence to official accounts. This group regards conspiracy theorists as credulous, and regards its 

own skepticism of non-mainstream accounts with a sense of self-assurance. In fact, mainstream 

skepticism may see conspiracy theorists as credulous crackpots. 

When you see or hear phrases like beyond crazy, whacko, or nut job, take a moment to think about 

why someone would use words like that. Get a skeptic’s feel for the evidence that underlies the 

disagreement, and for the arguer’s motives. See whether people who smugly dismiss others with 

terms of ridicule have considered all types of evidence, or responded with a balanced, discerning 

treatment of the whacko's questions. People who value deliberation and analysis generally do not use 

words like that. 

Remember this important point when you hear people ridicule conspiracy theorists: independent 

researchers were right about the Kennedy assassination. Not every theory about who shot Kennedy, 

or why he was shot, is correct, but skeptics were correct to say that the government's investigation 

was incomplete, that the case was not closed. After so many people dismissed independent 

researchers who began their work as skeptics, the outcome of their research vindicated both their 

tenacity, and their desire to comprehend all of the evidence related to the case. 

That does not mean all conspiracy theories are correct. It does mean that we should never give the 

benefit of doubt to government. They have not earned it, do not deserve it, and certainly do not need 

it. The initial presumption for all investigations should be that the federal government is not 

trustworthy, that it does not tell the truth, and that anything it says in a particular instance is 

unreliable. It has earned extreme doubt for all time. It has no claim on our beliefs. 

If that seems overly skeptical, ask which is more reasonable, or safe, when stakes are high: to believe 

institutions of proven dishonesty, or to grant them a third or a fourth chance. You might give a family 

member a second chance after a relatively minor instance of dishonesty, but is it reasonable to give 

governmental institutions – in particular intelligence and investigative agencies – a second chance 

after involvement in something as grave as the murder of a president? The wise course is to distrust a 

government like that, ignore it, set it aside, and create one in its place that does not harbor secrets 

about atrocious crimes. 
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The fitness of dishonest governments – the question of whether they have any claim at all on our 

loyalty – burdens discussion of conspiracy with so more weight than most conversations can bear. You 

fear the heavens really might fall. Yet to ignore conspiracy theories because they are scary is  much 

worse. To place your faith in a government that is actually a predator clearly places you in a more 

dangerous position than any other mistake you might make. 

Thoroughgoing skepticism of every official pronouncement – from spin, statistics, and self-justification 

to formal investigative reports – gives citizens a robust strategy for safety and freedom, if they can 

bear the discomfort or sense of exclusion that may arise from not participating in mainstream 

arguments. Automatically denying authority to anything government says may seem to entail 

extraordinary cognitive overhead, but in fact it makes sorting information a lot easier. To disbelieve 

anything that originates with government, especially when the statement is consequential, gives you 

an accurate, efficient truth filter. 

After speaking passionately about the value of skepticism, it’s also useful to remember the value of a 

Zen-like detachment from the world of argumentation and political alignments. What is the best 

response to people who speak on behalf of government, or to analysts who explicitly align themselves 

with a mainstream version of events? Be cautious and open to all possibilities in your response. Above 

all, be cautious about reaching any conclusions until you have considered some important pieces of 

evidence yourself. No one cares which side you take, except you. No one cares whether you take any 

side at all. 

The real world of political discourse, however, is anything but Zen-like. Michael Moynihan concludes, in 

a Daily Beast article about reactions to the Newtown mass casualty exercise, that conspiracy theorists 

are not people he cares to associate with: 

After a week among the anti-Zionist conspiracy theorists, the pop-eyed Infowarriors, and 

various autodidacts and “independent researchers,” I’m convinced that America is indeed 

overflowing with people who need their heads checked out. 

I think of autodidacts and independent researchers – no quotation marks here – as people who think 

for themselves. Apparently Moynihan, and the stick figure in the cartoon, regard them as mildly 

insane, delusional, and even contemptuous. Moynihan does not say right out that pop-eyed 

Infowarriors pose a danger to the rest of us, but Cass Sunstein does, in an article called Conspiracy 

Theorists. When you regard people who disagree with you as insane, you have stepped into uneasy 

territory. The territory looks unfamiliar and somewhat threatening, until you remember how much 

conflict and estrangement among groups turns on divergent beliefs, rather than greed or a primitive 

instinct for domination. You can transform other people into fearsome threats – objects, actually – 

merely because they don’t think the same way you do. That’s something to be skeptical about. 

http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/12/27/newtown-conspiracy-theories-obama-iran-and-other-culprits.html
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Mass psychosis and interpretation of 
evidence 

Do you know what the term mass psychosis means to a psychologist, a sociologist or a psychiatrist? 

I'm sure those specialists debate its causes and effects quite a bit. When those arguments filter into 

the mainstream, do we comprehend what they are talking about? Or is mass psychosis one of those 

constructs that’s so attractive because no one knows what it means? Let’s consider a plain language 

understanding of the term, as it applies to 9/11 and other social trauma. Let’s see where the inquiry 

leads. 

What's the first thing that comes to your mind when you see the phrase mass psychosis? Lemmings 

running over a cliff, right? Orson Welles' War of the Worlds broadcast in 1938 might come to mind, 

too, or the Red Scare of the early 1950s if you think a little longer. You have the Salem witch trials if 

you go further back. Nazi party rallies at Nuremburg have to be on the list. Even Beatle mania might 

count if you put it in the fun and harmless category. Few right now would recognize 9/11 as an 

example. Someday people will. 

Before we develop this point a little, let me comment briefly on the title, Shock and Awe. I wonder 

sometimes why our Pentagon planners, or whoever they were, picked this phrase to describe a 

bombing campaign that targeted Iraqi cities. They might as well have picked a name like Guernica, to 

describe an operation to drop bombs on urban areas where many civilians live close together. That's 

why we remember Picasso's painting, or the statue in Rotterdam's city center, both memorials to the 

destruction and cruelty of aerial bombing. 

What, in the end, is the difference between the bombing of Rotterdam at the beginning of World War 

II, and the destruction of Dresden a few years later? What is the difference between Pearl Harbor and 

the Rape of Nanjing on one side, and Hiroshima on the other? The difference, we readily say, is that 

the Germans and the Japanese started the war. They launched the wars in Europe and the Pacific. 

That’s the moral difference, between aggressors and defenders. 

We launched the war in Iraq with our attack on Baghdad. A name like Shock and Awe cannot disguise 

our moral position, cannot conceal our responsibility for the people who died in Baghdad, cannot 

distract anyone from what the United States actually did. We fought an aggressive war in Vietnam, 

but no full scale attack before Shock and Awe amounted to a blatant war crime. No attack on another 

country, except perhaps crimes we committed in the Philippines during the Spanish American war, 

was so clearly indefensible.  
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Why do you suppose our war planners and public relations people should have chosen Shock and 

Awe to promote their campaign of death? Why did they give their bombing campaign any name at all? 

Interestingly, they could have used Shock and Awe to describe the purpose and effects of the 9/11 

attacks just eighteen months earlier. Those events occurred right here. Did they originate here as 

well? The official reply to that question amounts to: Wouldn’t you like to know? Don’t bother with 

questions like that. We have wars to fight, countries to conquer, cities to bomb, people to torture, 

tyrants to hang. 

Thank God for video evidence 

The idea of mass psychosis makes us see some interesting relations among perception, belief, and 

language. Via live television or first hand on September 11, or through video recording afterward, we 

see the destruction and say, "Look, that building exploded." Someone in authority arrives to say no, it 

collapsed due to gravity and structural damage. People who witnessed the explosions say, "Yes, yes, 

collapse." We don't want to contest the official account because someone might call us a whacko 

conspiracy nut. In fact, people who contest the official account are already called that. 

In Life of Brian, the main character, mistaken for the messiah, gets exasperated because people follow 

him around. He tells his would-be followers, "Look, you can think for yourselves. You're all 

individuals." The crowd in front of him shouts back, in unison, "Yes, yes, we're all individuals." 9/11 is 

a good test for all of us: can we think for ourselves, or not? Can we think thoughts that might bring 

ridicule from our neighbors and friends? Fear of what others might think is a type of mass psychosis. 

So let's take a brief look at the video evidence from 9/11. In the case of the Twin Towers, we see two 

110 story buildings demolished from the top down. Any unprompted account of the matter would say 

the demolition occurred due to a rapid series of explosions. We cannot tell what causes the destructive 

release of energy. The explosions progress in sequence from the top of the tower to its base. The 

explosions destroy the building's frame, as well as the building materials the frame supports. 

The third building to come down that day, World Trade Center 7, does indeed appear to collapse. It 

suffered no damage during the attacks that would impair the strength or integrity of its supporting 

columns. Whatever brought it down occurred inside the building - we do not see explosions outward 

as we do with the Twin Towers. World Trade Center 7 collapsed in about seven seconds. Everything 

about the collapse - everything - points toward a controlled demolition. No contradictory evidence 

supports an alternate explanation. 

When you see a video recording of World Trade Center 7's collapse, you immediately think, "That's 

fishy. That didn't happen because office fires in the lower half of the building triggered a catastrophic 

collapse." That’s the government’s version. When your eyes tell you one thing and a government 

report tells you something else, which will you believe? Which authority carries more weight? As 
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Ronald Reagan said a long time ago about someone who looked less than forthright on television: 

"The camera doesn't lie." 

Laws of physics, laws of nature 

People skeptical of government's explanation for the Twin Towers' collapse point to a simple principle 

of physics - conservation of energy - to underpin their questions. A system generally contains three 

types of energy: potential energy, kinetic energy, and thermal energy. All three types can perform 

work. Moreover, we can measure energy, both before and after it performs work. 

Consider each tower as a system. It contains no kinetic energy unless it sways in high winds. The 

structure contains no thermal energy, except the warmth it absorbs from the sun. Almost all the 

energy in the system at rest is potential - the result of lifting large masses high above the ground. If 

the structure supports its own weight, it remains intact and stationary. Gravity is the only natural 

force that can convert the potential energy stored in such a system to kinetic energy. 

Thermal energy is another matter. The government argues that burning aviation fuel added heat to 

the structure, causing it to fail where the structural damage was greatest. After that, gravity and a so-

called zipper effect did the rest. The government's zipper-and-pancake theory says that a progressive, 

floor by floor failure caused the entire building to collapse. The only source of energy for this 

destruction was the potential energy stored in the structure, converted by the earth's gravitational 

field into kinetic energy as the building came down. 

No part of this theory fits the visual evidence. We see the concrete in each tower turned to dust. We 

see steel beams blown out the side of each building, to land a couple of football fields away. We see 

all of that happen in about twelve seconds. Afterward we see vast pools of molten metal underneath 

the rubble, metal that remains liquid for weeks. That's conservation of energy. No physicist can 

explain to you how to convert the potential energy of a skyscraper in a gravitational field to molten 

metal. 

No theory that relies only on aviation fuel and gravity can explain any of these phenomena. To 

overlook the existence of molten metal underneath the wreckage is the most extreme case of willful 

self-deception. Turning concrete to dust, throwing steel girders hundreds of yards - for both of these 

one might say, "Well, you had an awful lot of potential energy in those buildings." You can't say that 

about the molten metal. No amount of potential energy in the original structure can explain that. 

Mass psychosis 

That returns us to our original observation. What explains self-deception of this type, a willingness to 

disregard the evidence of our own eyes? What must happen after perception if we see one thing, and 
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interpret it as something else? Psychologists love to analyze this problem, but it gets tricky when a 

large number of people in contact with one another fall into the same mistake. How do you explain an 

erroneous pattern of thought that replicates itself? To do so, we must bring together mental processes 

that occur in an individual brain, with social processes that occur in a much larger social organism. 

Three well known processes come into play in a case like this: acceptance of authority, fear of 

ostracism, and discomfort with uncertainty. 

Acceptance of authority. Many citizens trust the government. In fact, they regard public trust and 

obedience as marks of good citizenship, since government translates social norms into legal ones. In 

our families, we are trained to associate acceptance of authority with goodness. Likewise in our 

schools, we train students to obey the public authority they find outside their families. We all seek 

approval, and obedient students receive plenty of it. They know they are good boys and girls. 

Fear of ostracism. Second, no one wants to be ridiculed or ostracized. That is perhaps the worst and 

most painful punishment the social organism can inflict on an individual: rejection to the point of 

isolation, until the individual in question feels entirely alone. That amounts to death, and in fact it 

often results in death. 

Discomfort with uncertainty. Lastly, living with uncertainty about traumatic crimes and major loss 

quickly becomes disagreeable. We function best with routines and familiar beliefs. People need and 

seek a degree of certainty about their environment. That includes their mental and emotional states. 

If explanations about a crime offer to overturn a person’s entire world view, because those 

explanations place responsibility for the crime in unimaginable places, that creates painful uncertainty. 

You can expect individuals to resolve questions like that as quickly as they can. 

Interpretation of 9/11 evidence introduces questions that can undermine one's fundamental picture of 

the world. If one resolution of those questions points toward ostracism, disobedience, distrust and 

uncertainty, whereas another resolution points toward social acceptance and a degree of confidence 

about the essential qualities of one's environment, we can predict fairly well how many individuals 

resolve questions like that. Their first instinct will be, "I don't really want to think about that." If they 

do think about it, they will be sensitive to what other people think. 

Once more on video evidence 

I'm sure the people who planned Kennedy's murder would not wish that Abraham Zapruder had filmed 

the president's public execution. All the discussion about whether the government doctored the film 

misses this point: no amount of doctoring could disguise the backward snap of Kennedy's head, or 

Jackie's sudden movement to the limousine's trunk to retrieve a piece of her husband's brain 

tissue.  No single shooter behind the car can account for what we see with our eyes in that film. 
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When you add the evidence in the film to Jack Ruby's murder of Lee Oswald on live television two 

days later, you create a huge fishiness factor. No matter what Life magazine tells you, a large number 

of people will think, "What's going on here?" Yet the social phenomena we've discussed make many 

reluctant to talk about their doubts with family and friends. Fifty years later, we're more open to 

talking about it. This week, Robert Kennedy Jr. said that his dad thought the Warren report was "a 

shoddy piece of craftsmanship." The day his brother died, Robert Kennedy did not believe Lee Oswald 

acted on his own. His son Robert Kenney Jr. does not believe it now. 

The same kind of thing will happen - has already started to happen - with 9/11. Right now, skeptics 

who say, "Look what's right in front of your eyes," meet substantial resistance. If they become well 

known, or pose a genuine threat, they can encounter more than that. Consider Mary Meyer, Jack 

Kennedy's lover, shot to death near a canal in Washington DC because her enemies feared what she 

might say about his death. Courageous people who speak publicly against the government's account 

of 9/11 - people like David Ray Griffin - know what happened to Mary Meyer. 

Forty or fifty years from today, the social environment will have changed. The people who actually 

demolished the World Trade Center buildings will not be alive. If we still have a democracy, people will 

talk more freely about the event. Today we talk more freely about Kennedy's assassination, two 

generations after the events in Dallas. Evidence collected and analyzed so long after the fact may be 

less conclusive than evidence collected on the spot, but it is still valuable. Moreover, analysts have a 

larger framework of evidence available after time has passed. As a result, pieces of evidence - and the 

conclusions they yield - become less fragmentary. Even more importantly, as analysts correlate pieces 

in a growing field of interpretation, they advance the good work that precedes theirs. 

Reprise on psychosis 

Psychosis sounds so painful, so weighty and so out there. We don't like to think about mental illness, 

for some of the same social reasons we've discussed. Mentally ill people become ostracized, placed 

physically apart from the rest of us. All of us experience problems with our mental and emotional 

health. Not one of us wants to spend time in a sanitarium, a place apart. If questions of psychosis 

arise in a personal way, we'd like to change the subject. It's the last thing we care to think about. 

Yet psychosis merely refers to an unhealthy state of mind. If we deny the truth or the evidence of our 

own eyes because we have an unhealthy state of mind, we should try to do something about that. 

Individuals can respond as they wish to various states of mind - that's part of what we mean by 

individual freedom. If as a collective body - a social organism - we find problems related to states of 

mind, we ought to address those, together. Some types of benign self-deception help us get through 

life. We can't deny the truth about 9/11, however, and hope that the results are good for us. They 

won't be.  
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Magical, murderous guardians 

A lot of observers said that hurricane Sandy reminds us how much we rely on governments to protect 

us. They even used the storm to say critics of the nanny state are wrong-headed. You almost don’t 

know where to start with arguments like that. The government doesn't protect us: we protect 

us. We establish various public institutions to carry out numerous cooperative activities, just 

as we form private institutions to carry out other cooperative activities. We don't say that business 

corporations protect us, as if they have some sort of life apart from us. Neither should we ever regard 

government as some kind of abstract, protective entity that exists apart from us. 

Yet we seem to have an in-built instinct to regard government as a replacement parent. When we 

leave home, who will take care of us? How does it feel, to be a rolling stone? When we're on our own, 

don't we need someone to watch over us, to help us out when trouble comes? Life brings loneliness 

and estrangement, and we don't want to be alone. We want to belong to something, for security and 

protection. 

If you agree with the premises of self-government, you know this way of thinking is dangerous in the 

extreme. Loneliness is real and natural, but finding comfort in the state is not. The potent state is not 

your friend. It runs a kind of legalized protection racket. Of all the threats you will face in your life – 

from nature, from criminals, from financial uncertainty, from people who act like your friend but turn 

out to be otherwise – an over-powerful, out of control state is the biggest threat of all.  

The racket succeeds partly because the state appears to be something it is not. It pretends to exist to 

protect you, but that is not its purpose. As long as you keep quiet, it is primarily interested in your 

money. That’s how an extortion racket works. The wolf – interested in food, not money – dressed 

himself up to look like granny – read nanny – to deceive Red Riding Hood. If successful, he devours a 

tender meal, even better than the first. The state behaves the same way. Its agents pretend to be 

your friend. In this kind of relationship, submission to the state’s writ brings endless trouble, for the 

state will never let you alone. Any stance other than submission brings even more trouble, for people 

who resist the state’s power must be broken. 

Consider other stories to see how deeply we crave and appreciate protection, both as children and as 

adults. Hansel and Gretel is a particularly scary tale, as a heartless stepmother forces a poor 

woodcutter to take his children out into the woods to abandon them there. They wanted to trust their 

father, but he abandoned them in the woods. Only the children's ingenuity, courage, and 

perseverance save them: no one else will do it. Children love this story, frightening as it is, because 

brother and sister defeat the wicked witch on their own. They stick together and find a way out. 
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Cinderella’s treatment was equally miserable, but she stayed hopeful. As Cinderella's stepmother and 

stepsisters exploited her, abused her and ostracized her, she kept a cheerful outlook and hoped for 

better times to come. Her fairy godmother, equipped with all kinds of supernatural powers, arranged 

for her to meet the prince, so one day she would be queen. Cinderella had someone looking after her, 

and her magical guardian came through. 

One of the most compelling stories for young people in American literature, To Kill a Mockingbird, 

relies on this theme. "Hey Boo," says Scout as she recognizes Boo Radley standing in the corner. He 

has just rescued Scout and her brother Jem from Bob Ewell, who aimed to kill them as they walked 

home from a Halloween party. "Heck, someone's been after my children," says Atticus when he calls 

the sheriff. Shortly afterward, Atticus thanks Boo: "Thank you for my children." Mr. Radley – the 

amazing guardian angel, the mysterious neighbor who somehow knew the children needed his help – 

responds in silence. 

Dumbledore and Harry's parents through all seven Harry Potter books, Odysseus when he returns 

home to Penelope in the Odyssey, Moses' leading his people out of Egypt to the Promised Land 

in Exodus: we find this theme of protection and bravery everywhere. Our favorite stories show the 

theme's power to compel our hearts and our attention. 

Let's return to government and the kind of protection it offers. It gives you a helmet before it sends 

you into war. When the state wants to start a war, it wants your sons as well as your money. I 

recently completed Barbara Tuchman's A Distant Mirror, a book that – like her others – contains a lot 

of wisdom. By her account, the French serfs in the fourteenth century wanted so much to see their 

king as their protector. They knew the king and his nobles exploited them. Taxes, warfare, robbery, all 

kinds of injustice flowed from society's top ranks down upon the poor. The underclass resisted and 

revolted, several times. Even so, they hoped the king would come through to protect them. The king 

even dramatized his protective role at public festivals. Despite all contrary evidence, the people 

perceived the king, ordained by God, as the sovereign power who could redeem them from apparently 

inescapable misery. 

Now let me tell you another story. Like Barbara Tuchman’s, this one is real – not a fantasy, a myth, or 

a fairy tale. Here’s a story filled with so much horror for grown-ups, they cannot stand to face it. 

Some months ago I watched a film titled Explosive Evidence, which investigates why two steel framed 

skyscrapers in the World Trade Center exploded on September 11, 2001, and why a third skyscraper 

imploded. A segment toward the film's end explores why people resist the conclusion that gravity did 

not bring these buildings down. "It can't be true," they say. One woman, when she realized how the 

buildings fell, took a long walk outside her office building. She said she could not stop sobbing as she 

walked block after block. 
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She became so upset because, until then, she had thought of government as her protector. The idea 

that it could be anything else wrenched her world view, forced her to see that it did not necessarily act 

as a replacement parent. She felt as Hansel and Gretel felt when they overheard their stepmother 

persuade their father to take them into the wilderness to let them starve. But for that bit of 

eavesdropping, Hansel would not have brought bread crumbs with him. From beginning to end, Hansel 

and Gretel managed to save themselves because they learned the truth, about their own home and 

about the witch's home. Like the woman in Explosive Evidence and the resourceful heroes of our 

favorite stories, we must recognize the truth about who means us harm, and use our wits to save 

ourselves. 
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Courage and the first conspiracy theorist 

David Talbot, in Brothers, writes that Bobby Kennedy was the first conspiracy theorist. The very day of 

his brother's murder, he suspected something. One hour after receiving confirmation of his brother’s 

death, Bobby Kennedy confided to aide Edwin Guthman, “I thought they would get one of us. I 

thought it would be me.” His suspicion would not subside during the months of grief that followed. 

Colleagues, family and friends asked him why he didn't follow up on his intuition. After all, he was still 

the attorney general. If he would lead an investigation, he would be doing right by his brother, right 

by the people who supported his brother, and right by his country. 

Bobby replied, "What good would it do? It won't bring my brother back." Talbot also notes that Bobby 

could not have led an investigation even if he had wanted to. He was entirely isolated in the new 

administration. Lyndon Johnson and J. Edgar Hoover hated him. Johnson wanted him gone, but it 

would not look good to fire the assassinated president's brother. Bobby Kennedy could have poked 

around a bit as a private citizen, but he was not a private citizen. When he left the Johnson 

administration and became a private citizen, he did poke around a bit, but that was all. 

I read once that Bobby showed extraordinary courage when he decided to run for president in 1968. 

He made his decision shortly before Johnson withdrew from the race. It took some political backbone 

to take on a sitting president. The courage in question, though, was not political but moral and 

personal. Bobby knew that if he was correct about a conspiracy to kill his brother in 1963, the same 

thing could happen to him in 1968, or shortly after. As soon as it looked like he might become 

president, he would become a dangerous person for the people who killed Jack. He won the California 

primary on June 4, 1968, and he was gunned down shortly after midnight the same evening. Some 

timing. 

Can our country – all of us as citizens – demonstrate similar courage? Some people don't think we lost 

our republic on November 22, 1963. They think Oswald did it and we have to move on. Others believe 

the murder amounted to a coup d’état, but echo Bobby's initial, hopeless response to the idea that we 

ought to do something about it: "What good would it do? It won't bring our republic back." Others 

believe our republic began to slip away in 1963, and want to rectify the effects of this crime. That was 

Bobby's attitude in 1968. 

The problem with this attitude, of course, is that we as citizens face the same consequences Bobby 

faced. Government has the capacity to kill us. It has the capacity to imprison us, to confine us to small 

cells twenty-three hours a day. It constantly demonstrates its willingness to use powerful instruments 

of intimidation and cruelty to protect its power and keep citizens quiescent. If you want to resist our 

government, as Edward Snowden has, you have to have the courage of Bobby Kennedy. You have to 

be willing to give your life.  
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2. Evaluation of Evidence 

Rethink the pancake theory 

Cues and associative memory affect our perceptions. They function as interpretive frameworks for 

visual evidence. Psychologists have done various, sometimes mundane and sometimes ingenious 

experiments to test for this relationship. It turns out that remembered cues do affect the way we 

interpret evidence. The connection is so strong, in fact, that it can cause us to reach incorrect 

conclusions. Perceptually valid, accurately recalled cues can cause us to misinterpret evidence. That’s 

why it pays to compare interpretations among people who bring different cues to the same set of 

observations. 

When frameworks help us connect familiar with unfamiliar observations, they work efficiently to help 

us make sense of new phenomena. The difficulty is, we don't have a framework for what we saw when 

the Twin Towers came down. Airliners don't crash into one hundred story buildings. We certainly had 

not seen 110-story skyscrapers explode progressively from the top down before that day. If someone 

speaks with authority about what we have seen, we have scant grounds to doubt the explanation if we 

cannot compare the authority’s evidence with something we have seen before. 

After the attacks, the authoritative explanation for the towers’ destruction does not take long to come. 

Heat from jet fuel fires weakens the steel columns and trusses that form the skeleton of each tower. 

When these structural columns and their associated joints give way, the entire tower collapses in a 

pancake effect: each story fails after the one above it fails, due to the unnatural amount of weight 

coming down on top of it. Thus both towers fall straight down. 

The explanation sounds plausible enough. Evidence for this kind of collapse in a steel framed building 

does not exist, for it has never happened before. Moreover, no competing theories came forth in the 

days that followed the catastrophe. The wreckage did not yield evidence relevant to this novel theory, 

so before long we had computer models to show how the pancake effect would have worked. 

Computer models carry a lot of authority, partly because the people who develop them seem smarter 

than we are, partly because computers seem such mysteriously intelligent machines. Those 

impressions serve computer modelers well. 

The pancake theory has a few difficulties that make it implausible. First, the buildings’ progressive 

destruction does not begin at the crash sites. For both towers, the destruction begins at the top of the 

building. Second, the weight from the upper stories does not bear directly down. The upper stories 

explode multi-directionally into dust and pieces of steel. The concrete disappears into fine dust, and 
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the structural steel flies outward. The explosions start at the top of the buildings, above the crash 

sites, and continue past the crash sites as they advance toward the ground. Clearly, the structural 

steel below the explosions does not bear more weight than it did while the buildings were whole. The 

explosions remove weight from the top of the structure. 

Admittedly, to describe the destruction at the top and all the way down the towers as explosions begs 

the question. They look like explosions, but perhaps pancaking, which we've never seen before, looks 

like a progressive explosion. Pancaking would not turn all of that concrete to dust, but we can leave 

that point for now. Let's take a look at another difficulty: the rate of destruction. 

The rate of collapse does not beg any questions about what we are seeing. Each tower comes down in 

a little over twelve seconds. Using a round figure of one hundred stories for the building height, each 

story pancaked in about 0.12 seconds, or about one-eighth of a second per story. For comparison, 

Usain Bolt's Olympic time in the 100 meter sprint is 9.63 seconds. Mr. Bolt takes just over four steps 

per second when he runs, which means each step requires about 0.24 seconds. The pancake theory 

requires us to accept that, by weight alone, the structural steel in each story of these gargantuan 

buildings collapsed in half the time Mr. Bolt requires for one step, when he sprints at a world record 

pace. 

Here are some more rough calculations. Each tower lost about eight stories per second. Each story in 

the towers was a little under four meters tall. That tells us the towers came down at about thirty-two 

meters per second, or three times Bolt’s velocity when he sprints at top speed. We know how fast he 

runs. 

Suppose each floor takes only one half second to collapse. Then the building requires fifty-five 

seconds, not twelve, to come down. Twelve seconds to destroy a one-hundred-ten-story, steel-framed 

building is awfully fast. A two-story wooden house that has burned to the point of structural weakness 

takes longer than twelve seconds to collapse. We know that each tower contained 78,000 tons of 

structural steel. Below the crash sites, each tower was structurally sound. If the architects designed a 

building that could collapse that fast - whatever trauma it might have suffered - they designed a 

catastrophically unsafe building. The idea that towers that size could collapse in twelve seconds by 

gravity alone is not plausible. The theory implies that, as the building fell, its steel frame offered no 

more resistance than air. 

The interpretive framework in the government’s explanation for why the towers came down is 

incorrect. It refers to a pancake effect that is plainly wrong. A bit more technically, the official 

explanation claims that the horizontal trusses that support each column unzipped from the building’s 

vertical columns due to the unusual stresses placed on the building’s structural components. This 

explanation is equally implausible. We should recognize our mistake in accepting outlandish 

interpretive frameworks, understand why we erred, then work toward more plausible explanations. 
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An alternate hypothesis proposes that the buildings exploded, from the top down. This explanation 

suggests that explosions removed the core columns at the base of the towers as well. Can controlled 

explosions explain how the Twin Towers fell in twelve seconds – about eight floors per second – better 

than the pancake hypothesis? Architects and structural engineers who have studied this problem 

closely believe the government’s explanations for structural failure are inferior. More than that, they 

are deceptive. In light of evidence and explanations available from all sources, can we reinterpret 

existing cues, and fashion new frameworks for what we saw on 9/11? Can we rethink what we see in 

the video evidence, in order to reperceive the process of destruction? 
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Good enough for government work 

“It's good enough for government work,” people used to say when I served in the Navy. Commonly 

spoken to wrap up a job, you might say it was the government’s version of the 80/20 rule: stop when 

you’re eighty percent done, because the last twenty percent isn’t worth it. In practice, it means we 

hold government work to a lower standard of quality when we evaluate it. Oddly, we don’t expect 

much from government employees, no matter what their level. 

Now we have to ask whether this kind of thinking holds when the government undertakes cover-ups. 

When Lyndon Johnson decided he needed Chief Justice Earl Warren to write a report on President 

Kennedy’s assassination, did he expect the commission to apply the good enough standard? Did 

Johnson think that Warren’s high office and authority would take care of that extra twenty percent? 

After all, if you plan to lay out your case against Lee Oswald, you don’t want to put out a shoddy, 

incomplete piece of work and hope it will fly. A large dash of prestige makes the product more 

persuasive. 

Few expected the Warren report to silence people who were already skeptical of the government's 

story. Johnson launched the commission's investigation to quell doubts among everyone else, to make 

sure the skeptics did not gain an advantage over time. Fifty years later, the Warren Commission's 

work appears to have accomplished its purpose, for a generation anyway. It kept the initial gaggle of 

conspiracy nuts at bay. It also demonstrated that even when the stakes could not be higher for an 

investigation, government’s habit of mediocrity reliably accompanies – and then undermines – its own 

deceit, no matter how prestigious or capable the author. Even as a cover-up, the Warren Commission 

report did a poor job. 

By comparison with the Warren Commission report, was the 9/11 Commission report good enough to 

accomplish its purpose? Consider these points related to the 9/11 Commission’s success or failure: 

 The Bush administration obstructed formation of the commission for two years, so fresh evidence 

had a long time to dissipate. 

 The differences between what witnesses saw, heard and recorded photographically, and what 

people read in the report were enormous. 

 After the Kennedy assassination and Warren report, Americans did not want to be hoodwinked 

again. 

Another interesting comparison between the JFK and 9/11 investigations exists. The Warren 

Commission assembled some twenty-three volumes of testimony, whereas the 9/11 Commission 

relied on fake computer simulations. We know that you can make computer simulations come out any 
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way you like. Both commissions aimed to construct and explicate a preset narrative. For the Warren 

report, though, all those volumes of testimony made its evidence and conclusions appear more 

weighty. 

Weighty or not, the 9/11 Commission’s report appears to be less persuasive than the Warren 

Commission report. How many years passed before the majority of Americans came to doubt the 

government's version of Kennedy's assassination? Collective judgments about the government's 

version of 9/11 required a lot less time to reach that threshold. In both cases, a written report 

produced by men of prestige made the government’s version more persuasive. In both cases, the 

plainly fraudulent character of each report became apparent over time. They were fraudulent because 

each one became a huge exercise in misdirection. Despite the high standing of the authors, each 

report failed even the modest standard of mediocrity set for government work. 

As we look at the aftermath of each crime, however, particularly the consolidation of federal power 

and autonomy, the modest standard of good enough seems to hold. You can fool quite a few people 

for a while. The criminals who planned these attacks relied on that general rule to get by. Though the 

crimes were not perfect – certainly not executed well enough to conceal their true origins – they were, 

for their time, good enough to accomplish their aims, and good enough to free their perpetrators from 

fear of punishment. 

The criminals who planned Kennedy’s murder executed a coup d’état. Thirty-eight years later, the 

criminals who planned the 9/11 attacks decisively advanced our nation’s transformation from a 

constitutional republic with limited powers to something far more ominous. These two crimes – bold 

and psychologically effective – were clearly good enough for government work. 

 

  



26 
 

Make the evidence fit the crime 

Arlen "Make-the-evidence-fit-the-crime" Specter died in October 2012, at 82. People will praise his 

long service in the Senate. They'll speak admiringly about his toughness and his independence. They 

will mention his service as assistant counsel on the Warren Commission in 1964, but they won't dwell 

on it. 

They should dwell on it. His tenure on the Warren Commission lasted only about nine months. What a 

significant nine months, though. During that time, Specter authored and supported the Commission's 

single bullet theory. It became the linchpin for everything else in the Commission's controversial 

report. 

In a way, it's not fair to take Specter to task for this theory. If he had not developed it, someone else 

would have. That is, someone else would have had to do it. The charge from President Lyndon 

Johnson was clear: give me a report that validates the FBI's conclusions and evidence.  The FBI 

decided within twenty-four hours of Kennedy's death that Lee Oswald shot the president, and that he 

acted alone. Specter's single bullet proposal gave Johnson what he wanted. The idea that one bullet 

caused multiple wounds to both Kennedy and Connally is the only theory that validates the FBI's 

conclusions. 

The single bullet theory holds that a bullet from Oswald's rifle hit Kennedy in the back, emerged from 

his throat, then tumbled so as to cause multiple wounds to John Connally, who sat in front of 

Kennedy. If the Commission did not put forth this theory, it could not conclude that Oswald was the 

only shooter. Given the FBI's initial investigation of what happened in Dallas, the single bullet theory, 

and only this theory, ruled out multiple shooters. 

A good deal of evidence indicates that Specter's theory is incorrect. Abraham Zapruder's films shows 

that Connally is not hit until after Kennedy is shot in the back: at least three seconds later, in fact. The 

doctors at Parkland hospital in Dallas agreed that a bullet entered Kennedy's throat from the front. 

Bob Harris's forensic analysis shows that Arlen Specter's single bullet could not have followed the path 

that the Warren Commission said it did. 

I imagine President Johnson and others were grateful for Specter's ability to construct a halfway 

plausible theory, or more to the point, his willingness to stand by such an implausible one. If you 

wanted to believe the Warren Commission's report, you could hang your holster on the single bullet 

theory. If you found the entire report implausible, you would find little to admire in Specter's theory, 

too. The single bullet theory became the kernel at the heart of the Commission's report, the keystone 

of the FBI's package of conclusions and evidence. Take it or leave it. 
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Specter died forty-eight years and a month after the Commission released its report in September 

1964. Specter was 34 at the time. I wonder if he proposed his theory as an act opportunism – please 

the boss to see where that will take you – or if he actually believed what he wrote. If he's like most of 

us, necessity convinced him of its truth. Of all people, Specter knew the necessary outcome of his 

investigation. 

You could ask why a smart guy like Specter would have conceived a plainly implausible theory, 

inconsistent with virtually all the evidence available. Another question presses even more urgently. 

Who could have redirected the Commission's report, so it might be based on an actual investigation 

and honest evidence? The answer to that is simple: no one who worked for the president could do 

that. Johnson would get what he wanted. In light of the president's illicit demand for dishonesty, 

Specter served his president well. The Warren Commission could not have accomplished its mission 

without him. 
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Pick a fight that counts 

We’ve seen cracks form in the Union’s foundation over the last several years. About half the states 

oppose the Affordable Care Act. About half the states have active secessionist movements. Some of 

these movements extend to the state legislatures. The states in the Southwest face a range of border 

issues that keep them generally unhappy with Washington. 

Most of all, citizens have for decades now seen a large portion of their wealth transferred to 

government authorities who are incompetent criminals. As the NSA disclosures show, they break the 

law at will. As HealthCare.gov and other ACA-related activities show, they cannot execute even visible, 

top-priority policies. As the IRS scandals show, they are willing to use the tax code to suppress First 

Amendment rights of free speech. The digest of ineptness, arrogance, dishonesty and malfeasance 

makes people ask, “What am I paying for here?” 

States are the only power centers in our country that can effectively, persistently resist a federal 

government that has proven itself ineffective and out of control. Texas, for reasons of history, political 

culture, and geography is in the best position to lead this effort. It has one lever in particular that 

would seriously disrupt the states relationship with Washington: the Kennedy assassination. To reopen 

this crime now would be like saying, “I’m going to reveal the family secrets, and here’s why.” Make 

the people who planned, executed, and investigated Kennedy’s murder pay, posthumously, for their 

crimes and other misdeeds. J. Edgar Hoover once said, in private, “If people knew the truth about the 

Kennedy assassination, it would be very bad for the country.” Let it happen. What is happening now is 

not worse. 

If Texas takes the lead here, it has an opportunity to initiate a conflict where: 

 The outcome and consequences are unpredictable. 

 It holds a home field advantage. 

 Its opponent has no heart for the struggle, but has to enter the conflict nevertheless. 

 The conflict serves a purpose larger than the limited, legal aim of separation. 

 The state wins sympathy for its struggle from other states. 

As the ostensibly weaker party in this conflict, Texas would benefit from all of these advantages. One 

might add that New York would enjoy similar advantages, were it to open a home field, locally focused 

investigation into the destruction of the World Trade Center. 

To accomplish these aims, Texas should initiate a thorough investigation into the murder of John F. 

Kennedy in Dallas. Fifty years after the event, it should do what President Johnson prevented in 1963 

and 1964. Forensic investigation immediately after the murder differs from historical research a half 
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century later, but historical reconstruction has a few advantages. One of them is that Johnson is no 

longer alive. 

We already know that the FBI, at Johnson's initiation, guided the investigation from Washington. 

Johnson moved to create a presidential commission a few days after Kennedy's burial. After that, 

Dallas officials and the Texas attorney general were largely out of the picture. Allen Dulles, on behalf 

of the Warren Commission, took responsibility for finding out who killed Kennedy. Despite all the effort 

his staff members put into their work, the responsibility was not so heavy. Life magazine and many 

other outlets pinned the murder on Lee Oswald as the sole killer long before Dulles's commission 

delivered its report. In fact, people believed they knew the killer's identity ninety minutes after the 

presidential Lincoln raced off to Parkland Hospital at 12:30 p.m. Johnson wanted the commission's 

imprimatur, not new information. 

If the Texas attorney general reopened this case, Washington – the CIA and FBI in particular – would 

go nuts. Awkwardly, however, they could not appear to go nuts. Texas could force Washington into a 

conflict the feds do not want, yet the feds cannot walk away from it. To allow Texas officials a free 

hand in this case would yield far more truth than Washington could handle. We know how much the 

federal government depends on dishonesty in all its dealings to maintain its rule. We know that 

because it appeals so often to secrecy. Secrecy makes dishonesty possible. Dishonesty requires 

concealment. By contrast, transparent dealings force parties to conduct their relationships honestly. 

For honesty's sake, Texas should pick this fight. Aside from the events that occurred in Dallas 

November 22, 1963, it should investigate related events before and after that date. Naturally it should 

concentrate on events that occurred in Texas, though we know New Orleans is next door. An 

investigation based in Texas can pick up the investigative threads that Jim Garrison developed during 

Clay Shaw's trial forty-five years ago. 

The more locally based the investigation, the better. Texas investigators should not even look at the 

Warren Commission report. We already know what is in that study, and why it is there. Start fresh, 

the way a good historian would. Start with these general subjects: 

 What we know. 

 What we don't know. 

 What occurred in Texas before the murder. 

 What occurred in Texas the day of the murder. 

 What occurred in Texas after the murder. 

The Texas attorney general should investigate how and why Kennedy died. He might also explain – for  

the historical record – what should have occurred in Texas after the murder, but did not. That 

explanation helps us understand the investigation Washington actually undertook in 1963 and 1964. 
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Lastly, the attorney general should carefully select the person to lead the inquiry. A respected judge, 

who can assemble an impartial, skilled team would be a good choice. 

Above all, the investigation should emphasize these specific areas, with a focus on events that 

occurred in Texas: 

 The planning and preparations that occurred before November 22. 

 Everything that happened the day of the murder, through the autopsy conducted during the 

early hours of November 23. 

 The so-called investigation conducted after the murder. 

Everyone involved in this historical research – in Texas and in the rest of the country – knows its 

importance. Nearly everyone recognizes why. Key individuals in the federal government, including the 

attorney general, would act to stop the research. They could not ignore it, yet they would have no 

standing to block it. Texas should not back down: it should stoutly resist every attempt Washington 

makes to interfere with the research. 

Who in Texas, a state with a lot of pride, would want to start a project that would reopen so sensitive 

a subject? Why risk the state's reputation now, fifty years later? Didn't the Dallas police already look 

incompetent when they let Jack Ruby shoot Lee Oswald? I would argue the opposite. This research 

could make Texas look better than any state has ever looked, in the whole history of the union. The 

truth in this matter is that important. Texas could pick a fight that determines not only its own future, 

but that of the whole country. 
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Dallas love project on the 50th 
anniversary 

The city of Dallas might think its reputation will never recover, after it hosted President Kennedy, 

Kennedy’s entourage, and Kennedy’s assassins fifty years ago. Given the circumstances of JFK’s 

murder, though, one shouldn’t blame Dallas for the crime. Besides, cities don’t commit murders: 

people do. Virulent, anti-Kennedy sentiments existed in central Texas in 1963, but people who cannot 

control their hate reside everywhere. Politicians, especially presidents, always attract their share of 

these dangerous, incomplete people. Virtually no one in Dallas wanted to see Kennedy killed. The 

people who planned and carried out his murder arrived from elsewhere. 

Dallas law enforcement, however, bears a big load of responsibility for trying to conceal the truth 

about who murdered Kennedy, and about who murdered one of its own policemen, J. D. Tippit. In the 

days after November 22, Dallas police and prosecutors collaborated with the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation to hide the truth. Later, Dallas police realized the FBI consistently blamed them for 

various investigatory failures. By then it was too late: Dallas police couldn’t get right with anyone. The 

Warren Commission published its report, to document the version of events cooked up ten months 

earlier among the FBI, Dallas law enforcement, and other interested parties. For the most part, the 

deception worked. 

If Dallas wanted to redeem its reputation, it should not have launched the 50th anniversary Dallas 

Love Project. This idea amounts to kindergarten politics – adults commission kindergartners to 

broadcast sentimental sayings – sentiments with a barely disguised political motive – to make 

everyone feel better about their city. The plan, already underway, is to line Kennedy's motorcade 

route with posters about love. Honestly. Enter Dallas Love Project in Google Images to see Dallas’s 

preferred response to the fiftieth anniversary of a president’s death on the city’s streets. 

Is that how we recall our distinguished, courageous leader in our struggling republic? What a 

saccharine, misplaced idea, given the gruesome, grotesque execution that occurred in Dealey Plaza, 

near Houston and Elm. The idea that educators and other municipal leaders would enlist little five- and 

six-year-olds in this feel-good, futile cover-up is appalling. Underneath the watercolors, the 

construction paper, the Elmer’s glue and the elementary school sweetness, the wound inflicted on all 

of us – and on Dallas – fifty years ago still works its harm.  
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If Dallas aims to repair its reputation five decades on, city leaders ought to: 

 Do what they can, with local resources and fifty years of history behind them, to uncover the 

truth about why Kennedy died. 

 Unearth the complicity of Dallas police and prosecutors in helping the feds lie about who 

committed the crime. 

 Insist that the feds come clean, too. 

 Lead the rest of the country to reconsider the evidence, to reject lies and accept the honest 

truth, and to accept what the truth implies. 

 Organize itself to resist federal interference with its activities, and to accept help for this 

resistance from other cities and states. 

The people of Dallas, and of Texas, have the guts, resources and motivation to undertake a truth-

telling project of this magnitude. The crime took place in Texas, and local knowledge counts for a lot. 

Most of all, Texas has the required spirit of independence. It has the rough edges and Sam Houston-

like courage to gore Washington’s detestable heart. The CIA, the FBI, the Warren Commission, the 

White House, the mainstream press, and any other federal body or federal affiliate involved in 

planning, executing, or covering up the assassination should come under scrutiny, to the extent that 

people in Dallas are able to press those questions. 

Locally, the coming-clean investigation can start by endorsing the doctors at Parkland hospital, by 

backing up what they said about Kennedy's wounds. It can move from that significant step to the 

obvious: that Jack Ruby’s killing of Lee Oswald was not a mistake. It might appear to show police 

incompetence, but we truly need to know is the level of police complicity in the contract killing. 

Dallas’s inquiry should leave no embarrassing or damning detail untouched. In particular, it should 

reexamine everything that happened both before and after the president’s bloody Lincoln arrived at 

Parkland hospital’s emergency entrance. 

Texas has a political tradition of not giving a damn what the feds say. If the Lone Star State – Dallas 

especially – were to live up to that tradition now, during this season of remembrance, it could take a 

healing and even heroic step. The country would respond to Dallas’s leadership and guts. 

Instead, if city leaders choose to line Kennedy's motorcade route with bright paintings and happy 

sayings about love, we may as well finish our walk down Main Street with a trip to the Sixth Floor 

Museum, in the old Texas Schoolbook Depository. As its name suggests, that is the museum that 

spins the standard tale of how Kennedy died. How many people have stood near the site of Lee 

Oswald’s presumed “sniper’s nest,” recreating in their minds an act he never committed? In that 

museum, you see and hear a story that brings shame to the city. In that museum, you see – in 

pictures and words – the lies that Dallas's authorities helped create.  
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3. Jack Kennedy’s Untold 

Story 

Let me tell you ’bout a man named Jack Kennedy. He was a handsome feller, most smart and 

humorous and serious all at t’ same time. He had all those qualities that help you become pres’dent of 

the United States – beautiful wife, too. Shur ’nuff, he did become pres’dent, by a whisker in th’ 

election of 1960. He whipped that sonofabitch Nixon, he did – whipped him by a margin ’bout as wide 

as my pinkie finger here. Dick Nixon wan’t so happy ’bout that. He din’t know that three years later, 

sump’m would happen would make him pres’dent after all. What that sump’m was is the story I want 

to tell you ’bout. 

Y’see, Jack Kennedy was ‘sassinated by his own people in ’63. That’s right, his own people turned on 

‘im and said, “Man, we got to fire you.” Only way to fire a pres’dent is to kill ‘im. So that’s what they 

did – jus’ like Jules Caesar. They din’t trust ‘im. 

You gonna say, “C’mon, that don’t happen now’days. Least ways it don’t happen in the dem’cratic 

‘public of these United States. It only comes ‘bout ‘n countries like VeetNam and South Asia and those 

African places. Can’t happen here.” 

You don’t think so. Listen to my story, then you tell me ’bout p’litical ‘sassinations. They can happen 

‘most anywhere. When they do happen, watch out. 

“What do you mean, watch out?” 

I’ll tell you ’bout that later. Listen to th’story th‘sassination itself. It’s enough to curlup yer toes. 

The story starts with the Bay of Pigs. Do you know ’bout that bay? No? It’s in Cuba – big island south 

of Florida run by a feller named Castro. Fee-dell Castro. We hated that guy. Still do, madder’fack. We 

were all set ‘n ‘vana – gamblin’, women, wine and booze – we could go there an’ do all things we go 

to Las Vegas for now – ‘cept it was cheaper an’ the Latin women were better. Beautiful an’ eager. 

Hardly any clap. An’ the money! Mafia types and their hangers on all over makin’ tons of it. Then 

Feedell comes ‘long like some sort of righteous Jesus man and whips all th’ ‘mericans out of his 

temple. Honest. He thought he was better’n us. Just come in outta th’ hills and took over the place. 

Said he wasn’t gonna tol’rate all that sin in his Cuba – gonna clean th’ place up. That’s what he did. 

Anybody din’t like it – he threw ‘em in jail. That’s if you were lucky. An’ we hated him for it. 
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That all happened in ‘59. Rev’lution started on New Year’s, that’s a fack. Just drove those rats right 

outta th’ temple. Rightaway, the spooks start to figure how to get ridda th’ guy. You know – sabotage, 

paramilitaries, assassins, special ops – the gamut. Subversive shit everywhere. They want to kill ‘im 

or get somebody else to kill ‘im, or start a revolution or do anything to get that basturd. I mean, not 

only did he kick us out – he as a commie. That’s right – a low-down commie good fer nothin’ bastard. 

We had to kow tow to those commie assholes all over Europe, all over China, Korea, Indochina – hell 

we had to tip-toe ‘round ‘em in Berlin! Now we have a commie sittin’ in Havana! That’s like yer 

neighbor comin’ to take a shit in yer backyard! I tell you we were mad as fuckin’ hell. Did those 

commies spit on the Munro Doctrine or what? 

So Feedell goes to his friends in Moss-cow an’ he says – you know what he says? – he says, “Those 

‘mericans wanna get me. I needs’m guns an’ shit, to hold ‘em off. What can you give me, Nikeeta?” 

Nikeeta says, “How ‘bout somethin’ better’n guns? We’ll make those ‘mericans respect you.” Next 

thing you know we got ballistic missiles pointin’ at us! That’s aright – nucular warhead missiles 

pointed right at Miami and ev’ry other city right up the east coast. Think ’bout that for a minnit. That 

guy was a fuckin’ time bomb. Kruschev, too. 

But runnin’ Castro off th’ range turned out harder than we thought. We wanted to get rid of ‘im, but 

make it look like someone else did it, don’t you see? We din’t want to get knicked for that one. No 

way. So we couldn’t send in the special forces pukes an’ shoot the place up. I mean, what are we, 

cowboys or sumthin’? Gotta problem? Send in the SEALs! We gotta be a little diss-creet ’bout this, an’ 

you know ‘mericans ain’t so good ’bout lyin’ low. They do better jus’ go in an’ shoot th’ place up. 

So what happens? We plan this Bay of Pigs thing. We get these unhappy Cubans playin’ GI Joe, an’ 

‘fore you know it we got some mean fuckin’ killers workin’ for us. They plan their own invasion with us 

– train ‘em up, give ‘em weapons, all kinds of logistics. We keep it all a big secret, like Feedell won’t 

find out what’s goin’ on. We tell those unhappy Cubans, “Look, you go in there, yer fellow Cubans in 

country will back you up. They don’t like Castro any more’n you do. They gonna back you up, and you 

cannot fail.” 

“Yessirree, you gonna take that country back from Feedell, jus’ like he took it from you, and we gonna 

help you. That’s right – it’ll be a real counter-rev’lutionary rev’lution.” 

Well no shit, that’s what we said to ‘em. Got ‘m rilied up so’s they actually make a landing at the Bay 

of Pigs – Baja de Cochinos – right where the CIA planned to put ‘em. Put ‘em in harm’s way, they did. 

‘Cus you know what happened? Feedell’s army’s waitin’ right there – they jus’ cut ‘em to pieces. That’s 

right. Trapped ‘em in the swamps with all the skeeters ‘n gaters ‘n stuff, an’ jus’ cut ‘em to pieces. 

Caught ‘em all and kilt th’ rest. It was pitiful. Took ‘em jus’ three days. Three days an’ th’ whole 

op’ration was over. 
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So what’s all this gotta do with Jack? Th’ planning for this whole Cochinos op’ration starts before Jack 

even takes the oath of office. Fact, the planning starts before he’s even ‘lected. Those spooks, they 

don’t care who’s pres’dent. They get Mafia types to do the dirty stuff an’ they think they’re smart as 

shit. They do what they like – don’t matter who’s in the White House. Lookee this: Jack fires Allen 

Dulles over the Bay of Pigs blow-up, an’ who chairs the committee that investigates the pres’dent’s 

murder? Do you think I don’t know? Allen Dulles! Pres’dents come an’ go. People who count stick 

aroun’. 

Problem is, if th’invasion succeeds, nobody cares we’re behind it. Ever’body happy, ‘cept Feedel, an’ 

he’s prob’ly dead. But if the plan fails, ever’body knows we’re behind it, an’ we look awful bad. Awful 

bad. But the CIA, it doesn’t think ’bout failure. No it don’t. Cuba’s our backyard, after all. You don’t 

think ’bout failure in yer own backyard. I mean, what can go wrong in Cuba? We took that place from 

the Chicos an’ we gonna keep it. 

Here’s the thing. The spooks ‘spected Jack to back up those unhappy Cubans with planes an’ shit. 

That’s right – you go in there with close air s’port – ‘copters an’ machine guns an’ shit – an’ you jus’ 

cut Castro’s guerrillas to pieces. You jus’ turn them rev’lutionaries into little pieces of doo-doo right 

‘fore yore gunsights, an’ you don’ worry ’bout a thing. ‘Cus you know why? Th’ain’t no rev’lutionaries 

left! They all gone, an’ our Cubans jus’ march right into Havana, like Feedel did sixteen months 

before! 

So why did Jack ‘low such a hare brained plan to go ‘head? He’s a smart guy, right? So what’s he doin’ 

with a scheme that’s got more holes an’ weak spots than some kinda old cobweb or somethin’? I 

mean, march into Havana? It’s not real. 

Well that shows the power of no thinkin’. Jack’s a busy man. Pres’dent has a lot goin’ on in his new job 

– takes a while to get ‘quainted with ever’thing. The gen’rals and the spooks come to him with this 

plan, an’ they talk like it’s a done deal – all set to go. 

You trust ‘em an’ you say – alright, if you say so. Looks okay, s’long as it works. You guys sure it’s 

gonna work? 

The gen’rals an’ spooks say we looked at this one fuckways an’ shitways, leftways an’ right. It’s gonna 

work, by gum. We know it is. 

Jack says, “One thing: we ain’t goin’ in there with our own troops. You understand that?” 

“Yes chief, got it.” 

“That means air support, too. No air support units go in.” 
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“Right, chief.” 

“And no ships. We have ships for logistical support, and that’s it.” 

“Right up an’ down the line. No combat units, no way whatsoever. The Cubans gonna do it all.” 

“I’m not gonna change my mind about that.” 

“Yes, indeed. Rock solid, man.” 

So that’s how they left it. No combat s’port fum th’mericans. But you know what? The gen’rals an’ th’ 

spooks figgered they had the pres’dent on this one. They knew that if it came to it, he’d let them send 

in some airborne units. We were talkin’ ’bout takin’ out Commies in Cuba, f’ God’s sake! No pres’dent 

would back off with that shit comin’ down. 

So those Cubans get bogged down in the swamps, some fifteen hunnit beggars with M-16s and CIA 

radios to keep ‘em comp’ny. The gen’rals an’ spooks go to Jack an’ they say, “Mr. Pres’dent. Things 

not lookin’ so good out there. Those Cubans – they gettin’ cut to pieces in them swamps. We gotta 

send in some planes an’ ‘copters to help get them up to dry land. They gonna die in there.” 

Jack says, “Did you hear me, or what? I said no way in fricking hell was I gonna do that. Now you’re 

asking me to do that?” 

“Mr. Pres’dent. This is nuts. You can’t let this whole operation fail. You gotta help those guys.” 

Jack gets so mad he loses it. “Get the fuck outta here,” he tells them. “Don’t ever think I’m gonna say 

something an’ not mean it.” 

So the gen’rals an’ the spooks, they can’t believe what they jus’ heard. They knew Jack was young an’ 

green, they knew he might need some ‘suasion, but they din’t know he was a fuckin’ sissy. My God – 

he jus’ let those guys get shot, right in front of us! He has no balls, that’s what. You can’t be pres’dent 

if you haven’t gotta pair. Man – he is a fuckin’ sissy – lace curtain Irish – and a pamprous mackerel 

snapper on top of it. Look at that haircut and the way he talks. He couldn’t stand up to a goddamn 

seal. 

Jack, meantime, realizes he can’t trust the gen’rals and the spooks. He can’t trust them to come up 

with plans that work. He can’t trust them to take him at his word. He can’t trust them to act with any 

fucking discretion. Worst off, he can’t trust them, period. More he thinks about it, the more he sees 

the gen’rals an’ spooks set ‘im up. They knew all along they would need air s’port, knew all along they 

would have to ask him for it. They didn’t ask for it ahead of time ‘cus they knew he’d say no. So they 
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asked him when they figured he’d be forced to say yes. It’s the oldest game in office politics – keep 

the boss out of the loop until he’s fucked if he doesn’t approve what you want. And he didn’t see what 

the assholes were up to – didn’t figure out their bullshit ahead of time. Too busy, too distracted, too 

ready to think his staff was loyal and honest. How could they? I’m about as shrewd as they come, he 

thought, and they fucked me over. God dammit! I can’t ever trust those guys again! What’s worse, 

they don’t trust me, and everyone knows it. And we can’t start over, unless I crush those guys. They 

know that, too. 

So he calls in his brother Bobby and asks him to keep an eye on the CIA for him. He tries to show his 

staff he’s not a total pushover when it comes to Feedel. He even has Bobby oversee more plots to 

mongoose the commies in Havana. He goes back an’ forth with the Cuba-castrate-Castro shit. Get rid 

of the guy – no, make peace an’ try to bring him back to us. Support the Cuban exiles, but don’t let 

them get carried away with any more wild-ass shit. Jack tried to play both sides, and you know what 

happens when a politician does that? He gets fucked over. Nobody trusts you and you get fucked over. 

So Jack gets off to a bad start with the Bay of Pigs, and nothing he did could save him after that. 

Don’t mistake my meaning – the gen’rals and spooks weren’t thinking ’bout firing him – not yet. But 

the seed’s there. They hate him jus’ as much as he distrusts them. An’ they fear him. Jack had heart, 

courage, a brain and power – charisma, too. He had his brother Bobby by his side – an’ the two of 

them, sometimes when they’re together they think like gangsters. “Don’t get mad, get even.” It’s all 

business. 

Honestly, the Bay was a Big Breach, an’ ev’thing that came afterward jus’ made things worse. By mid 

’63, jus’ two years later, they’re figuring out how they can get the guy. You know why? ‘Cus of the 

Cuban missile crisis in ’62. That’s right. Jus’ eighteen months after the Bay of Pigs, Feedel fucked us 

again, big time. He brings in those commie missiles an’ the pres’dent backs down ag’in! The pres’dent 

jus’ was not gonna go to war with the commies, no matter how many chances they give him! Fuck 

that Kennedy! We could blast those Russians with our nukes before they knew what hit ‘em. They 

couldn’t kill more’n twenty million ‘mericans, max. Small price to pay. Really. The gen’rals couldn’t 

believe Jack would pass on this opportunity. We would never have a better chance – not ever! 

After missiles ‘er gone, Kennedy starts to blather ‘bout peace! That’s right. He tries to get the Soviets 

to see things our way, an’ we try to see things theirs. Did you ever? We outnumber their warheads ten 

to one, and he’s talking to them! Our submarines alone could take them out. We don’t even need our 

ICBMs. We jus’ lay them to waste. What does Kennedy do? He gives a speech at ‘merican Uneevers’ty 

where he says we have to cozy up to the fucking Communists! That’s right. It’s like saying we have to 

see things from the terrorists’ point of view. That’s how we live in harmony! You can’t live in harmony 

with people who want to destroy you! You have to destroy them first! That’s the only way! 
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But Jack’s got a different buzz. He thinks no way you can start shooting nucular missiles at each 

other. You can’t kill millions of people in each other’s cities. No victory is worth a massacre like that. 

So that’s what he says. He says we gotta live with th’ Soviets, one way or th’ other. No wars. An’ he 

drives the gen’rals nuts, ‘cus that’s what they live an’ die for – war against the Soviets! Victory. 

The last straw is VeetNam. Jack wants to leave Veetnam. We spend almost ten years getting into that 

place, an’ he wants to get us out! He didn’t say in a speech he was gonna pull us out, but they could 

tell he was gonna go soft. He wouldn’t commit. He always asked for more information. Given the right 

chance an’ enough time, they knew he’d smash their dreams of destruction. Let him get reelected, 

and he will really screw us. We have to take him out before the reelection campaign starts. 

That’s what happens with pol’ticians when your people don’t trust you. They take you out. They don’t 

trust you to do what’s best for th’ republic. They don’t trust you to do what’s best for them. So they 

remove you. Only one way to remove a sitting ruler. Actually, two ways: private ‘sassination an’ public 

‘sassination. ‘Sassination in private does the job, but public ‘sassination’s better ‘cus it sends the right 

message. Everyone who matters knows what jus’ happened, even if ever’one pretends somethin’ else 

happened. 

You know who matters here, don’t ‘cha? Future pres’dents in partickler – their ‘visers an’ press 

lackeys, too. You want those guys to know what happens when they go off the reservation. They don’t 

come back. They get what’s coming. That’s right. You can do a lot as pres’dent, but you don’t go 

‘gainst the gen’rals an’ the spooks. You can fire a gen’ral or cut some program, but you can’t betray 

the whole country. You do that, an’ you’re gonna take a bullit. They’re gonna put a bullit right in your 

head. 

*          *         * 

Okay, so Jack is saying goodbye to his daughter Caroline at the White House. He knows he might not 

come back, you see, and he tells her: 

“Dear, I”m not sure when I’ll see you again.” 

Caroline says, “Daddy, aren’t you coming back on Sunday?” 

“Well sure, honey, I expect I’ll be home then.” 

“Then why did you say you weren’t sure when you would see me again?” 

“I’ve just been feeling a little down, dear, that’s why I said it.” 
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“I’ll miss you, Daddy.” 

“When?” 

“When you’re in Texas!” 

“It’s only going to be a few days.” 

“Why do you have to go?” 

“Lyndon says the Democrats in Texas are beating each other up. He asked me to go out there to 

settle things down.” 

“Why can’t he settle things down?” 

“I asked him the same thing. Why can’t you take care of that? You know the state.” 

“What did he say?” 

“He said some jobs need the president. This is one of them.” 

“Daddy, what do you think?” 

“Lyndon’s the biggest damn – sorry, the biggest liar in the state of Texas – that’s saying something.” 

“So why are you going, Dad?” 

“I just feel like I have to. It’s my destiny.” 

So Jack and Jackie go to Texas together. They leave Washington on Thursday and fly to San Antonio. 

They’re scheduled for five cities in two days: San Antonio, Houston, Fort Worth, Dallas, and Austin. By 

Thursday, November 21, they’re in their hotel room in Fort Worth, relaxing before they go to bed. 

They’re tired, and already have to think about the next day, when Jack gives yet another speech 

before they fly to Dallas. Jack receives a room-to-room call on the phone. 

*          *         *  
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“Hi, Mr. President. It’s Lyndon.” 

“Lyndon who?” 

“Fuck it, I need to talk with you.” 

“What about?” 

“I’ll be right down.” 

Jack answers Lyndon’s knock and let’s him into the suite. 

Lyndon and Jackie say hi, and Lyndon goes to work. 

“I want John in my car tomorrow.” 

“John Connally? Why?” 

“He’s the governor of the state!” 

“That’s right. That’s why he’s riding in my car.” 

“John and I have something to talk about.” 

“You can’t talk with him some other time? You two’ve been on the phone almost ev ery week planning 

this trip.” 

“It’s just terribly important that he sit in my car. Something could happen to him up there.” 

Jack looked at his vice-president a little quizically, a little sharply. “What do you mean?” 

“I just mean unexpected things can happen,” Lyndon said, his voice rising a bit. “Nothing in 

particular.” 

“Well that doesn’t sound like a good reason to change plans to me. Does it to you?” 

“Goddamit. I’m just asking a fucking favor. Can’t you give it?” Lyndon sounds angry now. 

“You don’t think my coming out here for you is a fucking favor? He stays in my car.” 
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Lyndon turns abruptly and walks out of the room, without saying goodnight. 

Jackie, who had been half listening, asked, “What did he get so made about?” 

Jack responded briefly, “Oh, that’s just Lyndon.” 

Jackie looked at the door for a moment. “I don’t trust that man.” 

*          *         * 

So next morning Jack gives a breakfast speech in Fort Worth on November 22. It’s not a barn-burner 

– not over scrambled eggs and coffee – but it’s powerful good – good the way Texans like it. That’s a 

problem, cuz a lot of Texans just hate Jack Kennedy. He can give a speech, and they gave him their 

state’s electoral votes in the 1960 election, but they hate him nevertheless. Not clear why. Jack didn’t 

go out of his way to pick a fight with them, the way Bobby did with the mob. Jack didn’t take away the 

oil depletion allowance or anything like that. Partly they hate him cuz he seems like a sissy – a 

powerful, prettified sissy. That Camelot stuff? Texans think that’s a lot of horseshit. They look at Jack 

and see a rich pretty boy who’s too big for his Harvard yacht club britches. They especially don’t like 

the way he talks. They just hate ‘im. They hate Bobby, too. The whole family. Horseshit. 

But we gotta get ‘round to the killin’ now, don’t we? That’s the whole point, right? Gotta think about 

the blood! You know that movie, right? There Will Be Blood. The whole time you wonder what’s gonna 

happen. Well here it’s a beautiful November day in Dallas: sun’s out an’ the skies ‘er clear. Perfect for 

shooting. No rain ‘n mist gonna cloud up yer gunsight. You just point that gun and aim straight down 

the barrel at that limo goin’, say, three miles an hour. That’s right! Those Secret Service drivers 

slowed down after Kennedy got hit with the first shot. Did you ever? What fuckin’ Secret Service driver 

takes his foot off the accelerator after the pres’dent’s hit? And keeps it off until his his head is sprayed 

all over th’ back of th’ car? Then he speeds away to the hospital, after the pres’dent’s got no brains. 

I tell you, when the car slowed down, that’s when the turkey shoot starts. Connally get’s hit. It’s a 

wonder Jackie and Nellie don’t get hit, too. The shots come so close together nobody can really tell 

how many there were. That’s right. Just like a turkey shoot, ‘cept the turkey is the pres’dent of the 

United States. An’ the assassins knowed what they’re doin’. Yep, they know how to aim down a barrel 

an’ kill someone real sweet. That car’s gonna roll along real slow, till Kennedy’s no more. 

Damn straight. Lookee here. That shooter just blew his brain out. I mean it. He jus’ blew his brains all 

over the back of that limo-zeen. Hiz head sprayed all the way back to the motorcycle cops riding off 

the left rear of the car. 

“So?” 
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Well good God man, what more evidence and investigation do we need? Why we still talking ‘bout 

where the shooters were? Do you think a shooter in the school book depository, sixth floor’s gonna 

spray his brains over the back of the car? 

That rifle they found – what was it? A Carcano – ain’t worth shit. It’s a twenty-fi’ doller piece a’ shit. 

The only reason they tagged it as the murder weapon is that’s what they got in that backyard 

photograph they made up of Oswald. What a collage! Once you have Oswald holding the Carcano in 

that photograph, you have to make it the murder weapon. Otherwise people say, how many guns did 

Oswald have, anyway? He’s not a collector. So he just has the Carcano. 

Problem is, the Carcano can’t shoot. Really, it’s a primitive weapon. No assassin would use it. It’s one 

step up from a popgun. Okay, it’s got some power and a little range, but it’s not accurate and you 

have to cock it between each shot. No assassin who wanted to hit a moving target at long range 

would use that gun. 

But aside from that, we know Kennedy was hit from fairly short range with a real rifle. We’ll never 

know what kind it was. The shooter was at about two o’clock. The shot just snapped his head back 

and blew his brains all over the back of the car. When Jackie climbed out onto the trunk to retrieve his 

brain tissue, she didn’t know how important that simple act would be. She told Mrs. Connally in the 

car, “I have a piece of his brain here in my hands.” She said that several times. 

You put that together with what we see in the film, and it’s obvious the head shot comes from about 

two o’clock. Some people think he was hit twice within a split second. Two times in the head right at 

the end of the attack. We’ll never know. The Parkland doctors wanted to do a proper analysis of his 

wounds, but the feds wouldn’t let them. The feds took Jack’s body to Bethesda and they fucked it up 

good. I mean fucked it. The autopsy they did there was the worst piece of work ever. And this was the 

president. Who had just been shot. Can you believe they fucked up the autopsy? 

“Hey look, maybe they wanted to screw it up,” Joe says. 

All they needed was a lone shooter. It didn’t matter that much where the shooter was located. 

“Sure it mattered! They had the Oswald story all made up ahead of time.” 

That’s correct. Oswald with the Carcano in the TBSD. You have to have all your clues lined up. Thus 

you can’t have any shots coming in from the front or the side. Only from the rear. 

“What I don’t get is why they shut down the Parkland analysis. They could have let them have a look.” 

Yeah, but they knew the findings at Bethesda wouldn’t agree. You don’t want two sets of findings. 
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“Who’s they, anyway?” 

That’s the interesting thing, buddy. People follow orders. They don’t have to be in on the plans. If you 

tell the Secret Service people that the body’s going to Bethesda for an autopsy, you don’t have to say 

anymore. Parkland can screw it. The guys with wires in their ears are going to take that body away, 

no questions asked. They don’t need to know why the Parkland doctors can’t have a longer look. 

“But the Parkland observations did get out, didn’t they?” 

Sure they did. And who do you trust: the doctors on the scene, or the military doctors working in the 

middle of the night? Nobody trusts the Bethesda autopsy. Nobody. It would have been better not even 

to do it. Say you don’t want to do it for the sake of the family. I mean, an autopsy is a kind of body 

desecration. They could say they don’t want to desecrate the president’s body more than it already is. 

“Don’t you think people would object to burying the body without figuring out the exact cause of 

death?” 

The feds could say he was shot in the head. They could use fancy language to describe the wound, 

too, just like they did in the actual autopsy report. They didn’t have to do a real analysis to come up 

with the bullshit they came up with. 

“You have to appear to do real analysis, though, or people won’t believe what you say.” 

No one believes them anyway! A dog sent in to lick the president’s wounds would have done a better 

job than those doctors did. If I’d been asked to produce an autopsy report like the one they did, I 

would have resigned on the spot. 

“People don’t do that with their careers.” 

Why not? 

“Your career is your life. It was back then.” 

Anyway, they signed off on a piece of bullshit – a falsified report – and the Warren Commission said 

we have what we need right here. The Commission didn’t question it. 

*          *         * 
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One more thing I gotta say. You know that guy, Jack Ruby? He’s a Mafia hit man. Ran a strip club in 

Dallas and did contracts for the mob on the side. ‘Kay, I don’t know if he shot anyone ‘fore he shot 

Oswald, but he was a mob asset. You know, the wise guys could call on him to do stuff they don’t 

wanna do. Hell, Ruby’s a wise guy, but he’s not Italian. 

Now Oswald, he’s even more interesting. We’re supposed to think he’s a lone nut. First he’s in the 

Marine Corps, then he goes to Japan, Atsugi air base or some place like that, and does signals 

intelligence or some such shit for U. S. intelligence. No kidding. You bet the Warren report doesn’t 

include that part. 

Goin’ to Moscow for a year, you can’t hide that. Oswald’s supposed to be a defector! You tell me if 

defectors get back into the U. S. jus’ like that. Oswald’s got an FBI handler, an’ U. S. intelligence just 

shuttles him around – N’Orlins, Dallas, wherever they need him. He’s an asset, he is, but he sure don’t 

work in safety. He’ out there in the cold, and they’ll do whatever they like with ‘im. 

Now tell me, mate: a U. S. intelligence asset’s hit by a mobbed up bagman in a p’lice station because 

the asset’s charged with murdering the pres’dent. Does that sound reasonable to you? Sure it’s 

reasonable – if Oswald’s a patsy! Do you think investigators wanted to check whether Oswald’s 

actually a patsy? You bet. They did not. 

People keep sayin’, we’ll never know. We’ll never know. We do know – we just don’t want to 

thinkabout it. That’s right. What kinda psychological issues the country gonna have if they watch their 

pres’dent get killed, an’ they don’t do that much to find out what happened? Fact, when people come 

along an’ say, you gotta take ‘nother look at this, they get silenced. Jim Garrison, silenced. Mary 

Meyer, killed by the canal. Never caught the guy who did it. Don’t take a genius. Country’s living a lie, 

and it knows it. Fifty years later, and it knows it. 

I seen all kindsa dishonesty, mate, but you know what? Collective dishonesty’s the worst. 

So that’s how Jack got kilt in Dallas. I liked the guy, y’know? He hadda pair, for sure. You know what 

else he had, son? Heart full of fortitude. With balls, you can take your enemies down. With fortitude, 

you c’n stand up to yer enemies when they take you down. That’s what Jack did, mate. THE END  
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4. Political Crimes 

The Osama bin Laden hit: how every 
crime occasions more public dishonesty 

What does public dishonesty signify? It might signify hypocrisy, intentional misdirection, or a desire to 

conceal truth to escape blame. Big lies begin small. At last propaganda, image making, concealment 

and garden variety lying become so habitual that perpetrators cannot distinguish reality from self-

justification. When you cannot make rational judgments about the essential nature of your actions, let 

alone their legality, you may begin to behave, and talk, in ways that make people disbelieve you. We 

have had deeply, instinctively skeptical reactions so often now, we hardly care to think about them. 

When public dishonesty becomes that habitual, when telling the truth becomes an exceptional act, you 

know the public space has become corrupt. 

You do not even need independent evidence to see that government’s statements about its own 

actions do not square up. Its claims about its own activities are so inconsistent and laced with 

dishonesty that you wonder why they trouble themselves with this stuff. The example I have in mind 

here is the Osama bin Laden hit. Dishonesty about his killing is evident on two levels: statements 

about the act itself, and statements about how the act was possible. Let's address the act itself,  then 

its precursors. 

Assassination or self-defense? 

First, let's consider official statements about the killing. Everything about the mission indicates it was 

a planned assassination. Given bin Laden's location deep inside Pakistan, any other plan increased the 

likelihood of failure. To reduce that likelihood, you send in a team of assassins, not a team of sheriffs 

who plan to bring their quarry in for questioning. Yet the government's statements afterwards 

pretended that bin Laden was shot because he tried to resist, he reached for his weapon, he or his 

guards did something or other that made the SEAL team plug him twice in the head. 

That does not sound right. You went in there to take him prisoner, but you shot him twice in the head 

because he reached for a weapon? Why did spokesmen at the White House prevaricate about such a 

significant event? The mission's successful outcome, after all, warranted a presidential speech from 

the White House. What kept you from simply telling people what happened, consistent with the SEAL 

team's obvious intent? 
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Turns out the answer to that question is simple enough. States don't assassinate people. It violates 

domestic law to do it in your own country; it violates international law to do it in someone else's 

country. So even though you obviously assassinated someone – and in case anyone missed the point, 

you dumped the body in the ocean – you cannot call it an assassination. You pretend the hit was not a 

hit. You pretend the SEALs shot him in self defense, even though no one believes that, and few in the 

United States care much one way or another. The president said that we got him: justice was done. 

Here is a puzzle about the assassination that I want to present without an excess of insinuation. Why 

did the White House reveal who carried out the killing? Could this revelation have been an inexplicable 

blunder, a misplaced desire to give credit to a secret hit team? If so, government must be just as bad 

at truth-telling as it is at lying. When the White House praised members of SEAL Team Six in public, 

members of the team knew immediately that they had become targets. At 02:38 on August 6, 2011, 

the Taliban brought down the team’s Chinook helicopter just three months and four days after Osama 

bin Laden died on May 2. All thirty-eight people in the helicopter died. 

What is the purpose of so-called harsh interrogation methods? 

The second point concerns information that let SEAL Team Six locate bin Laden. Apologists for the CIA 

claimed that its interrogation methods enabled the United States government to find their target. 

Critics would say these claims amount to more dishonesty about torture, not legitimate interrogation 

methods. To develop this point, let's review the public discussion that followed bin Laden's death. 

The White House's jubilant announcement – “We got him!” – set the tone for discussion that followed. 

Not only did we kill the guy, we did it with intelligence gained from enhanced interrogation techniques. 

Put that on your sleeve and wear it, you coddlers and bleeding hearts. Even celebration becomes a  

finger-pointing, I-told-you-so moment in our current political culture. When you can score points, do 

it. 

Well, let's consider the question of time here. Apologists brag that torture is effective. You can use it 

to extract actionable intelligence from a prisoner. If you want to gain information about a target's 

current location, information you can use before the target moves, you use so-called enhanced 

techniques to extract information from someone who would not otherwise give it. Because these 

methods give you accurate, valuable, and timely data, you can use the information in your current 

plans. 

So how was it that we used torture on our prisoners regularly to extract information, and it took us 

almost ten years to find Osama bin Laden? Is that what you call actionable intelligence? The braggarts 

might say that we merely required some time to find the right person, the key individual who had the 

right information. You're saying then that we torture every candidate truth-teller, until we get lucky, 
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and find the right person? By that reasoning, you would round up every person who might know 

where bin Laden resides, and torture each one until you get the information you need. 

Does that sound extreme? We can narrow the field quite a lot, if we focus on Pakistani intelligence 

officers with a need-to-know clearance for bin Laden's whereabouts. They could lead us to the man. If 

we round them up and strap them to a waterboard, we could probably find bin Laden in under ten 

years. That's a little risky, though, because what happens if you torture an intelligence officer who 

doesn't have the information you need? 

While shilling for torture, the braggarts and apologists brought forward some intriguing story about 

how enhanced interrogation led us to a courier, who in turn led us to bin Laden. If the public relations 

people want to make such a momentous argument – that torture is justifiable because it yields the 

results you want – we need a story with a little more fundamental credibility. Government intelligence 

agencies are habitually secretive about their sources. For a mission this critical, it would never release 

reliable information about its intelligence gathering techniques. Or was this operation a special case, 

where you can reveal anything you like, including the identities of the assassins? 

Unless the intelligence agencies decided to break every standard procedure they have about how they 

handle secret information, no one can say how the mission's planners gained their knowledge of bin 

Laden's location. Statements on that subject must be self-serving: convenient, unreliable PR that 

supports a position government adopted well before it undertook any daring operations. If the CIA 

wants to torture people in secret, no post-torture public relations campaign on the agency’s behalf will 

redeem it.  

Triumphalist swagger aside, you cannot justify torture under any circumstances. Even when these 

immoral, illegal techniques force a prisoner to reveal information, you cannot know until much later 

whether the information is accurate or useful. To ask an Old Testament question related to Sodom and 

Gomorrah, what proportion of information obtained via torture would have to be accurate and useful 

to justify the methods? One hundred percent? We know from much experience that no interrogation 

method yields information of that quality. How about seventy-five percent or fifty percent? That would 

mean one-quarter to one-half of the people you torture provide information that is useless. 

Who but an entirely amoral person would even begin calculations like that? It reminds one of Robert 

McNamara's kill ratios, where he conducted nuclear warfare simulations to estimate the number of 

enemy combatants we have to kill to justify the innocent civilians who also die in strategic bombing 

raids or ballistic missile attacks. In warfare, and all enterprises that depend on cruelty, amorality 

amounts to immorality. 

Professional interrogators recognize that torture is primitive and ineffective. You cannot tell whether 

the information it yields is true, or even relevant to your question. No professional interrogator will tell 
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you that torture yields reliable information. Torture is used instead for revenge, intimidation and 

control. It lives in another realm, one of cruelty and brazen immorality. 

People who practice this kind of cruelty are not concerned with the truth. They care about intimidation 

and deterrence. When Ku Klux Klan members hang a black man from a tree limb, they know what 

they are doing. They want retribution for a crime they have pinned on their victim, but more than 

that, they want a demonstration of their own power. Guilt or innocence does not actually matter that 

much. Hanging a person in public serves the purpose of intimidation and control quite well, whether 

the victim actually committed a crime or not. 

Torture is like lynching, except the CIA and its affiliates do not hang their prisoners in public. They use 

secret military bases  and prison camps. They pretend that waterboarding, sleep deprivation, solitary 

confinement, compliance positions, beating, and other techniques borrowed from masters of cruelty all 

over the world serve a legitimate, intelligence gathering purpose. Except for solitary confinement and 

beating, we do not routinely use these techniques within the United States, yet. 

Post-9/11 torture differs from lynching in the thick layer of dishonesty we lay over the practice. 

Lynchers knew why they hanged people, even as they told themselves lies about their lawless 

administration of vigilante punishment so they could live with themselves. They executed their 

prisoners publicly and remorselessly to keep the people they feared impotent. Today government 

practices its astonishing crimes in secret, and relies on braggarts' dishonesty to legitimate what they 

do. 

When Navy SEALs shot bin Laden twice in the head on May 2, 2011, they accomplished a task 

government set in our name shortly after September 11, 2001. That's the most you can say about the 

operation. Claims about self-defense and enhanced interrogation reflect government's habitual 

dishonesty about its own acts. When lies accompany a public execution of this type, you know how 

deeply dishonesty runs. No one, apparently, can escape its effects.  
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We want to get inside your head 

You should see how David Ray Griffin takes apart Cass Sunstein's work on conspiracy theories. 

Griffin’s book is titled Cognitive Infiltration: An Obama Appointee’s Plan to Undermine the 9/11 

Conspiracy Theory. Sunstein and Vermeule's paper, titled Conspiracy Theories, looks impressive when 

you first pick it up. It's dressed up in academic language. It has the academy's hallmarks, too: 

abstract, footnotes, bibliography. It's also shot through with academic arrogance. 

The article aims to discuss how we should respond to conspiracy theories. Because false conspiracy 

theories have pernicious effects, Sunstein says we can't let them stand unchallenged. For instance, 

government should undermine accounts of 9/11 that suggest it was a false flag operation. We can't let 

people believe in false theories that make them wonder whether the government is guilty of such 

criminal acts, Sunstein suggests. Sunstein wrote the paper not long before President Obama hired 

Sunstein to help him make the government look good. 

The interesting thing about this paper, published in the Journal of Political Philosophy in 2009, is that 

Sunstein has nothing to say about how we tell whether or not a conspiracy theory is false. He 

acknowledges that some conspiracy theories are true. The government's account of 9/11 is a 

conspiracy theory. Sunstein clearly believes it to be true. He believes other accounts of 9/11 – 

accounts that challenge the government's conspiracy theory – to be false. He compares the other 

accounts to parents' conspiracy theory about Santa Claus. This comparison is just a vehicle for 

ridicule, not a vehicle for discovering qualities of 9/11 conspiracy theories by analogy. 

One comparison we might consider is that between cognitive infiltration and old-fashioned, regular 

infiltration. Cognitive infiltration, in plain language, means to get inside someone’s head! You want to 

confuse people so they no longer feel sure about what is true and what is false. Then you can lead 

them to trust or at least accept government again, rather than fellow conspiracy theorists. 

Note a key element of Sunstein’s thinking here. If you assume 9/11 conspiracy theories to be false, 

and perniciously false, you will start to think of ways to counter-act their influence, even if your 

proposals are illegal. Another observation is that Sunstein so fears the damage to government’s 

reputation from 9/11 conspiracy theories, he promotes illegal conduct that would damage 

government’s reputation even more. 
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To hell with what people think: this is 
war 

On September 18, 1931, the Japanese detonated some dynamite near their railway in Mukden, 

Manchuria. They blamed the sabotage on the Chinese, using the pretend attack as a pretext to occupy 

the entire province. The staged event became known as the Mukden Incident. It's a good example of a 

false flag attack. Reduced to its simplest terms, the phrase means: blow something up and blame it 

on your enemy. You plant your opponent’s flag on your own crime. 

Interestingly, the people who perpetrate false flag attacks generally care little whether their criminal 

demonstrations convince or fool people.  The Japanese didn't care that other countries in the region 

and overseas immediately suspected them of a malign, self-serving swindle. Briskly, the Japanese 

marched out of the League of Nations and into Manchuria. Actually, they did it the other way around: 

they erected their puppet state, named Manchukuo, in 1932, then left the League in 1933. When you 

aim to build an empire, or just stir up trouble, you don't actually need to bother with the international 

community. Bring it on. 

If you don't care about perceptions, you might ask, why bother with a false flag attack to begin with? 

A false flag attack does build fear and warm feelings for revenge at home. More than that, it gins up 

hatred, war fever, a willingness to march away and slay new enemies by the scores. Japan’s war 

planners needed backing in Tokyo, Osaka, and Kyoto, not sympathy from the international 

community. If you can make your own families and your own cities feel they are under attack, that's 

what counts. For these purposes, Mukden succeeded. Six and half years after the fireworks in Mukden, 

the Japanese marched into Nanjing and raped it. Two and a half years after that, Japanese torpedo 

bombers attacked Pearl Harbor. Eventually, Japan’s own cities came under attack. 

Planners used more than a few sticks of explosives to destroy the Twin Towers and World Trade 

Center 7. Beyond the difference in scale, we see a couple of key similarities in the attacks. First, other 

countries soon came to see each attack for what it was. The so-called victim was complicit. Second, 

leaders used the attacks to build support for war. Japan wanted war against China. The U. S. wanted 

war against Iraq. The so-called victim, lowly and betrodden like a serpent, launched its attack swiftly 

enough. 

Astonishingly, planners in the U. S. seemed not to care about the impact of their actions overseas. 

truly did not care what others overseas thought. Unlike Japan, which strove to build an empire in its 

part of the world, the United States already dominated the entire globe: culturally, militarily, 

economically, and of course politically. No nation had ever exercised so much influence and power for 

so long a period. No great power had ever equaled its reach. No great power had ever had so much to 
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lose through stupidity, hubris, and recklessness. Yet the United States threw its empire and leadership 

away so it could go to war against two poor, weak states in the Middle East and south Asia: Iraq and 

Afghanistan. It created the conditions for aggressive military action, and did not care what anyone 

thought about either the conquest or the pretext for it. 

We can see how much the people who blew up those buildings care what other people think when we 

consider their response to questions about the attacks: 

You don't see evidence that a large airliner crashed into the side of the Pentagon? Ignore the 

reports about what you can see and what you can't see. Believe us, it happened. An airliner 

flew into the Pentagon. 

You want to know more about the nineteen hijackers? We put out a list of all the hijackers 

right away. Why did some of the people on the list turn up alive and well in the Middle East? 

We don't know about that, but as soon as we found out, we put out a new list. 

You saw the Twin Towers blow up right in front of you? How can we say those steel-framed 

skyscrapers pancaked down, one floor at a time, in a chain reaction? You say you heard 

explosions in those buildings? You wonder why so much of the steel in that building melted to 

liquid? Stop asking these whacko questions – our experts have already dealt with them. Here’s 

their report. 

You don't see evidence that an airliner crashed in a field near Shanksville, Pennsylvania? Why 

is the debris scattered over miles, as if the plan blew up in the air? Why would you detract 

from the heroism of the patriots who took control of that plane and sacrificed their lives for 

you and all of us? 

You ask why the president sat reading to those school children for so long when everyone 

knew the country was under attack? Why would he act as if nothing unusual had happened, 

with his Secret Service detail standing by instead of protecting him? We're not sure about that 

one. 

You want to know how World Trade Center 7 came down in free fall when nothing hit it? You 

keep asking us how we can claim this was anything but a controlled demolition. We'll tell you 

something, you nosey bastards: we don't want to talk about it. 

Other questions come to mind, of course, as well as other unhelpful or impolite responses. Yet we 

cannot overlook the depressing but true point: someone blew up those buildings, and did not care  

that much how it came across. When you succeed with such an attack, you put your energy into the 

subsequent conquest, not the pretext. That’s what George Bush meant when he said we should not 
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investigate the 9/11 attacks, as that would distract us from the war on terror. The pretext – 

something abrupt and scary to rally people – enters the record only as a starting gun. It sends us 

forth with an ill but brisk wind at our backs. 

Whatever the war planners think, the reaction of people in the rest of the world matters. What citizens 

here in the United States think matters. If our government's story about why the Twin Towers fell is 

false, and our government suppresses the truth, it won't survive. If our government's account is false, 

and it acts soon to discover or uncover the truth, it can still save itself. Do you see any evidence, past 

or present, that it is interested in the truth? 

*          *         * 

A great deal of 9/11 research to this point has concentrated on the question, what happened? Credible 

research by people with integrity, like David Ray Griffin, demonstrates that the government’s account 

of what happened is false. The government’s response to that research, in so few words, is “So what?” 

That is just how President Bush responded when people asked him why we should go to war against 

Iraq, if it did not have weapons that pose a danger to us. He said “So what?” Another version of this 

response is “What difference does it make?” With this response, war planners aim to shut you up. The 

subtext for people like Cheney and other vulcans is, “I’m engaged in something important here. Get 

out of my way, you little pipsqueak.” 

As you can see, Infamy does not revisit all the evidence that shows the government’s account of 9/11 

is false. Griffin’s work validates this counter-claim: that whatever happened on 9/11, it does not 

conform to the official story. To use standard scientific terminology, Griffin falsifies the 9/11 

Commission’s hypothesis. That work is done. 

I do want to answer the government’s so what question. We can’t let dismissive war planners hold the 

floor indefinitely after they issue their challenge. Someone has to engage them in this point. Someone 

has to answer the so what question, and follow that argument with another challenge: what now? 

What do we do, now that we have discovered what the war planners have done? We did not answer 

that question after the coup in 1963, nor did we respond to it after the Mukden incident at the World 

Trade Center. It’s time. 
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5. Secrecy and More 

Secrecy 

Secrecy and trust in foreign affairs 

Back when victory in the Cold War was still a prospect, in the 1980s, analysts had fixed ideas about 

why the conflict endured. They also held small hope the standoff would ever end, at least while they 

had anything to say about it. One explanation for the conflict’s enduring nature was the arms race, 

along with the fear and edginess those large arsenals caused. Another reason was the continued 

occupation of Eastern Europe, which the West saw as the original cause of the conflict. A third idea 

was that when two great powers face each other like that, neither one will back down, for reasons of 

status, pride, and self-protection. 

Ronald Reagan proposed an explanation of his own, one that showed his understanding of the way 

people and groups interact when they come into conflict. He said we could never trust the Soviet 

Union – as an adversary or as an ally for peace – while its government maintained a closed society. 

How can you have confidence in what they say, he asked, if they do everything in secret? Reagan 

indicated that was true not only for the Soviets' dealings internationally: the Communist party kept 

everything secret from its own citizens as well. 

Not so long after Reagan's observation, Mikhail Gorbachev promoted glasnost – openness – as the 

leading edge of his initiatives for change. He apparently agreed with Reagan: no one could trust the 

Communist Party or the Soviet Union without openness, or transparency as we now call it. No 

adversaries, or potential friends, within or without the Soviet Union would make peace with its 

leaders, unless the leaders could create some degree of trust. Gorbachev and Reagan both grasped 

that trust begets goodwill. Goodwill begets peace because it helps leaders recognize where their 

interests coincide. Distrust fosters conflict because it is the deepest form of alienation. You can try to 

cooperate with someone you distrust, but the relationship does not last. 

In matters of secrecy and trustworthiness, if not yet in brutality, the United States government in the 

twenty-first century resembles the Soviet government during the Cold War. Governments – which 

include intelligence agencies, internal security forces, military organizations, and regulatory bodies – 

have always guarded information carefully for various reasons. The United States government, 

however, has moved strongly away from openness and toward secrecy since 9/11. Evidence for this 

change is everywhere, most recently in the government's atrocious war on whistleblowers. 

Consequences of this change, where secrecy fosters suspicion and conflict, appear everywhere as well. 
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Consider for instance the reactions of allied leaders who discovered the National Security Agency has 

been spying on them. Anger congeals into distrust when a friend betrays you. 

A clear development since 2001 has been a move toward ambitious, even gigantic military and 

intelligence operations that require secrecy, to protect government’s freedom to conduct those 

operations. That imperative applies abroad and at home, to warfare, torture and imprisonment, 

intelligence gathering and analysis, diplomacy, domestic surveillance, propaganda, threat assessment, 

homeland security and basic law enforcement. Practically every function of the national security state 

presupposes that public authorities are the sole source of information about what the state has done, 

is doing, or is about to do. We have no independent way to determine whether or not those authorities 

are honest. Therefore we have no way to know whether or not they have committed crimes. 

The 9/11 attacks, themselves creatures of the national security state, destroy our democracy even 

now. They do so by making our government a closed organization, largely with our consent. As a 

result, government has alienated itself from the people it is supposed to serve. It treats citizens as 

enemies – people to be feared, monitored, manipulated, and controlled. In that situation, citizens 

skeptical of power and claims to authority naturally come to fear their government. Alienation and fear 

lead to obstinacy, and eventually to resistance. That is just what we find in the relationship between 

citizens and government in our country. We cannot trust our government when most of its acts occur 

in secret, when it lies to cover its crimes, and when it acts in multiple ways to conceal its motives. 

Secret organizations with power cannot coexist in peace with democratic institutions, or with citizens 

who insist upon freedom. They must be at war. 

The Cold War ended when Gorbachev cracked open the Communist Party’s hidden ways of power, just 

enough to give people some hope for honesty and happiness. An empire fell, Gorbachev lost his job, 

but the trust he kindled between himself and Reagan proved just enough to end a forty-five year 

conflict. What will happen in the antagonistic relationship between citizens and government in 

our country? We cannot wait two generations – half a century – to learn the answer, for tyranny once 

established, does not readily give way. 

As we think about the issue of truth and truth telling in the context of government secrecy, we 

encounter another interesting connection: that between transparency and security. We associate 

transparency or openness with trust. Secrecy, the opposite of transparency, is more complicated. 

Government agencies insist secrecy is essential to protect the American people from our nation’s 

enemies, yet the more secretive our so-called protectors become, the more insecure we feel. Friends 

do not need to keep secrets, only enemies, and our enemies have initials like NSA, CIA, and FBI. 

In light of this basic disagreement about the purposes of secrecy, let’s see why those in power regard 

with apprehension anyone determined to tell the truth, to reveal what must stay hidden if powerful 

institutions are to stay that way. Why do we think that transparency compromises security in foreign 

policy? If we were to conduct foreign policy openly, we would have better security as a result, not 

worse. By contrast, people who insist on secrecy wind up making their nations vulnerable and weak. 
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Why? Because secrecy makes other countries distrust you, and the paths from distrust to fear, and 

from fear to enmity, are extraordinarily short. 

People say that information is power, but the true source of power lies in transparency. That is 

because transparency creates trust, which is really just another form of love. No amount of coercion 

can ever overcome that. People who distrust you eventually hate you, whereas people who trust you 

become your friends. The more enemies you have, the more insecure you become. The more friends 

you have, the more you can rest secure. An open, reasonable foreign policy cultivates friends and 

minimizes enemies. Friendly relations with other countries, no matter how different they are, 

enhances confidence, good will, security, and safety. 

A traditional realist might say, “Slow down. We don't have friends, only interests.” Old school thinking 

says that everyone is a potential adversary. Rivalry and enmity come with competition, and the wide 

world is nothing if not an arena for competitive activity. Let's be realistic about the use of our power, 

let’s understand the reasons for our success. Success comes with secrecy, because knowledge is 

power. When we hold key knowledge close, we will always have an advantage. 

That thinking gives you officials who practice torture and fraud, aggressive wars hatched in secret, 

and a reputation for treachery so vivid no one would ever think to help you, let alone follow you, out 

of anything but fear. That kind of thinking gives you assassinations, false flag attacks, coups, and 

propaganda. If people can't see inside, all manner of corruption ensues. In fact, it doesn't even matter 

if actual corruption exists. If people can't see inside, they can't tell whether corruption exists or not. 

Given past behavior of power holders, people can assume safely that it does exist. Power holders do 

not receive benefit of the doubt here. 

We come to the hardest nut in this matter of security: intelligence. The Central Intelligence Agency 

says it cannot disclose any information that would reveal intelligence sources and methods. That 

covers just about everything. With this argument, it keeps its budget secret, as well as everything else 

it does. Note, though, that our agencies attribute intelligence failures like 9/11 to an excess of 

secrecy. Whether or not you believe 9/11 occurred because of nineteen Saudi Arabians with box 

cutters, or for some other reason, less secrecy could have prevented it. Openness would have exposed 

the plot in time. Transparent systems are self-correcting. 

Increasingly, arguments that advocate secrecy apply to almost everything government does. If you 

request information from the feds about their activities, they have multiple reasons not to reveal the 

truth. They adapt arguments about the need for secrecy to any situation. Ask yourself why 

government would do that. A skeptic would say that it keeps information secret because it has 

plenty to hide. That is one reason for concealing information. No matter what the motive, when 

servants keep information secret from their masters, the intent is always the same: well-timed 

betrayal. Government officials, who are supposed to be servants, hide information for multifarious 

reasons. Those motives create suspicion, especially when the servants defend and justify their secret 

ways with still more dishonesty. 
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Once again, ask yourself whether government secrecy actually assures greater safety for the people 

government claims to protect. Here history's judgment unequivocally comes down for transparency. 

Secrecy hides corruption, folly, crimes, cruelty, treachery and incompetence, with no limiting power, 

morality, or wisdom to correct these ills. Secrecy is the hidden worm that brings down the edifice. So 

if you distrust the claims of government when it keeps secrets, your skepticism is well placed. If 

people call you unpatriotic or worse as a result, ignore the charge. You have  ample history of folly 

committed by powerful people on your side.  
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Origins of the 9/11 truth movement 

About a generation and a half elapsed between November 22, 1963, to September 11, 2001: thirty-

seven years, nine months, and twenty days. If you were born the day Kennedy died, your children 

would be youngsters on 9/11, as I was on November 22, 1963. We let something terrible happen in 

1963: criminals murdered our president, and we did not raise holy hell when they lied about what they 

had done. A little over thirty-seven years later, the institutional children of those criminals struck 

again, and we did the same thing. We let them get away with it. 

After long, careful and thorough research, we have good evidence now that we permitted a coup in 

1963. A long time passed – more than forty years – before many of us understood or believed that. 

We don't know yet what occurred on September 11, 2001. The events of that day present more 

complications than does delivery of a bullet to a leader's head. Complex or not, we do not have fifty 

years to grasp the significance of 9/11. To save our republic, we have to face what happened that day 

as soon as possible. 

To undertake this project of understanding, we should recall that the desire to discover what 

happened on 9/11 does not originate with a group of extremists who see a government conspiracy 

behind every horrible event. Efforts to learn the truth about 9/11 originate with victims’ families. 

Family members lost wives and husbands, sons and daughters, mothers and fathers, brothers and 

sisters. They lost the people they loved most without warning, in circumstances that called for 

explanation. These were not natural deaths: victims died at the scene of an enormous crime. When 

that happens, you want to know who murdered them. How and why the murderers committed the 

crime is also on your mind. 

Each person in the towers walked into the front door of the building that sunny September morning, 

ready to work one more day. They took the elevator to the floor where they would meet their friends, 

sit at their desks, place phone calls, type messages to colleagues. Everything seemed like every other 

morning. Thirty minutes later, they are saying goodbye to their spouses on their cell phones, or 

standing at a shattered window to decide whether they ought to jump. Most of the people who died 

that morning had loved ones at home, in school, in cities nearby. Those family members had dinner 

that night with an empty space at the table, went to sleep that night with an empty space in the bed. 

They knew the empty space would not be filled again. 

When something like that happens to your family, you want to know why. Your grief won’t permit you 

to forget. You press for an investigation, but you find quickly enough that the officials you ask are too 

busy for you. They tell you politely, with well-practiced indirection, we have better things to do. They 

tell you to go away: we'll give you money if you go away. They tell you we already know everything 

we can find out. They tell you things you know cannot be true. You come to understand that they 
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snow you and avoid you compulsively: they act under implicit orders to do so. You cannot trust them 

with even the simplest request or task. 

The 9/11 truth movement began with family members who dealt with officials like that: dilatory 

officials who were dishonest, unforthcoming, deceptive, unresponsive and, in the end, unsympathetic. 

When the victims’ families would not give up, the president chartered the 9/11 Commission more than 

fourteen months after the attacks. The Commission submitted its final report nearly three years after 

September 11, in 2004. 

To show his level of support for the body he formed, the president would not speak with the 

Commission for the record. He did not give a reason. Anything he had to say would be privileged and 

private. If the president would not cooperate with the Commission, who else in the government 

would? The president’s example told everyone in government to treat the Commission’s inquiries the 

same way the officials had had treated inquiries from the victims’ families. When people request 

classified information, you have to tell petitioners they cannot have it, without telling them why they 

cannot have it. You have to bury the information, to prevent it from becoming evidence against you. 

Cass Sunstein, an earnest, unfortunate law professor who happened upon a position of responsibility 

serving this corps of organized criminals, calls people in the truth movement epistemological cripples. 

He suggests these cripples threaten us, because they spread falsehoods about their government. They 

are so dangerous and unbalanced, he claims, government law enforcement agencies should infiltrate 

these groups to destroy cohesion, spread rumors and lies, sow conflict, and disrupt their effectiveness. 

That is how a government official responds to people who just want to know how their dad or their 

mom wound up buried under a thousand tons of rubble, with molten steel flowing around their bodies. 

Sunstein ridicules parents who reject lies and excuses, when they ask simple questions about why 

their sons and daughters died. He devises deceitful, aggressive strategies to derogate, discourage, 

demoralize and demean spouses who want to know, justifiably, what happened to their wives and 

husbands. 

Today, the 9/11 truth movement represents men and women who just want to know the nature of 

these crimes. It does not represent extremists, nuts, anarchists, spies, violent troublemakers, or other 

misfits. Individuals who insist on the truth pose a threat only to people complicit in government’s 

crimes. The information they want to publicize has no bearing on national security. The truth does 

indict the institutions who guard this information and control it. That is why these institutions will not 

voluntarily relinquish information related to 9/11. 
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No integrity, no science, and no 
explanations 

What is the purpose of science? What is the purpose of scientific reasoning? The purpose of the whole 

enterprise – the logic, the testing, the evaluation of evidence – is to make the inexplicable, explicable. 

Before science existed, magic, superstition, and naturally religion explained life’s mysteries. Before 

science, the sun – the source of life on our planet – had no rational explanation. We did not know why 

it rose and set. We had no idea how it generated so much heat. Its ultimate source of energy is still a 

mystery. These huge balls of gas apparently have their own furnace. 

Phenomena here on earth are more amenable to observation and analysis. The 9/11 attacks present 

numerous inexplicable problems – puzzles if you like – that invite us to engage in scientific reasoning. 

Only that kind of reasoning can explain what, at a first look, appears inexplicable. Why did U. S. air 

defenses fail? Why did the FAA not follow its standard procedures? Why did the debris at the Pentagon 

not include parts from a large passenger jet? Why was the debris near Shanksville spread over such a 

large area? Why did so many extended cell phone calls from the doomed planes come through, with 

such good reception? Who exactly were the people who executed the attacks? Why did three 

skyscrapers at the World Trade Center come down at free fall, or nearly free fall speeds? These 

puzzles don't answer themselves. These puzzles require a certain kind of reasoning to solve. The 

reasoning required is fairly sophisticated, if you do it correctly. 

Interestingly, the commission that President Bush appointed to investigate the 9/11 crimes did not 

address any of these questions. The commission treated these puzzling questions as irrelevant, 

irresponsible, already solved, illegitimate, or a waste of time. No matter what the characterization, the 

only substantive subject within the commission’s scope was the problem of how to prevent another 

attack. Of course the commission should have investigated the question of who did it, but government 

had answered that question for us long before the commission set about its work. The day after the 

attack, feds declared Osama bin Laden and his dastardly network of jihadists were responsible. 

Given the simplicity of its charge – what happened here? – you might expect a report from the 

commission that was pretty straightforward. People honest, soundly researched answers. Instead, the 

commission's report did not even ask the right questions. Not only did it ignore the apparently 

inexplicable elements of the case, it did not even take seriously the question of who carried out the 

attacks. The investigators might have said, "Of course the report is incomplete. So much of the 

relevant information is classified." That's an answer? Why, we should ask, is information related to 

this horrific crime classified? Will you even bother to explain why the government wants to withhold 

information in a case like this? 

The difference between Lyndon Johnson and George W. Bush on the matter of investigations is that 

Johnson launched the Warren Commission right away. If it had been up to George W. Bush, we would 



60 
 

have had no 9/11 Commission at all. He persistently opposed any investigation, then authorized one 

only after Congress passed the required legislation, and sent it to the White House for his signature. 

Since he did not explain why he resisted an investigation for so long, we can only guess. Vice-

President Cheney pleaded that an investigation would distract from the administration's Global War on 

Terror. 

That’s an amazing excuse, when you look at it. It says, “We don’t want to find out who attacked us, 

because that would distract us from the people we’re attacking right now. If it turns out that we’re 

attacking the wrong people, that’s our bad. Meantime, we want you to go away. Don’t bother us 

anymore. We’ve already told you what we’re going to tell you. You already know what you need to 

know.” 

When the vice-president, who speaks for the president, gives you an excuse like that, you know it’s a 

snow job. You know something is wrong. 

The controlled demolition of World Trade Center 7 – passed off as an uncontrolled collapse – illustrates 

what I mean. No one could witness the destruction of this third skyscraper - on film or otherwise - and 

think it was anything other than planned. No forty-seven story skyscraper constructed of heavy steel 

could suddenly fall to the ground in just over seven seconds, due to some scattered fires. Just as 

government offered pabulum to explain other puzzling elements of the 9/11 attacks, it offered 

essentially no explanation for the destruction of World Trade Center 7. The building fell down, people. 

That's all you need to know. 

When you see someone treat the families of victims with that little respect, you know you are dealing 

with someone who has no integrity. When victims’ families say, "Honestly, is that all you're going to 

tell us?," government officials can say, implicitly, "Look, we've already given you a lot of money. That 

should be enough for you." The first thing government officials do, after each of these horrible events, 

is organize a huge victims' fund. Someday, we will come to see these funds as hush money, dispensed 

on behalf of the national security state.  



61 
 

Truth comes out 

We have to consider for a few moments the stated aim of individuals in the 9/11 truth movement. 

When people challenge their evidence, their reasoning, their implied conclusions, their analytical 

methods, or other elements of their case, 9/11 skeptics say we need a new, impartial investigation. It 

is a reasonable aim, and a modest one. In its modesty, it deflects the challenges people would like to 

pose for the group. 

A practical difficulty with this request is that movement leaders do not indicate who should conduct an 

impartial investigation. A qualified team of investigators would need resources, access to relevant 

information, and a variety of skills. They would need a charter of some sort to give their work 

direction and legitimacy. They would need to use methods of research that lend themselves to 

credible, defensible conclusions. Most of all, they would need to present their findings in a competent, 

reasonable manner. 

With people like Cass Sunstein working for the White House, the battle lines in this conversation are 

already drawn. Many – we call it the main stream now – would regard new, better supported 

conclusions as incredible no matter what investigators find. In a partisan arena, where the legitimacy 

of our government is at stake, consider how an investigative team might produce results that would 

not be killed in the cradle, or – even worse in our political culture – simply ignored. Ridicule and 

disbelief are just two possibilities, oblivion is another. 

Given these considerations, ask who would sponsor such a group of investigators. The sponsoring 

organization would select the group's members, fund the group's investigation, and help the group 

achieve its goals. It would facilitate the group's activities, so the team could concentrate on research, 

organize and evaluate evidence, prepare summaries and reports, and assemble its results coherently. 

The sponsor could be inside of government, or outside of government. If inside, taxpayers would fund 

the investigation. If outside, money from private sources would fund the research, or volunteers would 

conduct the research gratis. 

Whatever the source of funds, the group would need access to relevant evidence. Without access, it 

would have nothing to do. We have to establish this principle: when government withholds evidence 

about a crime, that is obstruction of justice. Our legal system treats obstruction of justice as a crime. 

When government tries to conceal evidence for a crime as enormous as 9/11, it should have to defend 

itself in an independent court against an accusation that it has obstructed justice. If government 

conceals evidence and nothing happens, why would the obstructors change their behavior? 

To mount an independent investigation that originates within government would be a foolish, futile, 

and questionable enterprise. We already know from bad experience that government is untrustworthy. 
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The 9/11 Commission already completed an investigation that is practically empty of answers to 

outstanding questions. Key agencies of government have no incentive or motivation to supply 

evidence required for an investigation. Why should we expect a new investigation conducted by 

government to improve the one it has already completed? 

That leaves a privately sponsored investigation. Here the progress of research into the Kennedy 

assassination offers a good lesson. Efforts of private researchers over five decades revealed far more 

useful information about this event than the Warren Commission did in its twenty-six volumes. 

Pressure from private researchers, and from the public, gradually forced government agencies to 

make more documents available than they would have if left alone. The new evidence revealed since 

the Warren Commission report has made a difference. President Johnson’s purpose in creating the 

Warren Commission was to close the books on this crime. In that key aim, he and the Commission 

failed. 

Credit belongs to the persistence and perseverance of all the Kennedy researchers who worked 

without sponsorship, without pay, and without an official charter to give weight to their results. They 

suffered mockery, threats, ridicule, ostracism, and contempt, yet they stayed with their research. 

Some individuals, like Mary Meyer, died for their loyalty to the truth. Others lost their jobs, their 

friends, and their reputations. 

Researchers into the Kennedy assassination patiently made their case until they left their opponents 

looking like the Black Knight in Monty Python and the Holy Grail. A decisive preponderance of evidence 

has sliced off every defense for Warren Commission apologists, yet lone nut theorists continue to 

sputter their challenges. They used to speak so confidently, even superciliously, as if their opponents 

were beneath notice. Now, as evidence for a conspiracy accumulates, they stand as defeated, slightly 

pitiful amateurs who cannot admit they were mistaken. 

As we think about prospects for a new investigation into 9/11, remember our government has become 

tyrannical in its desire to protect information. Certainly it is more closed about information related to 

9/11 than it has been about records related to the Kennedy assassination. If government sponsored 

investigators could not gain access to relevant evidence, the same barriers would hold for private 

researchers. Freedom of Information Act requests will not do here. 

As with the Kennedy assassination, private researchers have to rely on their ingenuity, their 

resourcefulness, and their investigative skills to make progress. We know that 9/11 is a more complex 

event than the Kennedy assassination. The operation required more coordination than sending a team 

of assassins to kill one man. Moreover, 9/11 does not have a prominent piece of evidence like the 

Zapruder film or the Ruby-Oswald hit to serve as touchstones for other work. The destruction of World 

Trade Center 7 gives a critical foundation for research, but for many the event is not so prominent. 

The evidence about 9/11, like the operation, is more dispersed than for the Kennedy assassination. 
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No matter the difficulties, private groups and individuals will continue their work. Architects and 

Engineers for 9/11 Truth, for one good example, have assembled sound evidence and arguments 

related to events in New York at the World Trade Center on September 11. They have professional 

pride, patriotism, and a sense of conscientious citizenship to motivate their work. If what the 

government says about 9/11 is true, then architects and engineers who design skyscrapers are 

incompetent and criminally negligent. If what the government says about 9/11 is false, we have some 

work to do. Credit belongs to this group, and to the professions it represents, for taking up this 

difficult fight. 

Independent research into 9/11 begins with skeptical, well reasoned assessments of official 

explanations. It does not end with that. Again, evolution of inquiry into Kennedy’s assassination 

serves as a model for 9/11 researchers. What began as skepticism about the Warren Commission 

report evolved over years and decades into analysis of evidence that the official investigation ignored. 

Thirty years after the event, citizens demanded the government declassify records related to the 

murder. Fifty years after the event, numerous pieces of information assembled from multiple sources 

led to solid arguments that the Warren Commission was wrong. 

Ultimately, government can and perhaps will have a role in uncovering what actually happened on 

9/11. Under current conditions, however, no one in government would ever, ever permit an open, 

thorough, and truthful investigation of the events that occurred in New York City, Shanksville, and 

Washington DC on that day. We are too close to the events, and government officials will not 

incriminate themselves. Neither would they do anything that compromises their ability to operate in 

secret. 

Meantime, research conducted independently of government officials will continue – it must continue. 

Government would like the 9/11 truth movement to go away. We know that it will not, even if our 

republican freedoms continue to deteriorate. Part of the truth about 9/11, assembled in the United 

States and in other countries, has already convinced many citizens that the rest of the truth matters 

in this case. Part of the truth about 9/11 and other secret crimes is that people build an accurate 

picture of events collaboratively, over time, and that over time the picture improves and resolves. We 

know that, gradually, courageous people will compile evidence that places responsibility for 9/11 

where it belongs.  
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Patience yields persuasive results 

Let the researchers and writers involved in this search for truth, let anyone who wants to learn the 

truth to preserve our republic, think of stories we can tell. If we quote witnesses, the witnesses ought 

to have names. If we know of incriminating evidence found in the towers' remains, listeners want to 

know who found the evidence, what they did with it, and who analyzed it. Listeners want to identify 

with real people who interact with other real people, and who do things. Why do you suppose the 

government did not reveal the life stories of the people who attacked us on 9/11? It did not do so 

because it has too much to hide. It could not personalize the attackers' stories without revealing 

information that it would prefer to keep hidden. 

Stories about actual people lead to reasoning about motives and actions tied to those motives. Early 

Kennedy researchers focused, among other things, on the Warren Report and its weaknesses, medical 

reports, forensic evidence and its interpretations, as well as basic facts gleaned from photographs and 

eye witness interviews. That was necessary preparative work, but it did not become truly persuasive 

until researchers attributed motives to the actors. We might think of the possibility that Kennedy’s 

assassination was a coup d’état, but such ideas remain unpersuasive if conspirators have murky 

motives for murdering a president. In books like James Douglass's JFK and the Unspeakable, we could 

see at last why Kennedy’s killers wanted him to die. Douglass tells a complicated story to reveal those 

motives. 

The same narrative methods have already started to drive 9/11 research. Which is more persuasive, 

to say that tiny chips indicative of nano-thermite were found in the towers' dust, or to relate details 

about who discovered it, and what happened after that? Above those details, researchers like David 

Ray Griffin connect events in Manhattan with initiation of war in Baghdad eighteen months later. 

Effective researchers tell a story, the way an attorney tells a story in front of a jury. If we don't have 

enough good accounts now, find people who were present that day and ask them to write down 

everything they remember. Banish the passive voice from investigative reports. Replace it with a 

narrative that explains who acted, when they acted, what they did, and why. 

We can still find out what happened that day. We used to think that the more time passed after 

November 22, 1963, the more difficult it would be to learn the truth about Kennedy's assassination. If 

anything, books about the assassination during the last ten years have been as rich and detailed as 

you could ask. Evidently we needed the Kennedy research pot to simmer for a long time. Patience 

yields persuasive results. 

9/11 research does not have such a long time to simmer. Fifty years ago, conspirators killed our 

president. We let them get away with it. Thirty-seven and a half years later, another calamity struck in 

lower Manhattan. We let the conspirators get away with it again. When U. S. armed forces tipped bin 
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Laden's weighted body overboard and let it sink to the bottom of the ocean, we did not reach the end 

of this story. When we assassinated Osama bin Laden, we did not complete our responsibility to our 

republic, to 9/11 victims or their family members, or to ourselves as citizens. Before we do that, we 

want to know what actually happened on September 11, 2001. 
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“Our whole political system could be 
disrupted” 

If I told you what I really know, it would be very dangerous to the country. Our whole political system 

could be disrupted. ~ J. Edgar Hoover, 1964 

J. Edgar Hoover, the nation’s top law enforcement officer in 1964, expressed his I’ve got a secret 

solicitude for our country’s safety in connection with the FBI’s investigation of John F. Kennedy’s 

murder. He made the remark over lunch, to Bill Byars, Jr., son of a Texas oilman. The Warren Report 

had not come out yet, but Hoover knew what would be in it. He knew the report would not disrupt the 

political system or be dangerous to the country. The purpose of the report, from the start, had been to 

reassure the country. Police had caught the assassin. Jack Ruby executed him two days later. Justice 

was done. The Warren Commission aimed to demonstrate the truth of this story, and to place the 

prestige of the nation’s chief Supreme Court justice behind it. 

Hoover knew the Commission’s conclusions in advance, since the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

served as the primary – indeed the only – investigative resource available to the Warren Commission's 

staff. The staff could interview people on their own, but beyond that they had to rely on the FBI. As 

Hoover and his people conducted the investigation, they knew what conclusions President Johnson 

wanted them to reach. 

Who besides a powerful person or a guilty person – with something to hide – thinks secrecy and 

dishonesty are less disruptive than the truth? Without a doubt, the truth disrupts. Dishonesty lets 

traitors and criminals cruise along undisruptively, as if their misdeeds had never occurred. The truth 

appears dangerous only to people who want to conceal their acts. Efforts to uncover criminal acts do 

not appear dangerous to the innocent, though the heavens may fall on the perpetrators. 

When people began to reconsider Kennedy's assassination – who did it, how they accomplished it, and 

why – implicit fear about the country’s safety lent an air of caution to the entire enterprise. “Don’t go 

there,” is the phrase we would use now.  People apprehended then and later that the truth about 

Kennedy’s death might have unpredictable consequences for our republic. Yet dishonesty is never the 

best policy. We can see, fifty years later, that the consequences of dishonesty during that period were 

substantially worse than anything the truth might have brought. The government might sail along on 

the ocean of falsehood in the Warren Report, but the country did not. 

People said our nation lost its innocence on November 22, but that had already occurred before the 

fateful Friday afternoon gunshots. Kennedy would not have been murdered had the country been 

innocent. Most significantly, the country executed a decisive turn away from democracy both before 
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and after Kennedy died. It did not recover, though some hope for recovery yet. No matter how hard 

the truth about Dallas might have been, the consequences that flowed from the conspiracy to hide the 

truth proved much worse. With the truth, we had a chance to save our republic. Without it – well, we 

know what happened without it. 

No great power has, through crime and corruption, thrown away its position of civilizational leadership 

with such eager folly and utter ignorance. In the aftermath of Kennedy’s murder, what would be “very 

dangerous to the country” justifies endless official measures of self-protection that serve criminals in 

power, not the people in the Constitution’s preamble. We have seen the potential for falsehood to 

pollute the country’s ideals, disrupt its institutions, and destroy its democracy. We have witnessed a 

lie so consequential, so potent that its effects corrupt everything government undertakes. No matter 

how dangerous the truth appears, lies are more dangerous still.  
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6. Challenges of Research 

Independent research about 9/11 

Suppose 9/11 truth became part of the contest between the two major political parties. The 

partisanship wouldn’t be pretty, nor would truth be served particularly well. Moreover, if I had lost a 

family member that day, I can't say I would want to see a controversy like that come up. Still, I 

wonder if we might not consider it a breakthrough if we found we could talk about the subject in 

public. 

Here's the current state of the argument, based on David Ray Griffin's books as well as Architects and 

Engineers for 9/11 Truth.  They would agree on these points: (1) the evidence we have demonstrates 

that government's account of 9/11 is false; (2) current evidence is insufficient to give a full account of 

what actually did happen on 9/11; (3) therefore, we need a new investigation. Not one of these points 

is particularly controversial. Even the first one becomes matter of fact after you become acquainted 

with Griffin's work. 

Read one chapter in one of Griffin's books. You will think, "He has a sure grasp of his logical and 

evidentiary tools, like a skilled attorney. I would not want to face this gentleman in a courtroom!" He 

handles evidence so well, so methodically and with such intelligence, that defenders of the official 

account appear careless, thoughtless, feckless or malicious – take your pick. By comparison with 

Griffin's own thoroughness, his opponents have neither intelligence nor skill to accomplish the fraud 

he uncovers, but accomplish it they do. They radiate such self-assurance about their excuses and 

evasions that their lies seem reasonable until Griffin picks them apart. Honestly, it's one of the best 

illustrations of Socratic inquiry I've seen. Griffin is a philosopher as well as a theologian, and his 

training shows. 

Griffin doesn't go against only weak opponents, either. Cass Sunstein is a capable legal philosopher 

out of the University of Chicago, and Griffin makes him look foolish and unprepared, like a student 

who did not do his homework, as a matter of fact. See his work in Cognitive Infiltration: An Obama 

Appointee's Plan to Undermine the 9/11 Conspiracy Theory. To his credit, Griffin doesn't try to make 

Sunstein look that way, but what do you do when you encounter a weak, ill conceived, even 

reprehensible argument that deserves rebuttal? Socrates skill in argumentation made his opponents 

look foolish; his prowess won him a death sentence. I wonder how Sunstein felt when he read Griffin's 

rebuttal? Not comfortable, I’m sure. 

http://www.amazon.com/Cognitive-Infiltration-Appointees-Undermine-Conspiracy/dp/1566568218/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1347586304&sr=8-1&keywords=cognitive+infiltration
http://www.amazon.com/Cognitive-Infiltration-Appointees-Undermine-Conspiracy/dp/1566568218/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1347586304&sr=8-1&keywords=cognitive+infiltration
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My main object in this post is to consider the implications of point three: the need for a new 

investigation. Griffin, architects and engineers who agree with him, and many others have advocated 

research that accounts for all evidence related to 9/11. That would include what happened before that 

day, an account of the day itself, as well as what happened after the towers and WTC 7 fell. In short, 

they want an impartial examination of evidence that tries to uncover what actually happened on 9/11. 

How did nearly three thousand citizens die that day? 

Here is advice from one 9/11 skeptic: find out who, and the how will follow. That is, find out who is 

responsible for the 9/11 crimes, and details about how the criminals destroyed the buildings will 

become clear. The difficulty is, evidence about who committed the crimes is the hardest to get. It is 

secret, and in the hands of people who will not give it up. 

Griffin is clear as well about who should conduct the investigation: Congress or the press. The 

executive branch had its chance with the 9/11 Commission and failed. The Commission's report felt 

like its infamous predecessor, the Warren Commission report: inaccurate, incomplete, and insufficient. 

Even though the crime was far more complex than Kennedy’s assassination, the 9/11 Commission 

report is much shorter. It does not even address the most glaring evidence of foul play, the 

destruction of World Trade Center 7.  Like the Warren Commission report, it overlooks innumerable 

other pieces of evidence, all of them significant and in need of analysis. 

Incredibly, George W. Bush resisted requests from victims’ families for an inquiry for over a year and 

a half, as evidence grew cold, or was scattered and destroyed. When the Commission wheeled out the 

results of its work, people who had taken an independent look at the matter could not contain their 

criticism. One would want to snicker, if the crime were not so serious. 

The 9/11 truth movement wants a report that does justice both to the evidence and to the truth. A 

board of inquiry appointed by Congress would have the independence, resources, skills, and motives 

to investigate 9/11 properly. In good faith, professional journalists would bring the same qualities to 

investigations they conduct. Either institution – or the two working along parallel tracks and in their 

own ways – could produce work superior to the report the 9/11 Commission produced. 

That is the reasoning behind this proposal. To see why the reasoning is flawed, see A New 

Investigation. The only people who can conduct valid research about 9/11 are independent 

researchers who have already undertaken it. They need encouragement, support, and new recruits to 

continue this essential work. Just as important, we ought to keep demanding that government release 

information about 9/11 that it guards so closely. Government officials know instinctively that their 

authority will evaporate if they resist these demands indefinitely. Meantime, independent researchers 

have to keep at their work. They are the only ones with integrity, skill, and motivation to succeed.  
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First licks in politics and history 

If you have not yet read James Douglass’s JFK and the Unspeakable: Why He Died and Why It 

Matters, do so. To see why I recommend Douglass’s book, read this review. For an easier read that 

complements JFK and the Unspeakable, read David Talbot’s Brothers. Both books, published in 2008, 

are worth your time. Both books present a view of the Kennedy years not available during the 1960s 

or, for that matter, any other decade before they were published. 

The mathematician and philosopher Laplace said that “the weight of evidence for an extraordinary 

claim must be proportioned to its strangeness." That leaves to individual judgment whether or not one 

regards something as strange. Some might think the idea that Kennedy died for political reasons 

extraordinary, where others would regard a politically motivated assassination as entirely normal. Put 

briefly, the latter view holds there’s nothing extraordinary about political assassination. 

Political leaders throughout history, if they have enemies, bet their lives. Almost all political leaders 

have enemies. They know that if things do not go the right way – if something goes amiss or they 

commit a serious error – they may be executed, assassinated, exiled, or removed from office in 

disgrace. People who operate in the political arena play for keeps. Political killings stand out in history 

not because they are rare, but because they spawn significant consequences. Historians often tie them 

to a characteristic type of political disintegration. 

To return to Douglass’s book, his account of Kennedy’s death only appears extraordinary because the 

Warren Commission had the first lick. The Commission’s report became the first widely accepted 

explanation of Kennedy’s death. It encompassed twenty-six volumes of carefully catalogued testimony 

and evidence. The chief justice of the Supreme Court blessed it. President Johnson accepted it at a 

presentation ceremony and photo opportunity. It had the seal of the United States government on its 

cover, just like the 9/11 Commission report. No wonder so many people at the time trusted its 

veracity. 

If Douglass had published his account first, and prominent people had blessed his research, the idea 

that Lee Oswald killed Kennedy by himself would seem extraordinary. During the traumatic hours 

immediately after the murder, however, officials managed to fix Oswald’s guilt in people’s minds.  

Delivering the first apparently credible package of information confers a large advantage in this kind of 

situation. Because the official narrative influences perceptions and memories, because it defines the 

boundaries of acceptable belief, the early accounts shape political and social reality. You can recover 

from these presumptions and rhetorical disadvantages if you disbelieve the official account, but 

effective rebuttal requires considerable work. 

  

http://www.amazon.com/JFK-Unspeakable-Why-Died-Matters/dp/1570757550
http://www.amazon.com/JFK-Unspeakable-Why-Died-Matters/dp/1570757550
http://www.smashwords.com/books/view/29134
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Example from electoral politics 

Think about another interesting example in political life of a weighty blow delivered first. On election 

night in 2000, the first unofficial tally in Florida had Bush ahead by about five hundred votes. On that 

basis, Tom Brokaw, and a few others, called the election for Bush. The over-eager reporters 

embarrassed themselves. Florida’s results in 2000 proved just as close as results for the 2008  

Franken-Coleman Senate race in Minnesota. That is, the Florida vote was essentially a tie: the state 

had to organize and execute a legal – and political – process to determine the winner, as did 

Minnesota eight years later. 

The Supreme Court said we could not wait around for Florida’s legal process. It declared a winner. Its 

only conceivable basis for declaring Bush the winner was that Bush went to bed on election night with 

Tom Brokaw blessing his victory. When he needed a good team of lawyers to assert that Tom Brokaw 

was correct, he had that, too. If Tom Brokaw had declared Gore the winner on election night, no one 

imagines the Supreme Court would have appointed Bush to the White House. Bush’s Florida tally, 

together with NBC’s strange, statistically perverse decision to declare the winner before everyone 

went to bed, set a course for everything that happened afterward. Bush and Brokaw got in the first 

licks. 

The Kennedy case 

To form judgments  and narratives about the troubling events in Dallas, the FBI, the Dallas police and 

the Dallas district attorney came in first. The Warren Commission confirmed and gave formal shape to 

the early accounts. After that, opposing accounts seemed unreasonable and unwelcome, out of the 

mainstream, kooky, counter-productive, and suspect. The conspiracy theorists are at it again, people 

thought. Jim Garrison and the others should let it go. The assassination researchers appeared suspect 

not because they were wrong, or because their evidence was inferior to the government’s evidence, 

but because they came in second. 

When we compare the methods, logic, and evidence in the Warren Report to the methods, logic, and 

evidence of competing accounts, the alternate versions look more reasonable straight down the line. 

To take one key instance, Arlen Specter’s single-bullet theory, articulated in the Warren Report to 

account for the ballistic evidence, is so utterly fantastic, so disconnected from other evidence, that 

every other explanation of what occurred inside and outside Kennedy’s car appears superior. If 

Douglass’s book had appeared in 1964, and the Warren Report had appeared in 2008, comparisons of 

quality would be no contest at all. Every careful reader would judge Douglass’s account superior. 
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Template-based state crimes 

A template-based, state crime  has three qualities: it is based on a plan, standard procedures enable a 

sizable organization to execute the plan, and lastly, procedures must include concealment of evidence 

and misdirection to protect perpetrators and others. The third characteristic concerns assembly of an 

early, official narrative plausible enough to garner belief from people inclined to credit reports from 

people in positions of authority. Concealment of evidence and misdirection – think of the adept street 

performer who entertains with “magic” tricks – are central to these latter procedures. 

When we compare JFK’s murder with 9/11 and other state crimes against democracy, we find these 

common practices on the part of state authorities: 

 Control the crime scene; clean it up as quickly as you can. 

 Identify the culprit quickly. 

 Develop a narrative that establishes the culprit’s motive and guilt. 

 Develop a narrative that explains the forensic evidence. 

 Destroy alternate theories of the crime, along with evidence that supports alternate theories. 

Because government organizations must rely on these techniques, and because these techniques are 

considerably more difficult to conceal than forensic evidence, use of these methods often indicates 

something amiss. State authorities will use standard procedures no matter who committed a crime, 

but the way they behave after a crime depends on whether they want to convict an actual criminal, or 

protect people within their own organizations. If the latter, their execution of standard procedures 

lends itself to concealment or destruction of evidence, and direction of attention away from what 

actually happened. 

First licks on September 11 

Interestingly, George W. Bush chose not to follow Lyndon Johnson’s precedent when he resisted 

formation of the 9/11 Commission. Cheney and Bush must have judged that the early accounts in The 

New York Times were good enough. The war planners in the White House clearly hoped pressure to 

launch a formal investigation would go away. When it heightened instead, the president signed 

legislation to form the commission in November 2002. It completed its work in August 2004, almost 

three years after the event. 

By then, a number of 9/11 researchers had begun to publish their findings. Sober researchers 

described several anomalies, most notably the controlled demolition of World Trade Center building 7. 

Other questions related to destruction of the Twin Towers, distribution of wreckage near Shanksville, 

Pennsylvania, the strange explosion at the Pentagon, odd behavior of the FAA and military air defense 
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forces, cavalier treatment of crime scene evidence, and misinformation about the attackers, phone 

calls from the aircraft, audio evidence of explosions at the towers, implausibility of the official pancake 

theory, the president’s and Secret Service’s strange behavior during the attacks, and of course the 

rush to blame Osama bin Laden when no evidence of his involvement existed. . Numerous anomalies, 

lacunae, oversights, contradictions and whoppers coalesced to indicate that official accounts of what 

happened on 9/11 were false. 

In light of these developments, President Bush might have conceded first licks to multiple other 

researchers, had he not had super-compliant media to echo everything his government wanted to put 

out. From the first minutes and hours of the crisis, public media proved willing to serve up the 

government’s line. Accounts of how World Trade Center 7 fell illustrate this phenomenon of 

compliance. So many people knew in advance this forty-seven story building would come down, that 

one news broadcast reported its destruction twenty minutes before it actually did come down! When it 

collapsed into its own footprint, the media uncritically repeated official government explanations, 

without independent investigation. The building fell due to fire and structural failure, no questions 

asked. The White House could not have asked for more. When you have people willing to report even 

obvious lies as the truth, you do not need a formal commission to certify your version. Media 

consensus and quiescence serve just as well. 

Did the people who planned World Trade Center 7's demolition think we would not notice what 

happened? Perhaps they thought that seven hours after the twin towers exploded, we would not 

notice that a forty-seven story steel frame building imploded and fell straight down in seven seconds. 

They were almost right. In the climate of jingoistic fear that followed 9/11, people with guts had to 

point it out. They had to draw our attention to it, and demonstrate the significance of this controlled 

demolition in the framework of the day's events. 

Skeptics say they want a smoking gun to prove wrongdoing, especially when we accuse our own 

government. For attorneys in court, smoking gun evidence is so fresh, material, and decisive that the 

other side cannot contest it.  In World Trade Center 7, the perpetrators of the 9/11 crimes handed us 

a smoking gun. All the evidence for destruction of Building 7 indicates a controlled demolition. No 

evidence contradicts this assessment. Seldom does one event so conclusively demonstrate brazen 

deceit, evasion, and ill intent from people who lie to us. 
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Media compliance 

On February 27, 1968, Walter Cronkite declared during a television broadcast that the Vietnam war 

was not worth it. The effect of that statement on the country was unmistakable. People trusted his 

judgment, and had no reason to think he would say anything other than the truth. If he was a national 

father figure, he was also a national conscience. On March 31, thirty-two days after Cronkite rejected 

the president’s leadership as commander in chief, Lyndon Johnson announced he would not run for 

reelection: an astonishing defeat for a corrupt and capable politician. 

Could anything like that happen nearly half a century later? Our media, and their audience, are more 

fragmented today. We do not, and will not again, have a single figure with Cronkite’s influence. 

Nevertheless, imagine if The New York Times questioned the government’s version of what happened 

on 9/11. Imagine if Ben Bradlee and the Washington Post had treated the Kennedy assassination as 

they treated Watergate. Would we even have terms like truther and conspiracy nut floating around? 

No, respectable opinion around the country would align itself with respectable sources like these. Then 

respectable opinion would regard individuals who believe government’s official reports as gulls who 

need to have their heads checked out. Then we would have to find labels for those odd people who 

strangely find government reports trustworthy, for they would be clearly deficient thinkers – 

epistemological cripples – who do not understand how to evaluate evidence. 

The difference in 1968 was that Walter Cronkite looked at the evidence, and he had integrity. More 

than that, people knew he was honest. You cannot say that about today’s media. They want to stay on 

government’s good side, even though it does not have one. 

Explanations for media compliance 

Why do people in the media, so long after Cronkite’s era, seem so willing to report the government's 

line? What leverage does the government have over them? Or does the explanation have little to do 

with overt leverage? Several explanations for apparent media compliance come to mind: 

 Inherent limitations. Reporters must produce a lot of copy with few resources, they work under 

deadline, and they like to tip back a beer with their colleagues now and then. To deal with these 

pressures and limits, work with public information lying close by. 

 Corporatism. The standard leftist view is that newspapers are owned by big corporations, big 

corporations are interested in big profits, and if you want to make a profit in this world, you need 

a friendly relationship with the government. 

 Inside information. Reporters obtain a lot of what seems like inside information from their sources 

in government. They don't want their flow of information to dry up if they publish stories critical of 

the institutions and sources that sustain them. 
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 Patriotic sentiments and customs. Reporters, like people in their audience, often act from a sense 

of patriotism. Therefore they don't criticize their country in public, especially during wartime. 

 Special relationships. Reporters might have a relationship with the Central Intelligence Agency or 

other propaganda arm that obligates them to frame their reports on U. S. government activities in 

a certain way. 

 Servility. Reporters are impressed by people with power, and they want to suck up to people who 

have it. 

 Careerism. Journalists want to advance in their professions. The best way to do that is break big 

stories and be seen with the in crowd. The implications are obvious. 

 Fear of getting scooped. If you do not get the story first, someone else will. If someone else gets 

it first, you’ll be seen as a loser. To be a winner, associate with other people who are winners. 

State propaganda 

Except for the first, all of these possibilities speak to the sociology of political information in a culture 

where the state is over-powerful, and therefore receives more attention and deference than it 

deserves. If key media outlets or individuals are in the government's pocket, or align themselves too 

closely with the state, it should not be hard to find evidence of that. The problem is, the outlets in the 

best position to find and publicize that evidence would never do it. Moreover, alternative media outlets 

most likely to report such evidence, if it exists, are not in a great position to find it, let alone report it. 

One reason for thinking along these lines is Operation Mockingbird, a disturbing government operation 

of the 1950s and 1960s. When you learn the Washington Post and managing editor Ben Bradlee had a 

tight relationship with the CIA, you think, "Good God, is that what we have for the Fourth Branch of 

government? These supposed watchdogs actually work as cat’s paws for the state?” When you learn 

that the newspaper of record for the nation’s capital is nothing but a state organ, that gives you 

pause. No matter how cynical you are, you find you have not been cynical enough. No matter how 

disillusioned you become, the truth still finds a few more ideals to destroy. 

The aptly named Operation Mockingbird was an effort to keep the United States press on 

government's side during the Cold War. Interestingly, not one news outlet, columnist or reporter has 

ever admitted to working with the CIA or other agency, nor have they apologized for it. Not one editor 

has acknowledged this kind of professional corruption. Without that acknowledgement, not one news 

organization has ever indicated that such a corrupt relationship has ended. 

More and more, propaganda displays itself as an explicit part of our national life. We know it exists, 

but how can we determine where it originates? To start with, the state does not want you to know 

where it originates. As citizens who need to know about government's activities, we need access – and 

insight – to make judgments about how our news forms. In the current abundance of multi-platform 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Operation_Mockingbird
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media, we can only make judgments about the content in front of us. We can also compare that 

content with what we remember. If people who bring us that content have a relationship with 

government we should know about, let them tell us about it. In this case, people who create news in 

collaboration with the state know how to keep secrets almost as well as their masters. 

State suppression 

Consider a recent example of tacit compliance in the media. Reflect on its implications for public 

reporting about 9/11, Kennedy’s murder, the Iraq war, and other crimes. Recall the way The New York 

Times reported on Bradley Manning: his act of resistance, his imprisonment, and his 

trial. Wikileaks data from Manning’s computer furnished the Times with a deep well of true information 

about U. S. activities abroad. The Times collaborated with Wikileaks, used its documents freely, and 

improved its reporting as a consequence. Then the government brought its weighty hammer down on 

Wikileaks, shut off its funding, maneuvered its leader Julian Assange into exile, and – with the United 

Kingdom’s help – essentially turned a legitimate international enterprise into an outlaw organization. 

As the feds undertook their plan to crush Wikileaks, the Times’ articles on Bradley Manning became 

markedly unsympathetic. After Wikileaks was out of the picture, the Times ignored Manning's case 

altogether. Not only did the Times show no gratitude to Manning, it participated in his destruction as 

he disappeared into solitary confinement. If you wanted to find coverage of his trial, you had to read 

elsewhere. For the most part, editors at the Times ignored him and his cause. 

What leverage could the government have used with the Times to induce such a noticeable and public 

betrayal? Does anyone doubt that if the government had not locked Manning away in a tiny cell 

twenty-three hours a day – had not humiliated him and treated him as a dangerous traitor – the 

Times would have treated him as anything but an honorable and even heroic revealer of government 

crimes in the middle of a horrific war founded on lies? Government can act this way only because 

Manning and other courageous whistleblowers have found no defenders at the Times, or at any other 

major news organization for that matter. 

Bradley Manning’s act of civil resistance is at least as significant as Daniel Ellsberg’s publication of the 

Pentagon Papers in 1971, as Ellsberg himself testifies. After decades of giving Ellsberg the honor he 

deserves, the Times now treats both Manning and Ellsberg as if they did not exist. Apparently, 

government has created just the right atmosphere of caution, fear, and toadyism at places like the 

Times. 

To see how we have reached this point during the last decade of crisis and calamity, read No Place to 

Hide by Glenn Greenwald, who helped Edward Snowden reveal crimes committed at the National 

Security Agency. In his online articles, Greenwald’s criticism of his colleagues in journalism is 

courageous and true. He does not forgive them their compliance or their cowardice, and he is equally 
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hard on their government handlers. Because the relationship between press and power has become so 

close, so corrupt and so mutually dependent, we have to seek truthful reporting somewhere else. We 

won't find independent, accurate information where dishonesty and servility have taken root. 

Concluding thought 

A single principle of democratic government underlies this analysis of media compliance. Without 

openness about government’s activities, citizens who own government cannot control its activities. 

Without independent media, openness about government’s activities cannot exist. That is why 

democratic government depends on unencumbered, truthful information. 

If the state lies and schemes and violates the law openly, what does it do in secret? Plenty, it turns 

out. Power generates a lot of self-sustaining energy. People caught up in that power, or who believe in 

its beneficial effects, tend not to be skeptical about it. People detached from it, or who believe in its 

harmful effects, tend not to give government benefit of the doubt on anything. They expect the worst. 

They observe what government does in plain sight, and begin to ask questions about things we cannot 

see. 

These two views about government do not commingle readily. They incorporate drastically different 

conceptions of citizenship. At a certain point, they become irreconcilable, especially if key sources of 

information collaborate with the state. 
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A new investigation 

Citizens cannot trust news organizations if those organizations collaborate with government. You 

cannot collaborate in the production of propaganda without adopting the norms of the institutions that 

produce it. We know those institutions – institutions of government – are not trustworthy. Their record 

of deceit, secrecy, illegality, and destructive self-protection is long and well documented. Sycophantic 

journalists and editors, who ought to be independent and who ought to know better, have become 

subordinate proxies in a propaganda machine. I am not talking about individual journalists. I am 

talking about the profession of journalism, and about the profession’s public treatment of 

government’s activities. 

Large media organizations, the ones that have access to sources of information inside government, 

are no longer fit to extract or elucidate true information about government's projects or behavior. 

That’s especially true for projects and behavior the feds want to keep secret. Consequently, these 

organizations are unfit to investigate the truth about what happened on 9/11, a complex task that 

requires complete independence for the investigators. 

Critics and skeptics, citizens who care about truth in public life have argued in good faith for a new 

investigation into the 9/11 attacks. Victims' families and others say the 9/11 Commission report does 

not explain why the North Tower, the South Tower, or World Trade Center 7 fell. It does not explain 

why nearly three thousand people died in the Twin Towers. Gravity and structural weakness cannot 

make one hundred ten story skyscrapers do what we saw those two buildings do, no matter how many 

planes might hit them, or how many fires might burn. Gravity and office fires would not destroy World 

Trade Center 7 – a forty-seven story, steel-framed skyscraper – in a free-fall, vertical collapse. 

If we accept the Commission’s explanation for why these three buildings fell, we would not see what 

we see in the video evidence. The so-called zipper effect – the explanation offered for the successive, 

rapid collapse of floor upon floor in the Twin Towers – would not result in the explosive force we 

witness in the video record. A total collapse due to gravity, if that were even possible, would look far 

different. The evidence we do have on film, which is consistent with many other pieces of information, 

demonstrates that catastrophic collapse due to gravity and structural weakness did not destroy the 

towers. Something else did. Though the destructive technique used to bring down World Trade Center 

7 was different from the one used to bring down the towers, the same argument holds for the third 

building. Something other than gravity and structural weakness caused World Trade Center 7 to 

collapse.  
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Institutional difficulties 

If disagreements exist about what happened on 9/11, critics argue, we need a new investigation to 

account for the evidence we have, and to explain puzzles that remain. Who would conduct a new 

investigation? Advocates for 9/11 truth argue that Congress, the press, or some combination of the 

two should launch a new inquiry. These two institutions may be somewhat more believable than the 

executive branch's 9/11 Commission, but honestly, do you find them good candidates for the job? If 

legislators or journalists were to undertake the project, why do we think we would have any more 

confidence in their conclusions than we have in the Commission's? 

  

Should we center a new investigation here because the architecture is impressive? 

To start, let’s take a closer look at Congress. Several advocates for a new investigation suggest that 

only Congress would command the resources required for a thorough inquiry. No private body would 

have enough money to hire the people required for the effort, nor would private investigators have 

access to the information they needed. Indeed Congress could throw ten, twenty million dollars at an 

investigation like this one. For researchers, writers, and investigators, Congress would want to buy 

nothing but the best. I'm doubtful whether anyone – skeptics or otherwise – would regard the money 

well spent. 

Most telling, Congress is not institutionally capable of a complicated, controversial, or independent 

investigation now. It cannot accomplish routine tasks, like voting on a budget, or on nominees for 

offices in the executive branch. It cannot accomplish tasks of any complexity at all, or tasks that 

require even a little cooperation between parties. Members of both parties don't trust each other, nor 

do legislators trust the president or anyone else from the executive branch. That is true no matter 
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which party controls the House of Representatives, which party controls the Senate, or which party 

holds the White House. 

Of course, you would want a congressional committee to challenge the executive branch in an 

investigation like this one, but the two branches do need to communicate. The executive branch holds 

information a congressional committee would need. We know from many precedents that the 

executive would never give that information up. The White House distrusts Congress even more than 

Congress distrusts the White House. In a situation like this one, you want to find a way to uncover the 

truth about crimes without bringing such poorly functioning institutional relationships into play. 

The call for a new, independent investigation by Congress or the media dates from the Watergate 

days, and, twelve years later, from the Iran-Contra scandal. We remember both as cases of executive 

branch malfeasance, where investigations by congressional committees and the press served to reveal 

information that would not otherwise have come to light. That was another world. Forty years have 

passed since the Watergate hearings and associated press reports. During those four decades, power 

has shifted decisively in the direction of the executive branch. Congress and the press are 

demoralized. They do not serve as independent power centers, as they did in the 1970s. They would 

not be able to mount an investigation that anyone would recognize as independent, or even credible. 

Independent research 

That means independent researchers have to do the job: patiently, collaboratively, and without full 

access to relevant information. A model for this kind of research already exists. Independent 

researchers stayed with the Kennedy case to produce a far better picture of what happened on 

November 22, 1963 than we had when the Warren Commission published its report. They pieced 

together enough information to demonstrate that government's initial report about Kennedy's death 

was incomplete and incorrect. 

The same process of discovery will occur with 9/11 research. It is already well underway. Independent 

researchers cannot rely on institutions that supposedly have more credibility, or more capacity for 

credible work, than the researchers do. Yes, journalists and legislators speak of independent 

researchers as conspiracy theorists, which actually means conspiracy nuts. So what? Investigators 

must rely on the persuasive power of actual evidence, not invite more dishonesty from a government 

investigative body that outlines its conclusions before it goes to work. That is what the 9/11 

Commission did before it commenced preparation of its so-called investigative report. 

Why would we expect a new government investigation to reach conclusions substantially different 

from the first one? We shouldn't. Would conclusions from a congressional investigation differ 

substantively from the executive branch's conclusions? They might. You could not count on it, though. 

To succeed, independent researchers must emulate the success of researchers who revealed the truth 
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about Kennedy's assassination. Private researchers act independently in that they do not depend on 

government for resources, nor can they depend on information government holds secret. They can 

only assist each other, work patiently, and move incrementally toward the truth. 

Public trials 

Government’s capacity to conceal and destroy so much critical evidence presents an extraneous drag 

on independent research, but not an insuperable one. One possibility exists to reveal hidden 

information via processes and institutions that people recognize: bring the prisoners charged with 

9/11 crimes to trial. Justice requires it, and the time is right. Guantanamo prisoners are engaged in a 

hunger strike to force the issue. Force feeding of prisoners amounts to torture, and the government 

knows it. It shows its insecurity on this matter every time it defends force feeding as “a humane way 

to protect the safety of the detainee.” It wants the issue to go away, and it won't. 

Trials for prisoners captured after 9/11 have become entangled with issues of venue. If not a trial in 

New York City, then where? If not a trial before a military commission, then what court? These issues 

become important to lawyers, but they also become artificial stumbling blocks. Certainly a government 

determined to bring enemies to justice would have found a way to resolve procedural questions by 

now, if it wanted to. The reason it has not done so concerns what would happen in a real trial: secrets 

would get out. 

Genuine trials, wherever they are held, would observe rules of evidence and procedure that are 

incompatible with keeping secrets. The entire purpose of a trial is to ascertain the truth about whether 

a defendant is guilty or innocent of specific charges. You cannot conduct a trial with a guarantee that 

the truth will stay hidden. Yet the federal government, by its behavior after 9/11, showed that the 

truth is not something it actually cares to pursue. It wanted to pay off the victims' families and be 

done with it. Everyone who received money from the 9/11 victims' fund had to sign away the right to 

bring a case related to the crime to court. From September 12 onward, the government has acted to 

prevent any trials, whether suits brought in New York, or criminal prosecutions before military 

commissions in Guantanamo. 

Nonetheless, with the hunger strikes and force feeding, Guantanamo’s reputation for mistreatment of 

prisoners, the president's promise to close the prison, along with the unique pressure people can exert 

via social media, the time may be good for the 9/11 truth movement to back public trials. The call for 

a new, independent investigation begins to sound empty if everyone knows the chances of convening 

such an investigation are so small. The chances for truthful, public trials of 9/11 prisoners may not be 

much higher, but circumstances have gathered to make these proceedings a little more likely than 

they were a year ago. 
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Everyone who wants to know the truth about what happened on 9/11 – which is to say, everyone who 

does not already know it – ought to consider criminal proceedings a likely path to more knowledge 

than we have now. Even if partial knowledge yields less understanding than the full truth, but it is 

valuable nevertheless. Each advance is worth it. No matter how imperfect our understanding of the 

truth, even a small amount of true knowledge is superior to false belief. No matter how imperfect the 

trials of Guantanamo prisoners as a method to uncover the truth about 9/11, they would be worth it. 

At the moment, they might be the best, most realistic possibility. 

Prospects for a new investigation 

If you were to ask a skeptic – known now as a truther due to our mindless and crude efforts to 

marginalize unpopular points of view – whether official accounts of 9/11 hold up, what would the 

skeptic’s answer be? You already know: the skeptic would answer no, official accounts do not hold up. 

Asked why, the skeptic would say the evidence we have does not support official accounts. In fact, the 

evidence we have contradicts the feds’ story. Asked to propose an alternate account, the skeptic 

counters that we need a new investigation before we can do that. Only a new investigation, properly 

conducted, can yield the evidentiary foundation we need to determine what happened.  

That raises a necessary question. Who, in the present environment, could possibly conduct a truly 

independent investigation? A major task for investigators of any crime is to persuade people who have 

evidence to cooperate. In this case, the federal government stands accused of criminal behavior, and 

it holds most of the information that investigators seek. How could investigators possibly persuade 

members of the federal government to reveal classified information about 9/11? Would the 

investigators set up a witness protection program for them in Russia? Would the feds set up a witness 

protection program for themselves? 

Nevertheless, current campaigns for truth argue that Congress or the media, or the two together, 

ought to undertake the investigation. They have the resources, the argument goes, as well as the 

independence. They can be thorough and do what previous investigations did not do: follow the 

evidence where it leads. To summarize problems with this reasoning: 

 The federal government possesses information to answer the question, "What happened on 

9/11?" 

 The federal government has classified most of the information it has about 9/11. Unclassified 

information is already published. 

 During the first round of investigations, the federal government clearly stated that it would not 

release classified information related to 9/11. 

The concluding statements hardly need to be written. The information we need to discover what 

happened on 9/11 is classified; therefore the federal government will not release it. Another 
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observation goes without saying. Information about 9/11, classified or simply kept secret, reveals 

criminal behavior. That’s another reason the government will not release it. 

In this environment we have to ask, what would happen if the New York Times, or the House 

Intelligence Committee, convened an independent commission to investigate 9/11? What would we 

learn? 

We know from many examples, dating back to Kennedy’s murder, what suppressive measures 

government is willing to use when it wants to restrict information. We also know how effective these 

measures are. It uses these methods whenever it wants to prevent secret information from becoming 

public: intimidation, distraction, impoundment, arraignments, indictments, imprisonment, solitary 

confinement, interrogation, detention without trial, unwarranted searches, interrogation, subpoenas, 

murder, delay, harassment, threats, character assassination, tax investigations, bribery, and the most 

common method of all – dishonesty in all its forms.  

That’s why I ask: in this environment, what would an independent investigation be like? Who would 

conduct it? How would it be organized? What methods of inquiry would it use? What evidence would it 

uncover that we do not already have? 

I fear the main purpose 9/11 skeptics have in mind when they call for a new investigation is to place 

the imprimatur of prestige and authority on evidence we already have. They want the weight of a 

formal body behind evidence, and a narrative for that evidence, that we have already formed. That is 

why they mention Congress as a candidate to organize or sponsor the investigation. Quite often, they 

refer to the way mainstream media ignore their work. Clearly the hope exists that if an investigative 

body with prestige and authority undertakes a new inquiry, the effort will receive more attention from 

the media. Then, they hope, more people would come to believe what the skeptics have been saying 

for more than a decade. 

That scenario is not realistic, for the reasons given. The federal government will not release its 

information. A formal body, even with credibility and abundant resources, could therefore not 

accomplish much. Moreover, the mainstream media will not change its well established tune on 9/11 

unless their putative masters in Washington call for a change. 

Self-directed research 

The implication of this argument is plain: the necessary research to discover what happened on 9/11 

is already underway. No person or group with more authority than Architects & Engineers for 9/11 

Truth will appear. If existing researchers, outside of government and the media, cannot persuade 

people to change their minds about what happened on 9/11, people will not change their minds. 

Current efforts have to proceed, against government resistance, and certainly without assistance from 
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mainstream media. In light of government’s ability to suppress evidence, we cannot hope that anyone 

who knows even a bit of truth about 9/11 will come clean about government’s complicity in these 

crimes. 

The same pattern of official suppression and gradual but persistent disclosure from independent 

researchers played out over fifty years after Kennedy’s murder. We cannot rely on anyone but 

ourselves, as well as future investigators who have the necessary courage. We are not going to see a 

repeat of the Watergate hearings, I can tell you that. 

That’s the answer to our question, then. Who can conduct a truly independent investigation of what 

happened on 9/11? The people who are already doing so: us. 
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Researchers’ best practices 

Book reviews can tell you a lot, in a short space, about differing points of view. That is especially true 

for contested issues like the Kennedy assassination and 9/11. Students of both episodes in our history 

know the arguments associated with each. These are controversial issues not only because crimes can 

be inherently difficult to solve, but also because they involve fundamental understandings about our 

government, and our country. Moreover, arguments about them play out in a turbulent social and 

political environment. These arguments are not parlor games. The conclusions we reach affect how we 

define our membership in the American community, or whether a real community as we conceive it 

even exists. 

9/11 occurred about thirty-eight years after Kennedy's assassination. The social and political 

environment in the United States changed a great deal during that time. One thing did not change: if 

you disagree with the government's account of what happened on November 22, 1963, or September 

11, 2001, you will encounter ridicule, mocking attacks, and rude contempt. 9/11 researchers observed 

what happened to Kennedy researchers. They saw the Kennedy researchers prevail nevertheless, after 

nearly fifty years of work. 9/11 researchers understand that we may not have fifty years to solve this 

case. If the truth about 9/11 waits until 2051, we may not see any remnants of the American republic 

left. In fact, hardly any exist now. 

Based on the way successful 9/11 researchers undertake their work, we can identify a few best 

practices. Researchers want their work and the language they use to persuade people, or at least to 

provoke second thoughts. Few want to work carefully, in good faith, only to hear ridicule and 

contempt. Given the nature of these crimes, researchers can expect strong, negative reactions when 

they imply state complicity. Yet one hopes to build a body of work that gains a hearing among some 

thoughtful people, who take time to follow a line of reasoning, and who constrain their judgment until 

they comprehend that reasoning. One hopes to build a persuasive body of work, no matter how long it 

takes. Yet given what is at stake, time does matter. 

These practices emerge as one compares the work researchers have done on 9/11, with experience 

researchers have gained during decades since Kennedy’s assassination. 
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Develop a common vocabulary and mode of argument 

Develop a rich language that frames the agenda for discussion. The language should not be arcane or 

antagonistic, but should encourage people to join the conversation. The language should begin with 

general arguments, and lead to more detailed ones. It should start with the big picture, and move 

from there to stories about people involved with the crime. 

A simple example is use of the word conspiracy. It's meaning is simple – more than one person 

involved in planning or executing a crime – but the word became an epithet in debates about 

Kennedy's death. Conspiracy theorists became conspiracy buffs, who became conspiracy nuts. That 

evolution of the phrase well serves apologists for the Warren Commission, but it does not help you 

find the truth. Truth likes language a little more impartial than that. 

A key difference for 9/11 research is that everyone agrees from the start that the crime was a 

conspiracy. A lone actor did not destroy the twin towers. The question becomes, which actors? 9/11 

researchers recognize that opponents cannot use the word conspiracy against them, as opponents did 

in the Kennedy case. Of course, that hasn't prevented opponents from brandishing the 

label conspiracy theorist anyway. 9/11 researchers have insisted that conspiracy is a neutral term in 

this debate – our task is to determine which conspiracy. 

Let’s consider one more label briefly. How did truther become a term of derision? When Stephen 

Colbert, a comedian and satirist, uses the word truthiness, that’s useful to him in making people laugh 

and think. Politics operates without satire. When truther comes into widespread use as a put-down for 

people who say, let’s take another look, you know you have entered an Orwellian environment of 

newspeak, where ironic double meanings induce you to join the club of right thinking folks. The very 

concept of truth becomes a tool of derision for propagandists. 

Show courtesy, respect, and self-confidence 

Treat opponents better than they treat you. Courtesy and respect communicate self-confidence. These 

qualities help you stay positive about inevitable ridicule. They help you feel comfortable with your 

arguments. They save you from seeing the other side force you to play defense. You want to control 

the ball. Respectful and courteous methods of argument, backed by self-confidence, help you do that. 

A double standard usually reveals that something is not right in the bigger picture. One side freely 

uses words like whacko, nut case, wingnut, conspiracy buff, truther (apparently reserved for 9/11 

skeptics), and others. These terms are clearly derogatory, and evidence-free. That is, they displace 

reasoned argument. Once you begin by calling your adversary a whacko, you don’t need to bother 

with an argument at all. In fact, arguing with a whacko makes you look bad. Once you start with the 

epithets, you don’t need to say anything reasonable.  
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One waits – a long time – to hear someone say, “Wait a minute, that kind of name calling isn’t so 

helpful here.” It takes you back to elementary school, doesn’t it? Now imagine the response if skeptics 

routinely relied on name calling to address people who disagree with them. Let’s say, out of the gate, 

researchers into Kennedy’s murder accused people who believe Oswald did it of being whackos. Would 

you encounter the same nonchalant silence in that case? To the contrary, non-skeptics would say that 

the impolite vocabulary confirms their negative assessment of the skeptics’ sanity. 

Occasionally you read a book review where a skeptic says you have to be an idiot to believe the 

official story, whether it’s about JFK or 9/11. It’s kind of satisfying, after all the abuse, to see a strong 

word thrown back. For the moment, it feels good to be on the offensive, working as part of a team 

that feels confident enough to use a word like that. Satisfying though it might be, the costs of giving 

in to reciprocal name calling are pretty high. Continue to treat your opponents with courtesy and 

respect. Set an example of politeness, and insist on respect in return. Eventually people will perceive 

the obvious double standard that applies to arguments from each side. You cannot ignore a disparity 

that wide for too long. 

Focus on persuasive, key evidence 

For the Kennedy assassination, government agencies from the Dallas police to the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation effectively destroyed, dismissed, ignored, or tampered with a lot of evidence. They 

cleaned up, tore apart, and rebuilt Kennedy's limousine as quickly as possible. They performed an 

incompetent and, one might say, criminal autopsy on Kennedy's body. They permitted Lee Oswald's 

murder. Johnson formed an investigative commission led by people like Allen Dulles, one of Kennedy's 

most vigorous and motivated enemies. The investigative commission relied on evidence assembled by 

the FBI under J. Edgar Hoover, another of JFK's enemies. 

As a result, it took time for Kennedy researchers to reach an appreciable level of agreement about key 

evidence. Everyone recognized the importance of Abraham Zapruder's film, but for a number of 

reasons, interpretation of that film led to an amazing amount of disagreement. Combined with other 

evidence, such as where pieces of Kennedy's brain landed after his head blew apart, the film 

demonstrates that the Warren Commission was wrong. The film was not released until twelve years 

after Kennedy's murder, however, so the overall trail of evidence was well cold by then. 

Government pursued similar tactics for the 9/11 investigation, except the president resisted formation 

of any commission at all. The number of victims was large, and so was the pressure, so Bush 

eventually relented, and formed the 9/11 Commission to determine what happened that day. Like the 

Warren Commission, it started with a set of conclusions, and evaluated evidence in light of its 

destination. Unsurprisingly, given its methods, its work was just as poor as the Warren Commission's. 

Moreover, many people received its findings with a similar level of skepticism. "Really?" they said. 

"That's what you found?" The Bush administration knew that was a likely reaction. That's why it 
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resisted formation of the commission to begin with. Why commission all that work if you know the 

results will be false, and transparently false? 

Now we arrive at questions about key evidence in the 9/11 case. The event that most persuasively 

points to 9/11 as a false flag operation is the collapse of World Trade Center building number seven 

near the end of the day, about eight and a half hours after the initial attacks. The collapse of this 

building in free fall was a controlled demolition, not the result of contained fires that burned inside the 

building during the day. The collapse of this building in free fall looked exactly like the collapse of 

other large, steel-framed buildings brought down in the same way. When you try to understand why 

WTC7 fell as it did, when it did, you encounter a chain of questions that leads you from one disturbing 

conclusion to the next. 

9/11 researchers correctly regard the collapse of WTC7 as their starting point. Like Jack Ruby's hit of 

Lee Oswald two days after JFK's murder, the collapse of WTC7 shortly before dusk on September 11 

reveals too much to be ignored. After you digest the significance of these two critical events, 

everything about government’s explanation of the larger crimes feels artificial and false. 

Stress scientific reasoning 

Scientific reasoning starts with how one collects and evaluates evidence, and reaches well beyond 

that. When applied to forensic analysis, it requires you to work backward from fragmented , hard-to-

find evidence, under uncertain hypotheses, to reconstruct an event that you can never reproduce, or 

verify first-hand. Forensic analysis requires the skills of Holmes, not so much the skills of Watson and 

Crick. 

We are used to reasoning forward from premises, what-if questions, thought experiments, laboratory 

trials, carefully recorded data, trial and error, observations, tests, and comparisons. When you apply 

these methods to solution of a crime, you must adapt them to an environment where you cannot 

conduct experiments as such. Instead, you must try to reconstruct the big bang from evidence 

scattered throughout the universe. 

Two pieces of analysis about the Kennedy assassination illustrate these points. Watch a YouTube video 

of Vincent Bugliosi, where he discusses the work of researchers who disagree with him. As he defends 

his work, he can run other people down, or he can use evidence from h8is own research to 

demonstrate that his conclusions are superior. From these interviews, Bugliosi appears to be a smart 

man who does not have much to say. His laces his sentences with words like idiotic, wrong-headed, 

and misguided to describe those who present evidence that counters his own. Consequently he spends 

practically no time discussing his evidence! Contrast that with Bob Harris's treatment of the same 

event and the same evidence. When you have watched Harris's presentation, you know you have seen 

forensic analysis that makes effective use of scientific reasoning. 
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We all know how to reason scientifically. We all recognize valid scientific reasoning when we encounter 

it. Teachers often illustrate it with simple examples. It requires practice to apply the same methods to 

more complex cases. In every instance, scientific reasoning asks you to test hypotheses against 

evidence. You use hypotheses to help you decide which evidence is germane, and which is not. You try 

to reach reasonable conclusions based on evidence you have available. You try not to reach beyond 

the evidence, but you make the best use of evidence you have. If you speculate or make educated 

guesses, you distinguish those from your conclusions. Again, watch Bob Harris to see a master at 

work. 

9/11 researchers are correct to rely on scientific arguments when they analyze evidence related to the 

9/11 attacks. Critics of 9/11 research, like Vincent Bugliosi in Kennedy's case, will call 9/11 

researchers idiots and nuts to denigrate both their evidence and their conclusions. Set against valid 

analysis, these names appear pretty small. Bob Harris sets a standard of analysis that no defender of 

the Warren report, including xxx Posner in Case Closed, has matched. The quality of Harris’s analysis 

speaks for itself. The quality of analysis in the Warren report and the 9/11 Commission report speaks 

for itself, too. 

The quality of your analysis serves as the best bulwark against ridicule. 

Promote collaboration 

To see the importance of moral support and collective endeavor, consider the attacks on Jim Garrison, 

the courageous New Orleans district attorney who, in a suit against Clay Shaw, marshalled evidence of 

government complicity in Kennedy's murder. He dealt with infiltrators, witness tampering, hostile 

press coverage, overt and implicit threats, and all kinds of contempt and ridicule. Washington’s tactics 

to discredit and frustrate Garrison came to define the idea and practical use of dirty tricks for the 

1960s. Yet his work endured over decades, and his conclusions proved correct. 

What would have happened if his backers during the 1960s had been able to speak with a firmer, 

more unified voice? Would the history of research into the Kennedy assassination have changed? We 

don't know the answer to that, but we do know that efforts to disprove the Warren Commission's 

conclusions during the 1960s met furious resistance from several quarters. Lacking effective means of 

cooperation, people who agreed with Garrison had to wait a long time to see his efforts validated. 

9/11 researchers can communicate more effectively, but the resistance is just as stout. Moreover, the 

Internet can promote isolation and distrust, just as easily as it can promote community and 

collaboration based on trust. Cass Sunstein, administrator of the aptly named Office of Information 

and Regulatory Affairs, advocates openly that government infiltrate communities of 9/11 researchers 

to sow disagreement, spread falsehood and suspicion, and use these techniques to break them up. 
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Propagandists call these methods cognitive infiltration. Open advocacy of such turpitude shows 

contempt for your opponents – doesn’t it? – not to mention contempt for the government you 

represent. You declare that your opponents are too weak and inept to counter you, even if they know 

what you want to do. Worse still, it shows you expect people, the citizens you serve, to back you in 

such an immoral plan. 

Sunstein argues that these measures are necessary and justified because the 9/11 truth movement is 

corrosive, without considering the effects of his own cynicism. We have witnessed evidently cynical 

propaganda techniques, worldwide, for a long time now. Sunstein’s proposals unmistakably show how 

government self-interest actively undermines good-faith efforts to find the truth. 

If Cass Sunstein followed David Ray Griffin's argumentative approach, he would meet 9/11 

researchers on level ground, to fight them point by point. He would not talk about devious, dastardly 

government tactics that confirm nearly every point 9/11 researchers make. Honest, courageous 

people like Griffin charge Sunstein’s government with complicity in a monstrous crime designed to sow 

fear, panic and division among the citizenry. What government official, responsible for upholding free 

speech and free information, would want to use invidious, divisive falsehoods to break up groups that 

support Griffin, in order to counter a charge like that? 

Sunstein cannot have it both ways. Either members of the 9/11 truth movement have important 

things to say, in which case members of a complicit government do in fact have something to fear. Or, 

members of the 9/11 truth movement believe in Santa Claus fantasies and falsehoods, in which case 

they are harmless. Sunstein dismisses the movement’s beliefs as fantasies, yet advocates a large 

government program to destroy their credibility and cooperation. At bottom, Sunstein recognizes the 

extreme danger to government if the 9/11 truth movement can unite and collaborate effectively. 

Absent anticipated danger, cognitive infiltration becomes beside the point. Any strategist will say: 

deploy your resources economically, and only where required. 

Having mentioned a moral man like David Ray Griffin, let me make one more remark about how 

communities based on truth form. It also counts as a warning to governments who underestimate 

their opponents: watch out for theologians and other leaders who care about truth! They will bring you 

down. They unite people because they believe freedom and truth always defeat criminal, cynical 

behavior. They care about what is right. We can remember religious leaders like Martin Luther, and 

move straight to heroes like Mahatma Gandhi, Jack Kennedy, Martin Luther King, Bobby Kennedy, 

Karol Wojtyla, Lech Walesa, Nelson Mandela, Liu Xiaobo, Aung San Suu Kyi, Bradley Manning, Edward 

Snowden, and less known leaders everywhere who currently struggle to achieve freedom and dignity 

for others. If you go up against people like these, you will eventually lose – even if the struggle 

requires decades, and you destroy a lot of people in your defeat. 
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Conclusions 

These practices concern language or rhetoric of debate. Persuasion occurs via verbal and social 

means. Naturally people who engaged in persuasion pay attention to language, and to means of 

communication. The huge difference between 1963 and 2001 is that the Internet did not exist in 

1963. We had Walter Cronkite and the local newspaper. Go on YouTube to watch television news 

coverage from the afternoon of November 22. You witness a different era in communications, without 

a doubt. 

Kennedy researchers in the years after 1963 operated at a big disadvantage by comparison with 9/11 

researchers. Government could control the narrative and dissemination of evidence more surely than 

they can now. In fact, research on the Kennedy assassination, and reassessment of its conclusions, 

developed during the twenty years after Oliver Stone's film, JFK, in the early 1990s. That period 

coincides with the development of new methods of communication, including the Internet. 

Government possesses several key advantages in the debate over what happened on 9/11. It also 

operates with some disadvantages. It recognizes that if it cannot control communications channels, 

and thereby break up communities, it will lose in the end. That is why it works so hard to regain the 

kind of control it had in the 1960s. We have some confidence that, eventually, government's efforts to 

control key communications channels will fail. We can expect that, eventually, officials’ efforts to 

disrupt collaboration may not yield the results they seek. Less certain is whether 9/11 researchers can 

overcome disadvantages on their side. Today’s researchers need discipline, and faith their work has 

prospects of success. If they remain mindful of what we have all learned since 1963, they may see an 

opportunity, soon, to make a reasoned case in a less hostile, albeit unsettled atmosphere. 
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7. Action Required 

“For what you see depends a good deal on where you are standing: it also depends on what sort of 

person you are.” ~ C. S. Lewis 

People looked at the wreckage in New York, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia on September 

12, 2001, and said, "9/11 changed everything." What the phrase meant at the time, however, is not 

what it turned out to mean later. At the time, people meant that we could not feel safe from the world 

anymore. We were at war, and our enemies could strike anywhere. They could annihilate thousands of 

people in downtown Manhattan. Homeland security became a national preoccupation. 

Then, as many people around the world and in the United States began to realize what actually 

happened on 9/11, they began to see the calamity – and the putative initiation of hostilities – in a 

different way. They began to ask questions that the American government should have been able to 

answer, and could not. Gradually it became clear that government preferred not to answer 

straightforward questions because it had a lot to hide. At last, government officials refused to answer 

persistent and pointed questions from victims' families, because it could no longer hide what had 

become obvious: government counted itself among our enemies. 9/11 changed everything, because at 

last citizens perceived the truth about their own government. 

One article of faith for many Americans before 9/11 was that, for all its faults, our government was 

different from other governments. It did not routinely commit crimes against its own people. It tried 

to set an example of good behavior for other states. As a result, other states looked to it for 

leadership, and it responded generously. Among the things that changed on 9/11, this exceptional 

behavior and exceptional position were the first to go. The U. S. government became, in its own eyes 

and for others as well, just another powerful, illegal enterprise that served its own interests, not 

anyone else's. This change did not take place in one day, of course. The events that unfolded after 

9/11, however, simply made these changes apparent to anyone who cared to observe them. 

To see the direction of these changes, as well as their ominous outcomes should they go unchecked, 

consider the civil war in Syria. Not long after we unleashed the furies of armed conflict in Iraq, 

Jordan's King Abdullah worried that the war could spread to other countries in the region. His fears 

about contagion proved correct. We have seen prolonged civil conflict in Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Syria, 

and Iraq. Syria's war is the most serious right now. It has already merged with the one in Iraq. 

When we tote up the war crimes of the gang of cronies in Damascus, we see what a government will 

do to preserve its power. Is Syria an extreme case? Yes, it is, but our government has not bombarded 

cities, sniped citizens in the streets, or openly tortured children because it has not needed to. Given 

what it has already done, we cannot predict how much further it might go. As we assess the self 

protective actions of governments everywhere, we observe differences of degree, not kind. The more 
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rulers feel threatened, the more force they call into play. The more force they call into play, the more 

they undermine their ability to rule. 

No one has charged the United States government with torture and murder of children, as Bashir 

Assad's government has done. Yet who predicted in the years after 9/11 that we would torture people 

on a large scale, and publicly defend these crimes? Moral decay occurs gradually, as does escalation in 

the use of violence. Assad's forces use their murderous techniques as means of intimidation: if we are 

willing to torture and kill this innocent young man, imagine what we will do to your family. Imagine 

what we will do to you. 

Our government uses methods of intimidation, but it has not escalated its use of force against people 

to the degree we see in countries like Syria and Russia. As it feels itself under threat, however, it 

applies force sufficient to protect its power. No one can say, right now, what limits our government 

might observe to constrain its use of force. Rulers and secret police, for their part, like to create 

uncertainty on that score. Unpredictability and secrecy are hallmarks of people who operate outside 

the law. 

Altogether, government's use of force and deception to protect its power and privileges presents 

something of a mystery. Before September 11, Richard Cheney’s vulcans had all the power and 

prestige anyone could want, but it wasn’t enough. A new Pearl Harbor could establish our empire even 

more firmly. Now everyone can see that post-9/11 projection of power presents an entirely different 

mural of weakness and defeat. When the primary foundation for your power overseas is punishment, 

incompetent conquest and pusillanimous threats, you have already lost. Domestically, officials decked 

out in flag pins rule as a gang of miscreants, protected by laws they promulgate or rescind to serve 

their own interests. They only pretend to lead. The pretense is part of their role. 

So we ask, for tyrants everywhere who pretend to exercise leadership when their actual aims are 

much more exploitative: why do it? A government that has to use brutal methods has lost its 

legitimacy. It does not lead, nor can it accomplish any good for the country. The citizens know it and 

the government knows it. So what is the point of acting in a way that all – victims, bystanders, and 

perpetrators – recognize as destructive? We know the answer by now. Legitimacy, leadership, or 

serving citizens' welfare does not concern the government at all. Preservation of power – and 

continuance of the parasitic relationship where so-called public servants benefit from their access to 

the nation’s treasury – is all that is at issue in this case. No one in Washington even pretends 

otherwise anymore. 

Interestingly, our whole political culture has moved in a similar direction in the United States. We still 

have officials who praise public service, but even when they mean it, the praise sounds hollow. One 

travesty after another reminds us of the true relationship between government, and the people who 

suffer under its humiliations. As Peggy Noonan remarked about a wasteful government conference and 

shindig in Las Vegas, the notable thing was not that government officials wasted taxpayer money. 

That is not news. The notable thing is that they wasted taxpayer money, and openly mocked 

taxpayers while they did it. 
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So we understand that government officials not only feel entitled to throw a big party for themselves, 

but show contempt for the people who pay for it. As people remarked after seeing Hunger Games, 

someone needs to shoot the apple out of this pig's mouth. We need a leader who can make these 

jerks feel uneasy. We need a leader who demonstrates courage to say, "We will bring you down. You 

appropriated our republic for yourselves. We want it back." That would make their chests tighten up a 

bit. People who instill fear and humiliation in others, ought to feel a taste of it themselves. 

Some would go further and say, "We will bring you down. We will put you away, as you put Jack and 

Bobby away." The problem is, the people who put Jack and Bobby away required only a few loaded 

guns and assassins to do so. You cannot replace your government with a few loaded guns. You cannot 

replace your government with a republic even if you have a lot of loaded guns. You have to find a way 

to remove government's internal supports. Think of a building, like World Trade Center 7, or a tent 

that collapses when you remove the supports that hold it up. A government's structural supports are 

financial and moral. Remove those, and the whole structure comes down. 

"But we can't replace the government with anarchy," you say. Some would counter that anarchy, or 

something close to it, is the best possible outcome. Others would say our traditions call for more legal 

authority than anarchy would permit. That's why planning for a democratic republic, or multiple 

republics, must occur while the existing government, its wits clouded by its own power, prepares its 

own end. We know from history that when governments collapse, they collapse suddenly. They fall 

after an extended period of changes that throw it off balance, until it passes its tipping point. When we 

citizens observe government's self-destructive behavior, we have to recognize it. We have to be 

prepared to act when corrupt institutions at last inflict a blow, intended for their adversaries, that 

turns out to be fatal for them. 

The first, critical step onto this path of self-destruction occurred when hired assassins shot John 

Kennedy and John Connally in Dallas, Texas. The gunmen hit Connally by mistake. They executed 

President Kennedy in the nation's most infamous public square, Dealey Plaza. In most circumstances – 

think of Cesar Borgia in Machiavelli's Prince, or Mexico's drug lords – the perpetrators of a murder like 

that would want people to know who did it. You can't intimidate and control people when you finger a 

fall guy to take the blame for your crimes. 

The people who hit Kennedy wanted it both ways. They wanted a public execution, but they also 

wanted to keep who did it a secret. The CIA trained covert assassination teams to kill Fidel Castro, 

and murder was in the air. Their enemy in Havana might have been out of reach, but their enemy in 

Dallas was not. After Robert Kennedy received news of his brother's death, one of the first calls he 

made was to one of contacts in the get-Castro underground. He asked right off the bat, "It was one of 

your guys, wasn't it?" 

If we don't recognize the murder as an execution, we won't grasp its significance. If we don't grasp its 

significance, we won't be ready when the shadow state that planned this act reaches an endgame 

where its previous moves cause its own defeat. No government persists indefinitely after it squanders 

its legitimacy, just as no building can stand after its foundation explodes. Processes of institutional 
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degradation and collapse may take some time; eventually a crisis or explosion occurs that reduces the 

weakened structure to a pile of bricks, shattered wood, or institutional chaos. Our government will not 

escape the destination it set for itself. 

Already, our government displays every self-destructive behavior that governments headed for 

disaster have always displayed. It starts wars it cannot win. It borrows money it cannot repay to 

finance the wars. It confiscates money from its citizens to pay its debts. It acts above the law, under 

no constraints. It speaks arrogantly to other countries. It turns into itself, unable to set an example of 

leadership. Government becomes a parasite, and a vicious one at that. 

We citizens cannot resign, or become spectators in this process. If we merely watch, we could sit in 

bleachers, or in a prison camp that stretches from sea to sea, for two centuries or more. The Roman 

republic ended long before the structure fell. The secular power of the Catholic church in the Middle 

Ages underwent a similarly long decline. We still have enough freedom to prevent passive subjugation 

to corrupt tyrants and their toadies, who expect us to kiss their rings. We have to be ready for the 

crisis. We have to expect the explosion of civic energy that accompanies reform and revolution. We 

have to resist, plan, and rebuild, as the bloated ticks eventually fall off the unfortunate animal. 

First, we have to resist government's overreach wherever we can. Our government maintains its 

power at our expense. It makes our lives miserable by degrees, so gradually that we don't realize how 

little freedom we have, or how much prosperity we have lost. We must find practical ways to resist 

processes of governmental aggrandizement, to regain our freedom, our elemental ability to act. We 

have become hamstrung. Freedom, which we all seek, includes the ability to do work we love, and to 

dispose of our property as we wish. That is happiness in the social and economic arenas. When 

government persistently interferes with citizens' pursuit of happiness, it violates its own charter. 

Second, we have to plan to cooperate effectively. Carlos Casteneda wrote, "We either make ourselves 

miserable, or we make ourselves strong. The amount of work is the same." Collaboration to set plans 

of resistance, to execute strategies and guide civil action, is hard work. However difficult or risky, that 

work is better than the despair-inducing drudgery and indignity we suffer when we simply submit. We 

can act together to make our lives better, and to make our politics better as well. 

Third, we have to prepare and build new institutions to replace decadent ones when they fall away. 

We know the dispiriting consequences of surprise, born of limited foresight: long periods of 

disorganized conflict, where powerful people willing to use the most force prevail, only to fall when a 

stronger person arrives. New rulers, flush with new power, can be even more ruthless and energetic 

than the ones they replaced. Powerful groups may put forward weak, incompetent stooges, who 

become no less criminal than their masters. Only citizens prepared to act in advance can prevent 

outcomes like that. Only citizens prepared to act in advance can block or reverse the influence of 

secret police, Rasputins, demagogues and strongmen who pretend to be leaders, but are nothing more 

than cronies and thugs with power. 

Eventually the pot boils. Stay hungry. Be ready.  
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