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The unthinkable  –  that  elements  inside the state would conspire  with  criminals  to  kill
innocent civilians – has become not only thinkable but commonplace in the last century. A
seminal example was in French Algeria, where dissident elements of the French armed
forces, resisting General de Gaulle’s plans for Algerian independence, organized as the
Secret  Army Organization  and bombed civilians  indiscriminately,  with  targets  including
hospitals and schools.1 Critics like Alexander Litvinenko, who was subsequently murdered in
London in November 2006, have charged that the 1999 bombings of apartment buildings
around Moscow, attributed to Chechen separatists, were in fact the work of the Russian
secret service (FSB).2

Similar attacks in Turkey have given rise to the notion there of
an extra-legal “deep state” – a combination of forces, ranging from former members of the
CIA-organized  Gladio  organization,  to  “a  vast  matrix  of  security  and  intelligence  officials,
ultranationalist members of the Turkish underworld and renegade former members of the
[Kurdish separatist] PKK.”3 The deep state, financed in part by Turkey’s substantial  heroin
traffic,  has  been  accused  of  killing  thousands  of  civilians,  in  incidents  such  as  the  lethal
bomb  attack  in  November  2005  on  a  bookshop  in  Semdinli.

This  attack,  initially  attributed to the Kurdish separatist  PKK,  turned out to have been
committed by members of Turkey’s paramilitary police intelligence service, together with a
former  PKK member  turned informer.4  On April  23,  2008,  the  former  Interior  Minister
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Mehmet Agar was ordered to stand trial for his role in this dirty war during the 1990s.5

In my book The Road to 9/11, I have argued that there has existed, at least since World War
Two if  not  earlier,  an  analogous  American  deep state,  also  combining  intelligence  officials
with  elements  from  the  drug-trafficking  underworld.6  I  also  pointed  to  recent  decades  of
collaboration between the U.S. deep state and al-Qaeda, a terrorist underworld whose drug-
trafficking  activities  have  been  played  down  in  the  9/11  Commission  Report  and  the
mainstream  U.S.  media.7

Still  to  be  explained is  the  suppressed anomalous  fact  that  al-Qaeda’s  top  trainer  on
airplane hijackings, Ali Mohamed, was simultaneously a double-agent reporting to the FBI,
and almost certainly still maintained a connection to the CIA which had used him as an
agent  and helped bring him to this  country in  the 1980s.8 It  is  not  disputed that  Ali
Mohamed organized the Embassy bombing in Kenya; and that he did so after the RCMP, who
had  detained  him in  Vancouver  in  the  presence  of  another  known  terrorist,  released
Mohamed on instructions from the FBI.9

From  this  historic  background  of  collaboration,  I  would  offer  a  hypothesis  for  further
investigation: that the American deep state is somehow implicated with al-Qaeda in the
atrocity of 9/11; and that this helps explain the conspicuous involvement of the CIA and
other U.S. agencies in the ensuing cover-up.

Sibel Edmonds, the Turkish-American who was formerly an FBI translator, has publicly linked
both  al-Qaeda  and  American  officials  to  the  Turkish  heroin  trafficking  that  underlies  the
Turkish  deep  state.  Although  she  has  been  prevented  from  speaking  directly  by  an
extraordinary court order,10 her allegations have been summarized by Daniel Ellsberg:

Al  Qaeda,  she’s  been saying  to  congress,  according  to  these
interviews, is financed 95% by drug money – drug traffic to which
the  US  government  shows  a  blind  eye,  has  been  ignoring,
because it very heavily involves allies and assets of ours – such as
Turkey,  Kyrgyzstan,  Tajikistan,  Pakistan,  Afghanistan  –  all  the
‘Stans  –  in  a  drug  traffic  where  the  opium  originates  in
Afghanistan,  is  processed  in  Turkey,  and  delivered  to  Europe
where it furnishes 96% of Europe’s heroin, by Albanians, either in
Albania or Kosovo – Albanian Muslims in Kosovo – basically the
KLA, the Kosovo Liberation Army which we backed heavily in that
episode at the end of the century….Sibel says that suitcases of
cash have been delivered to the Speaker of the House, Dennis
Hastert,  at  his  home,  near  Chicago,  from  Turkish  sources,
knowing that a lot of that is drug money.11

In 2005 Sibel Edmonds’ charges were partly aired in Vanity Fair. There it was revealed that
she had had access to FBI wiretaps of conversations among members of the American-
Turkish  Council  (ATC),  about  bribing  elected  US  officials,  and  about  “what  sounded  like
references  to  large-scale  drug  shipments  and  other  crimes.”12

9/11: Not a Coup d’Etat, but One of a Series of American Deep Events

In 2003 Italian journalist Maurizio Blondet published a book entitled 11 settembre: colpo di
stato (September 11th: A Coup d’Etat, [Milan, Effedieffe, 2002]).13 Over the years the view
of 9/11 as a “coup d’état” has been endorsed by a number of observers, including Gore
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Vidal.14 In May 2008 a Google search for “coup d’état + 9/11” yielded 297,000 hits. One of
the most recent hits, from Ed Encho, has suggested that the heart of the coup may have
been the introduction on 9/11, without debate or even notice, of so-called “Continuity of
Government”  (COG)  orders  –  secret  orders  still  unknown  but  with  constitutional
implications.15 Unquestionably, as the 9/11 Commission Report states, COG, the fruit of two
decades of secret Cheney-Rumsfeld collaboration, was implemented on 9/11.16 As we shall
see, it is not clear just what this implied, either then or today. But journalists have claimed
that earlier versions of COG plans involved suspension of the constitution.17

However  to  call  9/11  a  coup  d’état  exaggerates  the  difference  between  the  current
weakened condition of the public state, and the prior state of affairs that has been building
for years, indeed for decades, towards just such a dénouement. For half a century the
constitution and laws of the open or public state have been first evaded, then eroded, then
increasingly challenged and subverted, by the forces of the deep state. I wish to suggest
that this erosion has been achieved in part through a series of important deep events in
post-war American history – events aspects of which (it is clear from the outset) will be
ignored or suppressed in the mainstream media.

Recent history has seen a number of such events, such as the assassination of John F.
Kennedy, that are so inexplicable by the public notions of  American politics that most
Americans  tend  not  even  to  think  of  them.  Instead  most  accept  the  official  surface
explanations for them, even if they suspect these are not true. Or if others say they believe
that “Oswald acted alone,” they may do so in the same comforting but irrational state of
mind that believes God will reward the righteous and punish the wicked.

Thus on the one hand we must see that America has reached a condition where traditional
civil  rights  are  flagrantly  restricted  as  never  before  –  as  when  former  Attorney  General
Gonzalez told a shocked congressional committee that “There is no expressed grant of
habeas corpus in the Constitution.”18 At the same time, we must see that 9/11, as an
unexplained or  deep event nudging us away from constitutional  normalcy and into an
unnecessary permanent state of war, is not unprecedented. It is one of a series of similar
unexplained events, all  of which have had similar results, reaching back to the second
Tonkin Gulf incident, the Kennedy assassination, even the misremembered outset of the
Korean War.

The simulated “surprise” of the Bush administration to the 9/11 attack is indeed analogous
to the simulated “surprise” of the Truman administration to the outbreak of war in Korea on
June 25, 1950. The historian Bruce Cumings, in a volume of 957 pages, has recalled the
curious behavior in previous weeks of high levels in Washington:

The CIA predicts, on June 14, a capability for invasion [of South
Korea]  at  any time.  No one disputes  that.  Five  days  later,  it
predicts an impending invasion. . . . Now, Corson … says that the
June 14 report leaked out to “informed circles,” and thus “it was
feared that administration critics in Congress might publicly raise
the issue. In consequence, a White House decision of sorts was
made to brief Congress that all was well in Korea.” . . . Would it
not be the expectation that Congress would be told that all was
not  well  in  Korea?  That  is,  unless  a  surprised  and  outraged
Congress is one’s goal.19
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In his exhaustive analysis of the war’s origins, Cumings sees this U.S. deception by high
level officials as a response to manipulated events, which in turn were the response to the
threat of an imminent expulsion of the Chinese Nationalist KMT from Taiwan, together with a
peaceful reunification of Korea. The details are complex, but of relevance to 9/11, not least
because of the involvement of the opium-financed KMT:

By late June, [U.S. Secretary of State Dean] Acheson and Truman
were the only  high officials  still  balking at  a  defense of  the ROC
[the “Republic of China,” the KMT Chinese Nationalist remnant on
Taiwan]….Sir  John  Pratt,  an  Englishman  with  four  decades  of
experience in the China consular  service and the Far  Eastern
Office,  wrote  the  following  in  1951:  “The  Peking  Government
planned to liberate Formosa on July 15 and, in the middle of June,
news  reached  the  State  Department  that  the  Syngman Rhee
government in South Korea was disintegrating. The politicians on
both sides of the thirty-eighth parallel were preparing a plan to
throw  Syngman  Rhee  out  of  office  and  set  up  a  unified
government for all Korea.”….Thus the only way out, for Chiang
[Kai-shek, the KMT leader],  was for Rhee to attack the North,
which  ultimately  made  Acheson  yield  and  defend  Nationalist
China [on Taiwan].20

Meanwhile, in South Korea,

an Australian embassy representative sent in daily reports in late
June, saying that “patrols were going in from the South to the
North, endeavouring to attract the North back in pursuit. Plimsoll
warned that this could lead to war and it was clear that there was
some degree of  American involvement as well.”  [According to
former Australian prime minister Gough Whitlam,] “The evidence
was  sufficiently  strong  for  the  Australian  Prime  Minister  to
authorize a cable to Washington urging that no encouragement
be given to the South Korean government.”21

Cumings also notes the warning in late April from an American diplomat, Robert Strong, that
“desperate measures may be attempted by [the Chinese] Nationalist Government to involve
[U.S.] in [a] shooting war as [a] means of saving its own skin.”22 In chapters too complex to
summarize here, he chronicles the intrigues of a number of Chiang’s backers, including the
China Lobby in Washington, General Claire Chennault and his then nearly defunct airline
CAT (later Air America), former OSS chief General William Donovan, and in Japan General
MacArthur  and  his  intelligence  chief  Charles  Willoughby.  He  notes  the  visit  of  two  of
Chiang’s  generals  to  Seoul,  one  of  them  on  a  U.S.  military  plane  from  MacArthur’s
headquarters. And he concludes that “Chiang may have found …on the Korean peninsula,
the provocation of a war that saved his regime [on Taiwan] for two more decades:”

Anyone who has read this text closely to this point, and does not
believe  that  Willoughby,  Chiang,  [Chiang’s  emissary  to  Seoul,
General] Wu Tieh Cheng, Yi Pōm-sōk, [Syngman] Rhee, Kim Sōk-
won, Tiger Kim, and their ilk were capable of a conspiracy to
provoke a war, cannot be convinced by any evidence.

He adds that anti-conspiratorialist Americans “are prey to what might be called the fallacy
of insufficient cynicism” — a charge that may be revived, if it can ever be shown that 9/11



| 5

also was “a conspiracy to provoke a war.”23

9/11, Tonkin Gulf, and the JFK Assassination

In 1964 Congress passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, in response to Secretary of Defense
McNamara’s  assurances  that  there  was  “unequivocal  proof”  of  a  second  “unprovoked
attack” on U.S. destroyers. Today we know not only that there was no such second attack,
but that the combined harassments of CIA-controlled PT boats and US destroyers in North
Vietnamese waters were so provocative as to invite one. George Ball, who at the time was
an Undersecretary of State, later commented in a 1977 BBC radio interview that

Many  of  the  people  who  were  associated  with  the  war  were
looking for  any excuse to  initiate  bombing.  The sending of  a
destroyer up the Tonkin Gulf was primarily for provocation. …
There was a feeling that if the destroyer got into some trouble,
that it would provide the provocation we needed.24

The Tonkin Gulf deep event presents a number of similarities to the Korean deep event in
1950.  Tonkin  Gulf  also  can  be  analyzed  into  three  different  phases:  the  deception  of
Congress by high level officials, preceded by provocative intrigues in Asia, and reinforced by
deceptive manipulation of reports inside the NSA. (All three phases can also be discerned in
the provocative maneuvers in 1968 of the U.S.S. Pueblo, in an incident or deep event that
did not lead, as some clearly wished, to a military response against North Korea.)25

We now know from a recently declassified in-house NSA history that on August 4, 1964, NSA
possessed 122 pieces of SIGINT (signals intelligence) which taken together indicated clearly
that there was no second North Vietnamese attack on August 4: “Hanoi’s navy was engaged
in nothing that night but the salvage of two of the boats damaged on 2 August.” But of
these  122  pieces,  the  White  House  was  supplied  with  only  fifteen  –  “only  SIGINT  that
supported  the  claim  that  the  communists  had  attacked  the  two  destroyers.”26

Meanwhile, over at CIA, “By the afternoon of Aug. 4, the CIA’s expert analyst on North
Vietnam … had concluded that probably no one had fired on the U.S. ships. He included a
paragraph  to  that  effect  in  the  item  he  wrote  for  the  Current  Intelligence  Bulletin,  which
would be wired to the White House and other key agencies and appear in print the next
morning.  And  then  something  unique  happened.  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Current
Intelligence, a very senior officer …, descended into the bowels of the agency to order the
paragraph deleted. He explained: `We’re not going to tell LBJ that now. He has already
decided to bomb North Vietnam’”27

The  parallel  events  in  NSA  and  CIA  illustrate  how a  shared  bureaucratic  mindset,  or
propensity for military escalation, can generate synergistic responses in diverse milieus,
without  there  having  necessarily  been  any  conspiratorial  collusion  between  the  two
agencies.

Of more than passing interest is the fact that the CIA in the 1960s still  had senior officers
who believed that sooner or later a showdown with the Chinese Communists was inevitable,
and had renewed General Chennault’s old proposal for a large-scale landing by Chiang on
the Chinese mainland.28 This seems to explain a series of manipulative escalatory moves in
Laos, shortly before the Tonkin Gulf incidents, with a similar momentum towards expanding
the U.S. war beyond South Vietnam. In 1963-64 one notes again, as in 1950, the intriguing
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of local KMT elements, in this case forces directly involved in the opium traffic.29

As for 9/11, the paradox between surface tranquility and alarming warnings is as evident as
it was in 1950. Even the 9/11 Commission Report acknowledges that in the summer of 2001
“the system was blinking red” for an al-Qaeda attack. Its record amply refutes Condoleezza
Rice’s claim in May 2002 that “I don’t think anybody could have predicted that these people
would … try to use an airplane as a missile, a hijacked airplane as a missile.”30 Yet in the
midst of this crisis the CIA in August 2001 was flagrantly withholding crucial evidence from
the FBI that, if shared, would have assisted the FBI in its current efforts to locate one of the
alleged hijackers, Khaled al-Mihdar. This withholding provoked an FBI agent to predict at
that time, accurately, that “someday someone will die.”31

As I describe in the forthcoming expanded reissue of my book The War Conspiracy, this
culpable withholding of crucial evidence from the FBI by the CIA closely parallels the CIA’s
withholding from the FBI of important information about Lee Harvey Oswald in October
1963.  Former  FBI  Director  Clarence  Kelley  in  his  memoir  later  complained  that  this
withholding was the major reason why Oswald was not put under surveillance on November
22, 1963.32 Without these withholdings, in other words,

neither the Kennedy assassination nor 9/11 could have unfolded in the manner in which
they did.

And without understanding the details, we can safely conclude that operations of the CIA –
the deep state — were somehow implicated, whether innocently or conspiratorially, in the
background of both the JFK assassination and 9/11. With respect to the CIA’s withholding of
information from the FBI about Oswald, even a former CIA officer, Jane Roman, has agreed
that  this  indicates  “some  sort  of  [CIA]  operational  interest  in  Oswald’s  file.”33  Lawrence
Wright,  commenting  in  The  New  Yorker  about  the  CIA’s  analogous  withholding  of
information about al-Mihdar, has reached the similar conclusion that “The CIA may also have
been protecting an overseas operation and was afraid that the F.B.I. would expose it.”34

In short, from this perspective, 9/11 is not wholly without precedent in U.S. history. It should
be seen not as a unique departure from orderly constitutional government – a coup d’état –
but as yet another unexplained deep event of the sort that has continued to erode the
American constitutional system of open politics and civil liberties.

9/11: Not Just Another Deep Event, But a Constitutional Deep Event

It is however a deep event of a new and unprecedented order. Deep events related to
political control of this country are far more frequent than most of us like to recognize. Since
the conspicuous assassinations of the 1960s and early 1970s – all deep events — at least six
politicians have also died in single-plane crashes. Although many of these crashes were
probably accidental,  it  is striking that only one Republican has died in this fashion, as
opposed to five Democrats.35 Official accounts of the deaths of three of these Democrats –
Senator  Paul  Wellstone,  and  Congressmen  Hale  Boggs  and  Nick  Begich,  have  been
challenged, as has the very suspicious “accidental” death in a 1970 single-plane crash of
UAW labor leader Walter Reuther.36

Of these deep events, some – notably the JFK assassination — stand out as having had
structural impact on American political society. America’s three major wars since World War
Two – Korea, Vietnam, and now Iraq – have all been preceded by deep events that have
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cumulatively contributed to America’s current war-based economy. Looked at in this way,
9/11 falls into a sequence in which it is preceded by the Second Tonkin Gulf Incident and by
the intrigues and lies in June 1950 concerning Korea.

But of all  these deep events, 9/11 can be seen as the first to have had not only structural
but  constitutional  implications.  For  with  the  introduction  of  COG before  10:00  AM on
September 11, 2001, the status of the U.S. constitution in American society has changed, in
ways that still prevail. What COG means in practice is still largely unknown to us. It is clear
though that in abridging habeas corpus and the Fourth Amendment, the innovations after
COG and 9/11 made the U.S. constitutional situation more like the situation in Britain, where
written statutes are explicitly restricted supplemented by an undefined royal prerogative: a
collection of powers belonging to the Sovereign which have no statutory basis.37

Abuse of the British royal prerogative was one of the explicit grievances which ultimately led
to  the  American  Revolution.  Then  as  now it  was  linked  to  imperial  arrangements  for
standing armies to wage war. It could be said that in America today, the powers needed for
imposing U.S. global dominance in the world have again come to restrict the scope of the
constitutional public state.

The extent to which presidential power is limited by congressional statute has been and will
be continuously and extensively debated. It  is clear however that the George W. Bush
administration has revived the extreme or monarchical view expressed, for the first time in
American political history, by former president Richard Nixon: that “when the president does
it, that means that it is not illegal.”38

Jack  Goldsmith,  a  former  Assistant  Attorney  General  in  George  W.  Bush’s  Justice
Department,  has  reported  that,  inside  the  White  House,  Cheney’s  legal  advisor  David
Addington frequently argued that “the Constitution empowers the President to exercise
prerogative powers to do what is  necessary in an emergency to save the country.”39
Goldsmith concluded that “The presidency in the age of terrorism – the Terror Presidency –
suffers from many of the vices of [Nixon’s] Imperial Presidency.”40

Cheney, supported by Addington, made clear in his Iran-Contra Minority Report of 1987 his
belief that “the Chief Executive will  on occasion feel duty bound to assert monarchical
notions of prerogative that will permit him to exceed the law.” Cheney supported this claim
by  pointing  to  Jefferson’s  Louisiana  Purchase,  which  Jefferson,  without  using  the  word
“prerogative,” justified by “the laws of necessity, of self-preservation, of serving our country
when in danger.”41 But the Cheney-Addington defense of an on-going prerogative in an on-
going war on terror has far more in common with 17th-century British monarchical legal
theory,  than  with  Jefferson’s  single  resort  to  such  action,  after  a  lifetime  of  attacking  the
notion of prerogative power.42

As part of the case for an unrestrained or monarchical view of executive power, we have
seen the contention that the President may disregard or marginalize treaty obligations
prohibiting torture. Before COG was declared on September 11, 2001, a network of laws,
developed through checks  and balances  by  all  three branches  of  federal  government,
prohibited torture. “It was not to last.”43

In keeping with Cheney’s COG planning in the 1980s, the Bush administration has made
similar  inroads  on  habeas  corpus,  a  right  conferred  by  Magna  Carta,  reaffirmed  by  the
English  parliament  in  a  statute  of  1679,  and  mentioned  in  the  U.S.  constitution.
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Nevertheless, in defining the constitutional crisis we now face, it is important to see that it is
not an unprecedented and anomalous event, but rooted in developments over decades.

9/11, Deep Events, and the Global Dominance Mindset in American Society

The  continuity  of  past  deep  events  is  part  of  the  problem facing  those  who  wish  to
understand and correct what underlies them. For the mainstream U.S. media (as we now
clearly see them) have become so implicated in past protective lies about Korea, Tonkin
Gulf,  and  the  JFK  assassination  that  they,  as  well  as  the  government,  have  now  a
demonstrated interest in preventing the truth about any of these events from coming out.44

This means that the current threat to constitutional rights does not derive from the deep
state alone. As I have written elsewhere, the problem is a global dominance mindset that
prevails not only inside the Washington Beltway but also in the mainstream media and even
in the universities, one which has come to accept recent inroads on constitutional liberties,
and stigmatizes, or at least responds with silence to, those who are alarmed by them.45 Just
as acceptance of bureaucratic groupthink is a necessary condition for advancement within
the state, so acceptance of this mindset’s notions of decorum has increasingly become a
condition for participation in mainstream public life.

In  saying  this,  I  mean  something  more  narrow  than  the  pervasive  “business-defined
consensus” which Gabriel Kolko once asserted was “a central reality,” underlying how “a
ruling class makes its policies operate.”46 I would agree that, at least since the Reagan era,
the mindset I am describing has become more and more clearly identified with the mentality
of an overworld determined to protect its privileges and even enlarge them at the expense
of the rest of society.

But the mindset I mean is narrower in focus – originally concerned with defending and now
increasingly concerned with enlarging America’s dominance in the world, in an era of finite
and increasingly scarcer resources. And it is also, increasingly, less a consensus than an
arena of serious division and debate.

It is clear that the mindset is not monolithic. There have been recurring notable dissents
within it, such as when James Risen and Eric Lichtblau revealed in the New York Times that
the Bush administration, in defiance of the FISA Act, was engaged in warrantless electronic
surveillance of telephone calls inside the United States.47 But on other issues, notably the
Iraq War, the Times has conspicuously failed to play the judicious critical role that it did with
respect  to  the  U.S.  war  in  Vietnam.  In  general,  as  Kristina  Borjesson  reports  in  her
devastating book, “Investigative reporting is dwindling…because it is expensive, attracts
lawsuits, and can be hostile to the corporate interests and/or government connections of a
news division’s parent company.”48 And as to critical thinking about 9/11, as before about
the Kennedy assassination, the Post has predictably gone out of its way to depict the 9/11
truth movement as a “cacophonous and free-range…bunch of conspiracists.”49

According to a survey of Lexis Nexis, the New York Times did not report Attorney General
Gonzalez’ newsworthy claim that “There is no expressed grant of habeas corpus in the
Constitution.”  (The  Washington  Post  reported  it,  without  comment,  in  a  story  of  197
words.)50  And on the  question  of  torture  even a  liberal  Harvard  University  professor,
Michael Ignatieff, has argued in a University Press book from an even-handed starting point
– “A democracy is committed to both the security of the majority and the rights of the
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individual” — to an alarming defense of “coercive questioning.”51

In this state of affairs, I  shall  argue, the Internet provides an opportunity for opposition, of
potentially immense political importance.

Deep Events as Intrigues within the Global Dominance Consensus

Many critics of American foreign policy on the left tend to stress its substantial coherence
over time, from the War-Peace Studies for post-war planning of the Council  on Foreign
Relations in the 1940s, to Defense Secretary Charles Wilson’s plans in the 1950s for a
“permanent war economy,” to Clinton’s declaration to the United Nations in 1993 that the
U.S. will act “multilaterally when possible, but unilaterally when necessary.”52

This view of America’s policies has persuaded some, notably Alexander Cockburn, to lament
the  displacement  of  coherent  Marxist  analysis  by  the  “fundamental  idiocy”  and
“foolishness” of “9/11 conspiracism.”53 But it is quite possible to acknowledge both that
there are ongoing continuities in American policy and also important, hidden, and recurring
internal divisions, which have given rise to America’s structural deep events. These events
have always involved friction between Wall Street and the Council on Foreign Relations, on
the one hand, and the increasingly powerful oil- and military-dominated economic centers of
the Midwest and the Texas Sunbelt on the other.

At the time that General MacArthur, drawing on his Midwest and Texas support, threatened
to challenge Truman and the State Department, the opposition was seen as one between
the traditional Europe-Firsters of the Northeast and new-wealth Asia-Firsters. In the 1952
election, the foreign policy debate was between Democratic “containment” and Republican
“rollback.” Bruce Cumings, following Franz Schurmann, wrote later of the split, even within
the  CIA,  between  “Wall  Street  internationalism”  on  the  one  hand  and  “cowboy-style
expansionism” on the other.54

Many have followed Michael Klare in defining the conflict as one, even within the Council on
Foreign Relations, between “traders” and warrior “Prussians.”55 Since the rise to eminence
of the so-called “Vulcans” – notably Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and Paul Wolfowitz,
backed by the Project for the New American Century (PNAC) – the struggle has frequently
been  described  as  a  struggle  between  the  multilateralists  of  the  status  quo  and  the
unilateralists seeking indisputable American hegemony.56

Underlying every one of the deep events I have mentioned, and others such as the U-2
incident,  can  be  seen  this  contest  between  traderly  (multilateralist)  and  warriorly
(unilateralist) approaches to the maintenance of U.S. global dominance. For decades the
warriorly faction was clearly a minority; but it was also an activist and well-funded minority,
in marked contrast to the relatively passive and disorganized traderly majority. Hence the
warriorly preference for war, thanks to ample funding from the military-industrial complex
and also to a series of deep events, was able time after time to prevail.

The 1970s can be seen as a turning-point, when a minority CFR faction, led by Paul Nitze,
united with corporate executives from the military-industrial complex like David Packard and
pro-Zionist  future neocons like Richard Perle  to  forge a succession of  militant  political
coalitions, such as the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD). Cheney and Rumsfeld, then
in the Ford White House, participated in this onslaught on the multilateral foreign policy of
Henry Kissinger.57 In the late 1990s Cheney and Rumsfeld, even while secretly refining the
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COG provisions put into force on 9/11, also participated openly in the successor organization
to the CPD, the Project for the New American Century (PNAC).

From  his  office  interfacing  between  CIA  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Col.  L.  Fletcher  Prouty
deduced  that  there  was  a  single  Secret  Team,  within  the  CIA  but  not  confined  to  it,
responsible for not only the Tonkin Gulf incidents (timed to enable already planned military
action against North Vietnam) but other deep events, such as the U-2 incident of 1960
(which  in  Prouty’s  opinion  was  planned  and  timed  to  frustrate  the  projected  summit
conference between Eisenhower and Khrushchev) and even the assassination of President
Kennedy (after which the Secret Team “moved to take over the whole direction of the war
and to dominate the activity of the United States of America”).58

In language applicable to both Korea in 1950 and Tonkin Gulf in 1964, Prouty argued that
CIA actions followed a pattern of actions which “went completely out of control in Southeast
Asia:”

The clandestine operator… prepares the stage by launching a
very minor and very secret, provocative attack of a kind that is
bound to bring open reprisal. These secret attacks, which may
have been made by third parties or  by stateless mercenaries
whose  materials  were  supplied  secretly  by  the  CIA,  will
undoubtedly  create  reaction  which  in  turn  is  observed in  the
United States…. It is not a new game. [but] it was raised to a high
state  of  art  under  Walt  Rostow and McGeorge Bundy against
North Vietnam, to set the pattern for the Gulf of Tonkin attacks.59

I mention Prouty’s thesis here in order to record my partial dissent from it. In my view his
notion of a “team” localizes what I call the global dominance mindset too narrowly in a
restricted group who are not only like-minded but in conspiratorial communication over a
long term. He exhibits the kind of conspiratorialist mentality once criticized by G. William
Domhoff:

We all have a tremendous tendency to want to get caught up in
believing that there’s some secret evil cause for all of the obvious
ills of the world …. [Conspiracy theories] encourage a belief that if
we get rid of a few bad people, everything will be well in the
world.60

My own position is still that which I articulated years ago in response to Domhoff:

I have always believed, and argued, that a true understanding of
the Kennedy assassination will lead not to `a few bad people,’ but
to  the  institutional  and  parapolitical  arrangements  which
constitute  the  way  we  are  systematically  governed.61

Quoting  what  I  had  written,  Michael  Parenti  added,  “In  sum,  national  security  state
conspiracies [or what I would call deep events] are components of our political structure, not
deviations from it.”62

The  outcome  of  the  deep  events  I  have  mentioned  so  far  has  been  chiefly  a  series  of
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victories for the warriors.63 But there have been other structural deep events, notably
Watergate in 1972-74 and Iran-Contra in 1986-87,  which can be interpreted,  if  not  as
victories for the traders, at least as temporary setbacks for the warriors. In The Road to 9/11
I have tried to show that Cheney and Rumsfeld, while in the Ford White House, bitterly
resented the setback represented by the post-Watergate reforms, and immediately set in
motion a series of moves to reverse them. I argue there that the climax of these moves was
the imposition after 9/11 of their long-planned provisions for COG, formulated under their
supervision since the early 1980s.

Thus  since  World  War  Two  the  warriorly  position,  initially  that  of  a  marginal  but
conspiratorial minority, has moved since the Reagan and Bush presidencies into a more and
more  central  position.  This  is  well  symbolized  by  the  rise  in  influence  since  1981  of  the
Council for National Policy, originally funded by Texas oil billionaire Nelson Bunker Hunt and
explicitly designed to offset the influence of the Council on Foreign Relations.64 Comparing
the  1950s  with  the  present  decade,  it  is  striking  how much  the  status  of  the  State
Department has declined vis-à-vis the Pentagon. With the accelerated militarization of the
U.S. economy, the question arises whether a more traderly foreign policy can ever again
prevail.

And since 9/11, especially with the institution of unknown COG procedures, some have
talked of the overall subversion of democracy, by a new Imperial Presidency in the Bush
White House.65

9/11, the Threat to Constitutional Rights, and Congress

A skeptic might observe that there is still a Congress, with constitutional powers to review
and restrict what the executive does. And it is true that a joint congressional committee, in
2002, did investigate CIA and FBI activities before and after 9/11.66 The powers of Congress
have been weakened, however. A crucial section of this report, dealing precisely with the
CIA’s and Saudi  government’s relationship to the alleged hijacker al-Mihdar,  was classified
and withheld by the administration. When some of the explosive information was leaked to
Newsweek, the committee members and staff (rather than the Saudi government) became
the focus of a criminal leak investigation by the FBI.67 The chairman, Senator Bob Graham

thought  the  leak  investigation  was  an  obvious  effort  by  the
administration  to  intimidate  Congress.  And  if  that  was  the
intention, it worked. Members of the joint committee and their
staffs were frightened into silence about the investigation.68

It would appear that the election of Democratic majorities in both houses of Congress has
done  little  to  change  this  state  of  affairs.  Warrantless  electronic  surveillance  (which  the
President has referred to as a COG provision)69 was endorsed by the new 110th Congress in
the Protect America Act of 2007, an act which restricted FISA Court supervision as the
President had wished. This same 110th Congress failed to undo the Military Commissions
Act of 2006, which (as Robert Parry wrote in the Baltimore Chronicle) “effectively eliminated
habeas corpus for non-citizens, including legal resident aliens.”70

Just as alarmingly, Congress has shown little or no desire to challenge, or even question, the
over-arching  assumptions  of  the  war  on  terror.  We  are  still  in  a  proclaimed  national
emergency that  was first  proclaimed by President  Bush on September 14,  2001.71 As the
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Washington  Times  wrote  on  September  18,  2001,  “Simply  by  proclaiming  a  national
emergency  on  Friday,  President  Bush  activated  some  500  dormant  legal  provisions,
including those allowing him to impose censorship and martial law.” The Washington Times
was referring to presidential Proclamation 7463 of September 14, 2001, “Declaration of
National Emergency by Reason of Certain Terrorist Attacks.” The state of emergency that
was subsequently declared on September 23, 2001, by Executive Order 13224, was again
formally extended by the president on September 20, 2007.72

COG, NSPD-51, and the Challenge to Congressional Checks and Balances

The  constitutional  implications  of  this  state  of  emergency  were  aggravated  by  the
President’s “National Security and Homeland Security Presidential Directive” (NSPD)-51, of
May 9, 2007, which decreed (without even a press release) that

When the president determines a catastrophic emergency has
occurred, the president can take over all government functions
and direct all private sector activities to ensure we will emerge
from  the  emergency  with  an  “enduring  constitutional
government.”73

The  Directive,  without  explicitly  saying  so,  appeared  to  override  the  post-Watergate
statutory  provisions  for  congressional  regulation  enacted  in  1977  by  the  National
Emergencies Act.74

Among major newspapers, only the Washington Post reported NSPD-51 at all, noting that
the  “directive  formalizes  a  shift  of  authority  away from the  Department  of  Homeland
Security to the White House.”75 It added that

After the 2001 attacks, Bush assigned about 100 senior civilian
managers to rotate secretly to locations outside of Washington for
weeks or months at a time to ensure the nation’s survival,  a
shadow  government  that  evolved  based  on  long-standing
“continuity  of  operations  plans.”

However the Post  failed to note that these continuity of operations (COG) plans, which
reportedly involve suspension of the Constitution and possibly Congress, were secret — the
fruit of secret planning over two decades by Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld, even during
periods of time when neither of the two men held a government position.76

After  urging  from  constituents,  including  many  members  of  the  911truth  movement,
Congressman Peter deFazio did attempt to see the Continuity of Government (COG) plans in
the classified Appendices of NSPD-51. Both he, and eventually the entire House Committee
on  Homeland  Security,  were  denied  the  opportunity  to  see  these  appendices,  on  the
grounds that the Committee did not possess the requisite clearances. This should have been
a line in the sand for Congress to assert its constitutional rights and duties. As I have
reported elsewhere,

The story, ignored by the mainstream press, involved more than
the usual tussle between the legislative and executive branches
of  the  U.S.  Government.  What  was  at  stake  was  a  contest
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between Congress’s constitutional powers of oversight, and a set
of  policy  plans  that  could  be used to  suspend or  modify  the
constitution.77

But it appears that the current Congress will do nothing to support Congressman deFazio’s
efforts at congressional oversight of COG.

Congress and the On-Going Cover-Up of 9/11

Furthermore, the 110th Congress took no action to ensure that all government agencies will
collaborate with the National Archives, in fulfillment of the 9/11 Commission’s commitment
to release its supporting records to the public in 2009.78 A law to ensure this is badly
needed.

The FBI has been declassifying documents cooperatively with respect to this commitment,
and recently the CIA has begun to cooperate as well.79 But some federal agencies, notably
the FAA and Pentagon, are not collaborating with the 9/11 Commission’s commitment at all.
It may take a law to get them to do so. Both the FAA and the Pentagon declined to release
important records to the 9/11 Commission, despite its statutory powers, until required to do
so by judicial subpoena.80 But the law which created the 9/11 Commission in 2002 made no
legal determination for the future of its records.81

This is a matter of concern, because 9/11 has clearly initiated a major readjustment of our
traditional constitutional balances and civil rights. I submit that a vigorous defense of the
constitutional traditions of this country requires vigorous pressure for the release of the 9/11
Commission’s  records,  so  that  we  can  begin  to  resolve  the  mysteries  of  how  this
constitutional crisis arose.

In short, we are living in an on-going state of emergency whose exact limits are unknown,
on the basis of a controversial deep event – 9/11 — that is still largely a mystery. Without
endorsing the notion that a coup d’état has occurred, I would categorically assert that a
radically hegemonic mindset, located primarily in Vice-President Cheney’s office, is currently
using 9/11, the war on terror, and secret COG rules to assert prerogative limitations on the
checks  and  balances  of  the  U.S.  constitution,  without  any  significant  challenge  from  a
compliant  Congress  and  media.

9/11, the Public, and Internet Politics

This raises the question whether the public, about to vote in the 2008 election, can exercise
the constitutional restraints that Congress and the media have failed to supply. The answer,
I submit, lies in what I would call Internet Politics, the mobilization of nationwide pressures
on candidates in the next election through internet coordination.

There is I believe a latent majority of Americans who could agree to ask all candidates to

a) review and revise the Military Commissions Act of 2006, to unequivocally restore
habeas corpus, within the limitations of the U.S. Constitution, Article One, Section 9;

b) unequivocally outlaw torture;

c)  review and restrict  the  provisions  for  warrantless  electronic  surveillance  in  the
Protect America Act of 2007.
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d) vote for The American Freedom Agenda Act of 2007 (H.R. 3835), which addresses
these and other issues. This bill was introduced by U.S. Rep. Ron Paul on October 15,
2007, and is supported by both the Republican American Freedom Agenda, and the
Democratic American Freedom Campaign.82

Those in the 911truth movement could ask candidates to take two further steps

d) insist on the right of the Homeland Security Committees in Congress to review the COG
appendices to National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-51;

e) support a law to force all government agencies to collaborate with the National Archives,
in fulfillment of the 9/11 Commission’s commitment to release its supporting records to the
public in 2009.83

But  social  thought  is  socially  fashioned.  For  it  to  be  effective  it  must  be  mobilized,  and
become more  than  a  chorus  of  bloggers  croaking  from our  backwater  lilypads  in  the
blogomarsh.  Clearly  it  would  take  a  strenuous  concerted  effort  to  create  or  persuade  a
movement,  such  as  MoveOn,  to  take  on  all  these  issues.

Is it possible that some organization can be persuaded to accept this challenge, and take
the first steps in mobilizing such a force?
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