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1. Could it be that this was the sort of 

event envisioned by The Project for 

the New America Century? See 

page 51 of Rebuilding Americas 

Defenses:  www.newamericancen-

tury.org/RebuildingAmericasDefen-

ses.pdf 

2. Police officers routinely cleared by 

internal police investigations of any 

wrong-doing in brutality or illegal 

use-of-force cases is an excellent 

example. 

3. In the 1993 WTC bombing, the FBI, 

after being informed of the plot by 

one of the participants — who re-

quested that they supply him with 

fake explosives — instead let the 

bomb be built as planned, resulting 

in the death of six people. A CBS 

news video about this can be 

viewed at http://whatreallyhappened 

    .com/IMAGES/wtc_bombing3.wmv 

By Dick Greb 
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W ith only ten percent of the 21st cen-tury under our belts, it’s still too 
early to give the appellation of ‘Crime of 
the Century’ to the hijacking and kami-
kaze crashing of airliners into the twin 
towers of the World Trade Center com-
plex and into the Pentagon on Septem-
ber 11, 2001, but it most certainly was a 
crime of gigantic proportions. And de-
spite the ridicule heaped upon any ex-
planation — ignominiously called con-
spiracy theories — other than the offi-
cial one, there can be no doubt that there 
was indeed a conspiracy at work on that 
day. Unless you believe that the separate 
hijackings were unrelated, the very fact 
that four different planes were hijacked 
is proof that a criminal conspiracy ex-
isted. The extent of that conspiracy is the 
real question, and unfortunately for 
those who want to see truth prevail, that 
question is just one of many for which 
we will likely never be given satisfactory 
answers. 
It has now been ten years since the 

catastrophic and catalyzing events1 of 
that modern day of infamy, and the gov-
ernment has given no indications that it 
plans to reinvestigate the crime. In fact, 
the actions of government throughout 
the entire episode evinces an intent to 
conceal, rather than reveal, the facts sur-
rounding what it has referred to as the 
worst terrorist attack on American soil. 
Indeed, its continuing obfuscation of the 
truth — whether through error or will-
fulness, or both — is one of the factors 
that may ultimately assure that the at-
tack will remain in the running for crime 

of the century. Just like any case where 
investigation of a crime is conducted by 
those who have a vested interest in the 
outcome, if not actual participation in 
the crime itself, truth is always a victim.2 
As I said, the extent of the criminal 

conspiracy involved in the 9-11 attack is 
a central question that needs to be an-
swered, as so many other questions 
come back to that one. Besides the ac-
tual hijackers (whether they were prop-
erly identified or not), every person who 
knowingly aided or abetted the commis-
sion of this series of crimes, no matter 
how small a part they played in the 
whole scheme of things, is a co-
conspirator, and as such, they should 
rightly share in the criminal responsibil-
ity for the result, which was the murder 
of thousands of people. This is where 
foreknowledge comes into play, and of 
course, why such foreknowledge is al-
ways vehemently denied. If government 
agents knew of the plan, and allowed it 
to go forward, that’s bad enough;3 if they 
not only knew, but orchestrated circum-
stances to make it more likely to suc-
ceed, that makes them complicit in those 
murders. 

T his type of orchestration can occur so far behind the scenes that it may be 
virtually impossible to discover; but 
sometimes hints of it come through. One 
such hint, to my mind, in the 9-11 attack 
is the training exercises that were going 
on at the same time as the hijackings. 
Although they didn’t get a whole lot of 
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(Continued from page 1) 

press, Vanity Fair did a great job in reporting on them.4  
Officials in our air defense establishment admitted that 
these exercises — which included simulated hijacking of 
airliners — were being conducted at the same time as 
the actual hijackings. General Ralph E. Eberhart, USAF 
Commander of NORAD, was quoted as claiming that the 
exercises actually enhanced the response to the real 
threat, because everybody was already in a more alert 
status.5 Given the near-total failure of any military re-
sponse to the hijacked planes, this seems like a pretty 
serious indictment of our air defense readiness. 

A side from that, however, this simultaneous exis-tence of actual hijackings and training exercises on 
hijackings comes down to one of two options: either it 
was mere coincidence that both the real and simulated 
hijackings occurred at the same time; or one of them 
must have been based on foreknowledge of the other. 
Now, I’m no statistician, but I have to think that the 
odds of the first option are pretty long. But suppose for 
a minute that it was just a coincidence. Then, according 
to General Eberhart, the hijackers picked the worst of 
all possible times for their crimes, because our federally-
controlled air security apparatus was more ready than 
usual to thwart their evil plans. And yet, despite this 
heightened readiness, 75 percent of the hijackers' plot 
was accomplished without any interference from the 
feds whatsoever.6 Given that it was managed by groups 
of four and five men armed with nothing but box-
cutters,7 that would probably put the chances at about 
50/50 for a pair of hijackers armed with pea-shooters to 
do the same on a normal day. 
Then, there's the second option — foreknowledge. 

Perhaps the reason why such a precarious plan suc-
ceeded so far as it did was because people who knew of 
the plot maneuvered circumstances in such a way as to 
make the chances of success greater. This could work in 
either direction. That is, if the hijackers knew of the 

training exer-
cises, then per- 
haps they pick- 
ed the same 
day in hopes of 
c o n f u s i n g 
those involved 
in them (in-
stead of them 
being more fo-
cused, as Gen-
eral Eberhart 
claims); or, if 
the plot was 
k n own  b y 

those who have an interest in exploiting disasters 
(tyrants, for example), then perhaps the exercises were 
scheduled for the same day, and for the same reason. In 
the former case, though, it seems unlikely that the hi-
jackers would have access to enough details of the 
planned exercise scenarios to determine that it would 
enhance their chances of success, since even the partici-
pants would be mostly kept in the dark, in order to 
maximize the usefulness of any evaluation of their per-
formance. On the other hand, with the government's 
known predilection for infiltration of dissident groups 
(think COINTELPRO), it's not much of a stretch to be-
lieve that there could have been an informant (or even 
an agent provocateur) involved in the plot, feeding sug-
gestions to the conspirators, while simultaneously leak-
ing the plans to their government handlers. 

I  realize that to many people, this sounds crazy (or at least, I sound crazy), but pushing unstable people to 
engage in criminal behavior is a common ploy of the 
FBI in its War on Terrorism, as revealed by the New 
York Times in an article from November 29, 2010.8 In 
the same way, exploiting crises is a universal ploy of ty-
rants to gain greater power and control. This makes for 

a powerful incentive to ex-
acerbate such crises, be-
cause the greater the cri-
sis, the greater the de-
mand for (or at least the 
acquiescence in) more 
power to prevent another 
in the future. Thus, fore-
knowledge is a powerful 
tool for power-grabbers. 
And one of the beauties of 
high-level behind-the-
scenes manipulation is 
that it can be done under 
the cover of legitimate 
preparedness. Sending 
fighter planes off to an-
other part of the country 
to engage in training is 
not, in and of itself, a 
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General Ralph E. Eberhart, USAF Commander of 

NORAD on September 11, 2001. 

 

4. www.vanityfair.com/politics/features/2006/08/norad200608 

5. Eberhart, when asked by the 9-11 Commission whether the training exercises helped or hurt the response, tes-

tified: 

“Sir, my belief is that it helped because of the manning, because of the focus, because the crews -- they have 

to be airborne in 15 minutes. And that morning, because of the exercise, they were airborne in six or eight min-

utes. And so I believe that focus helped. The situation that you're referring to, I think, at most cost us 30 sec-

onds -- 30 seconds.” http://www.9-11commission.gov/archive/hearing12/9-11Commission_Hearing_2004-06-

17.htm 

6. According to the official story, the other 25 percent was thwarted by unarmed passengers who, by an unsuc-

cessful 5-minute assault to breach the cockpit door, convinced the hijackers to crash the plane in Shanksville, 

Penn., rather than continue the 20-minute flight to Washington, D.C. The report also documents that the cockpit 

crew had received a warning from United Airlines about cockpit intrusions at least 4 minutes before the hijack-

ers attacked, which should have given them ample time to secure the door, but apparently didn't do so. The 

9/11 Commission Report, p. 11. 

7. Personally, I find it rather incredible that dozens of adult passengers would let a few guys with box-cutters (or 

even regular size knives, for that matter) order them around and take over the cockpit of their plane in the first 

place. A bus full of children, maybe, but grown men and women? But then again, the FBI did report that they 

“collected 14 knives or portions of knives at the Flight 93 crash site,” (Report, p. 457, FN 82.) so maybe they 

were carrying 3 or 4 each, and the people just felt overwhelmed by all that weaponry. 

8. “In U.S. Sting Operations, Questions of Entrapment,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/30/us/politics/30fbi.html 

 



I n early 1933, as a result of the great panic, a.k.a. the depres-
sion, the fractional reserve bank-
ing system was experiencing yet 
another episode of ‘bank runs.’ A 
bank run occurs when ordinary 
folk sense their particular bank is 
weak and about to fail. They know 
that if it fails, their savings will be 
lost, and so they make haste to re-
move their deposits from said 
bank. At that time, this involved 
demands for redemption of frns 
in gold and silver — lawful money. 
To the Federal Reserve, such de-
mands constituted a banking 
‘crisis.’ As with all such ‘crises,’ it 
turned to the government to solve 
the problems it had created itself.  
On March 2, 1933, two days be-

fore President Roosevelt’s inaugu-
ration, President Hoover corre-
sponded with the Federal Reserve, 
saying that he understood the 
Board was considering recom-
mending the use of “emergency 
powers” under Section 5 of the 
Trading with the Enemy Act, “for 
the purpose of limiting the use of 
coin and currency to necessary 
purposes. I should be glad to have 
the advice of the Board.”  
On March 3, Governor Eugene 

Meyer of the Fed responded that 
the situation in Chicago: 
 

has reached the point of extreme 
tension, with prospects that by the 
end of banking hours tomorrow the 
gold reserves of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Chicago will be danger-
ously depleted. [The bankers] have 
requested that a national holiday be 
proclaimed as the only method they 
know of for dealing with the imme-
diate exigency with which they are 
confronted. … Similar conditions 
are developing rapidly in other Fed-
eral Reserve Districts. … The 
[Board] has considered two meth-
ods of dealing with this emergency, 
one by executive order and the 

other by joint resolution of Con-
gress. … A form of executive order 
is enclosed for your consideration. 
 

Meyer warned that immediate ac-
tion was necessary in order to pre-
vent a “banking collapse.”  

H oover was awakened at 1:30 a.m. March 4th to read 
Meyer’s letter, the same day Roo-
sevelt was inaugurated with the 
ominous words: “This is a day of 
consecration.”1 Consecrated to the 
banking system, perhaps, because 
just two days later, he issued 
Presidential Proclamation No. 
2039, an executive order declar-
ing a bank holyday (“holiday”) 
from March 6th to 9th. The order 
largely followed the Federal Re-
serve’s proposal. Here is a portion 
of it: 
 

Whereas there have been heavy 
and unwarranted withdrawals of 
gold and currency from our bank-
ing institutions for the purpose of 
hoarding; and 
Whereas continuous and in-

creasingly extensive speculative 
activity abroad in foreign exchange 
has resulted in severe drains on the 
Nation's stocks of gold; and 
Whereas those conditions have 

created a national emergency; and  
Whereas it is in the best inter-

ests of all bank depositors that a 
period of respite be provided with 
a  view   to   preventing   further 

(Continued on page 4) 
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criminal thing. Quite the contrary, it's 
generally a good thing to have well-
trained pilots defending our land. So, 
what blame could possibly be laid on the 
person who instigated the training, or 
scheduled it; unless, of course, it was 
done to further a criminal conspiracy. 
But alas, how would you ever prove such 
a criminal intent by anyone evil enough 
to execute a plan like that? 

M aking it even tougher to ferret out, the influence exerted might 
be so light of touch that those being ma-
nipulated never even know it's been 
done. This is a central premise of the 
movie Inception, starring Leonardo Di-
Caprio, where an idea to be implanted in 
a target's subconscious mind must seem 
to originate from the target himself in 
order to take hold. I've heard it said that 
Colonel Edward Mandell House, advisor 
to President Woodrow Wilson, among 
others, had such a gift — that he could 
suggest ideas to someone in a way that 
made the recipient believe he had 
thought of it himself. Is this what hap-
pened with the various training exercises 
scheduled for September 11, 2001, or 
was it truly just a coincidence? We will 
likely never know the answer to that 
question. But as for anybody who played 
a part in furthering that murderous con-
spiracy of ten years ago, we can 
rest assured that Christ sees 
what's in their hearts, and come 
judgment day, there will be hell 
to pay. 

… there can be no doubt that … there can be no doubt that 

there was indeed a there was indeed a   

conspiracy at work conspiracy at work   

on that day. on that day.   

Revisiting 9/11Revisiting 9/11 

 

Will the HOLY DAYS of Will the HOLY DAYS of Will the HOLY DAYS of    
Big Banks’ Past Big Banks’ Past Big Banks’ Past haunt us againhaunt us againhaunt us again???   

“Holyday,” also written “Holiday,“ 
see Webster’s 1828 dictionary, is a 
“day set apart for commemorating 
some important event in history; a 
festival intended to celebrate some 
event deemed auspicious to the wel-
fare of a nation; particularly ...devoted 
to religious solemnities.”  It is also 
“a day of exemption from labor; a 
day of amusement.” 

1. See FDR and fear itself: the first inaugural address, by Davis W. Houck, p. 140. 



(Continued from page 3) 
hoarding of coin, bullion or currency or speculation in 
foreign exchange and permitting the application of appro-
priate measures to protect the interests of our people; and 
Whereas it is provided in Section 5 (b) of the Act of Oc-

tober 6, 1917 (40 Stat. L. 411), as amended, "That the 
President may investigate, regulate, or prohibit, under 
such rules and regulations as he may prescribe, by means 
of licenses or otherwise, any transactions in foreign ex-
change and the export, hoarding, melting, or earmarkings 
of gold or silver coin or bullion or currency . . ."; … 
Now, Therefore I, Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of 

the United States of America, in view of such national 
emergency and by virtue of the authority vested in me by 
said Act and in order to prevent the export, hoarding, or 
earmarking of gold or silver coin or bullion or currency, 
do hereby proclaim, order, direct and declare … a bank 
holiday, and that during said period all banking transac-
tions shall be suspended. … (emphases added) 

  

N ote that people taking deposits from the banks supposedly resulted in “severe drains” on “the Na-
tion’s stocks of gold.” How could this be, unless the peo-
ple’s gold in the banks were considered to be one and 
the same as the “Nation’s”? If it belongs to the “Nation,” 
that is, We The People, then the “Nation” has the right 
to it. Clearly, to Roosevelt and the bankers, the 
(collective) “Nation” was not We The People, it was 
nothing more than the bankers themselves, since they 
were the ones being drained. As later actions showed, 
Roosevelt was already planning a nationalized gold 
stock, with the Federal Reserve Board as the “Nation’s” 
true representatives, something they had lusted after 
from the beginning.2 

Banking collapses are inherent in the very nature of 
fractional reserve banking. If bank notes are empty 
promises, i.e., they are not actually backed by the gold 
and silver they claim to represent, then they are 
fraudulent, and the bank should indeed fail, and its 
principals be hauled off to prison. However, the Federal 
Reserve Act of 1913 authorizes such fraud, and since the 
government benefits thereby, it does all it can to keep 
the fraud going, including, as Presidential Proclamation 
No. 2039 threatened, sending people who ‘hoard’ gold 
to jail for ten years. Even if — and most especially if, it 
would seem — the people stand to lose their property 
(the Fifth Amendment be damned). 
As constitutional expert Edwin Vieira3 points out, the 

national ‘emergency’ for the bankers was that Ameri-
cans wanted their own money, to which they were enti-
tled, and demanded that the bankers honor their con-
tracts. The ‘hoarding’ the bankers found menacing was 
nothing more than people’s preference to hold their own 

cash rather than leave it in the care of demonstrably ir-
responsible third parties (banks). ‘Hoarding’ is simply 
saving. Couldn’t people as readily be accused of 
‘hoarding’ money by saving it in banks? Perhaps their 
funds could be confiscated for the rash act(s) of keeping 
funds safe on deposit and thereby draining the nation of 
needed money flow for job creation?4 Given the propa-
ganda of the banking system/government during the de-
pression, such an absurd rationale for confiscating peo-
ple’s money in the name of the “Nation” does not seem 
impossible today. As long as bank ‘bailouts’ continue, 
stealth confiscation via inflation may be good enough 
for the banking system. But the entire system is now 
built on irredeemable paper. If depositors demand fed-
eral reserve notes to hold themselves, many banks 
might lose their “reserves” and fail; indeed, many are 
failing anyway. So there is no guarantee such holydays 
will not be called for in the future. 
Many newspapers in 1933 lauded the bank ‘holiday,’ 

claiming that it was just the thing needed at the time to 
ensure the Nation’s economic recovery. One might sus-
pect that they were in the bank’s pockets as well — or 
caught up in the totalitarian and fascist tone of the 
times.  

I t was widely acknowledged, even trumpeted on head-lines, that Roosevelt had declared the bankster holy-
day by invoking war-time powers. But America was not 
at war. The Federal Reserve had designed the procla-
mation based on the Trading with the Enemy Act of 
1917, amended in 1918. In Stoehr v. Wallace, 255 U.S. 
239 (1921), the Supreme Court said of this Act: 

 

[It] is strictly a war measure and finds its sanction in 
the constitutional provision, Art. I, § 8, cl. 11, … [One 
section of the Act did confer] authority summarily to 
seize property upon … determination that it was enemy 
owned … But … Congress did not attempt the confisca-
tion of the property of citizens or alien friends. 
 

Congress resolved on March 3, 1921, that that date 
should be taken as the termination of WWI, and that 
“any Act of Congress, or any provision [thereof], that by 
its terms is in force only during the existence of a state 
of war,” should be administered as if such war had ter-
minated. Thus, the war-time powers invoked by Roose-
velt were not legally available to him, even if they could 
be considered Constitutional.5  
Never mind the blatant illegality of his action, how-

ever — during the banksters’ holy days, Congress met 
and post-ratified his proclamation, and any actions he 
might take “thereafter,” via the Emergency Banking Act. 
The hyped ‘urgency’ surrounding that Act, introduced and 
passed on March 9, 1933, was such that it passed with just 
a single copy available — so most legislators voted for it 
without reading it. Sound familiar? 
If and when illegal and unconstitutional holy days are 

never again proposed by the Fed, nor implemented 
by its government lackeys … well, then, your money 
in the bank should be safe. 

2. See Pieces of Eight, by Edwin Vieira, Jr., 2002, p. 884. 

3. Most of the details in this article are drawn from Pieces of Eight, by Ed-

win Vieira, Jr., 2002. 

4. As in the popular mantra today:  Get out and consume! Consuming will 

save the economy! 

5. Which they cannot be, in many respects, but elaboration on that score, 

and on the gold confiscation which followed the bank holiday, must be 

reserved for another time. 



II t’s now been 16 years 
since the Twin Towers (and their 

half-size cousin, Building 7) col-
lapsed into a heap of rubble, and 24 
years since the first attempt to bring 
them down. And despite plenty of 
interest on the part of the general 
public to have an honest investiga-
tion into the whole affair, the gov-
ernment continues its refusal to con-
duct any such investigation. Instead 
it considers the 9/11 Commission 
Report to be the final word on the 
subject, and characterizes anybody 
who believes otherwise as crazy con-
spiracy theorists. Of course, this is a 
classic case of the pot calling the ket-
tle black, since the government’s 
own explanation of the terror attack 
of September 11, 2001 involves quite 
a large conspiracy. 
 

CONSPIRACY. ... Conspiracy is a 
consultation or agreement be-
tween two or more persons, either 
falsely to accuse another of a 
crime punishable by law; or 
wrongfully to injure or prejudice 
a third person, or any body of 
men, in any manner; or to com-
mit any offense punishable by 
law; or to do any act with intent to 
prevent the course of justice; or to 
effect a legal purpose with a cor-
rupt intent, or by improper 
means.1 
 

As you can see from this defini-
tion, any time at least two people co-
operate in any criminal offense, 
there exists a conspiracy. Therefore, 
the government’s proclamation that 
19 men acted in concert to hijack air-
planes and fly them into buildings is 
a grand conspiracy involving a mul-

titude of crimes. So the big question 
is not whether or not there existed a 
conspiracy in the 9/11 attacks — ob-
viously one person can’t hijack four 
planes at the same time — but what 
was the full extent of the conspiracy? 

If every aspect of every crime that 
was committed that day was con-
ceived, planned, prepared, executed 
and financed by the 19 men alleged 
by the government to have been a 
part of the operation, and by them 
only, then their conspiracy is com-
plete, and the perpetrators will re-
ceive no earthly justice for their 
deeds, and the victims and their 
families will likewise receive no 
earthly justice for the grievous harm 

done to them and their loved ones. 
This is basically the position of the 
government on the whole affair. The 
killers are dead, and so there’s no 
need to look any further into the 
situation, except insofar as to deter-
mine what further oppressions must 
be visited on the American people ‘to 
prevent another similar incident.’ 

However, if any other person was 
involved — by donating even the 
smallest amount of money to finance 
the operation, or by helping to plan 
any aspect of the operation — then 
justice could still be served, by 
prosecuting all such co-conspirators 
for the entirety of the crimes com-
mitted. This is why a proper and 
thorough investigation is still neces-
sary, because the magnitude of this 
criminal conspiracy makes it ex-
tremely likely that many others were 
involved behind the scenes. And 
unless those criminal cohorts are 
brought to account for their involve-
ment in the plot that resulted in the 
deaths of thousands of people, then 
true justice will never be done. 
 

Wheel within a wheel 

TT he definition above is from the 
first edition of Black’s Law Dic-

tionary, but in the eighth edition, a 
particular kind of conspiracy has 
been added. 
 

WHEEL CONSPIRACY. A conspir-
acy in which a single member or 
group (the “hub”) separately 
agrees with two or more other 
m e m b e r s  o r  g r o u p s  ( t h e 
“spokes”). The person or group at 
the hub is the only party liable for 
all the conspiracies. — Also 
termed circle conspiracy; hub-
and-spoke conspiracy.2 

 

_|uxÜàç gÜxx_|uxÜàç gÜxx_|uxÜàç gÜxx_|uxÜàç gÜxx 

1. Black’s Law Dictionary, 1st Edition (1891). Emphases added and internal citations omitted through-
out unless otherwise noted. 

2. Black’s Law Dictionary, 8th Edition (2004).  
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 by Dick Greb     

… a … a   

conspiracy conspiracy   

“theory”“theory”  



Notice that a wheel conspiracy is 
not just a single conspiracy, but mul-
tiple conspiracies, all wrapped up 
together into one. In this type of 
conspiracy, the hub orchestrates the 
actions of the spokes, and those 
spokes are not necessarily cognizant 
of the other spokes, and perhaps not 
even about the hub itself. The spokes 
of the wheel are manipulated like 
puppets on a string, by the grand 
puppeteers — the hub of the conspir-
acy. But it’s possible that one or 
more of the spoke conspiracies could 
also be a wheel conspiracy! That is, it 
might itself be the hub of another 
orbit of conspiracies, like a dream 
within a dream. And also consider 
that the hub doesn’t necessarily ini-
tiate the conspiracies of the spokes, 
it merely needs to orchestrate that 
which is already in the works. 

This brings us back to the grand 
conspiracy of the September 11 at-
tacks. To my mind, it’s a perfect il-
lustration of a wheel conspiracy, 
with the hijacking of the airliners 
being merely one of the spoke con-
spiracies. But, at the same time, an-
other important spoke in this grand 
scheme was the manipulation of 
public perception, official investiga-
tions, etc., to eliminate any recogni-
tion that the hijacking was only a 
spoke, so as to insulate the hub from 
exposure. Thus, the official story re-
inforces the simplified conspiracy 
theory — that the 19 dead terrorists 
were the only ones involved — so no 
further examination is warranted or 
desired. This serves to sever the 
spoke from the hub, and so the hub 
remains undiscovered. 
 

Long-range planning 

WW ith these preliminaries out of 
the way, I’m going to offer my 

own theory on what might have hap-
pened leading up to that fateful day 
in 2001. I’ll tell you right up front 
that I have no proof for any of this, 
nor any practical way to obtain it. I 
offer it only as a spur to your own 
thinking about the attacks and their 
aftermath. Perhaps my perspective 

(even if it turns out to be wrong) will 
be the spark that leads you to some 
new understanding. Or if nothing 
else, it could serve as a good example 
of red flags to help you avoid tin-foil-
hat-wearing conspiracy nuts in the 
future.  

Although technically, a wheel 
conspiracy consists of spoke and hub 
conspiracies, one feature of my the-
ory is that some spokes were not 

necessarily criminal conspiracies per 
se. Rather, they were just events that 
were manipulated by the hub in fur-
therance of its plans. One example 
which I will discuss later is the air 
traffic control response to the hijack-
ings — individual ATC operators 
were not co-conspirators, but were 
simply manipulated into taking ac-
tions that helped the plot succeed. 
So, that being said, here goes. 

It’s a known fact that for decades 
the government, through its COIN-
TEL program (and probably many 
more programs just like it), infil-
trated groups that it considered sub-
versive. The agents provocateur 
who infiltrate such groups operate 
on several levels. First, they provide 
inside information about the group 
back to their handlers; information 
such as the identity of members 
(including who the leaders are, and 
any exploitable rifts between mem-
bers), what they are planning, where 
they meet, and how they communi-
cate among themselves. Second, they 
exert influence into the operation of 
the group — perhaps even rising to 
leadership positions — which ulti-
mately converts the group into an 
unwitting (shadow) government as-
set.3 These groups can then be used 
in any number of ways, without the 
group members ever realizing that 
they are actually carrying out the will 
of the government which they out-
wardly oppose! And this is not a 
one-shot deal. These subverted 
groups are like money in the bank; a 
rainy day fund of dupes for when-
ever they are needed. 
 

We have some planes ... 

AA t the center of the whole 9/11 
plot was the hijacking of the 

four airliners by 19 men wielding 
box-cutters (by which I presume is 
meant retractable blade utility 
knives) and perhaps Mace. And yet, 
in my theory, this isn’t the hub con-
spiracy, it is merely one of the 
spokes! But of course, there’s no dis-
puting that it was indeed a conspir-
acy. And it was also a very extensive 
one, which undoubtedly required an 

Don’t Call 911 … (Continued from page 1) 

(Continued on page 3) 

3.  With the all-pervasive surveillance now inflicted upon every one of us, tons of information can now be gathered without even having to go to the trouble 
of sending an actual person to infiltrate a target group. But the second aspect of the infiltration is the more important one in the long run.  

Even some of the official conspiracy’s alleged 
suspects — the 19 hijackers — are likely false. By 
September 23, 2001, BBC News stated that the 
identities of four were already in doubt; Waleed Al 
Shehri, for example, was reported alive and had 
allegedly “left the US” a year before. 



enormous amount of planning and preparation. Now, 
the first thing to think about is whether or not all of this 
planning was done by way of face-to-face meetings. Be-
cause if not, then the presumption should be that any 
number of domestic and foreign spy agencies (who also 
engage in wholesale surveillance) were aware of the 
plot. In any case, the government has admitted that at 
least one of the hijackers was roommates with an FBI 
agent for a period of time. So, the first prong of my the-
ory is that the shadow govern-
ment knew there was a group 
planning to hijack one or more 
planes, and managed to intro-
duce one or more agents provo-
cateur into the situation. 

Through the influence of 
such infiltrators (or one or 
more of the dupes described 
above), the original group is 
manipulated into expanding 
the plot into a literal grand 
slam of hijacking — four planes 
into four buildings. In the 
course of the planning, the 
same channels of influence in-
ject details into the mix, ulti-
mately helping guide (or at 
least always monitoring) the 
selection of dates, times, flights, 
destinations, etc. to those which 
serve the goals of the hub conspirators. In this way the 
hub controls the spoke without the spoke being aware of 
it. Once the major decisions are made, and preparations 
for the mission begin (such as flight lessons and other 
training), the hub can work on other spokes, some of 
which are meant to secure the success of the hijacking 
spoke. 
 

Playing games 

OO ne such spoke is the war game exercises. It was 
admitted that a number of exercises were taking 

place on September 11, 2001, at least one of which in-
volved the simulated hijacking of airliners. Talk about 
coincidences! And even though it was claimed by the 
military that their participation in these war games im-
proved their performance on that day, the fact remains 
that three out of four hijacked planes made it to their 
destination, which can only mean that without the gam-
ing, all four planes would have found their targets. The 
truth is that the simultaneous simulation and real-life 
hijackings introduced confusion into the situation, 
which negatively impacted the response to the real 
thing. 

One aspect of that confusion concerns the nature of 
radar simulations. I once tested the radar systems used 

by our commercial aviation system, and part of those 
tests was verifying that the radar receiver could pick up 
targets, and correctly identify their positions, and other 
relevant information. But because there was no way for 
the systems to receive actual target signals at that stage 
of the test, those targets were simulated — that is, they 
were generated by computer, and injected into the re-
ceiver. Once injected, the simulated targets were — to 
the radar system — exactly like a real target. They ap-
peared on the air traffic control screen just like any 
plane would (as a blip with identifying information). It 
took a few minutes for the injected targets to first ap-

pear on the screen, and 
the same for them to dis-
appear when you shut 
down the simulation. 
    Another aspect of the 
radar systems is called 
Identification Friend or 
Foe (IFF) which is the 
formal name for the 
transponders which the 
hijackers turned off when 
they took control of the 
planes. The radar system 
transmits a signal out, 
and when it hits a plane, 
that signal is reflected 
back to the system. This 

“primary return” pro-
duces a blip on the ATC screen. At the same time, the 
transponders send back a separate signal which gives 
flight number and altitude information. This is the 
“friend” portion of IFF; if no transponder signal is re-
ceived, the plane is by default a “foe.” So, turning off the 
transponders doesn’t make the plane’s blip disappear 
from the screen, it just makes the flight and altitude 
info disappear. 
 

Injections of confusion 

NN ow for a simulated hijacking war game, you need 
to have a hijacked plane. So you can either use a 

real plane and pretend it’s been snagged, or you can in-
ject a simulated plane. The advantage to the simulated 
plane is that you can make it do pretty much whatever 
you want, while the real plane would simply continue 
on its normal course. So, let us imagine for a moment a 
hijack simulation that is actively injecting phantom hi-
jacked planes (complete with identifying info) onto ATC 
screens while at the exact same time, real planes are 
being hijacked and their identifying info is being re-
moved from the screens. Is it possible that such a sce-
nario could cause confusion in the minds of radar op-
erators as to which plane is which? Might planes that 
have already crashed into buildings appear to still be 
flying at some other location? Is it possible that, unbe-
knownst to the official in charge of the war games, mul-
tiple simulations were running at the same time, such 
that even when the primary one was shut down by him 
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(thus making its fake targets disappear), other ones 
were left running, thereby ensuring continued confu-
sion? 
     With all this in mind then, the next prong of my the-
ory is that the hub conspirators manipulated events so 
that not only would the actual hijackings and the war 
game hijackings occur at the same time, but so that the 
simulations would purposely confuse and hamper any 
effective response to the real ones. As I mentioned 
above, this spoke, while not necessarily a criminal con-
spiracy itself,4 is indeed a part of the criminal hub con-
spiracy, by making the hijacking spoke more likely to 
succeed. 
 

If you want something done right ... 

AA s mentioned above, in early 1993 a group of crimi-
nal conspirators planned on setting off a bomb in 

the parking garage of one of the World Trade towers, 
hoping to make it fall onto the other tower, thereby 
bringing them both down — a terrorist two-for-one 
deal. One of the conspirators contacted the FBI, which 
passed on the opportunity to substitute non-explosives 
for the explosives to be used in the assembly of the 
bomb. The result of this missed opportunity was an ac-
tual bomb in a truck parked in the garage beneath the 
tower. However, the truck was parked too far from 
where it was meant to be, and while it killed six people 
and injured about 1,000 more, the bomb did not do 
enough damage to collapse the building. 

Yet, even though this bombing was a failure for the 
terrorists, it seems to have served as an important 
learning opportunity. When the shadow government 
wanted to generate some home-grown terrorism to 
blame on anti-government types, the Alfred P. Murrah 
federal building in Oklahoma City was chosen for anni-
hilation. Having apparently learned the unreliability of 
truck bombs in leveling whole buildings, explosive 
charges were planted inside the Murrah building to 
supplement Timothy McVeigh’s fertilizer bomb in the 
rental truck parked at the curb.5 If not for the failure of 
some of those bombs to detonate, the building would 
have been completely demolished, and there would 
have remained no evidence of the explosives planted 
inside. 

Of course, this raises an important question: If 
enough explosives to completely level a building could 
be hidden inside of it, even while it was occupied by 
federal government agencies (including the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms — and later, Explo-
sives!), then why bother exploding a truck bomb out-
side? Surely, if the conspirators’ ultimate goal was to 
simply demolish the building, the inside bombs would 

eliminate any purpose for the outside bomb. And yet 
there were both. This fact is a clue to the existence of 
the same sort of wheel conspiracy we’ve been looking at 
with respect to the 9/11 attacks. The spoke conspiracy 
doesn't need the hub; the hub conspiracy needs the 
spoke, so the blame can be directed away from itself. 
After all, without the truck bomb outside, who would 
ever believe that it was anti-government crazies that 
brought the building down? And that's the bottom line. 
The truck bomb is nothing but a decoy, to hide the real 
cause of the destruction, so the blame can be laid at the 
feet of whatever terrorist-of-the-moment the hub 
chooses. And since it's just a decoy, the success of the 
operation is removed from the hands of the patsy, and 
rests instead in the hands of the hub conspirators. 

If you're starting to notice a pattern develop-
ing here … well, you just might be a wacky con-
spiracy theorist. If so, you'll want to keep your 
tin foil hats close by folks, because I'll be back to 
continue this tale in the next edition of Liberty 
Tree. 
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4. Of course, this would be true only if those in charge of the war games 
were unaware that the ultimate purpose of the games was to sow confu-
sion. 

5.  Live coverage by Oklahoma City news crews documented the finding of 
additional unexploded bombs in the building, requiring multiple evacua-
tions during rescue operations in order to remove them.  
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L ast month I 
started lay-

ing out my own 
theory about 
the criminal 
conspiracy that culminated in the 
collapse of three skyscrapers on Sep-
tember 11, 2001. As I said then, I 
have no proof that it’s what really 
happened (which doesn’t actually 
distinguish it much from the govern-
ment’s own theory). It’s just my way 
of accounting for various aspects of 
what was reported. Of course, at the 
heart of the whole affair is the fact 
that it involves a major conspiracy, 
the full extent of which has never 
been reliably established. What’s 
more, it’s unlikely that it will ever be 
known, since a large component of 
the conspiracy is to prevent its dis-
covery. Therefore, the control of evi-
dence and information becomes a 
tool in the furtherance of the ulti-
mate outcome — that being the ac-
complishment of the goals of the 
conspiracy without ever being iden-
tified as a conspirator. 

As a refresher, the type of conspir-
acy involved in the 9/11 attacks is a 
wheel conspiracy, which is: “A con-
spiracy in which a single member or 
group (the ‘hub’) separately agrees 
with two or more other members or 
groups (the ‘spokes’).”1 In part one, I 
identified the plan to hijack four 
planes simultaneously as one of the 

spoke conspiracies. As 
is likely often the case 
in wheel conspiracies, 
this spoke was ma-
nipulated into further-
ing the efforts of the 

hub conspiracy, without its 
knowledge. That is, 
the spoke not only 
didn’t realize it was being manipu-
lated (through the use of agents pro-
vocateur), but wasn’t even aware of 
the larger conspiracy of which it was 
merely a part. That made it a perfect 
dupe and fall guy for the hub. 

Another spoke of the wheel was 
arranging war game exercises to co-
incide with the hijacking of the 
planes. The implementation of these 
exercises (including simulations of 
hijacked planes) introduced a level 
of confusion into the handling of the 
situation by air traffic controllers, 
and drew off military assets that 
could otherwise have been brought 
to bear on the hijackings. Thus, this 
spoke served to increase the prob-
ability of success for the hijacking 
spoke. And yet, the official story is 
that it was mere happenstance that 
these two spokes occurred on the 
same day. 

 

… You have to do it yourself 

W e also looked at a couple of prior 
attacks against buildings, in-

cluding the 1993 attempt to topple 
one World Trade Tower into the 
other, and the bombing of the Mur-
rah Federal Building in Oklahoma 
City in 1995. Despite the opportunity 
to substitute non-explosive material 
for the explosives used to produce 
the bomb in 1993, the FBI declined 

to do so, and the resulting blast 
killed six and injured about 1,000 
more. But the truck bomb got parked 
in the wrong spot, minimizing dam-
age to the building. In 1995, Timothy 
McVeigh’s fertilizer bomb in a Ryder 
truck parked at the curb was supple-
mented by “sophisticated” explosives 
(according to local TV news inter-
views with experts) planted inside 
the building. If not for the fact that 
some of those explosives failed to 
detonate, the whole Murrah building 
would have been demolished, and no 
one would have been the wiser about 
the inside bombs. 

And so a progressive pattern 
starts to emerge. Instead of simply 
taking advantage of “terrorist at-
tacks” or other crises after the fact,2 
the shadow government actively par-
ticipates (as the hub) to make the 
crisis worse, and to ensure that it is 
accomplished. After all, the larger 
the crisis, the more draconian the 
changes that can be implemented as 
a ‘remedy.’ And as was shown by the 
‘mistake’ of the 1993 WTC bombers, 
it’s hard to find good help these 
days. As the adage says, “If you want 
something done right, you have to 
do it yourself.” So, even though the 
appearance of control is left in the 
less reliable spoke (in this case the 
hijacking spoke, which will be the 
fall guy), very little of that control 
actually exists. Instead, the hub con-

 

1. Black’s Law Dictionary, 8th Edition (2004). 
2.  As Rahm Emanuel said, “You never want a serious crisis to go to waste. And what I mean by that 

is an opportunity to do things that you think you could not do before.” 
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trols all aspects of the plan through 
other, more reliable spokes. 

 

What are the odds? 

T he reliability of the spoke to ac-
complish its goal is important 

when you consider the general hijack 
plan. Four groups of five men each 
(apparently there was one no-show) 
planned to take control of four com-
mercial airliners, not only within a 
relatively short span of time, but 
within a short period of time after 
take-off. The conception of this plan 
is fraught with problems right from 
the start. In ordinary circumstances 
— that is, if everything worked as it 
usually did — this plot had virtually 
zero chance of success. 

For example, United flight 175 
had a capacity of 168 passengers, 
seven flight attendants and two pi-
lots. If the plane had been full (and 
how could the plotters know that it 
wouldn’t be?), the hijackers would 
have been outnumbered by over 30 
to 1. As it was, with only 51 other 
passengers, they were still outnum-
bered 12 to 1! And they were armed 
with fairly small (even if very sharp) 
knives and maybe pepper spray. On 
American Airlines flight 11, the ratio 
was 17 to 1; on AA 77, 12 to 1; and the 
best odds for them, on United 93 
(the one where the passengers pur-
portedly tried to retake the plane, 
only to ‘crash’ anyway), was 10 to 1. 

To make it even harder, FAA rules 
required that cockpit doors remain 
closed and locked during flights. Ac-
cording to the 9/11 Commission Re-
port, American Airlines flight atten-
dants all had a key to the cockpit, 
but United attendants did not — 
their keys were stowed in the over-
head compartments of seats 1A and 
1B. This kind of inconsistency be-
tween airlines makes planning 
tough, unless you somehow know 
these details in advance. On the one 
hand, a hijacker could kill an AA at-
tendant and get a key, but every 
other attendant would also have one, 
and so he could never be secure in 
the cockpit. In each of the four 

planes, at least one attendant was 
reported to still be alive at the time 
of its crash. And even if you obtained 
a key to the cockpit, it would be fool-
ish to believe that you could enter it 
without a struggle. So, in each sce-
nario, hijackers would have to fight 
to get a key, fight to get in the cock-
pit, fight the pilots to wrest control 
of the plane from them, and then fly 
the plane, all the while fighting 
against steep odds to keep others 
out.3 

Finally, although the hijackers 
were purportedly certified as com-
mercial pilots, they had only simula-
tor experience for large airliners. So, 
in the midst of all the hubbub going 
on around them, these inexperi-
enced pilots had to fly actual jets 
into actual buildings under ex-
tremely stressful conditions, and get 
it all right the first time — there 
would be no reset button this time. 

 

Where’s that remote? 

T he point is that this hijacking 
operation, having the odds 

stacked so high against it, needed 
the outside help of the hub conspir-
acy for it to succeed. At the same 
time, since it was the cover for the 
hub’s ultimate plan, the hub posi-
tively needed the hijackers’ job to get 
done. But, this is where the next step 
of my theory comes in. Because the 
hub doesn’t need the hijackers to fly 
the planes, it only needs them to im-
plement the attack against the 
planes, so that the protocols for hi-
jacking can be put into play, and so 
that any information coming from 
the planes in the mean time sup-
ports the hijacking scenario. Because 
(drum roll please) the planes were 
taken over remotely, and the pilots 
— both the original pilots and the 
hijackers — were reduced to observ-
ers, with literally front row seats for 
the action to come. Now, some of 
you may think such a thing is un-
thinkable4 or impossible, but I as-
sure you it’s neither. On December 1, 
1984 — 17 years before the WTC at-
tacks — NASA’s Dryden Flight Re-
search Center and the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) con-

ducted a remote-controlled experi-
ment called the Controlled Im-
pact Demonstration. The purpose 
of the experiment was to test an ad-
ditive designed to minimize the ex-
plosiveness of jet fuel in crash situa-
tions. 
 

On the morning of December 1, 
1984, a remotely controlled Boe-
ing 720 transport took off from 
Edwards Air Force Base 
(Edwards, California), made a 
left-hand departure and climbed 
to an altitude of 2300 feet. It 
then began a descent-to-landing 
to a specially prepared runway 
on the east side of Rogers Dry 
Lake. ... The aircraft was re-
motely flown by NASA research 
pilot Fitzhugh (Fitz) Fulton from 
the NASA Dryden Remotely Con-
trolled Vehicle Facility. Previ-
ously, the Boeing 720 had been 
flown on 14 practice flights with 
safety pilots onboard. During the 
14 flights, there were 16 hours 
and 22 minutes of remotely pi-
loted vehicle control, including 
10 remotely piloted takeoffs, 69 
remotely piloted vehicle con-
trolled approaches, and 13 re-
motely piloted vehicle landings 
on abort [sic] runway.5 

 

It has also been claimed that in 
early 1995, German air carrier 
“Lufthansa discovered that its new 
Boeing 747-400 aircraft had been 
fitted with flight directors [auto-
pilots] that were vulnerable to 
American remote-control, ostensi-
bly designed to ‘recover’ hijacked 
aircraft … Lufthansa was not in-
formed about this ‘free extra’ in ad-
vance, and was furious that its sover-
eign aircraft might be covertly 
‘rescued’ by America, without the 
knowledge or permission of the Ger-
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3. And don’t forget that the people trying to get back in have ready access to cockpit keys.  
4. Or as my late buddy Jim Kerr would say, “the most unheard-of thing you ever heard of.” 
5. https://www.nasa.gov/centers/dryden/multimedia/imagegallery/CID/ECN-31803.html 
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man Government.”6 Although I was 
unable to verify the existence of the 
cited article, or to find any other ref-
erence to Lufthansa swapping out 
Boeing autopilots, there is no ques-
tion that Boeing had been designing 
systems for flying pilotless aircraft 
since at least 1959, when it received 
Patent #US2883125 A: “This inven-
tion relates to a method and means 
for controlling aircraft flight, and 
more particularly the flight of a pi-
lotless airplane. ...The guidance of 
aerodynes, such as pilotless air-
planes by remote control through 
radio means and the like has 
reached an advanced stage but is 
not well suited for long distance 
flights.”7 And a mere nine days after 
the 9-11 attacks, a patent application 
was filed for an “anti-terrorism air-
craft flight control system,” which 
“incorporates an override system 
which will take control of an off-
course aircraft which has entered or 
is about to enter a designated pro-
hibited three-dimensional area.”8 

The bottom line is that the ability to 
remotely fly jet airliners existed well 
before September 2001. 

 

We don’t need no  
stinkin’ pilots 

T he implications of this are huge. 
First, and most important of 

course, is that this action more as-
suredly guaranteed that the planes 
would crash into the buildings. And 
while that may have been the end 
goal of the hijacking spoke conspir-
acy, it was merely a preliminary — 
albeit a necessary — step in the 
overall hub conspiracy. Since con-
trol of the plane can be taken from 
the real pilots as easily as from the 
hijackers, it didn’t matter if the hi-
jackers ever made it into the cockpit, 
or even if they intended to crash the 
planes at all. Their fate was sealed 
when they boarded the planes that 
morning. 

Second, but also important is that 
these remote controllers did not die 

in the plane crashes! Instead of sui-
cidal hijackers, you have homicidal 
psychopaths, who were willing to 
murder at least hundreds of passen-
gers on the jets, as well as unsus-
pecting office workers in the tow-
ers.9 And unless they have fallen 
prey to one of the ‘cleanup’ spokes of 
the conspiracy and been killed 
themselves, they’re still walking 
around free. 

I’ll be addressing the cleanup 
spoke later, but for now, I just want 
to point out one of the consequences 
of a remote takeover of the planes, 
and how that relates to another un-
believable aspect of the official con-
spiracy theory: the purported failure 
to recover the ‘black boxes’ from the 
crash sites. These flight data record-
ers — particularly the cockpit voice 
recorders — document the last hour 
or so of flight. So, in the scenario 
I've described, they may well have 
recorded pilots (or hijackers) voic-
ing their surprise and concern that 
the plane’s controls no longer re-
sponded to them. The real pilots 
may even have recognized, and per-
haps mentioned, Boeing’s Uninter-

ruptible Autopilot system as the 
likely reason for the loss of control. 
Certainly, such a recording would be 
a major contradiction to the official 
story, making non-recovery of the 
boxes (or the purported inability to 
extract the information from them) 
a necessary factor in the success of 
the hub conspiracy. 

 

Bombs away 

T he next spoke in the hub con-
spiracy to consider is the de-

struction of the buildings. As 
learned from prior experience, ex-
plosives secreted inside buildings 
are more likely to bring them down 
than outside explosions. But just 
like in Oklahoma City, outside ex-
plosions provide the necessary cover 
for the ones inside. So, once the re-
mote-controlled certainty of planes 
crashing into them has been se-
cured, the real demolition prepara-
tions can begin. Much has been said 
about ‘controlled demolition’ and 
the technical expertise necessary to 
cause buildings to fall into their own 
footprints. However, a point I want 
to make is that the less averse you 
are to collateral damage to sur-
rounding buildings, the more leeway 
you get in the demolition. Thus, 
some of the critical (and obvious to 
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an observer) steps in a controlled 
demolition (as used in the technical 
sense), such as removing stairways 
and load-bearing supports, would 
become less necessary. The most 
important thing then is that the col-
lapses need to appear related to the 
plane crashes.  

So, the question is whether explo-
sives could be hidden in strategic 
places within the two World Trade 
towers and set off in a manner that 
it would resemble a non-explosive 
collapse. And thanks to the work of 
other spokes that would actively 
cover-up the existence of the hub 
conspiracy, the resemblance would 
only need to be superficial. The offi-
cial conspiracy theory is that the 
fires from the crashes weakened the 
steel support structure and caused 
the initial failure, and ultimately the 
whole building “pancaked,” as each 
floor dropped onto the one below. 
Opponents argue that the building 
collapsed at ‘free fall’ speed, and 
thus couldn’t have resulted from 
each floor hitting the one below.  

My theory lies somewhere in the 
middle. Looking again at OKC, con-
sider how those inside bombs got 
triggered. In order to look like 
McVeigh’s truck bomb was the 
cause of the destruction, the inside 
bombs had to be triggered almost 
simultaneously. But how could any-
one know the exact second the truck 
would detonate? Was someone sit-
ting around watching for it, so they 
could push a button? I suggest that 
the truck bomb created a pressure 
wave that was used as the trigger for 
the ones inside.10 Likewise, I suggest 
that the pancaking floors of the two 
towers created pressure waves that 
were used to trigger the explosives 
on the floor below. Boyle’s law says 
that if you halve the volume of an 
enclosure, the pressure will double. 
Not only should that much of a dif-
ferential in pressure be high enough 
to use as a trigger, it would be 
unlikely to occur by accident before 
the appointed time (thus allowing 
more lead time for preparation). 

Using this ‘double 
pressure’ would 
time the triggering 
such that subse-
quent floors would 
start to fall before 
the floors above 
reached them, and 
the effect would be 
the near free-fall 
speed collapse that 
was seen.  

 

Let’s roll 

W hen it comes to 
the Pentagon, 

a different dynamic 
existed, since total 
destruction of the 
entire building was apparently not 
part of the plan. However, a par-
ticular section of the building cer-
tainly seems to have been targeted, 
because the plane didn’t crash into 
the face directly in front of it as it 
approached, but did a 330-degree 
downward spiraling turn before it 
hit. Perhaps it’s just a coincidence 
that the Office of Naval Intelligence 
had only recently been moved into 
that area of the Pentagon. Or was 
that group investigating something 
that the hub conspirators wanted to 
remain concealed? Could it have 
something to do with the several 
trillion dollars Donald Rumsfeld 
admitted the Pentagon couldn’t ac-
count for? These considerations are 
another example of not wasting a 
good crisis, but instead, using it to 
accomplish things you would not 
otherwise be able to do. 

And that brings us to World 
Trade Center Building 7, the 47-
story building that collapsed with-
out being hit by a plane. On the one 
hand, we have a building collapsing 
without a plane, and on the other 
hand, we have a plane (United flight 
93) crashing without a building. An-
other coincidence perhaps? Or 
could it be that U93 was supposed 
to hit 7WTC and ‘cause’ it to fall 
down like its bigger brothers? Why 
then didn’t it reach its destination, 
given my theory that it was being 
controlled remotely and wouldn’t 
have been susceptible to interfer-

ence from anyone inside the plane?  
For this, keep in mind that the 

spokes, while being manipulated by 
the hub, are not necessarily under 
full control by it. As I mentioned 
with respect to the hijack simula-
tions, the air traffic controllers were 
not in on the conspiracy, but were 
manipulated by those who were in-
volved through the introduction of 
false radar targets and such. Like-
wise, the military was also being 
manipulated, with scheduled war 
games in other parts of the country, 
unclear protocols for hijackings, and 
untimely and conflicting informa-
tion being supplied from the FAA 
and civilian ATCs. They were being 
ham-strung from the outside so they 
couldn’t be effective, and that was 
enough to keep them out of the way 
for the most part. However, eventu-
ally they were able to arrive in time 
to take action, and they shot down 
U93 over Pennsylvania, leaving a 
miles-long trail of debris. But rather 
than admit that it was responsible 
for the deaths of 40 innocent peo-
ple, a cover story was fabricated 
about the heroic passengers trying 
to regain control of the plane, but 
not being able to prevent the das-
tardly hijackers from killing them 
all. 

I’ll pick this thread up 
again next month, and 
round out the rest of the hub 
conspiracy in the exciting 
conclusion to my version of 
Conspiracy Theory 9-11. 
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10. Perhaps improper positioning of the truck again foiled a total collapse, this time by failing to trigger 

the inside explosives that were farther away. 



IIII     left off last month with the scenario of 
United Flight 93 being shot out of the 

sky by Air Force fighter jets, despite the best 
efforts of the hub conspirators1 to keep the 
military otherwise occupied and ineffective. 
The most immediate effect of this turn of 
events is that it left World Trade Center Build-
ing 7 without a plane to crash into it. Appar-
ently not wanting to waste all the preparations 
already taken to demolish the building after 
the planned crash, Larry Silverstein — who in 
July 2001 entered into a 99-year lease of the 
World Trade Center complex with the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey — ad-
mitted in a news interview that it was decided 
to “pull it” anyway.2 In the final tally, four 
planes were hijacked, and four buildings were 
destroyed — three of which were totally de-
molished, with the Pentagon being only par-
tially destroyed. In this respect then, the most 
observable portion of the hub conspiracy was 
a huge success. But that isn’t the end of the 
whole conspiracy, not by a long shot. 

In the big picture, there is more to be con-
sidered. Since an integral part of the hub con-
spiracy is to pin the blame for the whole trag-
edy on the hijacking spoke, other spokes must 
be activated to ensure that official investiga-
tions as well as public attention are directed 
along the pre-planned paths. And of course 
it’s a huge advantage in the planning process 
when you already know what’s going to hap-
pen. This simply can’t be overstated; because 
in the public mind, extreme emergencies such 

as the 9/11 attacks require 
quick reactions to deal with the 
disaster. And in such quick re-
actions, mistakes in judgment 
are often made, but are more 

readily excused and forgiven. After all, who 
could have been prepared for such an unex-
pected event as hijacked planes being flown 
into skyscrapers? Why, the hub conspirators, 
of course!  

In the same manner that foreknowledge 
allows them to interfere with air traffic con-
trollers through mock hijack scenarios, and to 
minimize military response through war game 
exercises in other parts of the country, it also 
allows the hub to pre-position assets of their 
own choosing into positions of authority that 
will be called into action on the fateful day. 
And this can be done in the weeks and months 
leading up the event, so it goes completely 
unnoticed. You don’t need to push somebody 
in after the fact to run the show, you just pro-
mote or transfer them to the necessary post 
sometime prior. Conversely, people who the 
hub wants removed from the mix can likewise 
be transferred out of the way before they be-
come involved,3 without raising suspicions of 
foul play.  

 

Insuring and ensuring losses 

WWWW    hen it comes to pre-positioning assets, 
let’s consider the presence of Larry 

Silverstein in this light. As mentioned above, 
Mr. Silverstein signed a 99-year lease just six 
weeks or so before the buildings were hit. 
Now, a month and a half isn’t much time to 
plan and prepare for the demolition of three 
huge skyscrapers, so it seems unlikely that he 
conceived this plan himself. And yet the build-
ings were under his control for those last criti-
cal weeks of preparation time. And to many 
people, this fact alone makes him the virtual 
poster boy of the conspiracy. One way to look 
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Edition (2004). 

2. It’s often noted that this terminology has connotations of controlled demolitions, and indeed seems to make little sense in 
the context of a building that purportedly fell down of its own accord. 

3.  On a more sinister note, they might also be purposely put directly in the path of the disaster, as will be discussed a little 
later. 

By Dick Greb 



at the whole affair is that it was just 
an unfortunate coincidence that al-
most before the ink had time to dry 
on a century-long lease, approxi-
mately 10 million square feet of pre-
mium office space covered by that 
lease was destroyed. Such a catastro-
phic loss may have been the death-
knell for many an investor, but for-
tunately for Silverstein, he was able 
to collect more than $4.5 billion 
from a passel of insurance compa-
nies (and the airlines involved) to 
compensate him for his losses. Ac-
cording to an article in the New York 
Times: 

 

Mr. Silverstein and the Port Au-
thority together had spent more 
than $1.5 billion of the insur-
ance money already, including 
more than $500 million for Mr. 
Silverstein’s rent to the Port Au-
thority; about $190 million for 
the Port Authority to buy out 
Westfield America’s retail 
rights; and more than $700 mil-
lion to repay Mr. Silverstein’s 
lender, GMAC, and to repay 
Mr. Silverstein and his partners 
most of their equity.4 

 

So after spending one third of the 
insurance money paying off various 
expenses and recouping their invest-
ment, about $3 billion was left to 
begin redeveloping the area de-
stroyed in the attacks. Several of the 
buildings have now been completed 
and are open for business, including 
the Freedom Tower, now the tallest 
building in the United States. To 
sum up this scenario, Silverstein was 
able to slingshot a terrible catastro-
phe into a means to transform 16 
acres in Lower Manhattan into a big-
ger and better World Trade Center 
complex. 

 

A convergence of objectives 

OOOO    n the other hand, another way 
to look at the situation is that 

billionaire real estate developer 
Larry Silverstein was specifically 
chosen as the beneficiary of a lucra-
tive lease arrangement just so that 
he would be at the helm at the time 

of the attacks, and thereby be in the 
necessary position to bring about the 
redevelopment of the site. And yet, 
even if this was so, that doesn’t nec-
essarily mean that Silverstein was a 
willing and witting participant in the 
conspiracy. He may have been cho-
sen for the part because the hub con-
spiracists saw in him those traits 
that they considered necessary to 
wrangle the billions out of the insur-
ance companies and get the rebuild-
ing done.5 He would not necessarily 
inspect the internal structural 
framework of the buildings, so ex-
plosives could have already been 
placed before he took over control of 
the complex. 

Another consideration is the pos-
sibility that the grand redevelop-
ment plan for Lower Manhattan en-
tered into the selection process for 
the target buildings. After all, if your 
plan is to knock some buildings 
down by flying planes into them, you 
need to pick the buildings, right? 
And if you get to choose anyway, 
why not knock down ones that will 
jump-start a huge remodeling pro-
ject you had in mind? That makes it 
a win-win situation all around — ex-
cept for the poor losers in the build-
ings and planes who were directly 
murdered in the conspiracy, and the 
untold number of other losers who 
were exposed to toxic conditions as a 
result of the destruction on that day.            
You see, this is just another way you 
can keep a crisis from being wasted. 

It cost upward of $10 billion to re-
build the complex as it now is, start-
ing out from mostly piles of rubble. 
Imagine how much more time and 
money would have been required if 
not for the fast-tracking of the dem-
olitions. In addition, the financial 
burden would have significantly 
shifted, since no billions would have 
been forthcoming from the insur-
ance companies. 

Of course, it’s crazy to think that 
anyone would go to all the trouble 
involved in this grand conspiracy 
just to save a few bucks on safe and 
proper demolitions, and indeed, it 
would be crazy if that’s all there was 
to it. But there are other objectives 
to consider as well. Front and center 
of these is setting up the pretext for a 
never-ending War against Terror-
ism. Coupled with that are all of the 
freedom-eradicating ‘precautions’ 
that now must be complied with to 
keep us ‘safe.’ And we must continu-
ally cement in our collective minds 
that radical Muslims were responsi-
ble for these attacks, and so we must 
hate them and kill them wherever in 
the world they may be. Never mind 
that the purported radical Muslims 
involved in the hijackings were al-
ready killed in the crashes, or that 
our Central Intelligence Agency has 
historically created, funded and 
trained the very same groups of radi-
cals that we must later fight against 
elsewhere. 

 

E pluribus unum 

TTTT    his possibility of widely di-
vergent objectives can obvi-

ously make intricate hub conspira-
cies tough to figure out. Making it 
worse is that the separate spoke con-
spiracies may have objectives totally 
unrelated or even in opposition to 
those of other spokes, or of the hub 
itself. But whatever the situation, 
that diversity can be useful to the 
hub. Naturally, when goals are com-
plementary, they enhance each 
other. However, a direct opposition 
of goals could also be used to isolate 
a spoke. After all, common sense 
would seem to dictate that if two 
groups have mutually exclusive 
goals, they wouldn't work together. 
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(Continued on page 3) 4. From “A Hole in the City’s heart,” NY Times, Sept. 11, 2006.  
5. Of course, he may also have been selected for such reasons, and told of the plan too. 

Larry Silverstein, chairman of Silverstein Proper-
ties, which held the lease to the WTC buildings in 
2001, speaking at the opening ceremony of Four 
World Trade Center on 11/13/13. The building has 
2.5 million square feet of rentable space.  



So, this kind of opposition could be 
an effective screen between the hub 
and the scapegoat spoke. 

Since the spokes are just the 
means to the ends desired by the 
hub, their objectives are subordinate 
to it, if they are relevant to it at all. 
The overall job of the hub is to or-
chestrate this vast array of diverse 
interests and goals into one ultimate 
climax — the accomplishment of its 
goals without revealing its existence. 
E pluribus unum — out of many, 
one. 

Before moving on from this sub-
ject of goals, I want to touch on one 
last aspect. Any of the people in-
volved in any part of the overall con-
spiracy may decide to also branch 
out on their own, so to speak. They 
may become a small hub them-
selves, and set up a spoke or two to 
accomplish personal goals of their 
own, probably without the knowl-
edge of the main hub conspirators. 
For example, a man who knows a 
specific flight will crash on a specific 
day, might decide that would be a 
good flight to book his wife onto, 
after having bought plenty of life 
insurance on her well in advance of 
course. Or knowing how disasters 
affect stock prices, someone might 
arrange very profitable trades for 
stock in companies he knows will be 

thus affected. Of 
course, the main 
hub might also 
delve into such 
profiteering too. 

 

Who would do 
such a thing? 

IIII    n all this talk 
of hubs and 

spokes one could 
lose sight of the fact 
that where the rub-
ber meets the road, 
actual people are 
the ones doing the 
dirty work. What-
ever their reasons, 
it was human be-
ings who imagined, 
plotted, prepared and executed this 
monstrous conspiracy to directly 
murder thousands of other human 
beings (as well as untold thousands 
more indirectly through the ongoing 
military actions that ensued). Nor-
mal people may ask themselves, 
“Who would do such a thing?” And 
the answer is, people who aren't 
normal. Psychopaths, in other 
words. 

 

Psychopathy. Mental disor-
der, especially as apart from 
disease of the brain, and typi-
fied by emotional immaturity 
and instability, moral defi-
ciency, and perversions.6 

 

But don't let the reference to brain 
disease fool you. These people are 
not crazy in the classical sense, like a 
lunatic. Rather they are morally and 
spiritually damaged, having seared 
consciences which enable them to 
trifle with the lives and deaths of 
others without remorse. The kind of 
people who send other people's chil-
dren off to kill and be killed in for-
eign lands under false pretenses. 
The kind who buy and sell children 
for pedophilic purposes, send inno-
cent people to prison by planting 
evidence, kill a stranger as a gang 
initiation, or sell pharmaceutical 
drugs to millions knowing them to 
be lethal. 

    The truth is, 
there's no real 
shortage of psy-
chopaths in the 
world today. In 
fact, there's 
enough of them 
running around 
that it's rather 
amazing we're 
not all dead yet. 
But thankfully, 
your garden 
variety psycho-
path doesn't 
have access to 
the reins of 
power, and so 
isn't likely to be 
able to impact 
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A hearing of the 9/11 Commission on April 14, 2004, showing the swearing in of CIA Director Tenet and Deputy Director McLaughlin.  
Sitting directly behind the Commission’s Chair, Tom Kean, is Philip Zelikow, a long-time “intelligence advisor” of some capacity in the 
Bush and Obama administrations. Zelikow served as executive director of the Commission, in a position to supervise and influence 
the entire direction of the public inquiry. Zelikow has also written about the formation of “public myths.” Was he an asset of the hub 
conspirators for the post-9/11 management of public perception? 

 



more than a handful of people at a 
time. He also lacks the ability to 
control (or even prevent) investiga-
tions of his crime, making him more 
likely to be caught. But the psycho-
paths who manage to get themselves 
into positions of real power are the 
ones who can most literally bring us 
hell on earth.  

The general ridicule of conspiracy 
theories by government officials and 
their media minions helps perpetu-
ate a bias against them in the minds 
of many. The odd thing is that while 
so many people have no trouble be-
lieving that a score of radical Is-
lamic psychopaths executed the at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, they 
still can't seem to wrap their heads 
around the idea that they had help, 
and that without that help, the at-
tacks would not have succeeded. 
More to the point, they can't bring 
themselves to believe that there are 
psychopaths within the highest lev-
els of our own government (and in 
the shadow government behind it), 
and that because of the power they 
wield, they are far more dangerous 
to all of us than a handful of hijack-
ers could ever be.  

 

Why would they do it? 

WWWW    hen it comes to why, many 
possibilities come to mind. At 

the highest level, I think the overall 
answer is simply because they can. 
In the rarified air of global elitists, 
the lives of mere mortals just don't 
matter all that much. Any opportu-
nity to eliminate lots of people — 
through war (an all-time favorite), 
tainted vaccines, genetically altering 
food supplies, etc. — is worth the 
trouble. These elitists are the type 
who ascribe to the ideology en-
graved into the Georgia Guide-
stones: “Maintain humanity under 
500,000,000 in perpetual balance 
with nature.” For those without a 
calculator handy, that's about a 92% 
reduction in the population of the 
world. 

Just below that level, personal 
gain is a big draw. Some people 
make tons of money selling imple-

ments of war and de-
struction, and so its no 
surprise those people 
want to see more of both. 
For this type then, the 
possibility of never-
ending war is a huge mo-
tivator. Others of this 
type might be enticed by 
the promise of lucrative 
contracts, or concessions, 
or other forms of bribery. 

From that point down 
to the level of the foot sol-
diers, other factors start 
to come into play. The 
people at these levels 
won't have as great an opportunity 
to enrich themselves from the plot. 
Part of the reason for that is the 
compartmentalization that takes 
place in a serious conspiracy. The 
hub has an interest in nobody know-
ing any more than absolutely neces-
sary for it do its part. So the spokes, 
knowing less, have less chance to 
profit. In the lower levels, threats of 
death (of both self and family), and 
exposure of previously unrevealed 
crimes (such as the types identified 
above that are earmarks of psycho-
paths) are undoubtedly used to get 
people involved and keep them 
quiet. Once again, total surveillance 
is a useful tool in discovering one's 
complicity in such criminal activity.  

As each intermediate goal of the 
hub is accomplished, there is an ob-
vious incentive to eliminate the par-
ticipants of the spoke whose final 
goal it was. As Benjamin Franklin 
noted, “Three may keep a Secret, if 
two of them are dead.”7 Thanks to 
the diversity of the spokes and the 
compartmentalization of the com-
ponents, a lot of this might be ac-
complished with hardly a ripple of 
notice. Co-conspirators who didn't 
notice would be inclined to continue 
with the plan under the impression 
that they would be safe as promised. 
And those who did notice, seeing all 
the more clearly the gravity of their 
situation, would also be likewise in-
clined.  

The bottom line is that there is 
no one-size-fits-all reason why 

someone would participate in a con-
spiracy of this sort. Different actors 
require different motivations. And it 
is a primary function of the hub to 
make sure that each gets what they 
require, or at least the illusion of 
getting it, until such time as they are 
no longer needed.  

 
 

Just another Inside-Job con-
spiracy theory 

TTTT    he most important thing to 
take away from this series is 

the concept of the wheel conspir-
acy. With that idea in mind, you can 
start to see how various spokes 
might be worked into the overall 
plan. The nature of the wheel con-
spiracy is that the spokes radiate 
from the hub. So, the more of the 
spokes you can piece together, the 
closer you can get to identifying the 
hub. You just have to follow them 
back to it. And with spokes like mili-
tary war game exercises, air traffic 
control hijack simulations and ex-
plosives planted in skyscrapers, it's 
impossible for me to believe that 
some part of the government 
(shadow or otherwise) wasn't at the 
hub. So I join my voice to those who 
say, “9/11 was an inside job!” 

And with that, folks, we come to 
the end of my little tale. As I said 
from the beginning, I can't prove 
that any part of my theory is true,8 

so you would be well advised to take 
it all with a grain of salt. If it 
does nothing more than pro-
voke a little thinking on your 
part, then it was worth the 
effort to me. 
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7. Poor Richard's Almanack (1735). 
8. Although I know what I said about radar simulations is true, I have no means to prove even that.  
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M 
y, how time flies. It’s been 
twenty years now since the 

grand slam of hijackings that were 
used as the excuse to entrap us in a 
never-ending War on Terror.1 On 
this auspicious anniversary (‘china,’ 
wouldn’t you know), I once again 
feel compelled to offer a few 
comments about that gigantic 
criminal enterprise which resulted 
in the deaths of thousands of New 
Yorkers. Not nearly as many as died 
as because of Governor Cuomo’s 
insane order forcing nursing homes 
to accept COVID patients, of course, 

but at the time, it seemed like a lot. 
As expected, the government was 
quick to pooh-pooh any and all 
conspiracy theories, except for the 
one it conjured up itself — one in 
which all participants died, so no 
need to dig any deeper. Move 
along ... nothing to see here. 

Over the decades, there have 
been many individuals and groups 
trying to do what the government 
refused to do — actually investigate 
what happened on that fateful day, 
so that we the people might finally 
come to know the truth of the 

matter. Not long ago, I came 
across a video produced by one 
such group — Pilots for 9-11 
Truth — titled “9-11 Intercept-
ed.”2 What interested me the 
most about this video is that it 
looked at the events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001 from the 
perspective of pilots and radar 
operators (air traffic controllers, 
or ATC). They were able to 
obtain quite a lot of data 

concerning the radar tracks, flight 
information, and especially, tele-
phone and radio communications 
among the various Air Traffic 
Controller (ATC) stations and with 
central command structures (in-
cluding military air defense) as well 
as pilots of other planes in the 
vicinities of the hijacked planes. 

In my previous articles about 9-
11,3 I wrote about the war games 
and hijacking simulations that were 
happening at the very same day and 
time as the actual hijackings, and 
the conspiratorial implications of 
the confluence of those events. The 
“9-11 Intercepted” video also ad-
dresses those war games and 
simulations. That got me to 
thinking about my own personal 
experience with radar systems, and 
that’s what I want to share with you 
here. 

Back in the 90s, I was working as 
a radar technician at Westinghouse, 
and for a number of years, I tested 

(Continued on page 2) 

1. At least the second-longest war — the one in Afghanistan — is finally being allowed to wind 
down. 

2. https://tinyurl.com/nw88tmku 
3. See Liberty Trees from September 2011, and October through December 2017. 
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transponder activation; yet the official story still claims the path is not known. 

 



commercial radar systems. The two main systems I 
worked on formed the major part of the Air Traffic 
Control system in the US at that time (and probably 
still today). My main duty on those programs was to 
conduct what was considered the ‘system test,’ because 
it was the first time that all the separate components of 
the system were assembled together. However, due to 
the extreme high-power microwave output of the radar 
transmitters, we obviously could not be transmitting 
inside the factory. Thus, one vital component — the 
antenna — was missing, and so our transmitters were 
terminated into a dummy load (which dissipated the 
microwave energy into heat).  

My normal assignment was the Airport Surveillance 
Radar (ASR) program, although I was occasionally 
loaned to another program, the Air Route Surveillance 
Radar (ARSR),4 when people were out. The system was 
fully redundant, being able to automatically switch 
between the two mirrored sections any time its 
internal self-tests detected errors. The ASR consisted 
of two receiver/processors, and two transmitters, each 
in a separate cabinet. Besides these major components, 
there were two secondary units: one was the 
‘maintenance’ PPI (‘Planned Position Indicator’),5 and 
the other was called the ‘remote’ terminal. 

Now, the ‘final test’ was actually a series of tests, 
beginning with an alignment run (most particularly to 
get the transmitter pulse properly tuned), and ending 
with an end-to-end sell-off test which had to go 
through with no errors throughout the entire test. 
These tests were performed through a test console 
which had an integrated computer, and the print-out 
of the sell-off test was signed off by an FAA 
representative. The main point here is that the testing 
of the system was performed by computer, by which 
all operations could be performed, and if memory 
serves, the main interface between the test set and the 
radar system was the ‘remote’ terminal.  

 

All is not as it appears 

W 
ith these preliminaries out of the way, I (finally) 
come to the main issue – the simulations. Right 

at the beginning of “9-11 Intercepted,” my ears perked 
up when I heard: “Turn the sim switches off. Get rid of 
that crap.” That comment was put in its full context 
around 24:30 of the video, with a NEADS6 radar 
operator saying: “You know, let’s get rid of this 
goddamn sim. Turn the sim switches off. Get rid of 
that crap.” The operator was referring to the war-game 

simulations going on that day, but I admit that I don’t 
know what such a ‘sim switch’ might be. It sounds as if 
it’s a control on the ATC units, but I have my doubts 
whether it could be effective to remove ALL 
simulations that might appear on their screens, 
regardless of the claimed purpose of the switch. And 
here’s why. 

A 
s I mentioned above, the final testing of the ASR 
had to be done without access to its antenna. On 

the transmitting side, this made little difference, since 
we were looking at pulse shape, power output, etc. as it 
appeared in the transmitter cabinet. But, on the 
receiving end of things, it was a totally different story. 
Since, in normal operation, all the signal processing is 
done on the data received from the antenna, the 
absence of the antenna during testing creates a huge 
problem – there’s no actual data being received to be 
processed. Therefore, all data which would normally 
come from the antenna had to be simulated by the 
computer in the test console. 

These simulations were called ‘scenarios’ in our test 
setting, and were ‘injected’ into the front-end of the 
receivers. Of course, for testing purposes, these 
scenarios represented known targets with known 
tracks, at known altitudes, etc. Thus, the test was 
designed to verify that the receiver/processor 
recognized and handled these simulated targets 
correctly, so the results could be passed along to the 
ultimate end users – the ATC screens. We had no ATC 
screens, only the maintenance PPI console (which 
looked like it belonged in a WWII submarine or 
something), which was also tested using those 
scenarios. And so, the computer verified the outputs of 
the receiver/processors against the programmed 
scenario inputs and passed/failed based on those 
results.  

My understanding is that as far as the system was 
concerned, there was absolutely no difference between 
what would normally be received from the antenna 
and what was being injected into the system as 
scenarios. In other words, to the system, there were no 
‘simulations,’ only received data. It did not, and indeed 
could not, distinguish the one from the other. If that is 
so, then a so-called ‘sim switch’ on an ATC unit could 
have no effect on whether such unit would see a 
scenario that was injected into the system as described 
above. The ‘scenario’ targets would be as real as the 
actual planes themselves. And they would remain in 
the system until the injections were terminated. 

In our test situation, the initialization and the 
termination of the injection of scenarios took about 
one to two minutes to take effect. I mention this 
because the war-gaming simulations that were being 
used on that day could have been disabled – thus 
preventing the additional confusion among the ATCs – 
within a matter of minutes after the first confirmation 
of an actual hijacking. Allowing those false simulations 
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to continue to languish in the system 
for so long afterwards was egregious, 
if not actually criminal. 

 

Friend or foe? 

B 
efore going on, this seems like a 
good time to raise the issue of 

transponders. I doubt that many in 
the general public know any more 
about transponders than the little bit 
the mainstream media said about 
them – which was pretty much that 
they got turned off, making it harder 
to track the flights. Yet I know from 
my prior work experience that the 
transponders are actually part of the 
Identification Friend or Foe (IFF) 
system. Being a curious sort, I had 
occasion to question one of the 
friendlier engineers with whom I 
worked as to how the IFF could tell 
the difference between a friendly 
plane and an enemy plane. I was told 
that enemy planes would not 
transmit the IFF signal back. In 
other words, ‘no transponder’ equals 
‘enemy aircraft.’ So when I heard on 
the news that transponders had been 
turned off, I had to wonder, “Why 
would a hijacker want to turn off the 
IFF and make himself a target?” Not 
being able to come up with any 
sensible reason for that, I deduced 
that since no transponder means an 
enemy aircraft, turning off the IFF 
was more likely a signal that a pilot 
could use to notify the ATC that 
there was trouble aboard the flight – 
a silent alarm, so to speak. Thus, 
when an ATC noticed that the flight 
information disappeared from his 
screen, he could immediately put 
hijack/intercept procedures into 
effect. 

Now, as mentioned above, the 
media routinely said that the lack of 
transponders (from here on out, I’ll 
just refer to them as IFF) made the 
flights disappear from the ATC 
screens, and the only explanation 
I’ve heard was that ATC operators 
routinely only display the secondary 
data (IFF) and not the primary (the actual reflected 
target data). However, switching between primary and 
secondary data (or both at the same time) must surely 
be a simple matter for an ATC without even leaving 
their seat, so I’m sure they were able to see the targets. 
And in fact, ATC operators can be heard in the video 

multiple times informing other 
operators that the target was 
available on “primary only.” 
  If I’m correct, then in an actual 
hijack situation, you would have 
a ‘naked’ target, which while 
unidentified, would still be fairly 
easy to track, since all other 
planes on the screen would still 
be identified. However, on 9/11, 
with four planes being hijacked 
at the same time, and flight paths 
which were not too distant one 
from the other, then keeping 
track of any one ‘naked’ target 
gets that much more com-
plicated. It should still be 
possible, however, to know that 
the ‘naked’ targets are the four 
hijacked planes, even if you can’t 
be certain which of the four any 
particular target is. 
 

Why all the confusion? 

B 
ut of course, there was more 
to it than that. Because, on 

that fateful day, there were also 
hijack simulations going on at 
the same time. And this brings 
me back to injected scenarios. In 
a hijack simulation, there has to 
be a hijacked plane that shows 
up on the screens. For the sake of 
authenticity, a target must be 
created from scratch. In order for 
it to appear like a normal flight, 
it must have the secondary IFF 
information along with its 
primary data. So, it must have a 
flight number associated with it, 
as well as altitude, speed, 
location coordinates, etc. Well, 
what number do you choose? Is 
there some never-used number, 
like the 555 area code that all 
phone numbers in TV shows use, 
or just a number that isn’t being 
used at that particular time? 
    To my mind, this is an ex-
tremely important question to be 
answered. Since the simulations 
would have been planned in 

advance (that is, before it should have been known 
which actual flights would ultimately be hijacked), 
then the choice of flight numbers could be quite 
telling. If the entire day’s worth of ATC data has been 
saved for investigative purposes, it would hopefully be 
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possible to isolate and specifically track each and every 
simulation flight from beginning to end – from the 
time they were first injected until the time they were 
terminated. This should be possible by eliminating the 
tracks of all known ‘true’ flights from that day. It 
should also be possible to compare the data from the 
‘simulation’ tracks with the original programming of 
the scenario (if indeed they are still available) to see 
that they match. After all, a simulated flight can have 
no characteristic outside of what it has been 
programmed for. If it veers right, or takes a dive, or 
turns off IFF, it can only be because it was 
programmed to do exactly that. Unless ... 

This brings me to another point, relating back to my 
years prior to my work on the ASR. Besides the radar 
systems I already mentioned, Westinghouse also 
manufactured quite a few military systems. The one of 
particular interest here had four operator stations. I 
was never assigned to this system, but a buddy of mine 
worked on them. Like the ASR, part of the test process 
was to load scenarios to check receiver/processor 
functioning. Unlike the ASR, however, the operator 
stations on these systems were more modern than the 
rudimentary ‘maintenance PPI,’ although still not as 
advanced as actual ATC consoles. The relevant issue 
here is that the scenarios on these systems could be 
manipulated through the operator stations. I don’t 
know if that was because of the way the scenarios were 
originally programmed, or whether my buddy 
modified one to make it possible, or if it was always 
possible, but nobody had tried to do it before. But 
anyway, we could ‘grab’ the simulated planes, and 
actually use the track ball and other controls of the 
operator station and ‘fly’ the things all around. It was 
like a super expensive video game. Three of us would 
get in on the fun at the same time. We set up obstacle 
courses on the screens and raced through them. It was 
a real blast! The point of this little side story then is 
that it is at least theoretically possible that an injected 
scenario could be manipulated in real time. It should 
also be recognized that many different scenarios can 
be run simultaneously — and manipulated 
independently of each other. So, there could be 
multiple official scenarios running at the same time 
that multiple unofficial scenarios were also being 
injected. And since communication with the system 
could be effected through a modem, those various 
scenario programs could likely be loaded from 
different physical locations as well. 

 

Because it was planned! 

W 
ith all this in mind, consider the ‘phantom’ 
tracks of the hijacked flights, even after they 

had crashed, flying in places the actual flights never 
flew. Let me say right up front that, as far as I’m 
concerned, an air traffic control radar system that 
displays false information is a FAILURE, and should 
be immediately taken off-line. After all, if it can 

display planes that aren’t there, it might also not 
display planes that are there. What possible 
confidence could anyone have in such a system? I have 
to believe that such a situation is rare indeed. And in 
fact, the “9-11 Intercepted” video quotes Captain Jeff 
Latas, a former F15 fighter pilot, as saying that “false 
inputs on radar screens are unprecedented.” However, 
if more than one radar system saw planes that weren’t 
actually there, it seems less likely that it was due to 
system errors, and much more likely that the tracks 
were not ‘phantom’ – that is to say, false, but rather 
simulated tracks. In other words, every track seen on 
the ATC screens on that day were either actual real 
planes, or they were injected simulated planes. I see 
no other realistic options. 

T 
he bottom line of all this is that if there were radar 
tracks that showed already crashed planes still 

flying around, then it was because a scenario was 
running which was actively injecting that track. It 
reported whatever flight number, altitude, speed, and 
location was programmed into it, whether at the time 
the scenario was originally designed or ‘on the fly’ as 
described above with respect to the military radar 
system. If it’s the former situation, then the flight 
numbers of the planes which would actually be 
hijacked at a future time must have already been 
known to the scenario designers — that is, 
foreknowledge, not necessarily by the actual 
programmer, but by whoever chose the flight numbers 
to be used in the program. If it’s the latter situation, 
then the flight numbers could have been added/
altered after the initial hijackings by an active 
participant in real time. However, any such active 
participant would be an accessory to the hijackings in 
that they would be ‘running interference’ for them, 
and so making them more likely to succeed. Thus, in 
either case, there seems no way to avoid the 
conclusion that, within the structure of whatever 
agencies or groups planned and executed the war-
game simulations on 9/11, there were co-conspirators 
to the murders of some 3,000 people. Even if they 
were unwitting accomplices before the tragedy, 
they would certainly recognize the part they 
played afterwards. And though they may have 
eluded justice so far, one day they will stand 
before the judgment seat of Christ. 
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