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Foreign policy historian Joan Hoff, writing in 2007:
“Current and future American leaders must not let the country be dragged into Bush’s long war [on
terrorism] for generations to come. This could amount to a legacy of bloodshed exceeding even that of
the twentieth century.”
Ten years and two presidents later, President Donald Trump delivered his inaugural address:
“We will...unite the civilized world against radical Islamic terrorism, which we will eradicate from the
face of the Earth.”
Three years after that, on January 3, 2020, President Trump announced:
“Last night, at my direction, the United States military successfully executed a flawless precision strike
that killed the number-one terrorist anywhere in the world, Qasem Soleimani…...Under my leadership,
America’s policy is unambiguous: To terrorists who harm or intend to harm any American, we will find
you; we will eliminate you.
Military historian Andrew Bacevich, querying the candidates in the presidential campaign of 2020:
“Who will be the political leader with the courage and presence of mind to declare: ‘Enough! Stop this
madness!’ Man or woman, straight or gay, black, brown, or white, that person will deserve the nation’s
gratitude and the support of the electorate.”
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Author’s Introductory Note
The story in the pages to follow will strain the reader’s belief. It did mine, as the
book developed. I’m compelled accordingly to preview it, to put the Global War on
Terrorism into its historical context, and to describe the book’s rather unique
provenance.
The word apocalypse barely suffices in describing the consequences of George
Bush’s Global War on Terrorism. 801,000 people have died in violence since he
launched the war in 2001. 37 million more wander the globe as refugees. $6.4 trillion
of public capital has been squandered. The economies and the governance of two
sovereign nations lie in ruins. Terrorism has exploded from a regional hazard in the
Mideast into a global menace, and endless warfare is now the defining feature of U.S.
foreign policy.
And the Global War on Terrorism is utterly fraudulent. The invasions of Iraq and
Afghanistan were not provoked by the attacks of 9/11: they were orchestrated in the
earliest days of the Bush Administration for reasons having nothing to do with terrorism.
The wars were driven historically by our nation’s tradition of imperial conquest,
contemporarily by the hubristic ideology known as neoconservatism,1 and empirically
by the need for a strategic lock on Persian Gulf hydrocarbon resources.
1 To understand neoconservatism and its implementation in the Bush Administration, see Twilight of the American
Century, by Andrew Bacevich (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2018.) See especially three essays: “A
letter to Paul Wolfowitz: Occasioned by the Tenth Anniversary of the Iraq War,” “Robert Kagan: the Duplicity of the
Ideologues,” and “Albert and Roberta Wohlstetter: Tailors to the Emperor.”
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Neoconservatism powered the Bush Administration. A foreign policy of
deterrence had served well during the Cold War, but when it was over America stood
alone as the unrivaled global superpower, truly an exceptional nation of power and
virtue. Now a “benevolent hegemony” was called for, to make permanent America’s
military and economic dominance of the world and to spread freedom and democracy,
even by force if necessary. Not coincidentally American oil companies would benefit
immensely from the initiative.
Within ten days of taking office the Bush Administration formalized a decision to
overthrow the regime of Saddam Hussein in Iraq. In early August the invasion of
Afghanistan was added to the agenda. But how could such unilateral and unprovoked
aggression be made palatable?
By calling it something heroic. In the early evening of September 11, 2001, mere
hours after the attacks on the Pentagon and the Trade Towers, President Bush declared
his Global War on Terrorism.
The President’s deceit was monumental.
The first objective of the Global War on Terrorism, ostensibly, was the
apprehension of Osama bin Laden, the alleged perpetrator of the day’s violence. But bin
Laden was at large only by George Bush’s sufferance: nine months earlier the President
could have rendered the man utterly harmless.
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When George Bush took office a standing offer from the Taliban awaited his
acceptance: they would come to Washington and negotiate the fate of Osama bin Laden.
To preserve their amiable relationship with the U.S. after the bombing of the U.S.S.
Cole they were willing to bring bin Laden to trial, to assassinate him by any of several
means, or to extradite him into U.S. custody.
The offer was negotiated during the last days of the Clinton Administration. The
parties met November 2 in the Arabella Sheraton Hotel in Frankfurt, Germany. The
negotiators were officials from the U.S. State Department and the CIA, and the Taliban
Foreign Minister and his staff. The meeting had been arranged by Mr. Kabir Mohabbat,
a consultant to the State Department and a native Pashtun Afghan, and was moderated
by his brother Dr. Omar Mohabbat.
Upon his inauguration President Bush rejected the offer almost immediately,
however, and he did so three times more during the spring and summer of 2001. The
offer was still in effect after the attacks of 9/11, but the President refused it once more
and finally five days later.
Three weeks after that George Bush invaded Afghanistan, ostensibly to
apprehend Osama bin Laden.
In February of 2003 George Bush in similar fashion refused an offer from Saddam
Hussein to leave his country, for voluntary exile in Turkey, Saudi Arabia, or Egypt. A
few weeks later President Bush invaded Iraq, claiming to effect a “regime change” there.
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George Bush needed iconic terrorists—alive, at large, and in residence—to make
credible the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq as a “war on terrorism.”
No. The wars were fought instead and in fact for oil and empire, but an
explanation left right there is too neat, tidy, and simple. Only by studying the long
history of American militarism and expansionism can the complex nature of George
Bush’s Global War on Terrorism be fully understood: it is neither atypical nor
unprecedented.
One superb source for such understanding is the writing of historian Andrew
Bacevich, particularly his three latest books: The War for the Greater MidEast, Twilight
of the American Century, and The Age of Illusion.
Bacevich tells of the “Carter Doctrine,” promulgated in January of 1980:
Any attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and
such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force.2
Was this the seed of George Bush’s Global War on Terrorism? In the long view
of history there can be little doubt.
Carter meant business. He created the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, and
three years later President Ronald Reagan expanded this unit to the imposing status of a
regional headquarters, the United States Central Command.
Reagan did more. In Egypt, Oman, and Saudi Arabia he built airbases and ports
to accommodate U.S. expeditionary forces in the region. He assembled a fleet of ships
2 See, Bacevich, Andrew, Twilight of the American Century, cited above, p. 304.
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pre-loaded with the equipment and supplies such forces might need. He transposed the
British island of Diego Garcia from a communication outpost into an operational base
for B-52 bombers. And he handed the Pentagon just short of a blank check.
Bacevich describes Reagan’s gift to George W. Bush: belligerent militarism was
normalized,
...making possible the far-flung campaigns to overthrow the Taliban and remove
Saddam Hussein. George Bush pulled the trigger, but Ronald Reagan had cocked the
weapon.3
We see in Bacevich’s work how the U.S. has sought expansionism and dominion
since the birth of the nation. The Revolutionary War paved the way to genocide and the
conquest of a fully occupied and developed continent.4 We have long believed in
American exceptionalism, and fought WWI to “make the world safe for democracy.”
We have rarely hesitated to employ military might to gain imperium: WWII left the U.S.
in positions of dominance, both in Europe and throughout the Pacific—by default as
commonly perceived, by design in the minds of scholars. “Seen in relation to our own
history,” Bacevich writes, “the global war on terror signifies the latest phase in an
expansionist project that is now three centuries old.” 5
3 See, Twilight of the American Century cited above, p. 315.
4 This is not romantic conjecture. Eighteen million indigenous people occupied the territory that would become the
United States. They utilized a coast-to-coast infrastructure of communication and transportation routes facilitating intertribal trade. They inhabited villages, towns, and cities, some of which—Cahokia in the midwest for example, with
40,000 inhabitants—rivaled contemporary London and Paris. They practiced federal governance: the U.S. Constitution
was modeled on the federated government of the Iroquois Nations. (Benjamin Franklin expressed his gratitude for this.)
See, Richard W. Behan, Plundered Promise: Capitalism, Politics, and the Fate of the Federal Lands, Washington,
Covelo, and London: Island Press, 2001. pp. 45-46
5 See, Twilight of the American Century, cited above, p. 284
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George Bush’s war is unique, then, only in a number of appalling respects: its
audacity, its dishonest portrayal, its overt criminality, the incompetence of its execution,
its horrendous waste of human lives and treasure, its longevity, and its ultimate futility.
****************************
This book is not a product of orthodox investigative journalism, nor of
conventional historiography: every element of the story was found in the public domain.
Five dozen published books provided context and background, but I relied—unwittingly
at first but with increasing amazement—on a newly developed, extremely powerful
research technique to uncover the pivotal details.
The Internet makes accessible a global universe of information, to be retrieved
instantaneously at trivial cost. This is unprecedented in the history of scholarly inquiry,
and I found it indispensable.
I was interested, for example, in the testimony of a vice president of the Unocal
Corporation, Mr. John J. Maresca, before the House Committee on Foreign Relations on
February 12, 1998. I spent about five minutes locating the transcript of the hearing at
http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/hfa48119.000/hfa48119_0f.htm, leafing through it to

find Mr. Maresca’s testimony, downloading that, and feeding it to my printer. Let me
abbreviate this for emphasis: I wanted to know the words of an obscure corporate
executive as he testified in Congress decades in the past. Five minutes later I had a copy
in my hands.
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One more example: Mr. Kabir Mohabbat’s role in my book is pivotal. He told his
story in an obscure unpublished memoir, Delivering Osama. I found it only as an Adobe
Digital Edition, at this location:
https://books.google.com/books/about/Delivering_Osama.html?id=I-Y4T9kUfxQC

No physical copy, not even from mighty Amazon, was available. Except in
cyberspace, this crucial book did not exist.
As a research tool the Internet’s power is unsurpassed. It literally and uniquely
made possible the production of this book.
So my work was tedious but not difficult: reading books, trolling the Internet, and
then constructing a coherent narrative. My book is unusual in its provenance, but it is a
product of simple assembly, not of shoe-leather discovery.
The story I tell is the story scores of other people wrote, in small but related
installments. It is truly their story, not mine. In hundreds of citations I have
acknowledged their work, in the 64 books in my bibliography; in newspapers and
magazines from American, British, Israeli, Canadian, Irish, Maltese, and Pakistani
sources; German trade journals; nonprofit policy research organizations; the National
Archives; government agency reports; online news and opinion websites; university
research papers; Wikipedia; translations of books in foreign languages; the
Congressional Record; and so on and on.
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That said the Internet source displays at least two significant shortcomings. One
is the random capricious instability of its structure: websites are abandoned,
inadequately maintained, renamed, or relocated. When a link ceases to function the
original information-capture cannot be replicated, and some of my captures were made
as long ago as 2002. (Fortunately, I managed to download and print most of the
unearthed materials.)
The other shortcoming is the unknown reliability of the authors. Were they honest
and unbiased? Did they seek out multiple sources? Did they indulge in speculation or
invention? I had no reasonable means of vetting the authors’ integrity, and so—here is
the book’s greatest vulnerability—I took them at face value. That is not a trivial
difficulty: it bears on the book’s credibility.
I complained of this to Ryan Grim, the Washington Bureau Chief at The Intercept.
The story relies on several hundred citations, he noted, and then offered a comforting
observation. “Quantity has its own quality,” Ryan said, quoting Napoleon Bonaparte.
“A few of your citations might be suspect. They can’t all be.”
I tell the story I found.
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CHAPTER ONE
An Overview: Durable Deception, Catastrophic Consequences
As an explanation for U.S. policy after 9/11, terrorism comes nowhere near to
being adequate. Indeed, much like the shelling of Fort Sumpter in 1861 or the sinking of
the USS Maine in 1898, the attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon served
less as a proximate cause for war than as a catalyst.
--Andrew Bacevich, The Age of Illusions, p. 108
By early August of 2001, within eight months of taking office, the Bush
Administration was targeting for armed invasion the sovereign nations of Iraq and
Afghanistan.6 An intractable difficulty stood in the way, however: unprovoked
aggression is an international crime, prohibited by the Charter of the United Nations.
President Bush would need somehow to portray the incursions as something else,
something at least morally defensible, and on September 11, 2001 he seized in a
heartbeat a spectacular opportunity to do so. With the Trade Towers in rubble and the
Pentagon still smoking, President Bush declared his Global War on Terrorism.
It was a fraud, an epic bait-and-switch deception, but it worked to perfection.
In time the President attacked his intended targets, expecting (and promising) the
conflicts to be brief and successful. But they were neither, and the consequences of his
deceit were apocalyptic: he exploded the delimited regional terrorism in the Mideast into

6 This statement is substantiated by dozens of sources which will be cited in the narrative to follow.
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a malignant worldwide scourge, and plunged America into a quagmire of mindless,
endless warfare that continues to this day.
The targeting of Afghanistan and Iraq had nothing to do with terrorism, but
everything to do with the Bush Administration’s neoconservative ideology: as the
world’s indispensable and exceptional nation, America must secure its imperial role as
the world’s hegemonic military and economic superpower.7 Only then could it
counteract the evils of human servitude and despotic governance, showing the world a
better way forward: freedom and democracy.
There could be no hegemony without dominance in the supply of hydrocarbon
energy and two specific, geostrategic assets would have to be acquired—by force if
necessary. One was a pipeline right-of-way across Afghanistan, for the U.S. to
monopolize the most economic transport of crude oil and natural gas from the Caspian
Basin to global markets; the other was preemptive access to the Iraqi oilfields.8 Not
coincidentally, these objectives suited perfectly the interests of the U.S. oil industry.9
7 See the compelling case for this assertion in, “Rise and Demise of the New American Century,” by Tom
Barry, IRC Special Report, June 28, 2006. Silver City: International Relations Center. For further
corroboration, see “The President’s real goal in Iraq,” by Jay Bookman, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution,
September 29, 2002. Definitive treatments can be found in the work of Andrew Bacevich: America’s War for
the Greater Middle East, New York: Random House, 2016; Twilight of the American Century, Notre Dame:
Notre Dame University Press, 2018; and The Age of Illusions, New York: Henry Holt, 2020. See also Tariq
Ali, Bush in Babylon: the Recolonization of Iraq, London and New York: Verso, 2003. Today, with the
benefit of much subsequent inquiry, the primacy of oil and empire cannot be denied in driving the Global War
on Terrorism.
8 These statements will be verified in citations to follow.
9 See Paul Sperry, Crude Politics: How Bush's Oil Cronies Hijacked the War on Terrorism, Nashville: WND

Books, 2003, and two books by the British writer, Greg Muttitt:, Crude Designs: the Ripoff of Iraq's Oil Wealth,
The Platform Group, United Kingdom, November 2005; and, Fuel on the Fire: Oil and Politics in Occupied
Iraq, New York: the New Press, 2012.
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Amid the chaos of 9/11 the nation was in a state of shocked paralysis. Not so the
Bush Administration: here was the opportunity to disguise its wars, and mere hours after
the attacks, the American people—and the U.S. Congress—were intentionally deceived.
In a nationwide speech in the evening of September 11, the President announced
he would “...make no distinction between terrorists and those who harbor them...[we
will] win the war against terrorism.”10 He would portray his imperial wars not as bald
unilateral aggression, but as the noble suppression of evil.
In choosing to rely on the armed violence of a military solution, the President
rejected the proven response to transnational terrorism used routinely around the world:
international police action to bring terrorists to justice.11
The President wasn’t looking for justice: he needed invasions.
As the President was speaking that evening, his staff was drafting and printing a
Congressional Joint Resolution to authorize precisely the warfare the President was
announcing. It was submitted to Congress early the next morning, September 12.
Unaware of the Administration’s already programmed incursions, Congress had no
reason to be suspicious: the resolution, “Authorization for the Use of Military Force,”
was approved two days later, almost verbatim.
The Administration’s priority was revealed in its deliberate word order:
10 See “Statement by the President in His Address to the Nation,” dated September 11, 2001, found at
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911-16.html (Italics added.)
11 See Noam Chomsky, 9-11: Was There an Alternative?, New York: Seven Stories Press, 2011
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The President is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force against those
nations, organizations, or persons he determines...[were involved in]...the attacks...on
September 11, 2001.12 (Emphasis added.)
Armed with Congressional authority to prosecute a Global War on Terrorism,
George Bush was free to launch his geostrategic wars, and he did. Twenty three days
later the offensive was underway to secure the pipeline route in Afghanistan, but no one
saw the conflict for what it was: the bait-and-switch was masterful.13
As commonly understood, the full-scale military violence of the Global War on
Terrorism was initiated immediately after the events of 9/11, first to serve justice on
Osama bin Laden in Afghanistan, and later to terminate the regime of the Iraqi terrorist
Saddam Hussein, who posed an even greater risk to the U.S. This is the story skillfully
invented and successfully marketed by the Bush Administration.
The story is false in two critical respects. War preparations were already well
advanced by the time of bin Laden’s attacks.14 And armed invasions were not necessary
to render Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein powerless: President Bush was offered
certain and peaceful means of doing so one after the other, and long before his invasions,
but he swept the opportunities aside.

12 Read the law at https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ40/pdf/PLAW-107publ40.pdf

13 Rebranding the intended wars did not lessen their criminality, but the invasions were scarcely the only war
crimes committed by the Administration. See, George W. Bush, War Criminal?: The Bush Administration's
Liability for 269 War Crimes, by Michael Haas, Santa Barbara: Praeger, 2008.
14 See for example, “US planned war in Afghanistan long before 9/11,” by Patrick Martin, World Socialist
Website, November 20, 2001, and “U.S. Planned Attack on Taleban,” by George Arney, BBC News,
September 18, 2001.
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Had he not, the catastrophe of 9/11 might possibly have been foreclosed. When
George Bush took office a standing offer from the Taliban was in effect, made in the last
days of the Clinton Administration, to negotiate the surrender of Osama bin Laden into
U.S. custody, to arrange his assassination, or to have him stand trial.15 Depriving al
Qaeda of its leadership in early 2001 might have derailed the horrific events in
September. But al Qaeda did not lose its leader: President Bush refused the Taliban’s
offer first in February of 2001, then again in March, again in June, once more just nine
days before 9/11, and a fifth time five days later.16
In 2003 the President refused another offer, this one from Saddam Hussein to
leave Iraq in voluntary exile, months before his country was invaded.17 Separated from
15 See, “How Bush Was Offered bin Laden and Blew It,” by Jeffrey St. Clair and Alexander Cockburn,
Counterpunch, November 1, 2004. See also, “Afghanistan, the Taliban, and the Bush Oil Team,” by Wayne
Madsen, Center for Research on Globalization, January, 2002; “Bush Rejects Taliban Offer to Hand bin
Laden Over,” UK Guardian Unlimited, October 14, 2001; “Bush Rejects Taliban Offer to Surrender bin
Laden,” UK Independent, October 15, 2001; “Diplomats Met with Taliban on Bin Laden,” Washington Post,
October 29, 2001; “Taliban told US it would give up Osama: report,” Reuters, June 4, 2004; “US, Taliban
officials met before 9/11 over Osama,” The Telegraph, June 5, 2004; “One Man's Story: Pursuing Osama bin
Laden,” Minor Heresies, May 12, 2011; “Warlords for Sale or Rent,” by Melinda Liu, Newsweek, November
4, 2001; “Senate Candidate David Alameel discusses pre-9/11 negotiations with Taliban,” by Nick Swartsell,
Dallas News, February, 2014; “Afghanistan: The Ghost of Vietnam,” by David William Pear, Real News
Network, January 13, 2015; “Afghan War Haunted by Bush War Crimes,” by Michael Haas, LA Progressive,
March 4, 2009; “U.S. Refusal of 2001 Taliban Offer Gave bin Laden a Free Pass,” by Gareth Porter,
Interpress Service News Agency, May, 2011; “Taliban Offered bin Laden Trial Before 9/11,” by Mujib
Mashal, Aljazeera, September 11, 2011.
16 See the memoir of the courier who repeatedly carried the refusals to the Taliban: Delivering Osama, by Kabir

Mohabbat with L.R. McInnis, © 2004, 2011, ISBN 978-0-615-52245-6. A privately published book at the
time the present volume was written, it was available only as an Adobe Digital Edition here:
https://books.google.com/books/about/Delivering_Osama.html?id=I-Y4T9kUfxQC In late 2020 the book
was published in print form: Delivering Osama: The Story of America’s Secret Envoy: Berlin, First Draft
Publishing GmbH. Versions are available in English, German, and Arabic.
17 See, “Report Says Hussein Was Open to Exile Before 2003 Invasion,” by Karen DeYoung and Michael
Abramovitz, Washington Post, September 27, 2007.
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his weapons, real or imagined, he could be no threat to U.S. security—but removing
security threats was not the foremost item in the Administration’s agenda.
To secure the Afghan pipeline route and the Iraqi oil President Bush needed to
invade and occupy both nations. And for his Global War on Terrorism deception to
remain credible, he must have Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein alive, at large, and
residence in their respective countries.
George Bush's unprovoked wars were titanic failures. There is no American
pipeline traversing Afghanistan today, no American dominance of the Iraqi oilfields, no
American template of freedom and democracy spreading throughout the Mideast, and no
prospect in sight for any of this to occur.
The rational response to lost wars is to acknowledge defeat and cease hostilities.
But how could that have been done without exposing the bait-and-switch? The
deceptive rubric of the Global War on Terrorism went unchallenged, and when President
Obama chose to “look forward, not backward,” he effectively normalized the fighting.18
The violence continued mindlessly under its own momentum, and does to this day.
When President Trump took office, vowing to eradicate terrorism, he raised the budget
for the Department of Defense by 10%. Then he bombed Syria without hesitation and
turned his generals loose to send 3,000 more troops to Afghanistan. In his second year
18 Barack Obama did so by leaving in place the Bush template of an “imperial presidency.” Two sequential
books by Charlie Savage tell the story in almost tedious detail. Takeover: the Return of the Imperial
Presidency and the Subversion of American Democracy describes the Bush Administration’s success in
redefining the presidency as omnipotent; Power Wars: Inside Obama’s Post-9/11 Presidency displays how
and why so little changed in conducting the “war on terror” by the subsequent administration.
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he increased the Defense budget another 12%, to $716 billion,19 more than the world’s
next ten defense budgets combined.20 In his third year he added $22 billion, for a total of
$738 billion—57% of the entire discretionary budget.21 And in his fourth year President
Trump considered sending another 14,000 troops to the Mideast.22
The legacy of George Bush is mindless warfare, as his bait-and-switch war
lurches on with no visible end. The results to date are appalling: 801,000 men, women,
and children slaughtered, military and civilian; 6.4 trillion dollars squandered,23 while
urgent needs for domestic investment languish; the infrastructures and economies of
sovereign nations devastated; 37 million people driven from their homes as refugees,24
impacting nations around the world. And the radical jihadist group ISIS was directly
spurred into being by the conflict.25
19 See https://militarybenefits.info/2019-defense-budget/
20 Two contemporary books describe the hubris, delusion, retrograde ideology, confused strategic thinking, and
unchallenged momentum that led us to this place, where we allocate more than half the federal discretionary
budget to the nation’s military. See, Daniel P. Bolger, Why We Lost: a General’s Inside Account of the Iraq and
Afghanistan Wars, Boston and New York, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2015. See also, Andrew Bacevich,
America’s War for the Greater Middle East: a Military History, cited earlier.
21 See, https://www.nationalpriorities.org/pressroom/articles/2020/01/16/why-trump-only-candidate-with-budget-proposal/
22 “This Isn’t How You End the Endless War: Trump Weighs Plan to Send 14,000 More Troops to Middle East,” Common
Dreams website, December 5, 2019.
23 See a study, Costs of War, by the Watson Institute of International and Public Affairs at Brown University.

Access the study here: https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/ These figures have been criticized as far too
conservative. See https://davidswanson.org/iraq/, for one example. Surely the conservative figures are
sufficiently appalling.
24 See, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/files/cow/imce/papers/2020/Displacement_Vine%20et%20al_Costs%20of
%20War%202020%2009%2008.pdf
25 See, Black Flags: the Rise of ISIS, by Joby Warrick, New York: Anchor Books, 2016.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Architects: Five Determined Men
For ten years four powerful and influential men, often in public office at the
highest levels, were obsessed with the forcible overthrow of Saddam Hussein. In 1992
they were at home in the Defense Department of the George H.W. Bush Administration.
Richard Cheney26 was Secretary of Defense, Paul Wolfowitz was Undersecretary for
Policy, and top staffers were Lewis Libby and Zalmay Khalilzad.
Wolfowitz, Libby, and Khalilzad authored for Cheney's signature a 46-page
document entitled Draft Defense Planning Guidance, to establish the strategic posture of
the United States.27
The document represented a radical departure from the multilateralism of existing
U.S. foreign policy. It called for:
✔
✔
✔
✔
✔

claiming global superiority as the lone superpower
preventing the emergence of any competitor on the world stage
intervening in disputes anywhere in the world
the use of pre-emptive war
a massive increase in military spending

26 By the time he was serving in the George H.W. Bush Administration, Richard Cheney was firmly committed
to the notion of a “unitary executive,” that the President should wield unchecked power. A contemporary
book describes the consequence of Cheney’s obsession when he became vice president nine years later. See,
Takeover: the Return of the Imperial Presidency and the Subversion of American Democracy, by Charlie
Savage, cited above. Cheney would push George W. Bush to exercise power in just that way, and George
Bush did.
27 “Draft Defense Planning Guidance” can be found in the U.S. Archives, but it has been heavily redacted.

Much of its details can be found elsewhere, however, with quick Google searches. One example can be seen
at: http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/iraq/etc/wolf.html
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In seeking permanent supremacy, the document reflected the political ideology
known as neoconservatism. But neoconservatism sought more than a retrograde
imperialism: its advocates thought the U.S. to be truly exceptional, a unique beacon of
freedom and democracy in the world, and they felt these virtues should be universal,
available to all of mankind. It was America’s destiny and responsibility to seek that end,
and only a hegemonic superpower could achieve it.
The Guidance paper warned of “...proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.”
It spoke of “...threats to U.S. citizens from terrorism.” It asserted the need for “...access
to vital raw materials, primarily Persian Gulf oil,” and it targeted Iraq as a “scenario”
where pre-emptive war might have to be exercised. Iraq would be in Richard Cheney’s
crosshairs for years to come: that was the prize, that’s where the largest undeveloped oil
fields in the world were located. Controlling access to them was crucial to American
global dominion.
The Draft Defense Planning Guidance was denounced immediately for its
extremism and its authors decried as “the crazies” by more moderate voices in the
Administration. President George H.W. Bush retracted it.28
But there was a fifth determined man in the Administration, Vice President
Quayle’s chief of staff, who would keep the ideology alive, cause it to become
institutionalized, and eventually adopted as the formal policy of the United States. His
28 See, Ray McGovern, “It Sounds Crazy, But...”, Online Asia Times, March 3, 2005.
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name was William Kristol. He was the son of Irving Kristol, arguably the most
influential conservative of the late-20th century, who literally wrote the books on
neoconservatism.29
William Kristol had American exceptionalism in his DNA, and shortly after
leaving office he co-authored with Robert Kagan a seminal paper in the journal Foreign
Affairs:
America should pursue a vision of benevolent hegemony...and wield its power unabashedly.
The defense budget should be increased dramatically, citizens should be educated to appreciate the
military's vital work abroad, and moral clarity should direct a foreign policy that puts the heat on
dictators and authoritarian regimes.30

A year later Kristol and Kagan created an organizational home for the
neoconservatives called The Project for the New American Century. Among the
founding members were the other four determined men: Richard Cheney, Paul
Wolfowitz, Lewis Libby, and Zalmay Khalilzad. They had reason to be enthusiastic,
because here was a new platform for their imperialistic views. The PNAC, as it came to
be known, restated those views in it’s Statement of Principles:
[We need] a military that is strong and ready to meet both present and future challenges; a
foreign policy that boldly and purposefully promotes American principles abroad; and a national
leadership that accepts the United States' responsibilities. We need...to challenge regimes hostile to
our interests and values.31 (Italics added.)
29 Irving Kristol, Neoconservatism: the Autobiography of an Idea, New York: the Free Press, 1995, and The
Neo-conservative Persuasion: Selected Essays, 1942-2009, New York: Basic Books, 2011
30 See, “Toward a Neo-Reaganite Foreign Policy,” by William Kristol and Robert Kagan, Foreign Affairs,

July/August 1996. Quoted here is the article's abstract.
31 The Project for the New American Century maintained a comprehensive website for many years, but it

disappeared with the demise of the organization. The PNAC “Statement of Principles” document can still be
read at: https://www.scribd.com/document/228525810/1997-PNAC-Statement-of-Principles
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The proximate “interests and values” were freedom and democracy, and clearly
the regime of Saddam Hussein was hostile to those. But this was not his only
vulnerability: he controlled an asset of immense value to any prospective global
hegemon—the largest untapped oil fields on earth.
On January 26, 1998 the Project for the New American Century sent a letter to
President Clinton. It addressed Richard Cheney’s obsession:
We urge you...to enunciate a new strategy...that should aim above all at the removal of Saddam
Hussein's regime from power...We believe the U.S. has the authority under UN Resolutions...[but] in
any case American policy cannot be crippled by a misguided...UN Security Council. 32

The PNAC was urging President Clinton to commit an international crime: the
unprovoked invasion of a sovereign nation. President Clinton ignored the request.
But William Kristol and Robert Kagan saw more unturned stones: in 2000—a
presidential election year—they edited a scorching book of essays entitled Present
Dangers: Crisis and Opportunity in American Foreign and Defense Policy. The perils
were undiminished:
This book is an outgrowth of an article we published in Foreign Affairs in 1996, “Toward a
Neo-Reaganite Foreign Policy.” We warned there of growing threats to the American peace established
at the end of the Cold War, and called for a foreign policy of “benevolent hegemony” as a way of
securing that peace and advancing American interests and principles around the world. ….Events of
recent years have given us no reason to change our fundamental view either of the emerging dangers or
of the prescriptions for meeting those dangers. If anything, the trend of the past few years has proven
more troubling than we anticipated….33

32 A facsimile of the original letter was reproduced on the PNAC website, which is no longer accessible. A

copy of the letter, however, is available at: http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article5527.htm
33 Kristol, William and Robert Kagan, Present Dangers: Crisis and Opportunity in American Foreign and Defense Policy,
San Francisco: Encounter Books, 2000.
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Finally, as the Bush/Gore presidential campaign gathered momentum, the Project
for the New American Century saw one more opportunity to make its case again and to
influence a new incoming Administration. It published a detailed prospectus entitled
Rebuilding America's Defenses,34 again seeking unquestioned superiority in
conventional, nuclear, and space weaponry. The PNAC sought a “transformation” of the
existing policy of deterrence into one of economic and military dominance.
All this work of Kristol and Kagan, as writers and organizers of the PNAC, would
prove definitive. They would provide the template for the Bush Administration’s Global
War on Terrorism.

34 See, https://archive.org/details/RebuildingAmericasDefenses
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CHAPTER THREE
A Game Changer?
Half way around the world from the flurry of American politics and the PNAC
jockeying for advantage, a brutal event took place in the Yemeni seaport of Aden.
On October 12, 2000 Osama bin Laden sabotaged a U.S Navy destroyer, the
U.S.S. Cole. 17 American sailors were killed and 39 injured.
Flashback:
This was bin Laden’s second attack on American interests during the Clinton
Administration. In August of 1998 he’d bombed two American embassies in Africa,
killing 257 people. President Clinton retaliated immediately by launching salvos of
cruise missiles into the al Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan—but a great opportunity
to bring bin Laden personally to justice was squandered.
Mr. Kabir Mohabbat, an Afghan-American businessman, was traveling in
Afghanistan when bin Laden attacked the African embassies. Born into the upper strata
of Afghan tribal society and a former freedom fighter, he had high-level personal
contacts in Afghanistan among the Taliban leadership, and was equally well connected
with the U.S. State Department and the U.S. intelligence community.
As Clinton’s missiles were falling, Mohabbat took a series of phone calls from
tribal leaders and government officials and learned of the Taliban’s great anxiety: they
wanted very much to maintain the cordial relationship with the U.S. developed during
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the Russian invasion, and “...offered to go after bin Laden themselves, in order to
appease their anti-Soviet ally.” 35
Mohabbat immediately phoned Mr. Lee Coldren at the State Department desk of
South Asian Affairs. Returning to the U.S. Mohabbat met with Coldren and another
State staffer, Roberta Chew, who “...discussed the offer and said they would get back to
him—but never did.”36
A year later another opportunity arose—but it faded, too.
Kabir Mohabbat made another business trip to Afghanistan in the summer of
1999. While there he visited with top officials in the Taliban once more, and found they
had tried repeatedly to deport Osama bin Laden, but Egypt, Jordan, Switzerland, and
Saudi Arabia had refused custody. Recalling the story years later, Mohabbat then asked
his Taliban contact for custody of bin Laden. “Can I have him?, he said.” Their
immediate reply: “Dead or alive?” 37
Returning immediately to the U.S. Mohabbat called an acquaintance, Phyllis
Oakley, Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research. “I have Osama bin
Laden on a silver platter,” Mohabbat told the Secretary. “How would you like him, rare,
medium, or well done?” 38
35 See, “One Man’s Story: Pursuing Osama bin Laden,” by “Minor Heretic” (pen name), published on the

Minor Heresies website May 12, 2011, here: http://www.minorheresies.com/posts/tag/Kabir-mohabbat.
36 Ibid.
37 Ibid.
38 Ibid. See also Delivering Osama: The Story of America’s Secret Envoy, cited above, p. 112.
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Secretary Oakley asked Michael Sheehan, the State Department Coordinator of
Counter-terrorism, to contact Mohabbat, presumably to move ahead with the
opportunity. For reasons unknown, Mohabbat never heard from Sheehan,39 and several
weeks later Oakley resigned her position in protest over a different but related issue of
counter-terrorism.
End of flashback.
The Taliban’s discomfort with Osama bin Laden was curious, perhaps, but severe.
It is explained in a paper from New York University’s Center on International
Cooperation:
The relationship between al Qaeda and the Taliban during the second half of the 1990’s was
complicated and often intense. The two groups knew little about each other; bin Laden pursued an
independent agenda often to the detriment of the Taliban. Nonetheless Mullah Mohammad Omar and
bin Laden grew close—although the extent and details of their association remain somewhat unclear
during those years, particularly from 2000 to 2001.
bin Laden’s call for an international jihad and his attempts to mobilize support for attacks for
what he saw as a jihad against crusaders and Zionists caused a rift within the Taliban leadership. While
Mullah Omar regarded him as an important connector to the wider Muslim world, a group of leaders
around Mullah Mohammad Rabbani, the chair of the leadership shura in Kabul, was concerned that bin
Laden’s media statements and the unwanted attention he attracted were the principal obstacle to the
Taliban government gaining the international recognition it sought.40

Kabir Mohabbat was well positioned to exploit this schism, and his value as a
US/Taliban intermediary was well established. Mohabbat was in Washington at the time

39 There is no reason to blame Michael Sheehan; his aggressive posture in matters of terrorism was legendary.
Dismayed by the failure to retaliate sufficiently for the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole a year later, he skewered
the top military leaders in a White House meeting. “Does al Qaeda have to hit the Pentagon to get [your]
attention?” (See Bolger, Why We Lost, A General’s Inside Account of the Iraq and Afghanistan Wars, cited
earlier, p. 24.)
40 See, Alex Strick van Linschoten and Felix Kuehn, “Separating the Taliban from al Qaeda: The Core of
Success in Afghanistan.” New York: Center on International Cooperation, 2011, p. 5.
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of the Cole bombing, and was called immediately to the State Department by Jeffrey
Lundstead, the South Asia Bureau coordinator for Afghanistan.
“Kabir,” Lundstead exclaimed, “we are ready to bomb Afghanistan back to the
Stone Age unless the Taliban unconditionally hand Osama bin Laden over to us.” 41
“Give me three weeks,” Mohabbat replied, “and I will deliver Osama to your
doorstep.” 42
Mohabbat flew to Kandahar and told his Taliban acquaintances of their peril. They
asked him to arrange a meeting with U.S. officials, and he did. 43
The parties met November 2 in the Sheraton Hotel in Frankfurt, Germany.44
The chief Taliban negotiator was Deputy Foreign Minister Mullah Abdul Jalil. Mr. Alan
Eastham and Jeff Lindstead from the State Department and several CIA officers
represented the United States. Kabir Mohabbat served as interpreter and his brother, Dr.
Omar Mohabbat moderated the discussions.
Mullah Jalil acknowledged gratefully the American support of the Taliban during
the war with the Soviets, and said, “Let's have our meeting start on good terms.”

41 One Man’s Story cited above.
42 See, “How Bush Was Offered bin Laden and Blew It,” cited above.
43 The meeting is described in Mohabbat’s memoir, Delivering Osama, digital version, cited earlier, and also in

“One Man’s Story: Pursuing Osama bin Laden,” cited earlier as well.
44 The meeting is described in detail in Delivering Osama: The Story of America’s Secret Envoy, cited earlier. See pp. 218230.
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The Taliban described their anxiety to maintain an amiable relationship with the
U.S., and how Osama bin Laden had become a serious impediment. Now they wanted
the impediment removed: they would come to Washington to negotiate the surrender bin
Laden into U.S. custody or to arrange his assassination.
The meeting ended on good terms as well, Kabir Mohabbat recalled in his
memoir: “The U.S. authorities continued to shower the Taliban...with compliments.
They...announced that the road between the United States and Afghanistan was open.
Osama bin Laden was the one stumbling block and this block would soon be lifted.” 45
But not immediately. The politics of the Gore/Bush election intervened. If bin
Laden was surrendered or assassinated immediately, the Americans explained, “...the
extreme right in the U.S. would claim that Clinton and Gore had concocted a conspiracy
to aid Gore’s presidential election. ‘Action might take a while. We must see who is
elected President of the United States.’”
The Taliban placed Osama bin Laden under house arrest in Daronta, a town thirty
miles from Kabul, awaiting the outcome of the election.
Delaying bin Laden’s fate was seemingly devoid of partisan posturing, but the
Clinton Administration may have been making a longer term calculation. The glory and
prestige of apprehending bin Laden would be a huge source of political capital; it would

45 See, Delivering Osama, digital version, p. 132-133.
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be of little value to President Clinton at the end of his term, but an immense advantage
for a President Gore at the beginning of his.
The election in early November ended in legal deadlock, however. As the
uncertainty of the outcome dragged on for weeks, President Clinton “...on November
21st...signed a presidential order appointing Kabir Mohabbat as his personal secret envoy
to the Taliban for the express purpose of negotiating the extradition or killing of Osama
bin Laden.” 46 The President wanted the option, apparently, of denying George Bush the
prize of bin Laden’s head if Al Gore eventually lost the election.
Al Gore did, when the Supreme Court decided Gore v. Bush on December 12,
2000.
President Clinton chose not to exercise his option, however; perhaps there simply
wasn’t enough time. The Taliban’s offer of bin Laden’s head would await the decision
of George W. Bush.

46 See, “One Man’s Story: Pursuing Osama bin Laden,” Minor Heresies website, cited earlier.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Imperial Hubris 47
George Bush took the Presidential oath of office on January 20, 2001, and four of
the five determined men joined his administration—all of them founding members of the
Project for the New American Century. Richard Cheney was sworn in as Vice
President. Lewis Libby was named Cheney’s Chief of Staff, Paul Wolfowitz appointed
as Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Zalmay Khalilzad as the President’s Special Envoy.
(The fifth determined man, William Kristol, remained in the private sector to edit Rupert
Murdoch’s Weekly Standard, the preeminent voice of neoconservatism. In that role, and
in his continuing leadership of the PNAC, his influence in the Bush Administration was
immense).
Richard Cheney would become arguably the most powerful Vice President in
modern American history. A contemporary quip made the case: “George Bush is just a
heartbeat away from the presidency.”
The well-received movie Vice, released in December of 2018, told the story.48
Bush asked Cheney to be his running mate. Cheney was not lacking in ambition, but
coyly he declined, offering instead to do a search for qualified candidates.
47 The term is Anand Gopal’s, from an email to the author dated May 25, 2020. A perfect chapter title here, it is used with
his permission.
48 According to a well-researched article in Politifact, Vice was accurate in all the important respects, though it did contain
some minor errors of fact and emphasis. See, https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/article/2019/feb/08/vice-whatmovie-gets-right-and-wrong/
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Over beer and fried chicken at Bush’s ranch, the two discussed the results:
Bush:
Cheney:
Bush:
Cheney:
Bush:
Cheney:
Bush:
Cheney:
Bush:
Cheney:
Bush:
Cheney:

So we gonna do this thing, or what? I mean, is this happening?
I have found some interesting candidates.
I meant you. I want you to be my VP. You’re the solution to my problems.
I’m CEO of a large company. I have been, uh, Secretary of Defense. I have
been Chief of Staff. Uh, the vice presidency is a mostly symbolic job.
Right, right. I can see how that wouldn’t be, uh, uh, enticing to you.
However, the vice presidency is also defined by the president. And if we were to come to a,
uh, different understanding….
Uh huh. Go on. I’m listening.
I sense that, uh, you’re a kinetic leader. You make decisions based on instinct.
I am. People always said that.
Yeah, yeah. Very different from, uh, your father in that regard. Now maybe I
can, uh, handle some of the more mundane jobs, overseeing the bureaucracy, managing the
military, energy, foreign policy.
That sounds good. Never want to be the kind of team owner that, uh, pulls the starter in
the fourth inning. Mm-hmm. That’s the manager’s job…We got a deal?
Then I believe this could work.49

Cheney also handled the transition team, a job no less “mundane” in putting his
brand on the new Administration.
Upon inauguration, he settled into his office in the West Wing. As president of the
Senate, he was entitled to an office in Senate Wing of the Capitol Building. Speaker of
the House Dennis Hastert provided him an office in the House Wing as well, an
unprecedented perk. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld provided him an office in the
Pentagon, another unprecedented perk. CIA Director George provided the Vice
President a secure, soundproof office in the CIA headquarters, a final perk also without
precedent. Richard Cheney was literally omnipresent in George Bush’s Administration.
Twenty five other members of the Project for the New American Century joined
the new Administration, fourteen of them at the highest levels:
49 The conversation occurs at 1:02.13 in the sound track.
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1. Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense
2. Douglas Feith, Undersecretary of Defense
3. Steven Cambone, Undersecretary of Defense
4. Peter Rodman, Assistant Secretary of Defense
5. Dov Zakheim, Controller, Department of Defense
6. Abram Shulksy, Chairman, Office of Special Plans, DOD
7. Richard Perle, Chairman, Defense Policy Board
8. James Woolsey, member, Defense Policy Board
9. Richard Armitage, Deputy Secretary of State
10. Paula Dobriansky, Undersecretary of State
11. John Bolton, Undersecretary of State
12. Elliott Abrams, National Security Council
13. Philip Zelikow, National Security Council
14. Robert Zoellick, U.S. Trade Representative
The PNAC document Rebuilding America's Defenses was inserted quickly into
the policy development process. Eventually it would be codified formally as The
National Security Strategy of the United States of America: world dominion, by preemptive war if necessary, would become the written policy of the nation.50
If the PNAC was a domineering influence in the Bush Administration, so was the
oil industry. President Bush and Vice President Cheney had close ties to the oil
companies, and so did National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. So did eight
cabinet secretaries and 32 other Bush appointees in the Departments of Defense, State,
Agriculture, Energy, Interior, and the Office of Management and Budget.51
50 The draft NSS was done in the State Department by Richard Haass, but National Security Advisor

Condoleezza Rice thought it “insufficiently bold.” She had it redone by Philip Zelikow, who made
preemptive war explicit. Preemption—the “Bush Doctrine”—had never before been formalized in U.S.
security policy. It would be used to rationalize, in direct violation of international law, the invasions of
Afghanistan and Iraq. See Bush and Cheney: How They Ruined America and the World, by David Ray
Griffen; Northampton: Olive Branch Press, 2017, p. 230. The National Security Strategy document can be
seen at: https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf
51 See, “Crude Alliance,” by Jeffrey St. Clair, Counterpunch March 9-11, 2007.
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The conquest of Iraq and Afghanistan would be driven by two interlocking
factors: the exceptionalism/imperialistic ideology of the Project for the New American
Century, and the commercial interests of American oil companies.
Early actions by the Administration testify to this. Nine days after his
inauguration President Bush established with an Executive Order the National Energy
Policy Development Group, with Vice President Cheney as chairman. Cheney promptly
invited the oil industry aboard, essentially to write the Administration’s energy policy.52
On the next day, January 30, the President convened his National Security
Council. It was a triumphant day for the Project for the New American Century. The
long-standing priority for the Middle East—reconciling the conflict between Israel and
Palestine—was abandoned. The overthrow of Saddam Hussein was moved to the top of
the foreign policy agenda instead. In a second meeting of the NSC two days later strong
disposition morphed into firm conviction. Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neill recalled the
meeting:
There was never any rigorous talk about this sweeping idea….From the start we were building
the case against Hussein and looking at how we could take him out...It was all about finding a way to
do it. That was the tone of it. The President saying, “Fine. Go find me a way to do it.53

52 See, “Cheney Energy Task Force” on the Sourcewatch website:
https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Cheney_Energy_Task_Force
The work of the TaskForce is also described at length in Savage’s book cited above, Takeover: the Return of
the Imperial Presidency and the Subversion of American Democracy. It is further elaborated in Eric
Alterman’s and Mark Green’s book, The Book on Bush, (New York: Viking, 2004). See especially pp. 17-20,
25-26, 83-84.
53 See, Ron Suskind, The Price of Loyalty: George W. Bush, the White House, and the Education of Paul

O’Neill, New York: Simon and Schuster, 2004, p.86
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By February 2, 2001the Bush Administration was committed to the invasion of
Iraq.

Agenda Item: Iraqi Oil
The next day a strategic posture of the Bush Administration was made clear.
There would be no distinction between national security policy and energy policy: the
PNAC/oil industry agenda was explicated, in a top secret memo dated February 3 from a
“high level NSC official.” The memo,
...directed the National Security Council staff to cooperate fully with the Energy Task
Force as it considered the “melding” of two seemingly unrelated areas of policy: “the
review of operational policies toward rogue states such as Iraq, and actions regarding
the capture of new and existing oil fields.” 54
The “Energy Task Force” referred to Cheney’s group. It was staffed by relevant
federal officials and energy industry executives and lobbyists. Operating in extreme
secrecy, its full membership was never revealed, but some corporate members were
leaked: Enron, Exxon-Mobil, Shell, Conoco-Phillips, and BP America.
Throughout February, March, and April the Energy Task Force scrutinized maps
of the Iraqi oilfields, pipelines, refineries, tanker terminals, and undeveloped oil
exploration blocks.

54 See, “Contract Sport,” by Jane Mayer, New Yorker magazine, issue 23, February 16, 2004, p.80.
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The Task Force studied a two-page list, dated March 5, 2001, of “Foreign Suitors
for Iraqi Oil Field Contracts.” 55 Not a single one was an American oil company.

55 The map and the documents were pried into the public domain by a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit
brought by Judicial Watch. They can be seen in greater detail at: http://www.judicialwatch.org/maps-andcharts-of-iraqi-oil-fields/
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The Energy Task Force filed its final report in May of 2001.56 Buried on pp. 8-5
was a terse, somewhat vague statement foretelling the Administration’s intentions—and
displaying the obsession of the Task Force chairman, Richard Cheney: “By any
estimation, Middle East oil producers will remain central to world security. The Gulf
will be a primary focus of U.S. international energy policy.”
Iraq remained in the crosshairs, a matter of “melded” energy and national security
policy.

Serious planning got underway later. In October of 2001 the State Department
undertook a policy-development initiative called The Future of Iraq Project.57
One component of the Project was the “Oil and Energy Working Group.” 58 After
Cheney's Task Force assessed the geography of the oil fields and infrastructure, the Oil
and Energy Group debated the “...capture of new and existing oil fields in Iraq.” A
radical faction—the PNAC thinking in the group—suggested simply seizing the oil
fields by force and transferring them directly to American oil companies. Cooler heads
understood the international firestorm that would ignite, so the Oil and Energy Working
Group developed a devious mechanism to achieve virtually the same result.

56 See, “National Energy Policy: Report of the National Energy Policy Development Group,” dated May, 2001. It can be
viewed here: https://www.wtrg.com/EnergyReport/National-Energy-Policy.pdf
57 Farrah Hassen, “New State Department Releases on the “Future of Iraq” Project, Washington: The National Security
Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 198, September 1, 2006
58 The work of the “Oil and Energy Working Group” is described in Greg Muttitt, ed., Crude Designs: the

Ripoff of Iraq's Oil Wealth, The Platform Group, United Kingdom, November 2005, pp. 16-19.
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The Working Group's final report dated June 22, 2002 was seemingly benign:
“Iraq should be opened to international oil companies as quickly as possible after the
war...to attract investment in oil and gas resources.” (The State Department was
premature in its reference to “the war;” Congress would not authorize military action in
Iraq for another four months.)
Under the “investment” protocol the Working Group had in mind, however, the oil
companies would acquire the oil legally,59 but at catastrophic disadvantage to Iraq.
The “investment” contracts to be mandated in postwar Iraq would be production
sharing agreements. Known as “PSA's,” these rare contracts are used typically by oilrich but capital-poor countries to enlist the help of foreign oil companies in developing
their domestic fields.60 The companies agree to “invest” their own capital building the
exploration, production, and transportation infrastructure, in return for a guaranteed
share of the physical output of oil—at no further cost. The share is not trivial—75% or
more is not unusual: after spending what is necessary to withdraw the oil, the companies
thereafter pay nothing for their lion’s share of the crude.
Iraq was a well-developed country with abundant capital. The use of PSA's in

59 The oil would be acquired legally, but only under an Iraqi law yet to be written, by an Iraqi legislature yet to be
empowered, under an Iraqi constitution yet to be drafted and then approved by the Iraqi people. All this was to happen
“after the war.”
60 See “Production Sharing Agreements: An Economic Analysis,” Kirsten Bindemann, Oxford Institute for

Energy Studies, WPM 25, October, 1999.
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these circumstances would amount to de facto seizure of Iraqi oil, not violently by the
force of arms but by the seemingly benign imposition of contract law.
Having engineered a “legal” means to capture Iraqi oil, the Administration next
turned to practical matters. After the invasion a period of time would be necessary to
shift the revenues of the oil industry from the Iraqi state and its citizens to the U.S. and
British oil companies with their production sharing contracts. The conditions of that
interval, on the ground, could not be left to chance.
In October of 2002, Douglas Feith, Undersecretary of Defense, assembled the
“Energy Infrastructure Planning Group” to address this problem.
Douglas Feith’s personal anxiety about infrastructure was based primarily on an
abandoned pipeline from Kirkuk to Haifa. If it could be reopened, Israel could be
supplied with cheap Iraqi oil. This was a major element in Feith’s enthusiasm for
attacking Iraq, and an openly stated objective of the Israeli government.61
The EIPG spent three months inventorying the “Vital facilities at the Rumaila oil
field; export terminal shipping berths; major pump stations; storage, metering, and
export terminals,” 62 and other elements of the physical structure of Iraq’s oil industry—
including the oil ministry building in Baghdad. The Group drew up plans to prevent,
61 The sordid story of the pipeline and a detailed history of the Energy Infrastructure Planning Group is related
in a book by Gary Volger, one of its eight members. See, Iraq and the Politics of Oil: Lawrence: the
University Press of Kansas, 2017. See especially chapter 20, “What Haunts Me,” pp. 253 ff.
62 See, “Energy Infrastructure Planning: Briefing for Deputies,” at:

https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/FOID/Reading%20Room/CPA_ORHA/10-L0234_Iraqi_Energy_Policy_Records.pdf
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minimize, and mitigate anticipated damage from combat action and sabotage, during and
after the invasion. The first example of its success, in the eventual sequence of events,
was surrounding the oil ministry building in Baghdad with American troops, to protect it
from looting when the city fell. (All the other public buildings, including museums,
libraries, repositories of public records, and hospitals, were ignored—and ravaged.)

Another Agenda Item: A Pipeline in Afghanistan 63
After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the world's oil industry swarmed into
the Caspian Basin to exploit the region's immense oil and gas reserves—mostly
unexplored but far from the mass markets of the West.
In 1995 American oil companies—Amoco, Pennzoil, Exxon, and Unocal among
them—created the Foreign Oil Companies Group to promote their interests in the
region.64 It was warmly accommodated by the Clinton Administration, enjoying full
support and cooperation in its dealings with the State Department, the National Security
63 The Bush Administration's actions regarding the Afghan pipeline were perhaps the most obscure element of

its covert maneuvering. A surprisingly rich literature has developed from it, however. For those interested in
reading more deeply about it, here are some sources in addition to those quoted below. A seminal book on
the subject, first published in France and later in the U.S. is, Forbidden Truth: U.S.-Taliban Secret Oil
Diplomacy, Saudi Arabia and the Failed Search for bin Laden, by Jean-Charles Brisard and Guillaume
Dasquie, The Nation Books, 2002 (the U.S. edition). A broader treatment of international jockeying in the
Caspian Basin was published by the Washington Post earlier. See, “Pipe Dreams: the Struggle for Caspian
Oil,” a three-part series by Dan Morgan and David Ottaway, beginning Sunday, October 4, 1998. See also,
“US planned war in Afghanistan long before September 11,” cited earlier, and “The Betrayal of Afghanistan,”
by John Pilger, The Guardian (UK), September 20, 2003. More recently, see, “Bombshell: Secret
negotiations between the Taliban and the U.S. to build a pipeline through Afghanistan,” anon., American
Herald Tribune, October 9, 2016.
64 See, “Unocal and the Afghanistan Pipeline,” by Larry Chin, Online Journal, March 2002.
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Council, and the CIA. Four prominent members of the Foreign Oil Companies Group
were Richard Cheney, CEO of the Halliburton Corporation; Henry Kissinger, a former
Secretary of State and now a consultant for the Unocal Corporation; Zbigniew
Brzezinkski, a former National Security Advisor and now a consultant for Amoco; and
former Secretary of State Alexander Haig, now a lobbyist for Turkmenistan.
The safest and most direct pipeline from the Caspian Basin to deep water in the
Indian Ocean would traverse Afghanistan and Pakistan, and whoever built it would
monopolize hydrocarbon transportation from the Basin. The international contest to do
so was spirited.
In 1996 the Bridas Corporation of Argentina signed a contract with the warlords in
power in Kabul to build the Trans Afghanistan Pipeline.65 But that government was
overthrown by the Taliban—an event which put Bridas’ contract in doubt. The Unocal
Corporation saw the opportunity immediately: it undertook negotiations with the Taliban
to trump the Bridas agreement, and Mr. Kissinger was not a trivial asset.
Unocal saw the commercial promise, but Kissinger could see the geostrategic
advantage accruing to the U.S. if Unocal built the pipeline, and with his experience in
global diplomacy, he had a myriad of international personal contacts at his disposal.

65 See, “Family Affair: the Bushes and the Bin Ladens,” Anon., in The Dubya Report, December 20, 2001 and
updated September 5, 2006.
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Unocal hired three other consultants as well:66 an Afghani, Mr. Hamid Karzai, and
two more Americans, Richard Armitage and Zalmay Khalilzad, both of whom would
become prominent members of the Project for the New American Century. Armitage
would be a DeputySecretary of State in the upcoming Bush Administration, and
Khalizad would be the “President's Special Envoy,” George Bush's roving trouble
shooter.
Unocal hosted Taliban leaders at its headquarters in Texas and in Washington,
seeking a new contract.67 Not without reason the Taliban refused: they were offering 6070% of the projected revenues, but Unocal insisted on 90%.68 Finally in exasperation
Mr. John J. Maresca, a Unocal vice president, testified before the House Committee on
Foreign Relations on February 12, 1998. He asked for the removal of the Taliban from
power and the installation of a more amenable government instead.69
Six months later Osama bin Laden blew up the U.S. Embassies in Kenya and
Tanzania, killing 224 Americans and injuring thousands more. President Clinton

66 See, “Unocal and the Afghanistan Pipeline” by Larry Chin, cited above, and “Afghanistan, the Taliban, and
the Bush Oil Team,” by Wayne Madsen, Center for Research on Globalization, January, 2002.
67 See, “Taliban Representatives Visit Unocal in Texas,” anon., in Alexander's Oil and Gas Connections,

April 8, 2002.
68. See Delivering Osama, print version, pp. 76-77.
69 See Mr. Maresca's testimony in the record of the “Hearing on U.S. Interests in Central Asian Republics,”

House Committee on International Relations, Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific. It can be found here:
http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/hfa48119.000/hfa48119_0.HTM. See also, “Unocal VP
Advocates Afghan Pipeline Before Congress,” anon., Alexander's Gas and Oil Connections, April 8, 2008.
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retaliated with salvos of cruise missiles fired at bin Laden's camps—and then issued an
Executive Order prohibiting further trade negotiations with the Taliban.
Unocal had to abandon it efforts for the pipeline contract, but the company’s
fortunes brightened when George Bush took office.
Rescinding Clinton's Executive Order, the Bush Administration itself took up
negotiating with the Taliban.70 The PNAC objective of dominion could be furthered—
and an American oil company stood to be enriched.
In March of 2001 the first round of negotiations took place in Washington D.C.
The Bush Administration offered as inducement a package of foreign aid, but the Taliban
turned it down.
The parties met again in July in Berlin.71 The principal U.S. negotiator was
Mr. Tom Simons, a former ambassador to Pakistan. Attending as an observer was Mr.
Niaz Naik, formerly the Pakistani Foreign Secretary. And Mr. Robert Oakley was there,
also a former ambassador to Pakistan—but now serving as a Unocal consultant.
The Bush Administration was willing to resort to armed force if necessary. A
report later in Salon magazine said this: “It was at the July meeting, according to Naik,
that Tom Simons suggested Afghanistan could face an open-ended military

70 See, “The Bush Administration's Afghan Carpet,” Part Two of “Players on a Rigged Chessboard: Bridas,

Unocal, and the Afghanistan Pipeline, by Larry Chin, Online Journal in March of 2002.
71 See Brisard and Basque, Forbidden Truth cited earlier, p. 41. Brisard repeats his description of this meeting in
“Debating September 11,” The Nation magazine, July 12, 2002, in which Brisard’s book is taken to task by David Corn.
Corn does not dispute Brisard’s facts, but criticizes severely his failure to cite many of his sources.
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operation...if it didn't accede to U.S. demands.” 72 But no agreement was reached.
Finally on August 2, 2001 a last but fruitless meeting took place in Islamabad. It
ended with a terse statement by State Department negotiator Christine Rocca: “Accept
our offer of a carpet of gold,” she said, “or we bury you under a carpet of bombs.” 73
With negotiations ended, “Bush promptly informed India and Pakistan that the
U.S. would launch a military mission into Afghanistan before the end of October.” 74
Now two wars were on the Bush Administration’s agenda—and the events of
September 11, 2001 were still five weeks in the future.

72 See, “Al-Qaida monitored U.S. negotiations with Taliban over oil pipeline,” by Jean-Charles Brisard, Salon,

June 5, 2002. The threat in July of 2001 of a military incursion into Afghanistan was reported also in “U.S.
Planned Attack on Taliban,” by George Arney, BBC News, September 18, 2001. Further corroboration is
found in, “U.S. Official Threatens Possible Military Action against Taliban by October if Pipeline is not
Pursued,” anon., Alexander's Oil and Gas Connections, April 8, 2002.
73 See Larry Chin, “The Bush Administration's Afghan Carpet” cited above.
74 Ibid.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Game Unchanged
Waiting on his desk when George Bush was inaugurated was the Taliban's offer.
A few weeks later the President signed a presidential order, virtually duplicating
President Clinton’s, “...appointing Kabir Mohabbat as his presidential representative to
the Taliban for negotiating the extradition or death of bin Laden.”75
But the President wasn’t yet ready for either deed to be done.
At the end of January the Administration dispatched Mohabbat to meet with the
Taliban to request a delay in the handover.
He arrived in Kandahar in early February of 2001. Having been given the title of
“envoy,” Mohabbat told the Taliban:
I have been appointed by the U.S. Government to come here to apologize to you...You must
understand that there was a recent change of government, but I was told by the Ambassador and people
from National Security that everything on the table is a 'go,' but it will take a Presidential Order...the
new Administration promises it will be one of their immediate goals and an important issue...They will
take action in no time.76

The Taliban were agreeable. “They reassured me,” Mohabbat wrote later, “that
whenever the U.S. Government was ready to do something about bin Laden, the Taliban
were ready to act. They would restrict Osama bin Laden's movements in Afghanistan
and keep him close by.” 77
75 See “One Man’s Story: Pursuing Osama bin Laden,” cited above.
76 See Delivering Osama, digital version, cited above, p. 148-149. See also the print version, pp. 250-251
77 Ibid.
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The parties agreed to meet in late March, and Kabir Mohabbat returned to the U.S.
The Taliban’s offer had never been revealed by the Administration, but some in
the international press corps were somehow aware. At a February 27, 2001 press
briefing a foreign journalist asked Press Secretary Ari Fleischer,
The Taliban in Afghanistan, they have offered that they are ready to hand over Osama bin
Laden....they have a kind of deal that they want to make to the United States. Do you have any
comments? 78

Fleischer stonewalled: “Let me take that and get back to you on that,” and quickly
took another question.
Kabir Mohabbat left again for the Mid East about the middle of March. Working
through the U.S. Embassy in Islamabad, and shuttling back and forth to Kandahar, he
scheduled another meeting with the Taliban for March 21.
As the event approached, however, Ambassador William Milam pulled Mohabbat
aside. “Kabir,” he said, “I have some bad news. I have orders that everything must be
delayed. We are not ready to act. That is the message I received from D.C. today.
Everything is a go, all we need is another month.” 79
The message came directly from the White House, Mohabbat related in an
interview some years later. Apparently mystified and outraged at the order, Ambassador
78 See, “Did Bush Try to Stop bin Laden in his first eight months in office?,” an edition of Keith Olberman's

Countdown program on MSNBC, September 28, 2006. It can be found here:
http://www.nbcnews.com/id/15046240/ns/msnbc-countdown_with_keith_olbermann/t/special-investigationleading/
79 See Delivering Osama, digital version, p. 160. See also the print version, p. 272
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Milam muttered to Mohabbat, “I don’t know who the fuck elected this man as president
of the United States.”80
Mohabbat took the news to the Taliban. They blistered him:
What kind of time do you need? Could we agree on a date? Just give [us] some idea. What is
your plan? You must have a plan! Are you going to capture the man alive?...Or are you going to hit
him with a Cruise missile? We have given you his hand, sir, what are you going to do with it? 81

The meeting ended abruptly, Mohabbat assuring the Taliban they would be
contacted again soon. He returned to the U.S.
By mid-May Mohabbat was receiving alarming phone calls from Taliban
officials, “...warning that bin Laden was up to something but they didn’t know what.”82
A final call in early June was most alarming of all:
We don't know what it is, but something big is about to happen somewhere in the United States.
We can't decode the message, but please tell the Americans that something big could happen. It is
something so great that no one will be able to repair the damage.83

Mohabbat wrote later in his memoir,
“They asked me to inform the U.S. Government immediately. I taped the conversation. When I
met with Jack [his National Security Council contact] I gave him a copy of the tape. He immediately
informed Washington.” 84

He immediately informed Washington. Why is there no record of an urgent
response? Was the warning not taken seriously? Why did not President Bush order his
80 See, “One Man’s Story: Pursuing Osama bin Laden,” cited earlier.
81 Delivering Osama, digital version, p. 161. In the print version see p. 273
82 Ibid. p. 171

83 Ibid. p. 173.
84 Ibid. p. 173
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security agencies to confirm or to refute the validity of the warning?85
The Administration was simply preoccupied with another agenda: last month Vice
President Cheney had signed off on the Energy Task Force report targeting the Iraqi oil
fields, and next month Ambassador Tom Simons would be negotiating with the Taliban
for the Afghanistan pipeline.
Mohabbat made another trip to Kandahar on June 19. His message to the Taliban
was unchanged: “...very, very shortly—perhaps within the month—they would get the
go-ahead.” 86 Disappointed, Mullah Jalil “...warned again...that their intelligence led
them to believe that something big was going to happen...but they had no idea of what it
was.”
The Administration did nothing about the bin Laden offer in June. Or July.
Then on August 18 Mohabbat was sent to Islamabad once more. He expected to
receive, upon his arrival, instructions from Washington on what to do with Osama bin
Laden. He tells in his memoir what he experienced:
On August 18, 2001, I landed in Islamabad and went to meet with the U.S. officials. When I got
to the Embassy, Ron [the CIA Station Chief] handed me the same old tragic response. “Kabir, we are
sorry. We don't have orders yet.”
“The people in Washington told me to go—that they were ready to go,” I pleaded.
85 The Administration’s indifference to the issue of international terrorism was thoroughly documented by Eric Alterman
and Mark Green in their epic portrayal of George Bush’s leadership. The national security people of the outgoing Clinton
Administration had urged their replacements to give the issue top priority—but were essentially ignored. See The Book on
Bush, How George Bush (Mis)leads America, New York: Viking, 2004. See especially, pp. 216-221.

86 Delivering Osama, digital version, p. 182. In the print version see p. 305.
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“Yes, we did want you to come. Please just go one more time to Kabul...and meet with the
Taliban and tell them that we need another month.”
…...I flew out of Islamabad on September 2, 2001.....in Kabul the Taliban were excited to see
me. I told them that I was really sorry but there were still no orders about what to do with bin Laden.
The Americans needed another month.
Jalil started laughing and said, “Mr. Mohabbat, that's okay. However much time they want to
take, they can take it. But we did warn them. We have warned them!” 87 (Italics in the original.)

Nine days later Osama bin Laden struck the Pentagon and the Trade Towers.
The Administration claimed it was taken totally by surprise.88 National Security
Advisor Condoleezza Rice said, “I don't think anyone could have predicted these people
would take an airplane and slam it into the WorldTrade Center.” 89 Press Secretary Ari
Fleischer asserted, “The President did not receive information about the use of airplanes
as missiles by suicide bombers. This was a new type of attack that was not foreseen.” 90
President Bush claimed he had no prior indication that “...terrorists would hijack jets and
deliberately crash them.” 91
Their consensual message was preposterous.
How could these people not have known about a defector? In March of 2000, Mr.
Niaz Khan, a native Pakistani but a UK citizen, contacted the FBI in Newark, New
Jersey. He had been trained by al Qaeda—in a mockup of Boeing aircraft—in the
87 Ibid. pp. 185-186. See also the print version, p. 306.
88 See, Larry Chin, “Bush Administration had foreknowledge of the Sept. 11 attacks,” Online Journal, May 19,
2002. Ten years later Chin’s work was corroborated in a New York Times op-ed, “The Deafness Before the
Storm,” Kurt Eichenwald, September 12, 2012.
89 Ibid.
90 Ibid.

91 Ibid.

50

hijacking of airliners and flying them into buildings. He’d been sent to the U.S. and was
expecting to be contacted by other members of the prospective operation; when they
failed to do so he grew alarmed and frightened. Now he chose to tell his story; in two
weeks of intense interrogation by the FBI, Khan was twice subjected to lie-detector
tests, neither of which he failed.92
Or how could these people not have known about Operation Bojinka? In April of
1995 the FBI took custody of an al Qaeda operative named Abdul Hakim Murad from
the government of the Philippines. Murad divulged a virtual blueprint for the 9/11
attacks. Operation Bojinka would hijack airliners and crash them into ten buildings in
the U.S., including the Pentagon, the Trade Towers, the CIA headquarters, and the White
House.93
More warnings followed of bin Laden's intent to strike targets in the U.S., at least
one more mentioning New York and Washington explicitly. And his tactics were known:
a daily briefing was entitled, “Bin Laden Preparing to Hijack U.S. Aircraft and Other
Attacks.” 94
92 The story first appeared in the UK newspaper, The Telegraph, on June 5, 2004, under the headline “The FBI had
confession of the 11th September attack by a trainee from Al Quaida.” NBC News reported it July 26, 2004, in a story by
Lisa Myers, “Did ahttp://www.historycommons.org/searchResults.jsp?
searchtext=Bojinka+1995&events=on&entities=on&articles=on&topics=on&timelines=on&projects=on&titles=on&des
criptions=on&dosearch=on&search=Gol-Qaida trainee warn FBI before 9/11?”
93 The History Commons Timeline documented extensively the history of 9/11, with years of events and dozens

of intelligence communications warning of the attacks.. It can be found at this URL:
http://www.historycommons.org/project.jsp?project=911_project. The Bojinka story is found here:
http://www.historycommons.org/searchResults.jsp?
searchtext=Bojinka+1995&events=on&entities=on&articles=on&topics=on&timelines=on&projects=on&titles=on&des
criptions=on&dosearch=on&search=Go

94 The reference here is found at http://www.historycommons.org/context.jsp?item=a080601coveredyourass.
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In January of 2001 the French intelligence agency DGSE delivered a 5-page
memo to Mr. Bill Murray of the CIA's Paris bureau; its title was, “Aircraft hijack plan
by radical Islamists.” 95
Five months after the DGSE warning, “...the German intelligence agency, BND,
informed the Americans that Middle East terrorists were planning to hijack commercial
aircraft and use them as weapons...”96
On August 6, 2001 the President's Daily Briefing, read to Mr. Bush at his ranch in
Texas, was entitled, “Bin Laden Determined to Strike in U.S.” The President told the
CIA agent, “You’ve covered your ass now,” and spent the rest of the day fishing.97
The Administration, in denying foreknowledge of 9/11, was either consciously
lying or criminally negligent, but their motive was clear: the fraudulence of the Global
War on Terrorism must never come to light.
Denying foreknowledge was just the first action in assuring it would not.
After the events of 9/11 any other President in history would have demanded
immediately a rigorous investigation. George Bush could tolerate not the slightest

95 See Joshua Holland, “CIA warned of possible attacks by French intelligence before 9/11,” Alternet, April 16,

2007. The story is confirmed at an apparently abandoned website:
http://www.wearemichigan.com/911/index.html. See also Chin, in note 66 above.
96 See The Book on Bush, cited earlier, p. 214.
97 Recorded in numerous places, but here from the Timeline segment

http://www.historycommons.org/context.jsp?item=a080601coveredyourass cited above.
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inquiry, so just as immediately he stonewalled instead. He insisted no investigation was
necessary: bin Laden’s guilt was self-evident.
Congressional committees countered the President’s dereliction, undertaking
inquiries on their own initiative. The Administration soon insisted they limit their
investigation only to the communication breakdowns among the intelligence agencies.98
The committee chairs agreed, but as time passed public clamor arose for an unfettered,
comprehensive investigation, particularly from the families of 9/11 victims, outraged at
the President’s belligerent opposition.
But President Bush continued his resistance, for more than a year.99 Finally, 441
days after 9/11, the Administration relented and authorized an inquiry, by “The National
Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States.”
Quickly dubbed the 9/11 Commission, it operated under a cloud of justified
suspicion. President Bush insisted on appointing the Chairman himself. His first choice
was Henry Kissinger—the former Unocal consultant—who quickly withdrew in a fury
of controversy. Then the President tapped Thomas Kean, Governor of New Jersey.
Kean was a director of the Amerada Hess Corporation, an oil company with ties to
Unocal’s proposed pipeline in Afghanistan. A close friend of Richard Cheney’s, former
Congressman Lee Hamilton, was named Vice Chairman. Kean and Hamilton then
98 “Bush Asks Daschle to Limit Sept. 11 Probes,” CNN Inside Politics, January 29,2002.
99 “9/11 Commission: Opposition and Obfuscation,” Center for American Progress publication dated April 7, 2002.
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reached into the Bush White House to appoint the Commission’s Executive Director, Mr.
Philip Zelikow, Condoleezza Rice’s confidante. Zelikow was a founding member of the
Project for the New American Century and author of the “Bush Doctrine”—preemptive
war—in the National Security Strategy of the United States document.
The inquiry was underway, with the 9/11 Commission firmly committed to the
welfare of the Bush Administration.
Director Zelikow was so committed he readily consented to the conditions George
Bush imposed, when it was time for him to testify:100
1. He would appear only with Vice President Cheney at his side.
2. Neither he nor Cheney would be sworn in, to testify under oath.
3. No court reporter would be present, no audio recordings were to be made, and no transcript
would be prepared.

President Bush later described his testimony as a “conversation.” 101
A subsequent witness had a great deal of information to share with the
Commission.
On April 4, 2004 Zelikow wrote to Kabir Mohabbat, summoning him:
Dear Mohabbat [sic]:
The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States is directed by statute to
investigate the facts and circumstances surrounding the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks…
As part of its investigation, the Commission hereby requests to interview you, on issues relating
to your meetings with both the Taliban and the U.S. Government on the Usama bin Laden topic.102

100 See, https://www.cnn.com/2004/ALLPOLITICS/04/29/bush.911.commission/
101"Bush, Cheney Meet with 9/11 Panel,” https://www.cnn.com/2004/ALLPOLITICS/04/29/bush.911.commission/
102 The letter is reproduced in Mohabbat’s memoir, Delivering Osama, digital version, cited previously. It also appears in
the print version.
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Mohabbat “answered all the questions asked him by the 9/11 Commission,”
according to the co-author of his memoir.103 It is not likely the questions were meant to
expose the truth, and it will never be known if Mohabbat succeeded in telling it. His
folder in the Commission archive contains only a single page with a red stripe around
the edges. It is a “Withdrawal Notice,” 104 signifying the record of his testimony had
been removed in its entirety—and, a skeptic might suggest, shredded.
Neither Mohabbat’s story nor his name appears anywhere in The 9/11
Commission Report.
Zelikow maintained absolute control of the Commission: in the first months of the
process he drafted the detailed outline of the final report, with chapter headings and
subheadings. When the a drafts of the chapters were submitted to him he rewrote
virtually every page. 105
Co-Chairs Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton became disenchanted with the
Commission’s work. They felt the funding was scant, the deadlines impossibly short,
and Zelikow’s frequent coordination with the White House clearly out of place and
compromising. In later years their book, Without Precedent: the Inside Story of the 9/11
Commission, concluded they had been “set up to fail.”
103 See p. 315 in Delivering Osama…, print edition.
104 See p. 28 in the archive at https://www.archives.gov/files/research/9-11/finding-aid.pdf Mohabbat was not treated
uniquely. Roughly half of all the testimony was similarly withdrawn.
105 Griffin, David Ray, Bush and Cheney: How They Ruined America and the World, Northampton: Olive Branch Press,
2017. p. 233
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The 9/11 Commission Report released on August 21, 2004 was precisely what the
Administration required—and had clearly stage-managed. Pages 203-214 describe the
Administration’s conscientious, almost heroic efforts in the nine months prior to 9/11 to
be prepared for terrorist attacks; pages 353-360 shows how the intelligence community
underestimated Osama bin Laden’s potential, and failed to mount a sufficient inquiry.
Much of the Report was boilerplate: 151 pages discussed the history of terrorism.
The Report does refer to the President’s Daily Briefing of August 6—“Bin Laden
Determined to Strike in the U.S.”—but dismisses it as inconsequential. None of the
other prior warnings appear in the Report, however, and certainly not Kabir Mohabbat’s
message from the Taliban in May, 2001:
We don't know what it is, but something big is about to happen... please tell the Americans...It is
something so great that no one will be able to repair the damage.

The Commission’s Report was seen as a whitewash among many protesting the
Global War on Terrorism. Many families of 9/11 victims were sure of it, including four
widowed women known as “The Jersey Girls.” They thought the Commission’s Report
a pathetic coverup, and in 2006 they appeared in a shocking film—9/11 Press for Truth
—documenting indisputably that it was. 106 And to this day a thorough, serious,
objective, well-funded investigation has yet to be undertaken.

106 The film can be viewed on YouTube at this location: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9KhQXKJCJ5Q
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CHAPTER SIX

The 9/11 Bait-and-Switch
The violence of September 11 was not a complete surprise to the Bush
Administration. That is beyond dispute. Long before the event the Administration was
planning to attack Afghanistan and Iraq, but lacked Congressional authorization; that is
beyond dispute. For nine months prior to the attacks the Administration refused custody
of Osama bin Laden, or his assassination, and that is beyond dispute.
With so much to be shielded from public view the President purposefully misled
the nation in an evening speech on September 11, delivered while the dust was still
settling over the wreckage of the Trade Towers. He characterized bin Laden's criminal
act of terrorism as malevolent warfare. “Today our way of life, our very freedom came
under attack..These acts..were intended to frighten our nation into chaos and retreat.” 107
Echoing the President, the press compared the attacks to Pearl Harbor.
Criminal acts of international terrorism are typically handled by international
police action to bring the criminals to justice. And this was an act of terrorism. The
death and destruction were unprecedented, but this was not the equivalent of Pearl
Harbor, an act of war when one nation attacked another. Osama bin Laden’s hijacked
airliners were not the vanguard of a naval armada, an air force, and a standing army
committed to full scale war, which Pearl Harbor represented in 1941.
107See, “Text of Bush's Address,” on the CNN website. It was posted there at 11:14 PM, September 11, 2001.

See, http://edition.cnn.com/2001/US/09/11/bush.speech.text/
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But police action was not on George Bush's mind. To secure an Afghan pipeline
and the Iraqi oilfields, he needed military might—armed invasion and occupation—so
his evening speech laid out the ingenious subterfuge. The President made clear the
terrorists were not his only target: he would also pursue those who harbor them, in a war
against terrorism.108
In one hyperbolic speech President Bush transformed his long-intended, criminal
invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq into a glorious crusade. The American people,
completely unaware of the already programmed wars, could not sense the deception.
Neither could the U.S. Congress.
The White House staff worked long into the night drafting and printing a
Congressional Joint Resolution to accommodate the President’s intentions. It would
authorize the President to “...use all necessary and appropriate force against those
nations, organizations, or persons he determines...[were involved in]...the attacks.”
(Emphasis added.) That put Afghanistan easily in the crosshairs—and Iraq as well, if
Saddam Hussein’s culpability could be credibly “determined.”
During the day Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, driven by his PNAC zeal,
made a frantic attempt to do that. He ordered his staff to provide him “...best info fast.
Judge whether good enough to hit S.H. [Saddam Hussein]. Not only UBL [bin
Laden]...Go massive. Sweep it all up. Things related and not.”109
108 See “Statement by the President in His Address to the Nation,” dated September 11, 2001, cited earlier.
109 See, “Plans for Iraq Attack Began on 9/11,” by Joel Roberts, CBS News, September 4, 2002.
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Building a case for Iraqi complicity was by no means certain, so the
Administration added a separate carte blanche authorization to the draft Resolution.
This would authorize the President to “...deter and pre-empt any future acts of terrorism
or aggression against the United States.”110 By this measure, Iraq could be invaded
complicit or not.
With all the bases covered, the Administration delivered the draft Resolution to
Congress early the next morning, September 12. President Bush lobbied hard for the
whole package. In a speech that day he said, “They were acts of war...freedom and
democracy are under attack...[we will use] all of our resources to conquer this
enemy.” 111
Congress was sympathetic but not steamrolled. Debating the Resolution for two
days, Congress finally accepted and retained the language about nations complicit in
9/11 but struck the carte blanche provision for preemptive attacks. Thus delimited, the
Resolution passed both Houses on September 14.
President Bush assembled his national security advisors at Camp David the next
day.112 They would design a strategy for their armed incursions, so long envisioned and
now bearing the approval of the U.S. Congress. Yes, their carte blanche authorization
110 See, Richard Grimmett, “Authorization for Use of Military Force in Response to the 9/11 Attacks (P.L.10740).” Legislative History, Congressional Research Service, Order Code RS22357, updated January 16, 2007.
111 Presidential remarks of September 12, 2001, Public Papers of the Presidents, George W. Bush, 2001, II, U.S.
Government Printing Office, 2003, p. 1100.
112 The Camp David meeting is described in Bob Woodward’s book, Bush At War, New York: Simon and
Schuster, 2002. See Chapter 6, p. 73 ff.
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had failed, but the phrase “he determines” might be enough: attacking Iraq remained
very much on the table.
Four founders of the Project for the New American Century were in attendance:
Cheney, Libby, Wolfowitz, and Donald Rumsfeld.
Wolfowitz argued forcefully for invading Iraq first, and Rumsfeld was chagrined
that Afghanistan was not “rich in targets.” President Bush was not unsympathetic, but
the decision finally hammered out over the weekend was clear: we’ll go after
Afghanistan now and handle Iraq later.
Returning to Washington, the President signed P.L. 107-40, the Authorization to
Use Military Force on September 18.
George Bush's bait-and-switch deception, the Global War on Terrorism, would
soon be underway. He could pursue the pipeline project in Afghanistan, at least—
openly, with public approval, beyond suspicion. His deception was magnificent.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Safeguarding bin Laden, Launching the Afghan War
The Bush Administration could now drop its carpet of bombs, but the Taliban's
offer to surrender or assassinate Osama bin Laden was still on the table, and it had to be
buried—quickly. The argument for attacking Afghanistan would collapse if bin Laden
was dead or in custody: he must at all costs survive and remain at large.
On September 15 Kabir Mohabbat was asked to arrange yet another meeting with
the Taliban 113 He did, and the next day a Taliban entourage was flown to Quetta,
Pakistan in two Air Force C-130s.114
The U.S. negotiating team brought a new, additional demand: the Taliban must also
shut down Osama bin Laden's bases and training camps. The senior Afghan official,
Akhtar Mohammad Osmani, quickly agreed to do so. 115 Bin Laden himself could be
delivered within a week, Osmani said: it would take that long to travel back to
Afghanistan, to have the handover approved officially by Mullah Omar, and then to
return with bin Laden.116
113 The September meeting is described in detail in Mohabbat’s book—both digital and print versions--cited
earlier and also by Robert Grenier, the CIA Station Chief, in his memoir, 88 Days to Kandahar, New York:
Simon and Schuster, 2015. See pp. 80 ff. His commentary on a pseudonymous “embassy contact” named
“Akbar” describes Kabir Mohabbat perfectly, but the descriptions of the meeting by these two participants
differ in important respects. Both stories conclude, however, with Osama bin Laden remaining at large.
114 See, “How Bush Was Offered bin Laden and Blew It,” cited above.
115 See, Delivering Osama, digital version, cited above, pp. 190-191
116 Bin Laden was no longer under house arrest. Exasperated in March after the Bush Administration’s second
refusal to accept custody, the Taliban released him, apparently confident they could recapture him if
necessary. See Delivering Osama, digital version, p. 171.
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The head U.S. negotiator was Robert Grenier, the CIA Station Chief.117 He
replied, “Sir, I don't have a week. You must hand Osama over to me now! Once I leave
Quetta, it's all over.” 118
Osmani reconsidered. Perhaps he could do it in three days.
Grenier responded, “Now! Within 24 hours!”

119

In demanding the impossible, the Bush Administration rendered its final de facto
refusal of the Taliban's offer.
Another of the Afghanis saw this for what it was, and snapped at the CIA agent:
You don't really want Osama. You've had eleven months to get him. Your intention is to destroy the
Taliban, and I can assure you if you drop one bomb on Afghanistan you will never find Osama, and if you are
thinking of invading Afghanistan you will face the same results as the British and the Soviets. 120

The meeting ended on that note.
Four days later, on September 20, President Bush addressed a joint session of
Congress.121 He announced some demands he was making of the Taliban: to deliver
Osama bin Laden to “United States authorities,” and to “close immediately and
permanently every terrorist training camp in Afghanistan.”

117 See, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Akhtar_Mohammad_Osmani

118 Delivering Osama, digital version, pp. 190-191. See also pp. 310-313 in the print version.
119 Ibid.
120 bid.
121 The text of the speech can be found at

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/nation/specials/attacked/transcripts/bushaddress_092001.html
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This was Presidential duplicity at the extreme: on five separate occasions now
he’d refused custody of Osama bin Laden, and as he spoke he was unquestionably aware
of the bizarre meeting in Quetta.
Eight days after the President's speech Mr. Allen Pizzey filed a story with CBS
News, “On The Scene: Taliban Talks.” 122 He told of the meeting in Quetta, referred to
Kabir Mohabbat by name, and listed the Presidential demands. But Pizzey’s story failed
to disclose the Administration’s rejection of the Taliban's willingness to comply.
In early October while still in Pakistan Mohabbat met with David Donahue, the
U.S. consulate general, to relay a final plea from theTaliban: in spite of the acrimonious
meeting in Quetta, the offer still stood. Donahue said, “I will convey your message,
but I am afraid the train has already left the station.” 123
On October 7, 2001 the invasion of Afghanistan was underway, with
overpowering force.124 In two short months Kabul was occupied, and Taliban
governance came to an end when American officials installed a puppet “Interim
President,” Mr. Hamid Karzai.

122 “On the Scene: Taliban Talks,” by Allen Pizzey, CBS News, September 28, 2001.
123 See “Kabir Mohabbat” in Wikipedia. See also, Alexander Cockburn and Jeffrey St. Clair, “How Bush Was

Offered bin Laden and Blew It,” above.
124 For the attack the Administration deployed 15 B-52 and B-2 land-based bombers, 25 carrier-based Navy
fighter-bombers, and 50 Tomahawk cruise missiles, but the final strike-list contained only 31 targets.
Apparently nothing else worthy of bombing could be found. See Bush At War, by Bob Woodward, New York:
Simon and Schuster, 2002, p. 210.
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In his chronicle of the Afghan war Anand Gopal tells what happened next:
His back to the wall, Mullah Omar [leader of the Taliban] drew up a letter to Hamid Karzai,
acknowledging his selection as interim president. The letter also granted Omar’s ministers, deputies,
and aides the right to surrender.
...On December 5 [2001] a Taliban delegation arrived at the US special forces camp north of
Kandahar city to officially relinquish power...[The Taliban]...pledged to retire from politics and return
to their home villages. Crucially, they also agreed that their movement would surrender arms,
effectively ensuring the Taliban could no longer function as a military entity. There would be no jihad,
no resistance from the Taliban to the new order...125

The Taliban were offering complete and total victory in the Global War on
Terrorism, but that was not the equivalent of success in the Bush Administration’s larger
scheme. The trans-Afghanistan pipeline might now be within reach, but the larger prize
—Iraqi oil—had still to be assured. For that the full weight of American armed forces
must remain in the Mideast, and the President had already ordered, seven days earlier on
November 27, his Defense Department to undertake planning for the invasion of Iraq.126
(That was eleven months before Congress would authorize it.) The Taliban’s offer was
simply ignored, and with Osama bin Laden still at large providing a covering alibi the
fighting continued without letup.

125 See, Anand Gopal, No Good Men Among the Living, New York: Picador, 2014. p 47. Had it been widely

publicized this development would have posed a mortal threat to the Bush Administration: failing to accept
the surrender and disarmament would have exposed the fraudulence of the “war on terror.” The event was
described in detail two days later in the English-language Pakistani newspaper, Dawn. See “Taliban agree to
surrender Kandahar: Power transfer begins today,” December 7, 2001. A vague allusion to the event appeared
in the New York Times on January 10, 2002 in an article by Mark Landler: “A Nation Challenged: Amnesty; 7
Taliban Officials Surrender to a Governor and Go Free.” Aside from this, the American media were silent
about the surrender for the following 13 years, until Gopal’s book appeared. Still no media coverage
appeared until Ryan Grim reviewed Gopal’s book on the Intercept website three years later. See “The Taliban
Tried to Surrender and the U.S. Rebuffed Them. Now Here We Are,” August 27, 2017.
126 See Bacevich, America’s War for the Greater Middle East, cited above, p231.
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Hamid Karzai had served earlier as a consultant to the Unocal Corporation. The
first U.S. envoy to Afghanistan was Mr. John J. Maresca, a former vice president of the
Unocal Corporation.127 He was succeeded by Mr. Zalmay Khalilzad, another former
consultant to the Unocal Corporation.128 Soon Unocal would have reason to celebrate.
On February 9, 2002, four months after the carpet of bombs, Presidents Karzai of
Afghanistan and Perves Musharraf of Pakistan signed an agreement to cooperate in
developing the pipeline project.129 Finally the Bridas contract was moot; the doorway
was open for Unocal to build the pipeline—and for the Bush Administration to gain a
geostrategic advantage in its quest for global dominion: the U.S. would dominate the
transport of oil and gas from the entire Caspian Basin.
The purpose of the war was apparent to the Israeli newspaper Ma'ariv; it had this
to say five days later:
If one looks at the map of the big American bases created [in Afghanistan], one is struck by the
fact they are completely identical to the route of the projected oil pipeline to the Indian Ocean.130

A later article in the German trade journal Alexander's Gas and Oil Connections
confirmed the Israelis' suspicion:
127 See, John Pilger, “The Betrayal of Afghanistan,” The Guardian, September 20, 2003. See also, “History

Commons: Unocal”, at http://www.historycommons.org/entity.jsp?entity=unocal
128 See, “History Commons: Unocal,” cited above.
129 See, “Afghanistan: Our Alpine Quagmire,” Los Angeles Indymedia, October 9, 2009. See also, “TransAfghan Pipeline Project for Turkmen Gas Back on the Table,” The Monitor, Volume 8, Issue 51, March 13,
2002, The Jamestown Foundation.
130 See, “About the reason for US war with Afghanistan,” Alexander's Oil and Gas Connections, April 8, 2008.
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...some recent reports...indicated...the United States was willing to police the pipeline
infrastructure through permanent stationing of its troops in the region.131

That article listed the agencies in the Bush Administration standing by to fund the
pipeline: the U.S. Import/Export Bank, the Trade and Development Agency, and the
Overseas Private Insurance Corporation.
The Afghan element of the strategic wars was progressing so well the Bush
Administration could now indulge in candor. On March 13, 2002, the President was
asked in a press conference why he so rarely mentioned Osama bin Laden. “I don't
know where he is,” Mr. Bush replied. “I truly am not that concerned about him.” 132

131 See, “India urged to join trans-Afghanistan pipeline project,” Alexander's Oil and Gas Connections,
February 23, 2003.
132The transcript of the press conference is available at:

https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/03/20020313-8.html
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Iraqi Oil: a More Complicated Project 133
Now the Bush Administration could turn to the 200 billion barrels of oil in Iraq,
and it wasted no time in doing so:
...in either late December 2001 or early 2002, George Bush issued a series of orders with
profound implications. One was a “memorandum of notification,” the formal term for the presidential
findings that are required to authorize a CIA covert operation, in this case against Saddam. The second
order went to the Department of Defense, instructing the Pentagon to initiate planning for an invasion
of Iraq.134 (Italics added.)

The Administration’s long-intended invasion of Iraq was now formally initiated,
and the State Department would soon be engineering the postwar seizure of Iraqi oil.
But there remained a huge hurdle for George Bush. Congress had withheld his carte
blanche: in the Global War on Terrorism only regimes complicit in 9/11 could be
targeted.
Unable to demonstrate Iraq's complicity, President Bush would have to
manufacture the prospect of another cataclysmic episode of terrorism. It would have to
match the ferocity of 9/11, with Saddam Hussein cast as the murderous villain.

133 For rigorous and documented proof of the Bush Administration's dishonesty about the Iraq war there is no better
source than the work of The National Security Archive, an organization dedicated to honesty and transparency in federal
governance. Of direct relevance is John Prados' book, Hoodwinked: the Documents That Reveal How Bush Sold Us a
War, New York and London, The New Press, 2004. See also the Archive's Electronic Briefing Books regarding the Iraq
war: No. 326: The U.S. Prepares for Conflict, 2001; No. 328: Was There Even a Decision?; and No. 330: Shaping the
Debate.
134 See, Hoodwinked cited above, pp. 7-8. Andrew Bacevich dates even earlier the order to undertake planning for the
Iraqi war: November 27, 2001. See his America’s War for the Greater Middle East, cited earlier, p. 231.
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Conscientious Dishonesty: Inventing Catastrophe
To accomplish this the Bush Administration undertook perhaps the most brilliant,
sustained campaign of propaganda and fear mongering in American history. It was
launched in the bombast of the President's 2002 State of the Union speech.
Noting the successful defeat of the Taliban in Afghanistan, and introducing Mr.
Hamid Karzai seated in the gallery, Mr. Bush made his case for expanding the Global
War on Terrorism.
“As we gather tonight,” the President began, “our nation is at war....and the
civilized world faces unprecedented dangers.” 135 For 48 minutes the President described
the apocalyptic threats and his resolve to repel them. His language was the raw material
of nightmares:
States like these [Iraq, Iran, and North Korea], and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of
evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these regimes
pose a grave and growing danger. They could provide these arms to terrorists, giving them the means
to match their hatred.
…I will not wait on events, while dangers gather. I will not stand by, as peril draws closer and
closer. The United States of America will not permit the world's most dangerous regimes to threaten us
with the world's most destructive weapons.
...Our war on terror is well begun, but it is only begun.
We can't stop short. If we stop now—leaving terror camps intact and terror states unchecked—
our sense of security would be false and temporary. History has called America...to action, and it is
both our responsibility and our privilege to fight freedom's fight.136

135The text of the speech can be found in the White House archives: https://georgewbush-

whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html
136 Ibid.
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Mr. Bush made clear his foremost target:
Iraq continues to flaunt its hostility toward America and to support terror. The Iraqi regime has
plotted to develop anthrax, and nerve gas, and nuclear weapons for over a decade. This is a regime that
has already used poison gas to murder thousands of its own citizens—leaving the bodies of mothers
huddled over their dead children.137

This message would need to become common knowledge and generally accepted,
to persuade the nation and eventually the Congress of the need to invade Iraq.
President Bush appointed the “White House Iraq Group” and charged it with just
that task. The Group consisted of twelve trusted and powerful people, the
Administration's central core of political operatives and media professionals:
Andrew Card, Chief of Staff for President Bush, Chairman
Scooter Libby, Chief of Staff for Vice President Cheney
Karl Rove, Senior Advisor to the President
Dan Bartless, White House Director of Communications
Ari Fleischer, Press Secretary
Condoleezza Rice, National Security Advisor
Stephen Hadley, Deputy National Security Advisor
Karen Hughes, Counselor to the President
James Wilkinson, Chief of Staff for the Secretary of the Treasury
Mary Matalin, Vice President Cheney's staff
Nicholas Calio, Assistant to the President, Legislative Affairs
Michael Gerson, Chief speechwriter
The group operated in strict secrecy, sifting intelligence, writing position papers
and speeches, creating “talking points,” planning strategy and timing of messaging, and
feeding information to the mass media.
The stream of information was intentionally misleading and deceptive: that's the
nature of propaganda. A Washington Post story on August 10, 2003, described the
137 ibid.
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Group's overreach: “Depiction of Threat Outgrew Supporting Evidence.” 138 A
subsequent article was entitled, “Not One Claim Was True.” 139 A book-length treatment
reproduced official Bush Administration documents and annotated the distortions and
untruths.140
In 2008 the Center for Public Integrity published Iraq: the War Card. It was the
most comprehensive inquiry into the Bush Administration's record of intentional
deception. The Center studied the public statements made between September 11, 2001
and September 11, 2003 by President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary of State
Colin Powell, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, National Security Advisor
Condoleezza Rice, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, Press Secretary Ari
Fleischer, and his successor, Scott McClellan. Inventoried month-by-month, 935
statements were documented by the Center to be untrue.141
For the first eleven months the lies were spontaneous, random, and few: no single
month displayed more than 20. But after the White House Iraq Group was formed the
138 Burton Gelman and Walter Pincus, “Depiction of Threat Outgrew Supporting Evidence,” Washington Post,

August 10, 2003.
139 See, “Not One Claim Was True,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Jan/Feb 2005, by Joseph Cirincione of the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
140 See, Hoodwinked: the Documents That Reveal How Bush Sold Us a War, cited above.
141The Center for Public Integrity is still active, and the link to Iraq: the War Card is operable. Though the

searchable database seems compromised, much information about the lies and distortions remains available at
https://www.publicintegrity.org/politics/white-house/iraq-war-card. The story told in Iraq: the War Card was
substantially confirmed in Scott McClellan's tell-all book, What Happened: Inside the Bush White House and
Washington's Culture of Deception, Public Affairs, 2008.
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lies were deliberately constructed, targeted, and numerous, and in September of 2002 the
untruths tripled to more than 60. Those 60 provided background support for two events
in September. On the 17th President Bush signed the National Security Strategy of the
United States of America, codifying the neoconservative ideology: world dominion and
the doctrine of pre-emptive war were now formal U.S. policy. Two days later the
Administration sought approval to implement the policy, with a draft resolution to
Congress authorizing an attack on Iraq.
President Bush delivered a nationally televised speech on October 7. It was
clearly a product of the White House Iraq Group:
Tonight I want to take a few minutes to discuss a grave threat to peace and America's
determination to lead the world in confronting that threat.
The threat comes from Iraq. It arises directly from the Iraq regime's own actions, its history of
aggression and its drive toward an arsenal of terror.
...On September 11, 2001, America felt its vulnerability even to threats that gather on the other
side of Earth. We resolved then, and we are resolved now, to confront every threat from any source that
could bring sudden terror and suffering to America.
...Members of Congress of both political parties and members of the United Nations Security
Council agree that Saddam Hussein is a threat to peace and must disarm. We agree that the Iraqi
dictator must not be permitted to threaten America and the world with horrible poisons and gases and
atomic weapons...
...Saddam is a homicidal dictator who is addicted to weapons of mass destruction....If we know
Saddam Hussein has dangerous weapons today—and we do—does it make any sense for the world to
wait to confront him as he grows even stronger and develops even more dangerous weapons?142

142 See, “President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat,” available in the White House archives: https://georgewbush-

whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/10/20021007-8.html. In later years the content of the speech
was thoroughly discredited by the Institute for Public Accuracy. See their detailed analysis at:
http://www.accuracy.org/1029-detailed-analysis-of-october-7-2002-speech-by-bush-on-iraq/
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Nine days later the White House Iraq Group celebrated a signal achievement.
On October 16, 2002 the President signed P.L. 107-243, “Authorization for the Use of
Military Force in Iraq.” 143
The law itself contained the White House Iraq Group's false narrative:
Whereas the efforts of international weapons inspectors, United States intelligence agencies, and Iraqi
defectors led to the discovery that Iraq had large stockpiles of chemical weapons and a large scale biological
weapons program, and that Iraq had an advanced nuclear weapons development program that was much closer to
producing a nuclear weapon than intelligence reporting had previously indicated; 144

Conscientious Warfare: the Favored Option
In his October 7 speech Mr. Bush directed his wrath not to Iraq as a nation, but to
the person of Saddam Hussein. It was his regime that posed the mortal threats, and the
solution was clear: “...regime change in Iraq is the only certain means of removing a
great danger to our nation,” 145 the President proclaimed.
In December of 2002 the Iraqi intelligence agency contacted Mr. Vincent
Cannistraro, a former CIA head of counter-terrorism, offering to prove Iraq was in no
way involved in the events of 9/11.146 Iraq offered also to have U.S. troops enter the
country to search for weapons of mass destruction, and Saddam Hussein was willing to
143 H.J.Res.114 - Authorization for Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002; it can be seen at:

https://www.congress.gov/bill/107th-congress/house-joint-resolution/114
144 Ibid.
145 See, “President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat,” cited above.
146 See, “Dreamers and Idiots: Britain and the US Did Everything to Avoid a Peaceful Solution in Iraq and

Afghanistan,” by George Monbiot, Guardian UK, November 11, 2003.
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undergo an internationally-monitored election. Mr. Cannistraro said later the proposals
were forwarded to the White House, but were “...turned down by the president and vice
president.” 147 An opportunity at least to encourage regime change was dismissed.
Enter once more Mr. William Kristol. With his Project for the New American
Century firmly in control of the Administration’s foreign and defense policies, he
teamed with Lawrence Kaplan, the editor of The New Republic, to write a fiery call to
arms: The War Over Iraq: Saddam’s Tyranny and America’s Mission. The book was
published January 1, 2003, a timely complement to the Administration’s propaganda
campaign. It’s title said everything.
Also in January of 2003 the falsehoods tallied by the Center for Public Integrity
shot up to almost 80. Many of lies appeared in the President's incendiary State of the
Union address:
...25,000 liters of anthrax—enough doses to kill several million people...38,000 liters of
botulinum toxin...millions of people...death by respiratory failure...500 tons of sarin, mustard gas, and
VX nerve agent....30,000 munitions capable of delivering chemical agents...an advanced nuclear
weapons development program...The British government has learned that Saddam Hussein recently
sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa....
America will not accept a serious and mounting threat to our country...The United States will
ask the U.N. Security Council to convene on February the 5th to consider the facts of Iraq's ongoing
defiance of the world. Secretary Powell will present information and intelligence about Iraq's...illegal
weapons programs, its attempts to hide those weapons from inspectors, and its links to terrorist groups.
We will consult. But let there be no misunderstanding: if Saddam Hussein does not fully
disarm, for the safety of our people and for the peace of the world, we will lead a coalition to disarm
him.148

147 ibid.

https://georgewbushwhitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2003/01/20030128-19.html

148 The text of the speech is available in the White House archives:
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In February of 2003 the Bush Administration spun 140 lies, the zenith of its
dissembling. The most visible performance was Secretary of State Colin Powell’s
promised testimony before the United Nations Security Council on February 5, seeking
UN approval to attack Iraq.
Secretary Powell waved a vial of simulated anthrax; he showed photos of mobile
chemical warfare laboratories; he said there was “no doubt in my mind” about Saddam's
nuclear development program. 35 of his statements were later documented as
“misleading.” 149
Mr. Powell’s speech and his personal integrity remain controversial to this day.
He had resisted vigorously as the PNAC stalwarts—Cheney, Libby, Wolfowitz,
Rumsfeld, and others—built momentum for invading Iraq, but here he was making their
closing argument.
The speech was based on a National Intelligence Estimate prepared four months
previously, “Iraq’s Continuing Programs for Weapons of Mass Destruction,” and the
hawks had hammered Powell incessantly to accept its veracity. He felt obliged to accept
the President’s request to be the point man; as he said years later, “I knew I didn’t have
any choice. He’s the President.”150

149 See, Hoodwinked: The Documents That Reveal How Bush Sold Us a War, cited above, Ch. 6.
150 See, “Powell and Iraq—the Uses and Abuses of National Intelligence Estimates,” by Ray McGovern, Consortium
News, Volume 26, Number 200, July 18, 2020.
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Eventually he lamented the Security Council speech as a “lasting blot on his
record.” 151
Powell's appearance before the Security Council was pure Iraq Group theater.
Hundreds of thousands of U.S. troops were already deployed along the Iraqi border:
only the timing of the invasion was in question.152 Security Council approval was
irrelevant.
Mr. Powell confirmed this years later. Interviewed in 2016 he said, “You have to
remember that at the time I gave the speech on February 5, the president had already
made this decision for military action. The dice had been tossed. That's what we were
going to do.” 153
Soon after Mr. Powell's performance, Iraqi officials contacted Mr. Richard Perle,
Chairman of the Defense Policy Board. They had a new offer: now the FBI could
visit Iraq to search at will for weapons of mass destruction; Iraq would support the

151 See, “Powell Calls His U.N. Speech a Lasting Blot on His Record,” by Stephen R. Weisman, New York

Times, September 9, 2005.
152 See, “Report Says Hussein Was Open to Exile Before 2003 Invasion,” by Karen DeYoung and Michael

Abramovitz, Washington Post, September 27, 2007.
153 See an interview with Mr. Powell conducted by Mr. Jim Gilmore of PBS Frontline. It can be found here:

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/frontline/article/colin-powell-u-n-speech-was-a-great-intelligence-failure/
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U.S. position in the Israel/Palestine dispute; some limited access to Iraqi oil could be
arranged; and Saddam Hussein was willing to leave Iraq for voluntary exile, perhaps in
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, or Turkey.154
Here was regime change handed to President Bush again, this time with Saddam
Hussein's departure guaranteed. Mr. Perle briefed the Central Intelligence Agency about
the Iraqis' offer, only to learn the Administration's favored option was warfare: the CIA
replied to him, “Tell them that we'll see them in Baghdad.” 155
The CIA could be certain of war only if the President was. On February 22, Mr.
Bush met with Condoleezza Rice and Spanish Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar in
Crawford, Texas to discuss the Security Council's deliberations.156 Saddam Hussein's
offer of voluntary exile was mentioned. The President shrugged it off, announcing, “We
will be in Baghdad at the end of March.” 157
“Regime change” in Iraq was immaterial: George Bush needed to invade.

154 See, “Dreamers and Idiots...” cited above; also, “Report Says Hussein Was Open to Exile...” cited above;

also, “Saddam ready to go into exile; Diplomats' proposal in few days,” anon., Dawn (a Pakistani Englishlanguage newspaper), January 17, 2003.
155 See, “Dreamers and Idiots...” cited above.
156 Mr. Aznar's attendance at the meeting is easily explained: only three countries of the Security Council's

fifteen member nations firmly supported the invasion of Iraq: the U.S., the U.K. and Spain. See,
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Nations_Security_Council_and_the_Iraq_War
157 See, “Report Says Hussein Was Open to Exile....” cited above. The story is confirmed in several other

websites, for example: http://www.washingtonsblog.com/2014/04/u-s-rejected-offers-afghanistan-iraq-libyasurrender-leaders-proceeded-wage-war.html
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Conscientious Larceny: Securing the Oil
Three weeks later Mr. Bush and Mr. Aznar met with UK Prime Minister Tony
Blair at a U.S. airbase on Terceira Island in the Azores. They were hoping for Security
Council authority to use force against Iraq, but the Security Council was unwilling. On
March 17 Bush and Blair claimed they could proceed without it, and on March 21, 2003,
Operation Iraqi Freedom was launched with a fierce bombardment of Baghdad.
Two months later the Security Council did pass a resolution, No. 1483. It
recognized the U.S. and U.K. as occupying powers with authority in Iraq. As head of
the “Coalition Provisional Authority,” Mr. L. Paul Bremer, an American, set about
imposing freedom and democracy on the defeated nation—and assuring the “...capture
of new and existing oil and gas fields.”
The Coalition Provisional Authority contracted with the U.S. consulting firm
Bearing Point to produce a draft “hydrocarbon law.”158 It imposed the State
Department’s scheme of production sharing agreements, to legalize the de facto theft of
much of Iraq's oil. It was written in English.159

158 See Muttitt, Greg, Fuel on the Fire: Oil and Politics in Occupied Iraq, New York: The New Press, 2012, p. 158. See
also, Juhasz, Antonia, “It’s Still About Oil in Iraq,” Los Angeles Times, December 8, 2006.47
159 Christina Parajon, “The Iraq Hydrocarbon Law: How and When?”, a publication of the United States Institute of Peace,
June 1, 2007.
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Eventually the hydrocarbon law was translated into Arabic. It was approved on
February 15, 2007 by Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki’s cabinet and forwarded to
the Iraqi Parliament for enactment. Few members of Parliament had ever seen it.
Exxon/Mobil, Chevron/Texaco, Royal Dutch/Shell, and BP/Amoco waited
anxiously. They stood to gain “effective control of as much as 87 percent of Iraq's
oil.” 160 But the hydrocarbon law stalled in the Iraqi Parliament as conflicts about the
measure between Baghdad and the Kurds proved too stubborn to reconcile.
President Bush forced the issue. He signed a war funding bill on May 25, 2007
containing an ultimatum: continued U.S. support for the Maliki government in Iraq
would be contingent on passage of the hydrocarbon law.
But the tensions between Baghdad and the Kurds continued, the hydrocarbon law
languished, and in January of 2009 George Bush was succeeded by Barack Obama.

160 See, “Bush's Petro-Cartel Almost Has Iraq's Oil,” by Joshua Holland, Alternet , a two-part series, October

15-16, 2006.
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CHAPTER NINE
The Aftermath: George Bush’s Legacy
As he left office George Bush was on the brink of success, with two sovereign
nations conquered and occupied, and pliable puppet governments in place in Kabul and
Baghdad. The pipeline had a stamp of approval in Afghanistan and the production
sharing agreements were waiting to be imposed in Iraq.
As the years passed, however, events conspired against George Bush and the
ideologues of the Project for the New American Century. Uncontrollable insurgencies in
both counties failed to comprehend the exceptional virtues in freedom and democracy,
and fought against their Americanized puppet governments. There would be no capture
of Persian Gulf hydrocarbon assets to undergird the neoconservative fantasy of U.S.
hegemony.
After the longest period of warfare in U.S. history Afghanistan is still too violent
and politically unstable to attract foreign investment in pipelines. The Taliban remain a
formidable force, and successive puppet governments have been riven with
corruption.161 No American oil company in the visible future will build a pipeline across
Afghanistan.

161 On October 31, 2017, the U.S. Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) sent its periodic
report to Congress. It was summarized in a Popular Mechanics article by writer Joe Pappalardo, with a distressing title:
“We’re losing Afghanistan By Every Metric that Matters.”
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In Iraq the hydrocarbon law went nowhere, as the intramural conflict proved
insurmountable. Long after George Bush left office both Baghdad and the Kurds
granted various limited licenses to foreign oil companies. Yes, a few British and
American oil companies operate in Iraq today, but they are barely visible among scores
of other firms from Russia, China, Egypt, Italy, Japan, France, Austria, Canada,
Hungary, India, and Norway.162
Two countries, however, stand out as prime beneficiaries. In 2013 Iraqi Oil
Minister Thamir Ghadhban told Gary Vogler, an American technical consultant, “Gary, if
the Americans were interested in taking our oil, you did a horrible job. The Chinese and
the Russians have the largest contracts.”163
In the end George Bush was a spectacular failure in achieving the aims of his
hydrocarbon wars, but he left a legacy of monumental tragedy: a lost war that wasn’t
brought to an end. Throughout history whenever wars of empire were lost they were
terminated, but Bush’s failed war was hidden behind a façade: the Global War on
Terrorism. The violence could continue mindlessly, seemingly without end, with no one
the wiser, and it did.

162 See the Iraq Business News website at www.iraq-businessnews.com/list-of-international-oil-companies.
163 See Vogler, Iraq and the Politics of Oil, cited above..
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But George Bush was a spectacular success in one ghastly respect: the violence he
unleashed exploded the delimited regional terrorism in the Mideast into the global
menace we know today as ISIS.
It could have been otherwise. George Bush might have accepted the Taliban’s
offer of unconditional surrender and disarmament on December 5, 2001, but he did not.
With the violence directed at them unrelenting, the Taliban fighters had no choice
but to shoulder their weapons once more, if only in personal self-defense. They did that
and more. As the years passed the Taliban grew in strength and combat effectiveness;
they regained the battlefield initiative, and to this day they have yet to be vanquished
again.
Nor did al Qaeda fade away as it might have absent the Taliban’s support.
It begat ISIS.
The story of how this happened is long and complicated, and exquisitely well told
in Joby Warrick’s book, Black Flags: the Rise of ISIS.
Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the Jordanian extremist, was the conduit. He fought with
bin Laden in Afghanistan, suffering a U.S. bomb attack in a meeting with al Qaeda
leaders in Kandahar in late 2001. Had he been killed, as many were in the attack, there
might be no ISIS today. But he survived and next took his hatred for the U.S. to
Baghdad, after George Bush struck Iraq.
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There, among other terrorist attacks, Zarqawi masterminded the bombing of the
UN Headquarters in August of 2003, killing 22 people, including the Brazilian statesman
Sergio Viera de Mello. In 2004 Zarqawi established “AQI”—al Qaeda in Iraq—and
later in May of that year he confronted George Bush with an incomprehensible atrocity:
the videotaped beheading of an American man, Nicholas Berg.
As Berg, his hands shackled, knelt before him in an orange jumpsuit Zarqawi
spoke directly to the President and promised:
Hard days are coming for you. You and your soldiers are going to regret the day you stepped
foot in Iraq and dared to violate the Muslims….We say to you, the dignity of the Muslim men and
women in the prison of Abu Ghraib and others will be redeemed by blood and souls. You will see
nothing from us except corpse after corpse…of those slaughtered in this fashion. 164

Slaughtered in this fashion. Drawing a long knife Zarqawi put hideous, graphic
meaning to his words. He stepped over Berg, seized his hair, pulled back his head to
expose his throat, and slashed and sawed.
Zarqawi was killed by a U.S. fighter-bomber on June 7, 2006. The leadership of
AQI passed to Abu Ayub al Masri, who redeveloped it into an organization called the
Islamic State of Iraq. Over the following years ISI suicide bombers claimed hundreds of
lives throughout Iraq, and in 2013 a new leader, Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi shifted its base

164 See, Joby Warrick, Black Flags: The Rise of ISIS, New York: First Anchor Books, p. 157.
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of operations from Iraq to Syria, adding an initial to its acronym. ISIS, the Islamic State
of Iraq and Syria, was born.165
George Bush’s “War on Terror” was fraudulent when he launched it, but the
continuing bloodshed is certainly genuine—and counterproductive: ISIS grows because
of it.
The Taliban we torment in Afghanistan today seem less like terrorists than patriots
throwing off foreign invaders, and the remnants of al Qaeda little more than a scattered
nuisance.
Not so ISIS. To confront ISIS we now have combat troops stationed in Iraq,
Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, Kenya, Somalia, Yemen, Jordan, Kuwait, Djibouti, Qatar, the
UAE, Turkey, the Philippines, and Cyprus.166 We conduct counterterrorism operations in
61 additional countries around the world,167 often seeking isolated ISIS terrorists. These
we locate with surveillance drones, condemn to death without a trial, and execute by
pushing a button in Nevada.
Acts of ISIS terrorism have occurred in France, Libya, Algeria, Niger, Yemen,
Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Syria, Australia, Tunisia, Egypt, Iraq, Bangladesh, the UK,

165 See, “mm: Rise and Spread of the Islamic State,” Cameron Glenn, Washington: The Wilson Center, July 5,
2016.
166 See Tom Engelhardt, “Mapping a World From Hell,” LeMonde diplomatique, January 18, 2018
167 Ibid.
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Lebanon, Indonesia, Belgium, Germany, and in the U.S. in Orlando and San
Bernardino,168 and along a bicycle path in New York.169
This is the legacy of George Bush’s bait-and-switch fraudulence: a global
malignancy of institutionalized terrorism and mindless, endless, useless war.

168 See “Timeline….” cited above in fn. 164.
169 “Terror Attack Kills 8 and Injures 11 in Manhattan,” by Benjamin Mueller, William K. Rashbaum, and Al

Baker, New York Times, October 31, 2017.
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