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			PRAISE FOR

			THE GROUND TRUTH

			 “Assail[s] the government’s official depiction of 9/11 as so much public relations flimflam . . . [and] superbly renders the knuckle-biting tension and confusion engendered by the hijackings . . . Farmer’s accomplishment is to throw 9/11 into fresh relief. A precise and reliable accounting of what happened has been absent until now. This is it.”

			—Jacob Heilbrunn, The New York Times Book Review

			“The Ground Truth is an important reexamination of the events before, during, and after the September 11 attack on the World Trade Center. As you read it, you may not know whether to laugh or cry. Laughter comes because Farmer paints a picture of government officials who seem like Monty Python running their Ministries of Silly Walks. The tears come when you discover the dozens of missed opportunities to stop this tragedy well before the hijackers boarded a jet. Farmer is particularly well equipped to write this book . . . and all of it is presented in a compelling, well-written style that is almost thrillerlike in its narrative.”

			—Minneapolis Star-Tribune

			“Farmer deftly hones in on the nation’s bureaucratic morass leading up to September 11 and the government’s failure to respond on the day of the attacks, distinguishing his book from other accounts. He highlights the ineptitude of American bureaucracy and the inherent flaws of its national security, and he shows that the horrific attacks could easily occur again unless there is a drastic federal overhaul.”

			—The American Prospect

			 “An important correction to 2004’s 9/11 Commission Report . . . [Farmer] uses newly declassified documents to make the strong case that the 9/11 Commission Report is erroneous in many of its key findings.”

			—San Antonio Express-News

			 “All Americans should read John Farmer’s The Ground Truth. With keen analytical insight, Farmer rips the lid off many mysteries pertaining to both the 9/11 attacks and Hurricane Katrina. A highly recommended historical curative for our times.”

			—Douglas Brinkley, author of The Great Deluge

			“No one is more qualified to write the definitive book about the tragedy of 9/11 than John Farmer. Fortunately, he has done so. Even more fortunately the language is clear, alive, and instructive for anyone who wants to make certain this never happens again.”

			—Bob Kerrey, former U.S. Senator and member of the 9/11 Commission

			“History and experience tell us that misperformance or malperformance of government duties inevitably comes to light. In The Ground Truth, Farmer proves this lesson once again. Worse than the overwhelming confusion during the critical minutes of the crisis, was the clear effort to obscure the truth by senior agency officials responsible for protecting America. Reading Farmer’s book we cannot help but wonder whether many of those same agencies and officials are better prepared for the next 9/11.”

			—Gary Hart, cochair, U.S. Commission on National Security / 21st Century

			 “Farmer, senior counsel to the 9/11 Commission, updates the commission’s report in this thorough and bipartisan analysis . . . In his careful exegesis of the events of 9/11, [Farmer] transcends easy generalizations to expose the fault lines in contemporary governance and point the way to fundamental reform.”

			—Publishers Weekly

			 “The incapacity of the U.S. authorities at any point to react to the events of that day, as they unfolded, was far worse than most of us have realized. Farmer concludes that the administration’s version of events, of bad luck, near misses yet clear decision-making, was a fantasy.”

			—The Times (London)

			“Revelatory . . . Farmer makes shattering new sense of the day’s events and exposes the true disarray and arrogance in the military and government responses.”

			—William Langewiesche, author of American Ground and The Atomic Bazaar

			“In revisiting the tragedy of the 9/11 attacks that still haunt America, John Farmer provides a devastating account of how what government and military officials told Congress, the 9/11 Commission on which he served, the media, and the public ‘was almost entirely, and inexplicably, untrue.’ The result is a major, carefully documented and deeply disturbing book, one that deserves the most serious attention of every American concerned about our future.”

			—Haynes Johnson, Pulitzer Prize winner and bestselling author

			“Using recently declassified and released sources, Farmer blends legal and political expertise to paint a startling revised picture of 9/11. Telling the story in successively decreasing units of time, he builds suspense and creates a compelling albeit disturbing narrative. VERDICT: This book sheds new light on the events surrounding 9/11 and the role of government in handling crises and also serves as a rallying cry for change. Essential.”

			—Library Journal

			 “The author makes excellent use of declassified primary-source ­documents . . . An important systematic brief on how an elaborately constructed national-defense system was penetrated, and why lessons of that day for disaster response remain dimly understood.”

			—Kirkus Reviews
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			History has many cunning passages, contrived corridors

			And issues, deceives with whispering ambitions,

			Guides us by vanities. . . .

			Neither fear nor courage saves us. Unnatural vices

			Are fathered by our heroism.

			—T. S. ELIOT, “Gerontion”

			Facts are stubborn things.

			—JOHN ADAMS, “Argument in Defense of the Soldiers in the Boston Massacre Trials,” 1770

		

	
		
			This book is dedicated to 9/11 Commission Team 8—the “Whiskey Tango Foxtrot” team—to my parents, and to Beth, with love.

			It honors the memory of my cousin Joseph F. Errichiello, Jr. (1979–2004), and mother-in-law, Dorothy Hollis Jackson (1922–2004), who died in the spring of 2004, as the 9/11 Commission was completing its work.
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			INTRODUCTION

			THE VIEW FROM THE GROUND

			The story of the al Qaeda terrorist plot that culminated in the 9/11 attacks, and of the American government’s response to it, has been told well, from differing perspectives, on several occasions. The Report of the Congressional Joint Inquiry is a fascinating—and often scathing—reconstruction of FBI and CIA activity before 9/11. The 9/11 Commission Report, which I assisted in writing, recounts accurately the events as we were able to reconstruct them; it is the collaborative work of a remarkably diverse and talented group of staffers and commissioners. Steve Coll’s Ghost Wars and Lawrence Wright’s The Looming Tower focus on developments in Afghanistan and the evolving al Qaeda organization, respectively, and are both outstanding. With respect to NORAD’s immediate response to the attacks, Michael Bronner, with whom I consulted during his work on the Universal Pictures production of United 93, gets it right in an excellent piece in the August 2006 edition of Vanity Fair. The work of the 9/11 Commission itself has been documented by Commission chairman Tom Kean and vice chairman Lee Hamilton in their book Without Precedent.

			Why, then, another book about 9/11? Put simply, before now the story could not be told as it is told here. In particular, three developments since The 9/11 Commission Report was issued have made possible, and necessary, this reexamination of our nation’s response: the declassification of many of the primary-source records of the day, which makes it possible to portray the events as they were lived; the release of investigative reports by the Inspectors General of the Departments of Defense and Transportation, which, I shall argue, ignore critical evidence in concluding that government officials did not knowingly mislead the public about the events of 9/11; and the occurrence of Hurricane Katrina, which sheds essential, if tragic, light on the government’s failure to recognize and learn from the “ground truth” of 9/11.

			The account of the nation’s response to the 9/11 attacks set forth in The 9/11 Commission Report is accurate, and true, but the vast majority of the tape recordings, transcripts, and contemporaneous records from September 11, 2001, were treated as classified throughout the investigation, ostensibly because of their possible use as evidence in the prosecution of Zacarias Moussaoui. Although we on the Commission sought to declassify the relevant records, we were working against a stringent deadline. An “audio monograph” of the day’s events that we prepared—an account that allowed the voices of the day to tell the story—did not survive the vetting process, and a supplemental monograph that we prepared, which was finally released in January 2005, was drastically condensed and had significant sections blacked out. Only now that most of the relevant tapes and transcripts have been declassified is it possible to tell the story in all of its drama.

			That more complete primary-source record sheds light on an important but little-noticed aspect of the 9/11 story. In the course of our investigation into the national response to the attacks, the 9/11 Commission staff discovered that the official version of what had occurred that morning—that is, what government and military officials had told Congress, the Commission, the media, and the public about who knew what when—was almost entirely, and inexplicably, untrue. Pressed for time and committed to the central purpose of finding the facts, however, the Commission had referred the issue of whether any of these officials had knowingly lied to or misled the public about the facts of that day to the Inspectors General of the Department of Defense and the Department of Transportation.

			Months passed, then a year, then two years, a period longer than the life of the Commission itself. Finally, on September 1, 2006, the Friday afternoon before Labor Day, the Department of Transportation Inspector General released its report. This was followed, on September 12, 2006—the day after the anniversary of the attacks, when the attendant media scrutiny had subsided—by the release of the Department of Defense Inspector General’s report. The releases of both reports were timed, in short, to attract as little notice as possible, despite—or perhaps because of—both reports’ conclusion that there was no proof of deliberate falsification. The Department of Transportation Inspector General’s report ascribed the false information Federal Aviation Administration officials had provided to “a lack of attention to the details,” and although it found FAA officials’ explanations “unreasonable,” it did not find evidence for an alternative explanation. The Department of Defense Inspector General’s report ascribed the inaccuracies of Pentagon officials to their being focused at that point not on what had occurred but on the struggle to protect the homeland; it also claimed that efforts to piece together what had occurred were compromised by the military’s inadequate record-keeping procedures on 9/11.

			This book challenges these conclusions. It does so by setting forth in detail, and as the events were lived, what happened on 9/11 and in the days that followed—including how the government’s explanation of events evolved. Not only did the Department of Defense maintain adequate records—principally tapes at the National Military Command Center and at operational positions in the Northeast Air Defense Sector (NEADS) and contemporaneous logs maintained up and down the chain of command—but the events of the day as entered in the records were both unmistakable and unmistakably different from what officials had claimed. Furthermore, as 9/11 Commissioners Gorelick, Ben-Veniste, and Gorton have pointed out, those records were consulted as early as the first few days after the attacks, as the bureaucracy pieced together what had occurred. At some level of the government, at some point in time, this book concludes, there was a decision not to tell the truth about what happened.

			The Ground Truth retells the 9/11 story in a new and, I hope, compelling and illuminating way: not primarily in terms of the evolution of doctrines or the interplay of departments or personalities, but in units of time. My purpose is to discuss our government’s growing awareness of and reaction to the al Qaeda terrorist threat as it was lived, when the government had first years, then months, then weeks, then days, then hours, then minutes, and finally seconds to redefine its mission and respond.

			This way of organizing the narrative makes for an exciting, true-to-life read. As the units of time are compressed, and the number of national security agencies and actors capable of interdicting the plot narrows to two relatively obscure units, the FAA and NORAD (the North American Aerospace Defense Command), the story of 9/11 acquires a narrative momentum that is no less compelling for our knowledge of how the story ends. Equally important, telling the story in shrinking units of time is the best way to appreciate both the uniqueness of what happened that morning and its remarkable similarity to all that had led up to this encounter with a new form of warfare.

			Of all the misleading accounts told by a government to its people, our government’s account to its people about what happened on 9/11 is certainly not the most egregious. It didn’t escalate a war, as did the Johnson administration’s fabrication of the Gulf of Tonkin incident in 1965. It didn’t provide a pretext for aggression, as did the government’s manipulation of intelligence regarding the existence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. Nor did it precipitate a constitutional crisis, as did the Nixon administration’s lies about Watergate or President Clinton’s lies about his relationship with Monica Lewinsky.

			In the grand scheme of things, then, the government’s deception about how we were defended on 9/11 may seem minor. This book in no way seeks to overstate its significance. In its own way, however, the government’s failure to tell the truth about what happened on 9/11 has had far-reaching effects.

			Because the government’s story didn’t make sense, it raised as many questions as it answered, thus fueling conspiracy theories that persist regarding 9/11. One purpose of The Ground Truth is to lay at least some of these theories to rest by identifying and establishing the deception that actually did occur. The perpetuation of the untrue official version remains a betrayal of every citizen who demanded a truthful answer to the simple question: What happened?

			More important, because the government’s version of what occurred on 9/11 overstated the efficiency and effectiveness of our national defense response, it obscured that day’s essential reality, and its causes: a radical disconnect between those who were putatively in charge of conducting our nation’s defense and those who were on the ground, making operational decisions. Because the government didn’t tell the truth, in other words, we lost the “ground truths” of 9/11; (1) there was no connection or collaboration between Washington and the ground-level commanders, as a result of which (2) our national decision-makers in Washington—or, in the case of President Bush, in the air—were irrelevant to how we were defended during that critical time period.

			Leadership was irrelevant on 9/11, moreover, not because of how quickly the critical events happened—essentially, within a two-hour period—but because there had been a persistent and pervasive estrangement throughout the 1990s between leadership of the national security departments and the ground-level bureaucratic personnel, as the government attempted to adapt to the world’s changing post–Cold War realities.

			The government’s failure to acknowledge the radical disconnect made it easy to respond to the 9/11 attacks by the predictable method of creating a new bureaucracy, the Department of Homeland Security, while responding to the immediate conditions of the last attack, patching the holes in the air defense system by ensuring connectivity between the FAA and NORAD, modernizing radar coverage, increasing the number of fighter jets on alert, and revising the applicable rules of engagement to enable a quicker response the next time planes are hijacked for use as weapons. But the next attack is unlikely to duplicate the last, and the deficiencies in the response to 9/11, once they are appreciated, point to a more fundamental problem. They were a direct consequence of the way that government bureaucracies function: as top-heavy silos of isolated and narrowly defined missions, jealous of the information to which they are privy and structured not to solve problems but to deflect responsibility. In this sense, as we shall see, the problems that plagued FAA and NORAD on 9/11 itself were no different from those faced by the FBI, the CIA, the DoD, INS, or the other agencies of the federal bureaucracy in the years, months, weeks, and days leading to 9/11. The compressed time frame within which the FAA and NORAD had to act simply made those problems more glaringly apparent and, perhaps, more painful to admit.

			By obscuring the truth of what happened on 9/11, the government was able to avoid confronting the consequences of that ground truth: that the fault for failing to detect or to interdict the attacks lay in the nature of modern government itself, and that until we address the way that bureaucracies function, until we truly “reinvent government,” the passage of new statutes or the creation of new procedures or entirely new departments, like the Department of Homeland Security, will be unavailing. Thus, Congress responded to the principal recommendation of the 9/11 Commission by creating a new office, the Director of National Intelligence, but ignored completely the Commission’s insistence that that office have budgetary authority over the intelligence community in order to be effective. Instead, it left 80 percent of the intelligence budget under the authority of the Department of Defense. As 9/11 Commissioner John Lehman pointed out, such an approach was “the exact opposite of what we had recommended,” because it left the “sprawling mess” of our national intelligence bureaucracy “untouched . . . to create another bureaucracy of more than 1,000 people in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence.”

			Unless we change government, we will fail to protect ourselves, with horrifying consequences, as was made painfully clear in 2005, during Hurricane Katrina. As I will show, the problems the government encountered in responding to Katrina mirrored, and in many cases replicated, the problems experienced on 9/11. These similarities are the more significant because, unlike 9/11, Katrina was not a surprise, but an event that had been forecast and planned for years ahead of time. That government failed in identical ways in preparing for and responding to such disparate events makes clear that the problems were not incidental to unique events but central to the American way of government.

			The aftermaths of both 9/11 and Katrina were a bacchanalia of blame. If the failures had occurred in a single agency of government, with respect to a single crisis, the assessment of individual blame would be appropriate. But when the failure occurs in multiple departments across the government, in differing crises, and is of virtually the same nature regardless of who is leading the department, such individual scapegoating misses the point. What failed in the history of 9/11 and in the Katrina crisis was not an individual department head or two, but government itself. If we are to address the systemic failures that undermined our nation’s responses to the 9/11 attacks and Katrina, we must change fundamentally the way government functions.

			This conclusion stems not just from having studied 9/11 as senior counsel to the 9/11 Commission, but also from having experienced it and attempted to manage it (and other crises) as the head of a large governmental agency. From June 1999 until January 2002, I served as New Jersey’s attorney general, leading a department of nearly 10,000 people, including nearly 700 lawyers and nearly 3,000 officers of the New Jersey State Police, with a budget of nearly $1 billion. I have experienced firsthand just how difficult it is to reorient a government bureaucracy in the face of new realities. I brought to my work on the 9/11 Commission and to my study of Hurricane Katrina the perspective gained by managing crises such as 9/11, the anthrax attacks of 2001, and Tropical Storm Floyd, and addressing troubling social issues such as racial profiling and sexual predators; my work on the Commission and in learning about Katrina, in turn, have reinforced my belief that there are some basic truths about the ways in which government agencies function that must be addressed if we are to prepare for and respond effectively to future crises.

			In joining the discussion of how to change government, The Ground Truth demonstrates precisely how government failed in dealing with the 9/11 conspiracy. It portrays the national defense story of 9/11 as the events were actually experienced that morning; it shows that those events were the trailing consequence of policy decisions taken years, even decades, before. Only by experiencing the attacks as they occurred can one appreciate the dislocation to which the military’s air defenders and the FAA’s civilian air traffic controllers were subjected, and the crucible of their having to think and react “outside the box.” Equally important, only by learning about the human drama of that effort can one evaluate in its proper context the rhetoric throughout the 1990s about “reinventing government” and defending America in the post–Cold War world.

			The response on the ground on 9/11 was the trailing consequence of those post–Cold War policy debates, the dysfunctional choices they produced, and the government-wide failure to interdict the 9/11 plot. It is the most powerful challenge to the claims of the departing Clinton administration that it had successfully “reinvented government” to meet post–Cold War challenges and that terrorism had been its highest national security priority, and of the Bush administration that it had mobilized to counter the threat. Given the state of national preparedness that I shall describe, and the way that the national defense was conducted, those claims simply cannot be true. The failure to anticipate the attacks of 9/11 was, indeed, as the Commission concluded, a “failure of imagination,” but it was more than that; it was a collapse of competence, and an exposure of the continuing need for fundamental change in the ways in which departments of government are permitted to function.

			It is impossible, in other words, to separate the way the defense of America against the 9/11 attacks was conducted from the way the systems designed to prevent a surprise attack on America were configured. As we shall see, because of the essential estrangement between policy leaders and the personnel of the departments they led, despite all the debates and discussion, our national defense apparatus—both domestic and foreign—had been left largely unchanged.

			This is the essential truth of our national response on 9/11: for all of the rhetoric and all of the billions of dollars of government spending to “reinvent government” to adapt to the challenges of a New World Order, the Cold War did not end in 1991; for all practical purposes, it did not end until 9:03 a.m. on September 11, 2001, when United Airlines Flight 175, the second hijacked plane, crashed into the second tower of the World Trade Center. Only then did it become apparent that America was under attack. Later that morning, as Air National Guard personnel searched their antiquated radarscopes for phantom hijacked aircraft, a staff sergeant on the floor at the Northeast Air Defense Sector in Rome, New York, stated what so many across the government were thinking: “This is a new kind of war.” Tragically, it was.

			This is its story.

		

	
		
			PART ONE

			YEARS

		

	
		
			The evolution of the “planes conspiracy,” and of the U.S. government’s attempts to counter al Qaeda, has received comprehensive book-length treatment in The 9/11 Commission Report, in Steve Coll’s Ghost Wars, and in Lawrence Wright’s The Looming Tower. The following sections do not attempt to replicate that history, but draw from it to set the context for the government’s response on September 11 by highlighting the ways in which the evolving conspiracy touched upon various components of America’s vast and far-flung early-warning system. As the conspiracy grew from its origins in Afghanistan to include more participants in more parts of the world, accessing more types of travel and communication technologies, it became susceptible to detection by one or more of the multitude of American national security and law enforcement agencies. Each agency’s alert system, from the Central Intelligence Agency’s human intelligence to the National Security Agency’s electronic eavesdropping to the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s network of field offices, would register what amounted to seismic indications of what became the 9/11 conspiracy. But the greater fault lines lay within and among the agencies themselves. These fault lines estranged the top officials within departments, who set policy, from the career professionals who carry it out, and ensured that the seismic readings taken in one department were not shared with other departments. As a consequence, even though the seismic disturbances grew stronger and stronger as 9/11 approached, every effort to get a clear reading was frustrated.

			Also frustrated, it should be noted at the outset, was the 9/11 Commission staff’s effort to question certain critical al Qaeda detainees who have direct knowledge of the 9/11 conspiracy. As The 9/11 Commission Report makes clear, the staff’s access to detainees was “limited to the review of intelligence reports . . . We submitted questions for use in the interrogations, but had no control over whether, when, or how questions of particular interest would be asked. Nor were we allowed to talk to the interrogators so that we could better judge the credibility of the detainees and clarify ambiguities in the reporting. We were told that our requests might disrupt the sensitive interrogation process.” Because of this, the detainees’ answers were scrutinized closely for reasonableness and corroboration. Undisclosed to the Commission, we now know, were the facts that many of the interrogations were conducted using waterboarding and other “enhanced” interrogation techniques, and that many of the sessions had been videotaped. The existence of those tapes was withheld from the Commission, and the tapes themselves were later destroyed. Their destruction is the subject of an ongoing criminal investigation, and is an apt premise to the “tale of tales” of 9/11 recounted in Part Four of this book.

			TWO MEN IN A CAVE: 1996–1997

			Like many watershed historical events, the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, have acquired, in the perspective of eight years, a patina of inevitability. For al Qaeda members, it has become Holy Tuesday, its consequences bearing a divine signature. But to two men meeting in a cave in Tora Bora, Afghanistan, in mid-1996 to discuss potential attacks against the United States, the success of the “planes operation” they would mastermind nearly five years later seemed anything but inevitable.

			The two men were Osama bin Laden and Khalid Sheikh Mohammed. Although their paths had crossed briefly during the jihad against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in the 1980s, they had pursued independent and largely parallel paths since.

			Bin Laden had come to his willingness to attack the United States gradually. He was a man of ascetic temperament who, unlike many of his siblings in a billionaire family, had been educated not in the West but in Saudi Arabia and had seen little of the non-Muslim world; his worldview was initially parochial, even as his ambition was global. Like many in the Islamic fundamentalist world of the late 1980s, bin Laden believed that, as one commentator summarized it, “the secular Arab governments must be overthrown before the greater enemy, the West, can be tackled.” Once the Communist threat had been removed from Afghanistan, the consensus among jihadists was that the next phase of jihad should “concentrate upon its own state context, whose regime is the ‘nearest enemy’ in Muslim legal lingo. ‘Further away enemies,’ such as the state of Israel or the United States, are to be tackled later, after the seizure of power.” Lawrence Wright puts it this way: “What did bin Laden want? . . . The tragedy of Palestine was a constant theme in his speeches, yet he was reluctant to participate in the intifada against Israel. . . . Bin Laden hated Yasser Arafat because he was a secularist. Nor did he relish the prospect of war against Arab governments. At the time, he envisioned moving the struggle to Kashmir, the Philippines, and particularly the Central Asian republics where he could continue the jihad against the Soviet Union. Notably, the United States was not yet on anyone’s list.”

			Over time, however, as it became clear that jihad in oppressive states like Egypt or Saudi Arabia would be exceedingly difficult to carry out, and as his base of operations moved from Afghanistan to Sudan to Saudi Arabia and back to Afghanistan, bin Laden came to see the United States as “the head of the snake,” the source of support for both Israel and the corrupt Middle Eastern governments against which he struggled, and, beyond this, the source of evil and corruption in the world. “America continues to claim that it is upholding the banner of freedom and humanity,” bin Laden would tell an interviewer in November 1996, “while these deeds that they did [the dropping of the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the imposition of sanctions on Iraq], you would not find that the most ravenous of animals would descend to.” Stung by the refusal of the Saudi government to allow him to raise an army of mujahideen to drive the Iraqis from Kuwait, and its reliance instead on the United States military, bin Laden turned on the Saudi government that had enriched his family and called for jihad to end the sacrilege of a non-Muslim presence in Arabia. From his new base in Sudan, bin Laden denounced both his home Saudi government and the United States, and al Qaeda leaders issued a fatwa calling for jihad against the Western occupation of Muslim lands.

			Bin Laden used Sudan as his base from 1992 to 1996. During this time, al Qaeda became increasingly confrontational with the United States. Al Qaeda operatives bombed two hotels in Aden where United States military personnel typically stayed en route to Somalia, and played a role in supporting the Somali warlords who shot down two U.S. Black Hawk helicopters in 1993; al Qaeda claims the United States withdrawal from Somalia in 1994 as a major victory. In November 1995, a car bomb was detonated outside a joint United States–Saudi National Guard training facility in Riyadh; credit was later claimed by al Qaeda associates. Ultimately, international pressure brought upon the Sudanese government, particularly from the United States, led that government to expel bin Laden in 1996. He returned to Afghanistan, determined to strike the United States as his primary enemy. As Michael Scheuer, the former head analyst of the CIA’s bin Laden unit, put it, bin Laden “labored in public and private” to reverse the favored sequence in which Arab governments, and then the United States, are attacked and overthrown, and claimed, to the contrary, that “‘if the United States is beheaded, the Arab Kingdoms will wither away.’” It was with this mind-set that bin Laden sat down in mid-1996 with Khalid Sheikh Mohammed.

			Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, or “KSM,” as he has become known, differed from bin Laden in almost every respect. Where bin Laden is tall and exceptionally thin, KSM is shorter and portly. Where bin Laden is ascetic, KSM is worldly; Lawrence Wright describes him as “pious but poorly trained in religion; an actor and a cutup; a drinker and a womanizer. Whereas bin Laden was provincial and hated travel, especially in the West, Mohammed was a globe-trotter fluent in several languages, including English, which he perfected while studying mechanical engineering at North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University, a mostly black school in Greensboro.” Perhaps because he had seen more of the world and had lived and studied in the United States, KSM’s animus toward the United States was more narrowly drawn and less theological than bin Laden’s. According to the 9/11 Commission, KSM’s animus toward the United States “stemmed not from his experiences there as a student, but rather from his violent disagreement with U.S. foreign policy favoring Israel.”

			By all accounts, including KSM’s own, the two men had not seen each other since the Afghanistan jihad of the late 1980s, when KSM had worked as an administrative assistant to bin Laden’s mentor (and, later, rival), Abdullah Azzam. Like bin Laden, however, in the intervening years KSM had come to see the United States as his principal enemy, and had acted upon his animus, although not as a formal member of al Qaeda.

			He had played an extremely minor role in his nephew Ramzi Youssef’s plot to topple the World Trade Center in 1993, having wired $660 to the account of one of Youssef’s co-conspirators, Mohammed Salameh, on November 3, 1992, some three months before the attack. According to KSM, he had learned of the plot from his nephew while both were in Afghanistan in 1991 or 1992, and had discussed his nephew’s progress in the course of several phone calls in succeeding months. After the February 26 bombing, KSM and Youssef, who had escaped back to Pakistan, conspired to carry out the so-called Bojinka Plot, which involved blowing up twelve commercial airliners over the Pacific Ocean over a two-day period. They had acquired materials for explosives, and had successfully tested a bomb aboard a Philippine airliner en route to Tokyo, killing the passenger under whose seat Youssef had planted the bomb, before authorities in Manila foiled the plot by discovering the bomb-making laboratory when it accidentally exploded.

			KSM remained at large throughout 1994 and 1995. Even as his nephew was betrayed and captured in Islamabad on February 7, 1995, KSM was traveling around the world, to Sudan, Yemen, Malaysia, and Brazil. In early 1996, aware that U.S. authorities were pursuing him, he fled to Afghanistan, where he sat down with Osama bin Laden in the remote caves of Tora Bora to discuss their common interests. Each had been effectively pushed beyond the margin of the civilized world. Thanks in part to pressure exerted by the United States, bin Laden had lost his Saudi citizenship and his sanctuary in Sudan; KSM may or may not have been aware that he was the subject of a sealed indictment in the Southern District of New York—there are reports that he was warned by a government official in Qatar—but he was very much aware that he was a fugitive from American justice.

			Accounts of the meeting conflict as to both date and substance. Some accounts place the meeting in 1997; others, including KSM’s, place it in 1996. KSM claims he bore no particular allegiance to either bin Laden or al Qaeda when the two met, and would have accepted the support of another mujahideen organization to carry out his schemes. Indeed, from his perspective, “bin Laden was in the process of consolidating his new position in Afghanistan while hearing out others’ ideas, and had not yet settled on an agenda for future anti-U.S. operations.” Even at this late date, according to KSM, bin Laden did not seem enthusiastic about attacking the U.S. homeland directly. KSM briefed bin Laden on his activities in the several years since they had last seen each other, and then presented a menu of schemes for potential strikes against the United States. Among these was a plan to train pilots to crash airplanes into buildings. Bin Laden was noncommittal at best, deflecting any discussion of specific plans but inviting KSM to join al Qaeda and to live in Afghanistan as part of the movement. KSM declined the request.

			Bin Laden’s initial reserve is easy to understand. By 1996, he was a man without a country, meeting in a cave complex left over from the war against the Soviet Union in one of the remotest corners of the earth. Tora Bora is the northern slope of a range of mountains that straddle the then ungoverned Tribal Areas of northwest Pakistan and Afghanistan. Composed largely of quartz and feldspar, the Tora Bora, or “Black Dust,” is shot through with caves that are nearly impenetrable by means of conventional explosives. During the 1980s jihad against the Soviet Union, bin Laden had financed the expansion of existing caverns and the construction of new ones; it had become the base for bin Laden and the Arab mujahideen in the 1980s, and it would become the base to which he retreated and from which he would make his escape from the Americans in February 2002. It may have been the only place in the world where bin Laden felt truly safe.

			Any plan as elaborate as the plan KSM described to bin Laden in their initial meeting would require the recruitment and training of multiple personnel, the expenditure of a great deal of money, and nearly worldwide logistical support. It would, in other words, require that al Qaeda develop a level of sophistication in planning and execution that it had yet to manifest in its other operations.

			More important, and more daunting, were the defenses of the enemy. By 1996, the United States was the unquestioned dominant economic, cultural, and military force in the world. The collapse of the former Soviet Union in 1991 had left only one global superpower, and that superpower possessed the most extensive arsenal, the greatest number of military bases around the world, the most sophisticated signals intelligence system, and perhaps the greatest system of law enforcement detection the world had yet seen. Any proposed attack using commercial airplanes as weapons would have to circumvent a system of intelligence, national defense, and law enforcement whose explicit primary purpose was to prevent a surprise attack upon the United States. The operation would be imperiled from its inception, subject to exposure by various U.S. government agencies at various stages of the plot, depending on whether the conspirators were operating abroad or domestically.

			As long as the focus of the planning and training took place outside the United States, in the safe-haven training camps in Afghanistan, and in meetings in foreign countries, the planners’ communications would be vulnerable to discovery by the National Security Agency, which could capture virtually any form of electronic communication; the NSA operates “a dozen or more listening posts around the world, each one of which intercepts two million faxes, e mails, telephone calls and other signals every hour.” In addition, activity in their training camps could be detected via imagery satellites operated by the Department of Defense’s National Reconnaissance Office.

			Assuming that the al Qaeda plotters somehow evaded electronic detection, their foreign operations were vulnerable to detection through the human intelligence provided by the Central Intelligence Agency. The CIA was entwined with the fundamentalist jihadi movement from early on, and was for much of the 1980s one of its greatest benefactors, pouring billions of dollars’ worth of weapons and other supplies into Afghanistan as the mujahideen fought the Soviets. This experience acquainted the Agency with many of the critical players in the jihadist movement. The bombing of the World Trade Center in February 1993 by Ramzi Youssef, followed by the foiled plot by followers of Omar Abdel Rahman (sometimes called the “Blind Sheikh”) to blow up New York City’s bridges, tunnels, and prominent buildings later that year, elevated Islamist terrorism to the top of the post–Cold War national security priority list. A 1995 National Intelligence Estimate concluded that loosely organized, transnational terrorist groups, obtaining weapons, financing, and other forms of support from various governments, factions, and individual benefactors like bin Laden, posed the greatest emerging threat to national security.

			Furthermore, by the time KSM and bin Laden had their meeting in 1996, the CIA was aware of the threat posed by those individual benefactors and by the al Qaeda organization; the Agency was actively collecting intelligence on bin Laden by 1996. CIA Director John Deutch that year established in the Agency’s Counterterrorist Center a special “station,” of about a dozen officers, that came to focus on learning about the background, intentions, movements, and capabilities of Osama bin Laden. It was the first time in its history that an Agency station’s mission had targeted a person rather than a country, and the first time it created a “station” that was not country-based; the “bin Laden station” was located in Langley, Virginia, a short distance from CIA headquarters. By 1997, the Agency, through the station, had “learned that al Qaeda had a military committee that was planning operations against U.S. interests worldwide and was actively trying to obtain nuclear material.” In late 1996, a former bin Laden aide, Jamal al-Fadl, became a protected government witness and told the Agency that, while in Sudan, bin Laden had sought actively to purchase nuclear material.

			Although the Agency had largely abandoned Afghanistan after the Soviet withdrawal, agents soon reestablished contacts within the country; by 1997 “these contacts contributed to intelligence about bin Laden’s local movements, business activities, and security and living arrangements, and helped provide evidence that he was spending large amounts of money to help the Taliban.” The Agency became confident, as a consequence of these renewed contacts, that it was, according to the chief of the Counterterrorist Center, “near to providing real-time information about bin Laden’s activities and travels in Afghanistan.”

			That “real-time” intelligence about Osama bin Laden’s whereabouts could be passed easily to law enforcement, to military intelligence, and to the covert operations agents of the CIA, and the most powerful nation in human history could then be engaged to destroy bin Laden, his organization, and the plot against America. There was precedent to support the belief that this could occur. In May 1997, assisted by a clan of Afghan tribal fighters, by Pakistani intelligence, and by a Baluchi tribal leader, a team of “black ops” operatives from the FBI and the CIA flew into Pakistan and apprehended Mir Amal Kasi, the Baluchi sniper who had opened fire on the entrance to CIA headquarters in 1993, as he left his hotel room for morning prayers. A triumphant George Tenet announced to CIA employees assembled in Langley, “No terrorist should sleep soundly as long as this agency exists.” The same clan of Afghan fighters that assisted in capturing Amal Kasi was then enlisted, in late 1997, to provide intelligence about bin Laden and to work with the CIA and the military to formulate a plan to capture him.

			In short, the CIA, the NSA, and the other intelligence arms of the Department of Defense, the State Department, and other agencies of the United States government comprised, by design, a vast early-warning system. It was, as Steve Coll points out, “a vast, pulsing, self-perpetuating, highly sensitive network on continuous alert. Its listening posts were attuned to even the most isolated and dubious evidence of pending attacks. Its analysts were continually encouraged to share information as widely as possible among those with appropriate security clearances. . . . From George Tenet to the lowest-paid linguist in the Counterterrorist Center, the system was biased toward sounding the alarm.” The “planes operation” would have to evade detection by this system in order to succeed.

			Bin Laden was also faced with the real possibility of interdiction and destruction by the United States military, which had emerged from the Cold War as the most powerful military in world history. Formed after World War II, along with the CIA, with the express mission of preventing “another Pearl Harbor” the Department of Defense had become, by the mid-1990s, the most powerful department of the federal government, controlling, in addition to other programs, 80 percent of the intelligence budget, and housing the NSA, the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and tactical intelligence units assigned to each of the armed services. The strategy it had adopted to prevent a surprise attack had become known as “force projection” and involved establishing a U.S. military presence throughout much of the world. By the end of the twentieth century, the Department of Defense would confirm the existence of 725 bases in thirty-eight countries around the world, with an aggregate replacement value estimated at $118 billion. An important function of these bases—in some cases their overriding function—was surveillance of potential threats against the United States, including terrorism.

			The military had also developed and deployed several different types of forces to combat terrorism. Inspired by Israeli commandos’ successful hostage rescue at Entebbe in 1976, and by West German special forces’ successful attack on terrorists in 1977, the military created the Delta Force, a highly trained rapid-response team it could deploy virtually anywhere in the world. In addition, the military had responded to the Libyan-sponsored bombing of a Berlin disco in 1986 with air strikes against Libya, and with Tomahawk missiles against Iraq in 1993, upon learning of Iraqi plans to assassinate President George H. W. Bush. Thus, the full array of American military might could be recruited to the service of bin Laden’s and al Qaeda’s destruction, once the United States decided to strike and had acquired a target.

			There was thus reason for concern that an operation as complex as the proposed planes operation, with so many actors and moving parts, and with so great a level of sophistication required, would be detected before the plan even left Afghanistan.

			Assuming that the plan did proceed beyond the training phase in Afghanistan and the terrorists, having evaded the NSA’s intercepts, the NRO’s satellite surveillance, the surveillance of the hundreds of military bases projected around the world, and the CIA’s intelligence agents and analysts, moved beyond Afghan and other international borders to attempt to enter the United States, other levels of security would come into play. Entry into the United States could be restricted by the State Department through the visa process, and by placing suspected terrorists on the terrorist watchlist. After it was discovered in 1993 that Omar Abdel Rahman, the “Blind Sheikh,” had traveled freely despite having conspired to assassinate Egyptian president Anwar Sadat, the State Department moved aggressively to improve the terrorist watchlist system. By the late 1990s, “State had created a worldwide, real-time electronic database of visa, law enforcement, and watchlist information.” As part of this system, State maintained a “TIPOFF” list of known and suspected terrorists that, by 2001, contained 60,000 names. State was also empowered, by legislation passed in 1994, to designate certain organizations as terrorist organizations, without giving notice to those organizations or affording them a right to challenge the designation; providing material support to those organizations became a federal felony, regardless of whether the person aiding the organization was aware that it had been so designated by the State Department.

			The State Department was assisted in its efforts by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, which had automated the terrorist watchlist in response to the World Trade Center bombing in 1993. In addition, INS created a new “lookout” unit and assigned one person from that unit to assist the State Department in watchlisting suspected terrorists, and in working with the FBI and CIA to determine what to do with such individuals when they appeared at points of entry into the United States. According to the 9/11 Commission, by 1998, ninety-seven suspected terrorists had been denied entry to the United States because of their presence on the terrorist watchlist. There was a good chance, then, that the al Qaeda operatives might be turned away at the airports and ports and border crossings of America, and never get their opportunity to strike.

			Assuming that the terrorists surmounted the final obstacle of State Department watchlisting and immigration status and managed to make their way into the United States, they would pass into the jurisdiction of domestic law enforcement, primarily that of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. If they did so, they would be met with an agency that, through its fifty-six field offices across the country, its thousands of special agents, and its legions of informants and cooperating witnesses, had eyes and ears in virtually every American community. Thirty-four of those offices, moreover, housed a Joint Terrorism Task Force, in which Bureau agents worked with state and local law enforcement officers to share information and to coordinate investigations.

			The Bureau recognized early the dangers posed by terrorist attacks and had mobilized aggressively against them. Authorized by Congress to investigate terrorist attacks against Americans that occur outside the United States, and to arrest perpetrators abroad without gaining consent from host governments, the Bureau had investigated the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103, the plane that blew up over Lockerbie, Scotland, in December 1988. The Bureau’s investigation went where the evidence led it, not to Syria or Iran, as many had suspected, but to Libya, which later acknowledged responsibility for the attack. Within days of the 1993 bombing of the World Trade Center, Bureau agents had identified a truck remnant as part of a Ryder rental truck that had been reported stolen in Jersey City the day before the bombing. Mohammed Salameh, the recipient of KSM’s wire transfer a few months prior, had reported the van stolen and kept calling the rental agency to ask for his $400 deposit back. Within weeks, the Bureau had Salameh and two of his cohorts in custody, had begun the two-year manhunt for Ramzi Youssef, and had traced the activity of all of the conspirators to the Farouq Mosque in Brooklyn, where the Blind Sheikh was prominent. An informant at the mosque learned of a plot later that year to blow up New York’s bridges, tunnels, and prominent buildings; as a consequence of this investigation, the plot was disrupted, and the Blind Sheikh and several co-conspirators were prosecuted successfully by the Justice Department.

			After these events, the discovery in 1995 of the Bojinka Plot, KSM and Youssef’s plan to “blow up twelve American airplanes in Asia, assassinate the pope, bomb the U.S. and Israeli embassies in Manila, and crash an airplane into CIA headquarters,” caused heightened concern in the Bureau about the domestic consequences of overseas events. It responded by increasing the number of overseas FBI offices from twenty-three in 1996 to forty-four by the end of the century. Many of the new offices were located in cities like Cairo, Islamabad, Tel Aviv, and Riyadh, in order that the threat from radical Islam abroad could be more effectively monitored.

			When in the spring of 1995 a Japanese terrorist organization called Aum Shinrikyo released a weapon of mass destruction—sarin nerve gas—into the Tokyo subway, killing twelve people and injuring five thousand, and Timothy McVeigh bombed the Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City, killing 168 Americans, the Bureau responded by changing its organizational structure to meet the threat. Director Louis Freeh created a headquarters Counterterrorism Center, and exchanged senior counterterrorism officials with the CIA. The Bureau mirrored the CIA’s creation of a “bin Laden station” by creating a special unit within the Counterterrorism Center devoted exclusively to bin Laden; federal law enforcement in Manhattan launched a secret grand jury investigation into bin Laden’s financial support of terrorist operations. The following year, the Bureau underwent a radical reform in its mission, elevating terrorism, espionage, and other national security threats to the top of its priority list for the first time in its history. This change in priorities signaled a sea change in the Bureau’s organizational culture, from a law enforcement agency focused primarily on solving crimes that have already occurred to one devoted to preempting attacks before they could be carried out. “Meeting the strategic goals,” the Bureau’s blueprint for reform noted, “requires that the FBI supplement its reactive capability with bold and innovative proactive efforts designed to deter and prevent—to the maximum extent feasible—criminal activities that threaten vital American interests.”

			If the al Qaeda terrorists were successful in running the long gauntlet leading from possible NSA detection abroad, to CIA detection, to military interdiction, to State Department watchlisting and immigration barriers, to detection and interdiction by the FBI or other domestic law enforcement, they would still have to be able to board the airplanes, hijack them, and fly them accurately enough to crash them into the chosen targets. To accomplish this final task, the al Qaeda operatives would have to contend with the Federal Aviation Administration’s multilayered security system. The FAA system was designed so that “the failure of any one layer of security would not be fatal, because additional layers would provide backup security.” Those layers were, respectively, intelligence, passenger prescreening, checkpoint screening, and onboard security.

			The FAA had a forty-person intelligence unit, which received large volumes of intelligence data from the FBI, CIA, and other intelligence agencies. This unit would sift the intelligence to identify both specific plots and general threats. If a given terrorist or plot escaped detection at this level, passenger prescreening was employed to deny access to potential terrorists. Passenger prescreening consisted of two elements. First, the FAA published a “no-fly” list of people deemed a direct threat to civil aviation; anyone on that list would be denied access. Second, all airlines used “an FAA-approved computerized algorithm [the Computer Assisted Passenger Prescreening System, or CAPPS] designed to identify passengers” whose profile suggested that they might pose a risk to aircraft.

			Assuming that the terrorists went undetected by the FAA intelligence section, and also passed the passenger prescreening tests, they would still have to go through the standard checkpoint screening to which all passengers were subjected: metal detectors and X-ray machines designed to interdict weapons and other prohibited items. Since the 1988 bombing of Pan Am Flight 103, moreover, the FAA’s security systems had been tested by “red teams,” undercover agents who would travel with weapons and other prohibited items and attempt to defeat the airport security systems.

			The al Qaeda operatives would then have to hijack the planes successfully, and fly them accurately enough to hit their targets. Waiting for them at the end of the gauntlet would be the North American Aerospace Defense command, known as NORAD. A joint United States–Canadian command, NORAD was established in 1958, at the height of the Cold War. Its mission, “air sovereignty,” was control of the airspace above the domestic United States, as well as surveillance and control of the airspace of Canada and the United States. It was empowered to enforce “air sovereignty” through the use of fighter jets kept on constant alert around the perimeter of the continent. Even if the terrorists were successful in every prior phase and in hijacking and flying the planes, NORAD presented the possibility that they would never reach their targets.

			As he sat in exile in his cave at the edge of the world, it is easy to see why bin Laden would be cautious about attempting something as complex as the planes operation, regardless of how determined he was to strike at “the head of the snake.” He was facing a multibillion-dollar edifice of national defense and security every bit as imposing—intimidating, even—as the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center, and his own organization had never attempted an operation involving as many people, communications, and training, and with as great a likelihood of failure or betrayal.

			Over the next three years, bin Laden and al Qaeda would test the structure of American security and improve the sophistication of their own organization. Al Qaeda would find that, like the Twin Towers themselves, the strength of the American security apparatus was more apparent than real, and that—again, like the Towers—as imposing as it appeared from the outside, it was fragile at its core. Like the Towers, and, of necessity, before them, it would collapse.

			Virtually every executive-branch department involved in the national defense against bin Laden and al Qaeda was, as UCLA political science professor Amy Zegart has characterized American intelligence agencies, “flawed by design,” beset by internal obstacles to sharing information, by external boundaries that inhibited interaction between departments, and, most important, by a pervasive estrangement of the departments’ leadership from their career agents and employees. These dysfunctional features culminated in the most radical estrangement: namely, that of the president of the United States, regardless of party affiliation, from the career government service. These fault lines would become increasingly apparent—and their effects increasingly tragic—as the time and opportunities to stop Bin Laden, KSM, and al Qaeda were compressed from years, to months, to weeks, to days, to hours, to minutes, and, finally, to seconds.

			1998

			By 1998, bin Laden was becoming more comfortable in his Afghanistan surroundings, and bolder in his public pronouncements. On February 23, 1998, bin Laden held a press conference to present the world with a manifesto from the newly formed International Islamic Front for Jihad Against Jews and Crusaders. Signed by Islamist extremist leaders from Egypt, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, and Kashmir, the document accused the United States of “occupying the most sacred lands of Islam: the Arabian Peninsula. It has been stealing its resources, dictating to its leaders, humiliating its people, and frightening its neighbors. It is using its rule in the Peninsula as a weapon to fight the neighboring peoples of Islam.” The manifesto concluded by giving “all Muslims the following judgment: The judgment to kill and fight Americans and their allies, whether civilians or military, is an obligation for every Muslim who is able to do so in any country.”

			This pronouncement did not go unnoticed at the CIA’s Counterterrorist Center, which issued an alert memo immediately. Shared with The Washington Post by a member of Congress the day it was issued, the memo noted that this fatwa was “the first from these groups that explicitly justify attacks on American civilians anywhere in the world.” The Counterterrorist Center, relying on its Afghan sources from the 1980s who could provide “real-time” intelligence on bin Laden’s whereabouts, formulated an elaborate plan to kidnap him while he slept at Tarnak Farms, his complex on the outskirts of Kandahar. The eighty-building complex had been mapped by satellite imagery, and intelligence had identified the specific building in which bin Laden slept. The Afghanis would storm the compound, grab bin Laden, then hold him until the CIA flew him out of the country.

			On May 20, 1998, the kidnap plan underwent a full-scale, four-day dry run. The plan was reviewed by the commander of Delta Force, and although there were concerns that such an intricate operation was beyond the grasp of the CIA, and left too much discretion in the hands of the tribal leaders, the Pentagon identified “no showstoppers.” The Counterterrorist Center evaluated the likelihood of success at well under 50 percent, but nevertheless warned of the risk of not acting: “Sooner or later, Bin Laden will attack U.S. interests, perhaps using WMD.” Ultimately, however, caution prevailed. CIA director Tenet canceled the operation because of the low probability of success and the high probability of collateral casualties or other disastrous consequences. The date by which bin Laden was to have been transported out of Afghanistan in CIA custody, July 23, 1998, came and went.

			Two weeks later, on August 7, 1998, American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania were bombed minutes apart in al Qaeda’s and bin Laden’s most sophisticated attack to date. Hundreds were killed, thousands injured. There had been no warning. Bin Laden’s February press conference had resulted in a series of general alerts by the State Department, but no information specific enough to act upon. Repeated expressions of concern by the U.S. ambassador to Kenya that the embassy building was too close to a major street and vulnerable to a car or truck bomb were never acted upon.

			One of the conspirators, Wadih el Hage, had been tracked by the CIA’s Counterterrorist Center and the FBI from Afghanistan to Nairobi in 1996 and 1997. The FBI removed el Hage from a flight in New York in late 1997 and had him testify before a federal grand jury. He denied any association with bin Laden, was released, and moved to Texas; authorities believed that they had disrupted his East African cell. They hadn’t.

			Every component of the national security apparatus was energized by these attacks. On August 8, CIA director Tenet informed the White House that he had reliable intelligence that there would be a meeting of high-level Islamist terrorists near Khost, Afghanistan, on August 20, and that bin Laden would likely attend. The White House reviewed and rejected a Pentagon plan for a Special Forces raid into Afghanistan. The size of the force required was deemed too great, the timing too slow, and the choice of targets ill-defined. Instead, the president and his aides decided to launch cruise missiles at the site of the reported meeting, and at another site in Sudan, a chemical plant believed to manufacture the precursor chemicals for VX nerve gas.

			On August 17, 1998, President Clinton testified under oath and gave a national address about his illicit relationship with Monica Lewinsky, acknowledging the affair after months of denials. On August 20, seventy-five Tomahawk cruise missiles struck the reported site of the Afghanistan meeting. More than twenty jihadist trainees were killed, and scores wounded. Bin Laden and the hundred or so expected Islamist leaders, however, were not there. The chemical plant in Sudan was also struck, with thirteen cruise missiles
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