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			Book Presentation: The New Pearl Harbor by David Ray Griffin

			Book Abstract

			The New Pearl Harbor is Griffin’s analysis of disturbing questions about what he sees as inconsistencies and implausibilities in the official account of what happened on 9/11. By focusing on evidence compiled from official reports, news analysis and various critics, Griffin offers reasons for a more independent, detailed investigation than has been done to this point. The evidence he offers - using points from before, on and after 9/11 - suggests that the government needed another Pearl Harbor event.

			The book is written in a series of questions that raise doubt about the official account and are then supported with evidence. Based on the evidence, Griffin offers some possible answers and/or more questions that require further investigation. Griffin’s analysis of the evidence offers the certainty that the official account is not accurate, but also the possibility that the U.S. was complicit or even deliberately caused the events of 9/11 to bring about a state of fear and defensive focus that would allow certain players within the administration, the defense department and the oil industry to create the global military control that would not have been possible without a major attack on the U.S.

			About the Author

			David Ray Griffin has been Professor of Philosophy of Religion at the Claremont School of Theology in California for more than 30 years and he is one of the co-directors of the Center for Process Studies. He is the author and editor of more than 20 books. 

		

	
		
			Summary of The New Pearl Harbor (David Ray Griffin)

			Instant Comparisons

			The second the horrible events of 9/11 happened, comparisons by the government and the media to Pearl Harbor abounded and like Pearl Harbor, no one was interested in healing. There was only a call for rage and fury in response, just as America had when the Japanese attacked. After 9/11, public support for military action and the restriction of certain citizens’ civil liberties was as high as it had been then.

			The war on terror began on 9/11 and has expressed itself as a pretext for a more aggressive imperialism. It has been the impetus to a foreign policy of unchallenged empire law that some consider more arrogant, far reaching and explicit than seen before. It is also the reason why the outpouring of good will by the rest of the world towards America after 9/11 was quickly exhausted.

			The Failure of the Press

			The Bush Administration was quick to argue that an investigation into the official account of 9/11 would only be a distraction from the war on terror and the American press has also failed to thoroughly investigate. Despite extensively criticizing Bush’s reaction to 9/11, raising several disturbing questions and noting many contradictions, no government officials have been confronted by the mainstream American press. Even some members of the media admit that they have censored themselves because of the fear of “unpatriotic” labeling.

			“Unpatriotic” isn’t the worst of it. President Bush called this fight one of Good versus Evil, declared September 12th as a National Day of Prayer and joined a famous minister, a cardinal, a rabbi and an Inman on September 14th in asking God to guide America through this. To criticize the administration’s official account is not only considered unpatriotic; it’s sacrilegious.

			The press has backed away from criticizing the official account because to suggest that U.S. leaders have constructed a massive lie is considered too inflammatory, but this is precisely why these questions must be raised. After all, the official account of 9/11 is the reason thousands have died in Afghanistan, Iraq and elsewhere based on actions in countries that many Americans don’t even know about. It is the reason hundreds have been jailed without access to a lawyer and the justification for the PATRIOT Act. So why has the American press been less aggressive in questioning the account than they were when investigating the “inflammatory” questions about President Clinton and his affair with Monica Lewinsky?

			Official Complicity

			Official complicity, which may or may not include participating in the planning, is the primary charge by critics of the official account of 9/11 and they offer seven possible views of what that means.

			
					Construction of a False Account – The U.S. played no role in facilitating the attacks and did not expect them, but constructed a false account of what happened to cover up embarrassing facts, protect National Security or to exploit their own agenda.

					Something Expected by Intelligence Agencies – Agencies such as the FBI or the CIA (not the White House) knew something was about to occur, did not take action to prevent it and convinced the White House to cover up and use it to forward an agenda.

					Specific Events Expected by Intelligence Agencies – The FBI and CIA (not the White House) had specific knowledge of times and dates of the attack.

					Intelligence Agencies Involved in Planning – Intelligence agencies (not the White House) actively participated in planning the attacks.

					Pentagon Involved in Planning – The Pentagon actively participated in planning the attacks.

					Something Expected by White House – The White House had no specific knowledge, but expected an attack of some kind and facilitated it by not preventing it.

					Specific Knowledge by White House – The White House had specific knowledge of the times and dates of the attack.

			

			The result, critics claim, is a “pretext for reactionism at home and imperialist expansion abroad.”

			Questions About the Airplanes

			Critics argue that the actions taken by the terrorists who hijacked the planes on 9/11 could not have been successful under normal circumstances based on standard procedures expected to be followed that were either followed way too late or completely ignored. The lack of response and radical veering off course by AA Flight 11 and UA Flight 175, the first two planes to be hijacked, would have initiated FAA and NORAD responses which would have certainly prevented them from flying into the Twin Towers.

			The timelines of responses and warnings of these flights showed there was ample time to intercept them both. Intercepting planes that fly off course and into restricted areas, such as the area around the Twin Towers, happens more than 100 times a year. Yet, for some reason on this day, none of these normal actions were taken. Even if someone were to accept that an unusual amount of coincidental incompetence contributed to the first flight hitting the North Tower, there is no excuse for the second, and even more, the third plane to the Pentagon, which happened more than a half-hour later.

			Some facts have yet to be explained, such as NORAD’s late response to the alert that a confirmed hijacked plane was heading to New York. It simply said planes were scrambled too late, but would not explain why they sent planes from a National Guard Base over 180 miles away instead of an Air Force Base only 70 miles away. Nor was there an explanation as to why the F-15s, which can fly at 1,850mph, were not only too late to stop the first flight from crashing into the North Tower, but were also too late to stop the second flight.

			The Flames in the Towers

			The official account tells us that the North and South towers collapsed because of the impact of the planes and the intense heat, but the facts make this implausible. In addition to several fire protection engineers stating that this would not be enough to bring down the Twin Towers, it is now widely agreed that the fires would not have been nearly hot enough to melt steel.

			To melt steel, the temperature needs to be near 2,770 degrees Fahrenheit and can only be achieved by a special device. A hydrocarbon fire, which is what jet fuel is made of, can only reach a maximum temperature of 1,700 degrees Fahrenheit. A fuel-rich fire is evidenced by black smoke, which we saw at the Towers, and offers visual proof that these fires probably didn’t exceed 1,300 degrees Fahrenheit.

			The accusations that the buildings fell because of flimsy trusses are debunked as engineers from Scientific American magazine and FEMA have confirmed that the steel bar-joist trusses in the Twin Towers far exceeded the standards of their day, which are higher than standards now.

			The explanation that the impact of the planes alone was enough to make the buildings fall is found false not only in the initial engineering of the building, meant to allow the lower parts of the building to stand despite damage to the higher parts, but the video shows that both buildings were quiet, stable and motionless after being hit. They had withstood the impact.

			The Fall of The Towers

			Other points that bring questions about the Twin Towers were their complete collapse, fast fall and appearance. In order for the towers to fall the way they had, considered a free-fall of ten seconds or so, critics believe there had to be other actions at work. Even if each floor gave a half-second of resistance, which it should have considering its infrastructure, it would have taken 40 to 47 seconds for the buildings to fall on their own. One hundred floors of steel and concrete just don’t fall that fast.

			The fact that the building was basically a pile of rubble “only a few stories high” might explain the outer columns, but not the massive steel columns in the core of the building. The fire could not have traveled that quickly down the buildings, taking the time it needs to heat steel to its own temperature. The lower 20 or 30 floors should have remained standing.

			The photos of rubble show only a few pieces of concrete still in tact. How could the entire building have been shattered into dust? Over 100,000 tons of concrete falling within seconds would have created more large chunks than we saw. The piles were virtually powder.

			Even if there were explanations for this, they would not explain why the building that was hit 17 minutes later collapsed 29 minutes earlier than the first? For these reasons along with others, such as the fall of building seven which was not hit at all, critics maintain that the buildings collapse was an example of a controlled demolition.

			Flight 77

			There are several questions about AA Flight 77 which struck the Pentagon. First off, why weren’t planes scrambled to track it once it went off radar at 8:46? The larger question would be, was it a commercial airliner that actually flew into the Pentagon? Witnesses, including some air traffic controllers, believe the speed and maneuverability of the plane suggested it was a military plane. Others, living near the Pentagon, said they saw a smaller plane that made a noise similar to a jet or fighter plane; nothing like a Boeing 757.

			Even FOX television reported the Pentagon had been hit by a U.S. Air Force plane. It was actually the Pentagon’s website that made the first known statement that it had been hit by a commercial airliner and the news stations picked it up from there.

			The Photographs

			The most telling evidence about the Pentagon crash was the collection of photographs taken immediately after the crash; especially those of Tom Horan of the AP. When Horan’s pictures were taken, the top facade of the wall had not yet collapsed. The hole of the facade was between 15 and 18 feet in diameter, unlike reports saying it was five stories high and 200 feet wide. There is also no noticeable damage above the hole or on either side of it.

			The photos also show that the plane penetrated six reinforced walls, creating less damage than a 757 aircraft could have. Penetrating three rings of the Pentagon would have only allowed the nose of a Boeing 757 to go inside. We would have been able to see the back end of the airplane, including the wings.

			For those who suggest there were no signs
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