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ABSTRACT

The phrase "conspiracy theory" harbors an ambiguity, since conspiracies are widespread and theories about
them need not be mere speculations.  The application of scientific reasoning in the form of inference to the best
explanation, applied to the relevant evidence, establishes that the official account of the events of 9/11 cannot
be sustained. Likelihood measures of evidential support establish that the WTC was brought down through the
use of controlled demolition and that the Pentagon was not hit by a Boeing 757. Snce these hypotheses have
high likelihoods and the only alter natives have likelihoods that range from zero to null (because they are not
even physically possible), assuming that sufficient evidence has become available and " settled down", these
conclusions not only provide better explanations for the data but are proven beyond reasonable doubt.

1. "Conspiracy Theories'

We need to cometo gripswith conspiracies. Conspiraciesareas American asapplepie. All they requireisthat two or
more persons collaboratein actions to bring about illegal ends. When two guysknock off a7/11 store, they are
engaged inaconspiracy. Most conspiraciesin our country are economic, such as Enron, WorldCom, and now
Halliburton asit exploitsthe opportunitiesfor amassing profitsin Irag. Insider trading isasmple example, since
investors and brokerscollaborateto benefit from privilegedinformation. Ordinarily, however, the mediadoes not
describethemas"conspiracies’.l The two most important conspiraciesinour history aresurely thoseinvolving JFK and
9/11.

Onefascinating aspect of 9/11 isthat the officid story involves collaboration between some nineteen personsin order to
bringabout illegal endsandthusobviously qualifiesasaconspiracy theory". When critics of the government offer an
aternative account that implicateskey figures of the government in 9/11, that obviously qualifiesasa"conspiracy
theory", too. But what matters now isthat we are confronted by alter native accounts of what happened on 9/11,
both of which qualify as " conspiracy theories'. It istherefore no longer rational to dismiss one of themasa
"conspiracy theory" in favor of the other. The question becomes, Which of two "conspiracy theories' is more
defensible?

Thereisacertainingenuity incombining" conspiracy” with"theory", becausetheword"theory" can beusedintheweak
sense of aspeculation, conjecture, or guessto denigrate oneaccount or another for political or ideological reasons
without acknowledgingthat "theory" canal sobeusedinthestronger senseof anempirically testable, explanatory
hypothesis. Consider Newton'stheory of gravitation or Einstein'stheory of relativity asinstances. The psychological
ploy istospeak asthoughall “theories’ wereguesses, noneof which ought tobetakenserioudly. Variousdifferent
cases, however, can present very different problems. Evidence can bescarce, for example, or aternatives might be
difficult toimagine.

Moreover, thereareseveral reasonswhy different personsmight arriveat very different conclusionsinagivencase.
These include that they are not considering the same set of alternative explanations or that they are not employing the
samerulesof reasoning. Theobjectivity of sciencederives, not fromtranscending our humanfrailties, but fromitsinter-
subjectivity.2 Different scientistsconfronting thesamealternatives, the sameevidence, and the same rules of reasoning



shouldarriveat al and only thesame conclusi onsabout which hypothesesareacceptabl e, which arerejectable, and
which should beheldinsuspense. And, inthesearchfor truth, scientific reasoning must bebased upondl the available
relevant evidence, acondition called the requirement of total evidence, and isotherwisefallacious.3

2. Scientific Reasoning

Scientificreasoning characterizesasystematic pattern of thoughtinvolvingfour stagesor steps, namely: puzzlement,
speculation, adaptation, and explanation.# Something occursthat does not fit comfortably into our background
knowledge and expectationsand thusbecomesasourceof puzzlement. Alternativetheoriesthat might possibly explain
that occurrenceareadvanced for consideration. Theavailablerelevant evidenceisbrought to bear uponthose
hypothesesandtheir measuresof evidential support areascertained, whereadditional evidencemay beobtainedonthe
basis of observation, measurement, and experiment. The weight of the evidenceisassessed, wherethe hypothesiswith
thestrongest supportisthepreferablehypothesis. When sufficient evidencebecomesavailable, thepreferable
hypothesisa so becomesacceptablein thetentativeand falliblefashion of science.

Amongthemostimportant distinctionsthat need to bedrawninreasoning about a ternativescenariosfor historical
eventsof thekindthat matter herearethosebetweendifferent kindsof necessity, possibility andimpossibility.6 Our
languageimposessomeconstrai ntsuponthepossi bleasfunctionsof grammar and meaning. Inordinary English, for
example, afreshman is a student, necessarily, becauseto be afreshmanisto be astudent in thefirst year of afour-year
curriculum. By thesametoken, itisimpossibleto beafreshman and not beastudent. Thefirstisalogical necessity, the
secondalogical impossibility. Sinceaconspiracy requiresat least two conspirators, if therewerenot at least two
conspirators, it is not logically possiblethat aconspiracy wasinvolved; if therewere, then necessarily therewas.

Moreinterestingthanlogical necessities, possibilitiesandimpossibilities, however, arephysi cal necessities, possibilities
andimpossibilities.” These are determined inrelationtothelawsof nature, which, unlikelawsof society, cannot be
violated, cannot be changed, and requireno enforcement.8 If (pure) water freezes at 32° F at sealevel atmospheric
pressure, for example, thenitisphysically necessary for asampleof (pure) water to freezewhen itstemperaturefalls
below 32° Fat that pressure. Analogously, under thosesameconditions, that asampl eof (pure) water would not freeze
whenitstemperaturefallsbelow 32° Fisphysically impossible. And when a sample of (pure) water isnot frozen at that
pressure, itisjustifiabletoinfer thatitisthereforenot at atemperaturebelow itsfreezing point of 32° F.

Lawsof naturearethe core of science and providethe principlesonthe basisof which the occurrence of events can be
systematically explained, predicted, andretrodicted.® They therefore have animportant roleto play in reasoning about
specific casesinwhichthose principlesmakeadifference. Inlegal reasoning, for example, thephrase, "beyond a
reasonabledoubt”, meansastandard of proof that requiressubjectiveconvictionthat isequal to"moral certainty”.10 In
the context of scientificreasoning, themeaning of that same phraseisbetter captured by the objectivestandard that an
explanationis"beyond reasonabledoubt” whenthereis noreasonablealternative. Noticethat thefalsity of hypotheses
that describetheoccurrenceof eventsthat arephysically impossi bleisbeyond reasonabl edoubt .11

3. Probabilitiesand Likelihoods

Anappropriatemeasureof theweight of theevidenceisprovided by likelihoods, wherethelikelihood of anhypothesis
h, given evidencee, isdetermined by the probability of evidencee, if that hypothesisweretruel2 Hypotheses should be
tested inpairs, hl and h2, wheretherelationship between the hypothesesand the evidence may beregarded asthat
between possible causesand effects. Thus, supposeinagameof chance, youwereconfronted with along seriesof



outcomes that would have been highly improbableif the coinweresymmetrical (if thedicewerefair, or if thedeck was
normal). If sucharunwould befar moreprobableif the coin werebent (if thedicewereloaded, if the deck was
stacked), then thelikelihood that the coin isbent (the dice areloaded, the deck is stacked) is much higher than the
likelihood thecoinissymmetrical (dicearefair, deck isnormal).

A better grasp of probabilisticreasoning followsfrom di stinguishing betweentwo kindsof probabilitiesaspropertiesof
theworld. Thefirstisrelative frequencies, which simply represent "how often” thingsof onekind occur inrelationto
thingsof another kind. Thisincludesaveragesof many different varieties, suchastheaveragegradeonaphilosophy
exam in acourse on critical thinking. The second is causal propensities, which reflect "how strong" thetendenciesare
for outcomes of acertainkind to be brought about under specific conditions.13 Frequencies are brought about by
propensities, which may differ from one caseto another. When the classaverages 85 onthefirst exam, that doesnot
mean every student scored 85 ontheexam. It might evenbethecasethat no student actually had that score. But each
students own scorewas an effect of hispropensity to score on that exam.

It can beeasy to confuse"how often” with"how strong", but someexampleshelpto bringtheir differencehome.
Canoeing onthe Brule River in Wisconsinisnot ahazardous pastime, but a76-year old woman waskilled on 15 July
1993 when atreethat had been gnawed by abeaver fell and landed on her. Thetreefell and hit thewoman onthe
head, as she and her daughter paddled past it.14 The tree wasabout 18 inchesin diameter and 30 to 40 feet tall and
stood about 10 to 20 feet up theriver bank. Sowhilehundredsand hundredsof canoershad paddied downtheBrule
River beforeand escaped compl etely unscathed, thiswoman had themisfortunetobekilled during"afreak accident”. It
wasimprobableintermsof itsrelative frequency of occurrenceyet, giventhose particular conditions, the causal
propensity for death to result asan effect of that specific event wasgreat.

Whenthesamecausally rel evant conditionsaresubject toreplication, thentherel ativefrequenciesthat result tend to be
reliableevidenceof thestrength of thecausal propensity that produced them. But whenthoseconditionscanvary, how
oftenan outcomeoccursmay not indicatethestrength of that tendency onany specifictrial. Wecommonly assume
smoking diminisheslifespans, which isusually true. But a21-year old man was confronted by three thugs who, when he
failedtorespond quickly enough, shot him. Hemight havebeenkilled, buta metal cigarettelighter deflectedthe.25-
caliber bullet and he lived.1> Onceyou appreciatethedifference, threeprinciplesthat rel ate probabilitiesof thesekinds
becomeapparent, namely: that propensitiescausefrequencies; that frequenciesareevidencefor propensities; and that
propensities can explain frequencies. But it dependson the constancy of therelevant conditionsfrom onetrial to
another.16

4. The Case of JFK

Conspiracy theorieshaveto beassessed using principlesof scientificreasoning. Inthecaseof JFK, thedifficulty hasnot
been a dearth of evidence but sorting through the superabundance of conflicting and even contradictory physical,
medical, witness, and photographic "evidence" to ascertain which isauthentic and whichisnot. Something qualifiesas
evidencein relation to a hypothesis just in case its presence or absence or itstruth or falsity makes adifferenceto the
truth or falsity of that hypothesis. But "evidence" can be planted, faked, or fabricated to provide afalse foundation for
reasoning.1’ That has proven to be true here. Once thetask of sorting things out has been performed, it becomes
relatively simpleto draw appropriateinferences about the general character of the assassination on the basis of what we
have |earned about the cover-up,



Early studiesby Harold Weisherg, Mark Lane, and SylviaM eagher, for example, wereinstrumental in establishing that
The Warren Report (1964) could not be sustained onthebasi sof evidenceavail ableeventhen (Weisberg 1965, Lane
1966, Meagher 1967). Accordingtotheofficial account, alone assassin fired three shotsfrom the sixth floor of the
Texas School Book Depositor Building, scoringtwo hits. Oneof thosehitsissupposed to have entered at the base of
the President'sneck, passed through without hitting any bony structuresand exited just above histie. It then entered the
back of Governor John Connally, whowasseated infront of him, shattered arib, exited hischest and injured hisright
wrist beforebeing deflected into hisleft thigh. Thebullet allegedto havefollowed thistragjectory waslater "found” in
virtually pristinecondition.

Thissequenceof eventsappearssoimprobabl ethat themissilethat caused all of thisdamagehascometo beknownas
the "magic bullet".18 The jacket and the shirt JFK was wearing both have holes about 5 1/2 inches below the collar. An
autopsy diagramverified by thePresident'spersonal physician showsawound at that samelocation. A seconddiagram
prepared by an FBI observer showsthewound to the back below thewound to thethroat. The death certificate
executed by thePresident'spersonal physi cianal so placesthat woundat thelevel of thethirdthoracicvertebra, about 5
1/2inchesbelow thecollar. Even photographstaken during re-enactmentsof the shooting show patches on stand-ins
for the President at that |ocation.19

Although The Warren Report triesto imply that the "magic bullet" theory isnot indispensabletoitsconclusions, that is a
grossmisrepresentation. Nolessanauthority than Michael Baden, M.D., who chaired theforensic panel that reviewed
themedical evidencewhenthecasewasreinvestigated by theHouse Sel ect Committeeon A ssassinationsin1977-78,
hasremarked that, if the"magicbullet” theory isfal se, thentherehad to havebeen at | east six shotsfromthree different
directions.20 Anespecially disturbing aspect of thissituationisthat all theevidencedescribed herewasnot only available
to the HSCA in 1977-78 but had been discussed quiteextensively inthoseearly booksby Weisberg, Lane, and
Meagher (Weisberg 1965, L ane 1966, Meagher 1967). Thegovernment hassimply ignoredtheir discoveries.2!

5. Recent Scientific Studies

Sincethereleaseof Oliver Stone'sfilm, " JFK",in 1992, researchonthemedical evidence(conducted by thebest
qualified personswho have ever studied the case)22 hasrevealed that the autopsy X-rays have been altered in several
ways, that another brainwassubstituted for that of JFK duringitsexamination, andthat thehomemovieostensibly taken
by a spectator named Abraham Zapruder hasnot only been extensively edited but actually recreated by reshooting each
of itsframes (Fetzer 1998, 2002, 2003).23 Thefilm wasredone using techniquesof optical printing and special effects,
which allow combining any background with any foreground to createany impression that onedesires, whichincluded
removing seriesof framesthat would havegiventheplot away, such asthat thedriver pulled thelimousinetotheleft and
stopped after shots began to befired.24

The aterationsof themedical evidenceinclude" patching" amassivedefect intheback of the head caused by ashot
frominfront, inthe case of thelateral cranial X-ray, and adding a6.5 mm metallic sliceto the anterior/posterior X-ray,
in an evident attempt to implicatea6.5 mmweapon in the assassination, which have been exposed by meansof optical
density studies.2> Adapting asimpletechniquefromphysics, DavidW. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., onthebasisof objective
measurementsand repeatabl e experiments, hasbeen able to prove that the JFK autopsy X-raysare not authentic. And,
by evensimpl er comparisonsbetween descriptionsfrom experienced and professiona physiciansat Parkland Hospital
describing extensivedamagetothebrain of JFK, Robert Livingston, M.D., aworld authority on the human brain, has



concludedthat thediagramsand photographsof abrainthat arestoredintheNational Archivesmust beof abrainother
than that of John Fitzgerald Kennedy.26

The evidence establishing therecreation of the Zapruder film comes from diverse sources, including that frame 232 was
publishedinLIFEwithphysically impossiblefeatures; that amistakewasmadeinintroducing the StemmonsFreeway
signinto therecreated version; that the"blob" and blood spray was added on to frame 313; that the driver'shead turns
occur toorapidly toeven behumanly possible; that the Governor'sleft turn hasbeen edited out of thefilm; that Erwin
Swartz, anassociateof Abraham Zapruder, reported having observed blood and brains blown out to the back and | eft
whenheviewedtheoriginal film; that several Secret Serviceagentsobserved brainsandblood onthetrunk of the
limousine; that othershaveviewed another and morecompl eteversion of thefilm; and that Homer McMahon, an expert
at theNational Photographic I nterpretation Center, studied avery different filmonthat very night.2”

Other evidencethat haslong been avail ableto seriousstudentsof thedeath of JFK includesmultipleindicationsof

Secret Service complicity in setting him up for the hit.28 Therewas no welding of the manhole covers; no coverage of
openwindows, the motorcycleswere placed in anon-protective formation; agentsdid not rideon thelimousine; an
improper route, including aturn of morethan 90°, was utilized; thevehicleswereinanimproper sequence; thelimousine
slowed nearly toahalt at Houston and EIm; thelimousinewasactually brought to astop after bulletsbeganto befired;
the agents were non-responsive; brainsand blood were washed from thelimousine at Parkland before the President was
even pronounced dead; the autopsy X-raysand photographsweretaken fromthemorgue; and thelimousinewassent to
Ford M otor Company, stripped down and completely rebuilt, on 25 September 1963.29

6. Patterns of Reasoning

Recordsreleased by the ARRB have shown that Gerald Ford (R-M1), amember of the commission, had the description
of thewound changed from "hisuppermost back™, whichwasalready an exaggeration, to "thebase of theback of his
neck" tomake the"magichbullet” theory moreplausible(Fetzer 1998, p. 177). And Mantik has now proventhat no
bullet could havetakenthetrajectory ascribedtothe" magichbullet" becausecervical vertebraeintervene (Fetzer 2000,
pp. 3-4). So thevastly influential accountsof thedeath of JFK that takeit for granted astheir foundation— The
Warren Report, The House Select Committee on Assassinations Report, and Gerald Posner's Case Closed—are
not only false but provably false and not even anatomically possible. Thewound to histhroat and the woundsto
Connally haveto beexplained onthebasisof other shotsand other shooters. Wenow know that JFK washit four
times—in thethroat fromin front; in the back from behind; and twicein thehead: in the back of the head from behind
and thenintheright templefromin front.30 Weknow Connally washit at | east once and another shot missed and
injured abystander. It thusturnsout that Michael Baden, M.D., wascorrect when heobserved that, if the "magic bullet"
theory isfalse, thentherehadto havebeen at | east six shotsfromat | east threedifferent directions. Thetheory isnot
evenanatomically possibleand, with at |east oneto Connally and onemiss, therehad to havebeen at | east six shots. 31

Anatomical impossi bility, of course, isonekind of physical impossibility, insofar ashumanarevertebrateswithvertebrae,
includingthoseof thecervica variety. Thewound observationsof theattending physi ciansat Parkland and at Bethesda
werecleverly concealed by Arlen Specter, now aUnited States Senator from Pennsylvania, but thenajunior counsel to
theWarren Commission. Specter did not ask thedoctorswhat they had observed or what they hadinferred fromwhat
they had observed, but instead posed ahypothetical question: "If weassumethat thebull et entered the base of the back
of theneck, traversed theneck without impacting any bony structures, and cameout just abovethelevel of thetie", he
asked, "would that be consistent with describing the neck wound asawound of exit?' Inresponsetothistrivial
question, they dutifully repliedthat it would be, but MalcolmPerry, M.D., who had performed atracheostomy through
thewound and had described it three times asawound of entry during a press conference, added that he was not in the
position to vouch for or to verify the assumptions he had been asked to make, which of coursewastrue.32



The discoveries about the X-rays, the brain, and the Zapruder film area so powerful. What makes these discoveries so
significant asevidenceisthat noneof thesethingscoul d possibly havebeendoneby LeeHarvey Oswald, thealleged
assassin, whowaseither incarcerated or aready dead. Other theories, moreover, canberejectedonsimilar grounds.
TheMafia, for example, could not haveextendeditsreachintotheBethesdaNaval Hospital toalter X-rays under the
control of agentsof the Secret Service, medical officersof theUnited StatesNavy, and the President'spersonal
physician. Neither pro nor anti-Castro Cubanscoul d have substituted onebrainfor another. Nor couldthe KGB, which
probably had the sameability asHollywood and the CI A tofabricatemovies, have been ableto gain possession of the
Zapruder film to subject it to alteration. Which raisesthe question, Who had the power to make these things happen?
Givenwhat weknow now, theanswer isnolonger difficulttodiscern. Itrequiredinvol vement at thehighest level sof the
American government.

Insofar asthe "magic bullet” theory describesthe occurrence of eventsthat arenot only provably falsebut actually
physically impossible, that it cannot possi bly betrueisbeyond reasonabledoubt. Moreover, thediscovery thatthe
autopsy X-rayshave been altered, that another brain has been substituted, and that the Zapruder film has been
recreated imply avery meticulousand carefully planned cover-up in which the alleged assassin could not have been
involved. Theidentification of morethan adozen indicationsof Secret Service complicity meansthat the evidence has
"settled down".33 The probability of the evidence on the lone-assassin hypothesisiseven lessthan zero, sinceit positsa
physically impossi ble sequence, whose valueisbetter set at null.34 The probability of the evidence on a conspiracy
scenario, by comparison, isextremely high, depending uponthecompetenceand thepower of thosewho carriedit out.
Thereisinfact no reasonable alternativeto afairly large-scale conspiracy inthe death of our 35th President, which
meansthat it has been established beyond areasonabl e doubt.35

7. The Caseof 9/11

It hastaken nearly 40yearsfor thedeceptionto havebeendecisively settled onthebasi sof objectivescientific
evidence. Inthecaseof 9/11, however, we arevastly morefortunate. Asaconsequence of inquiriesby Nafeez Ahmed
(2002), Thierry Meyssan (2002), Paul Thompson (2004), Michael Ruppert (2004), and David Ray Griffin (2004,
2005), among others, weal ready know that the official account of 9/11 cannot possibly be correct. That account
contendsthat 19 Arabs, withfeebleability topilot aircraft, hijackedfour airlinersand then executed demanding
maneuversinorder toimpact the World Trade Center and the Pentagon;36 that the damage created by their impact
combinedwiththeheat from burningjet fuel brought downWTC1and WTC2; that WTC7wasthefirstbuildingin
history to bebrought down by fireal one; and that the Pentagon wasstruck by United Flight 77, whichwasaBoeing
757.37 The basic problem withthis"conspiracy theory", asinthecaseof JFK,, isthat itstruth would viol atelaws of
physicsand engineering that cannot betransgressed.

Theextremely highmelting point of structural steel (about 2,800° F) isfar abovethemaximum (around 1,500° F) that
could have been produced by jet fuel under optimal conditions. UnderwritersLaboratory had certified the steel usedin
the World Trade Center to 2,000° F for up to six hours.38 Evenlower maximum temperaturesresult after factoringin
insulation, such as ashestos, and the availability of oxygen.39 Since steel isagood conductor, any heat applied to one
part of thestructurewould have been dissipated to other parts. WTC1, theNorth Tower, washitfirstat 8:46 AM/ET
and collapsed at 10:28 AM/ET, whereasthe South Tower, hit second at 9:03 AM/ET, collapsed at 9:59 AM/ET.
They wereexposed tofiresfor roughly anhour and ahalf and an hour, respectively. Insofar asmost of thefuel was
burned off inthe gigantic fireball sthat accompanied theinitial impacts, that these towerswere brought down by fuel fires
that melted the steel isnot just improbabl e but physically impossible. 40



Most Americans may not realize that no steel- structure high-rise building has ever collapsed from firein the history of
civil engineering, either beforeor after 9/11. If weassumethat thosefireshaveoccurredinawidevariety of buildings
under abroad rangeof conditions, that evidencesuggeststhat thesebuildingsdo not haveapropensity to collapsed as
an effect of fire. That makesanalternativeexplanation, especially theuseof powerful explosivesin a controlled
demolition, ahypothesisthat must betaken seriously. Indeed, thereappear to beat | east ten featuresof thecol lapse of
the Twin Towers that areexpectableeffectsof controlled demolitionsbut not fromfiresfollowingaircraftimpacts.41
They includethat thebuildingsfell about therateof freefall; that they both collapsed virtual ly straight down (andinto
their own "footprints'); that almost all the concretewasturned into very finedust; that the coll apseswere compl ete,
leavingvirtually nosteel support columnsstanding; that photographicrecordsof their collapserelect "demolitionwaves'
occurring just ahead of the collapsing floors; that most of the beams and columnsfell in sectionsof 30'to40'inlength;
that firemen reported hearing sequencesof expl osionsasthey took place; that seismol ogical eventswererecorded
immediately prior to collapse; and that pools of molten metal were observed in the subbasementsfor weeks after.42

Thesituationhereisanal ogoustowhat weencountered with multipleindicationsof Secret Servicecomplicity insetting
up JFK for the hit. Suppose, asbefore, we adopt avalue of 1 timein 10 for any one of these featuresto occur asa
causal consequenceof anaircraftimpact and ensuingfire. Weknow that isafantastically highnumber, sincethishas
never occurred beforeor since. But, for the sake of argument, let usassumeit. Thenif we treat these features ashaving
propensitiesthat areindependent and equal , for thosetenfeaturesto haveoccurred onany singleevent of thiskind
wouldhaveapropensity equal to 1 over 1followed by tenzeros, that is, 1/10,000,000,000, whichisonechance in ten
billion! Of course, sincethereweretwo such events—given TWC1 and TWC2—the probability that they would both
display thesesametenfeaturesonthe very sameoccasionisequal totheproduct of oneintenbilliontimesoneinten
billion, whichis1over 1followed by twenty zeros, or 1/100,000,000,000,000,000,000. Thisisavery small number.
And these cal cul ations assume valuesthat arefar too high.43

8. 9/11: The Pentagon

The Pentagon case should be the most accessible to study, sinceit only dependsupon observationsand measurements,
whicharethemost basicel ementsavailablefor any scientificinvestigation. Indeed, photostaken prior tothecol | apseof
the Pentagon'supper floorssupply evidencethat, whatever hit the Pentagon, it cannot possibly have been aBoeing
757.44 Theplanewas 155' long, withawing span of 125' and stood 36" highwithitswheelsretracted. Theinitial point
of impact (prior to the collapse of thefloorsabove) wasonly about 10" highand 16" wide, about the size of the double-
doorsonamansion. A meticul ousengineering study with careful measurementshasbeen conducted that offerspowerful
evidencethat theofficial story cannot possibly becorrect. Thedamagedoneappearsto havebeeninflicted by asmaller
aircraft, such as an F-16, or by theimpact of acruise missile, asan alternative possibility.4> The amount of damageis
simply not consi stent withwhat woul d have occurred had the buil ding been hit by aplanewiththemassandthe
dimensions of aBoeing 757.

Unofficial variationsontheofficial accountincludethat theBoeing 757 first hit theground and then bouncedintothe
building, that the plane's engines plowed acrossthelawn beforeit entered the building, or that itsright wing-tip hit and
caused it to " cartwheel" into the Pentagon.4é None of these accountsisremotely consistent with the smooth, green, and
unblemishedlawn. Itisall themoreremarkable, therefore, that the Secretary of Defensehadthelawnresurfaced as
though it had been damaged during theattack. Photographsof thelawnweretakenimmediately after theattack that
demonstrate it was not damaged at all.#” Anyonewho only viewed thelawn after itsreconstruction, however, would be
more likely to accept the official account. Anditisof morethan passinginterest that far moredamage could have been
caused by lessdemanding maneuversif theplanehad been crashed through theroof of thebuilding asopposedtohitting



anewly reconstructed wing that waslargely bereft of personnel and records—asthough the"terrorists' wanted toinflict
minimal damage.

HadaBoeing 757 hit the Pentagon, it woul d havel eft massivedebrisfromthewings, thefusel age, theengines, the seats,
theluggage, the bodies, and thetail. Takealook at photographstaken shortly after theimpact beforethe upper floors
fell, however, andyouwill observenoneof theabove: nowings, no engines, no seats, noluggage, nobodies, notail. It
does not require rocket science—or even the calculation of any probabilities—to recognize that something that large
cannot possibly havefit through an opening that small andleft no remnantsintheform of wingssheered off, debris
scattered about, and so on. One piece of fuselage alleged to have come from the plane appearsto have been planted
evidence, whichwasmoved around and photographedinmorethan onelocation.48 But if massive debrisfrom the
fuselage, wings, engines, seats, luggage, bodies, and tail werenot present at the scene, the scene cannot have been of the
crashof a757. Theargument involved isabout assimple asthey come.

The principleof logicinvolved isknown as modus tollens, which statesthat, if p then g, but not g, then not p. If g must
be true when pistrue, but qisnot true, then pisnot true, either. Thisisan elementary ruleof deductivereasoning,
employment of whichisfundamental toscientificinvestigations. If youwant totest an hypothesis, deducewhat must be
trueif that hypothesisistrue and attempt to ascertain whether those consequencesaretrue. If they arenot true, thenthe
hypothesisisfalse. Q.E.D. If aBoeing 757 had hit the Pentagon, asthegovernment hasalleged, it would havel eft
debrisof specific kindsand quantities. Photographs and measurements show no debrisof those kindsand quantities.
Aslong as these photographs are authentic and those measurements are correct—which concernsthe quality of the
evidencefor not g and appearsto berather difficult to dispute—then no Boeing 757 hit the Pentagon.49

9. What really happened?

Theremnants of the single engine found inside offer clues asto what actually hit the Pentagon. Boeing 757sare
powered by two Pratt & Whitney turbofan engines, with front-rotor elements about 42" in diameter and high-pressure
rear stagesthat arelessthan 21" indiameter. Thepart foundwaslessthan 24" indiameter and, it turnsout, actually
matches, not the turbofan engine, but the front- hub assembly of thefront compressor for the JT8D turbojet engine used
inthe A-3 Sky Warrior jet fighter.50 Since cruisemissileshavea20" diameter, moreover, they appear to betoo small
toaccommodatethiscomponent. It followsthat the Pentagonwasnot hit by aBoeing 757 or by acruisemissilebut,
given this evidence, was probably struck by an A-3 Sky Warrior instead. Theavailablerelevant evidenceis not even
consistent with thegovernment'sofficial account, which deservestoberegected. Itslikelihood giventheevidenceis
actudly null, while the alternative A- 3hypothesismakestherel evant evidencehighly probableand hashighlikelihood as
aclearly preferable explanation.

Thisconjecture, whichtheevidencesuggests, receivesadditional support fromother sources. Twociviliandefense
contract employees, for example, have reported that A-3 Sky Warriorswere covertly retrofitted with remote control
systems and missile-firing systems at the Ft. Collins-Loveland Municipal Airport, asmall civilianairportin Colorado,
during the months prior to 9/11. Accordingtoinformationthey supplied, " separatemilitary contractors—working
independently at different times—retrofitted Douglas A-3 Sky Warriorswith updated missiles, Raytheon's Global Hawk
unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) remote control systems, new enginesand fire control systems, transponders, and radio-
radar-navigation systems—a total makeover—seemingly for an operation moreimportant thantheir useasasimple
missiletesting platformfor defense contractor Hughes-Raytheon."51 These reports substantiate the alternative.

If asmall fighter jet rather thanaBoeing 757 had hit the Pentagon, that would tend to explainthe small impact point, the
lack of massiveexternal debris, and aholein theinner ring of the building, which thefragilenose of aBoeing 757 could
not havecreated. It wouldal so suggest why partsof aplanewerecarried off by servicemen, sincethey might have



madetheidentification of theaircraft by typeapparent and falsified theofficial account.52 A small fighter also
accommodatesthereportfromDanielleO'Brien, anair traffic controller, who said of theaircraft that hit, "I tsspeed,
maneuverability, theway that it turned, weall thought inthe radar room—all of usexperienced air traffic controllers—
that it was a military plane”.>3 Nothing movesor maneuversmorelikeamilitary plane, such asajet fighter, thana
military planeor ajetfighter, which couldalsoexplainhow it wasableto penetrate someof themost strongly defended
air space in the world—by emitting afriendly transponder signal.

Another lineof argument suggeststhat theevidencehas" settled down™. Confirming that theenginefound at the Pentagon
wasindeed aJT 8D, Jon Carlson hasproposed that the planeusedin theattack must havebeenaBoeing 737, which
also usesthem. () That contradictsthe use of a 757, of course, but it would also be vulnerableto aparallel argument
about the absence of debrisof theright kinds and quantities. Interestingly, both areincompatible with the smooth and
unblemished landscape, which should havebeen massively disrupted by thewaketurbul encethat would have been
generated by any planeof thosedimensionsat that |ow height, aphenomenon even knowntoriptilesoff roof sat
ordinary atitudes. (b) Whatever hit the Pentagon, it cannot have been aBoeing 757 (or a737). It may bethat
controversy over thispoint hasbeen so strenuousbecauseitissuch aclear and obviousindication of thegovernment's
complicity.

10. Preferability vs. Acceptability

New Y ork eventsrequire only sightly more sophisticated analysis. We know that the government'saccount positsa
physically impossi ble sequenceof eventswhoseprobability isnull. Soaprobability of zeroismerely aclose
approximation to null. If the buildingswerebrought down by controlled demolition, by contrast, then the steel would not
have had to have melted or to be significantly weakened from heat, but would have been blown apart by the precise
placement of explosives. And the propensity that the building would have collapsed at about the rate of freefall and that
therewoul d havebeen enough energy to pul verizeconcretewoul d havebeenvery high. Sincethebuildingsdidfall at
approximately therate of freefall and therewasenough energy to convert concreteinto fine dust, the evidential support
forthisalternativeisvery high. Itwouldhavebeenquiteeasily confirmed by metallurgical study of what remained of the
structural steel, but it wasrapidly removed and sent to Chinaby an extremely efficient company that'snamed " Controlled
Demoalition, Inc.”

Themeasureof evidential support herecan becaptured moreprecisely by theuse of likelihoods. Thelikelihood of an
hypothesis(hl), theofficial account, onthebasisof theavailableevidence g, isequal to the probability of e, if that
hypothesisweretrue. Theprobability of theevidenceasan effect of theofficia account of thecause, wehavefound, is
approximately zero. Thelikelihood of thealternative, (h2), thedemolition hypothesis, on the available evidence e, by
contrast, isextremely high. Onehypothesi sispreferableto another whenthelikelihood of that hypothesison the
availableevidenceishigher thanthelikelihood of itsalternative. Insofar asthelikelihood of (hl) on eisvery low, while
thelikelihood of (h2) oneisvery high, thedemolition hypothesis(h2) isobvioudy preferabletoalternative(hl), based
upon e.

A preferablehypothesisisnot acceptabl euntil sufficient evidence becomesavailabl e, which occurs when the evidence
"settlesdown™ or pointsinthesamedirection. Any concernsonthisscoreareresol vableby adding that therewerevast
pools of molten metal in the sub-basements of WTC1 and WTC2 for weeks after their collapse.>* Thiswould be
inexplicableon (hl) but highly probableon (h2). If any moreproof werenecessary, weknow that Larry Silverstein,
wholeasedthe WTC, saidthat WTC7was"pulled”, which meansit wasbrought downusing explosives.®® This
occurred hours after the other buildingscamedown. No planeever hit WTC7 and itscollapsewas perfectly
symmetrical and again occurred at virtually free-fall speed. Thebuilding could not have been"pulled" without prior



placement of explosives. The collapsesof WTC1 and of WTC2 werevery similar and equally suggestive of controlled
demolition.

A new documentary, "L ooseChange", includesaphotographi crecordthat of fersvery powerful substantiationof the
controlled demolitionof WTC1and WTC2 by providing additional evidencethat explosives were used to bring them
down. Thevideotapeincludeseyewitnessreportsof firemenand other first responders, who heard what they reported
to bethe sounds of sequencesof explosionsinrapid sequence("Boom! Boom! Boom!™).56 [t displays the effects of
massiveexpl osionsthat occurred at the subbasement level, moreover, which appear to have been captured on
seismological recordingsfrom ColumbiaUniversity, whichreflected concurrent earthquake-style events of magnitudes of
2.1 and 2.3 on the Richter scale.5” Andit also exploresaremarkable, odd seriesof "security related” interruptions of
security camerasand other saf eguards, whichinvol ved vacatinglargeportionsof WTCLland of WTC2for interval sthat
would have allowed for the placement of explosivesto haveoccurred. Thisremarkabledocumentary dramatically
contradictsthe government's account.

11. "Beyond a Reasonable Doubt"

A conclusionmay bedescribed ashaving been established " beyond areasonabledoubt” whenno alternativeconclusion
isreasonable. Inthiscase, hypothesis(h2), controlled demolition, canexplaintheavailableevidencewithhigh
probability and consequently possessesacorresponding highlikelihood.>8 But hypothesis (h1), the government's
account, can explain virtually noneof theavailableevidenceand has an extremely low likelihood. Indeed, strictly
speaking, giventhat it evenrequiresviolationsof lawsof physicsand engineering, thelikelihood of (hl) isactually null.
When seismic, molten metal, and eyewitness evidence—and especially the collapse of WTC7, which was never hit by
any plane—aretakeninto account, the evidence al so appearsto have"settled down". Thus, a scientific analysis of
the alternatives on the basis of the available evidence demonstrates that the government's account of the
collapse due to heat from fires cannot be sustained and that the alternative of a controlled demolition has been
objectively established beyond a reasonabl e doubt.

Thisconclusion receives support from other directions, moreover, sincethe project manager who wasresponsiblefor
supervisingtheconstruction of thesebuil dings hasobserved that they wereconstructed towithstand theimpact fromthe
largest commercia airplanesthen available—namely, Boeing 707s—and that the structural design was so sophisticated
airplanecrasheswoul d havebeen anal ogousto sti cking pencil sthrough mosquitonetting.®® It's not as though the
possibility of eventsof thiskind had never been given considerationintheconstruction of 110 story buildings! This
observationreinforcestheconclusionthat thegovernment'saccountisnotjust "lessdefensibl€” thanthealternative. The
likelihood of thedemolition hypothesisisvery high, whilethelikelihood of thegovernment'saccount is actually null,
whichisavauethatislessthan zero. Thismeansthat theofficial story cannot possibly betrue.

Itfollowsthat, whenthese"theories' aresubject tothekindsof systematicappraisal appropriatetoempirically testable
aternativeexplanations, oneof themturnsout to beoverwhelmingly preferabletotheother. Sincethey areboth
"conspiracy theories’, however, wehavediscovered that at | east some" conspiracy theories' aresubject toempirical test
and that, based upon likelihood measuresof evidential support, oneof themisstrongly confirmedwhiletheotheris
decisively disproven. Indeed, strictly speaking, theinconsi stency of thegovernment'saccount with natural lawsmakesit
physically impossible, anice example of thefalsification of atheory onthebasisof itsincompatibility with scientific
knowledge. Sosome" conspiracy theories' arenot only subject toempirical test but haveactually beenfalsified by the
available evidence.50

Thefact that the government's " conspiracy theory™ cannot besustai ned needsto bewidely disseminated tothe American
people. Not all "theories’ aremereguessesand many of themareempirically testable. Inthiscase, e ementary



considerationshave proven that one" conspiracy theory" isfalse (indeed, aswe have discovered, it cannot possibly be
true), whilethealternativeappearsto betrue (onthebasi sof measuresof probability andlikelihood). Sincethe(hl)
alternativeto (h2) isunreasonableand no other alternative appears remotely plausible, thedemolition hypothesis(h2) has
actually been established beyond areasonabledoubt. That, | believe, issomething that the American peopleneedto
understand. Withonly slight exaggeration, thisgovernment makesapracticeof lying to us all thetime. It haslied about
tax cuts, minimizedthethreat of global warming, offered aseriesof liesabout thereasonsfor goingtowarinlrag, and

on dozensof other major issues. Someliesarebigger than others. Thisone—about the causes and the effects of
9/11—counts asamonstrosity!

12. Who had the Power?

Theobservationthat thegovernment'sofficial account cannot be sustainedand that theal ternative hasbeen established
beyond areasonable doubt is not tantamount to an assertion of omniscience. Scientific reasoning intheform of inference
tothebest explanation appliedtotheavailablerelevant evidenceyiel dstheresult that, inthecaseof JFK, theofficial
account of Lee Harvey Oswald asalone assassinisnot even physically possible, which meansthat it has null probability.
It cannot possibly betrue. And, inthecaseof 9/11, thesameprinciplesappliedtotheavail ablerelevant evidenceyields
theresult that the official account of the events of that day are not even physically possible, which meansthat they have
null probabilities, too. Theseconclusionsareobjectivediscoveriesthat anyoneus ngthesamerul esof reasoning applied
tothesame evidence and considering the sameal ternativeswoul d reach.61

Conclusionsinscienceareawaystentativeandfallible, whichmeansthediscovery of new evidenceor new alternatives
may requirereconsiderationof theinferential situation. Thesuggestion could bemade, for example, that the South
Tower fell first becauseit washit on alower floor and to oneside of thebuilding, wherethelack of symmetry causedit
tofall. But that ignores the load-redistribution capabilitiesbuiltinto thetowers, whichwoul d have precluded that
outcome. The claim has also been advanced that the steel only had to weaken, not melt. But the heat generated by the
fuel firesnever reached temperaturesthat woul d weakenthesteel and, if it had, thebuil dingswoul d have sagged
asymmetrically, not completely collapsed all at once, asin fact wasthe case. The buildingsboth fell abruptly,
completely, and symmetrically intotheir ownfootprints, whichisexplicableonthecontrolled demolition hypothesisbut
not ontheofficial account. Similar considerationsapply tothe Pentagon hit. Even if the wings had been shorn off, a
Boeing 757—which weighed 100 tons!—cannot have entered the building through that tiny opening and not haveleft
massivedebris. Both thegovernment's™explanations’ viol atelawsof nature. They cannot possibly betrue.

Whichraisesthequestion, Who had the power to makethesethingshappen andto cover it up? Oncetheevidencehas
been sorted out and appropriately apprai sed, theanswer isnolonger very difficult tofind. Liketheassass nation of
JFK, the eventsof 9/11 requiredinvolvement at thehighest |evel sof the Americangovernment. Thisconclusion,
moreover, receivesconfirmationfromtheconduct of our highest el ected official s, whotook extraordinary stepsto
prevent any formal investigation of 9/11 and, whenit wasforced uponthem by tremendouspolitical pressure, especially
fromthesurvivorsof victimsof thesecrimes, they didwhatever they couldto subvert them. Therearegood reasonsfor
viewing The 9/11 Commission Report (2004) as the historical successor to and functional equivalent of The Warren
Report (1964).62

| thereforebelievethat those of uswho careabout thetruth andtherestorati on of responsiblegovernmentintheUnited
Stateshave an obligation to make use of every possible mediavenuefrom talk radio and theinternet to newspapersand
televisionwhenever possible. The American peoplecan act wisely only whenthey know thetruth. So, whilethetruthis
saidto"makeusfree", thetruth only matterswhen the American peopleare able to discover what istrue. Obstacles
here that are posed by the government-dominated mass media, including the use of stooge"reporters’ and of
prepackaged "newsreleases’, only makemattersthat much moredifficult. AsJohnDeanasksin Worse than



Watergate (2004), If therehasever been anadministration moreproneto deceiving the American peopleinour history,
which one could it be?

13. Ubiquitous Conspiracies

Moreover, wemust overcometheinhibitiontotalk openly about conspiracies. That the United Statesis now engaged in
aconspiracy tocontrol theworld'soil inrelationto Afghanistan, Irag, Iran, and V enezuelacomesasno surprise.63 Read
John Perkins Confessions of an Economic Hitman (2004) or Robert Barnett's The Pentagon's New Map (2004) for
modern extensionsof the predominant attitudesof therecent past el aborated by Peter Dale Scottin Deep Politics and
the Death of JFK (1993). But not all conspiraciesareglobal in character and many aremorelimitedin scope, suchas
the efforttokeepan|italianjournalist fromreturningtoltaly fromher captivity inlrag, which seemstohavebeen
deliberately contrivedto containinformation about war crimescommitted by Americanforcesin Falluja.54

If anyone doubts the ubiquitous presence of conspiracies, let them take alook at any newspaper of substanceand
evaluatethestoriesthat arereportedthere. During an appearanceon Black Op Radio, for example, | wentthrougha
singleissue of The New York Times (Wednesday, 18 March 2005), which | chose as suitable for a case study.
Multipleconspiraciesareaddressed throughout, including the WorldCom scanddl , atrocitiesin Iragandin Afghani stan
(involving the murder of at |east twenty-six inmates), the assassination of Refik Hariri in Lebanon, the use of counterfeit
newsby our owngovernment, an SEC suit against Qwest for fraud, the 125 bank accountsof Augusto Pinochet, onand
on.65

Effortstopromotetheview that " conspiracy theories' must never betaken seriously continueunabated. A recent
exampl e of my acquaintance appearsin the December 2004 issue of Scientific American Mind (December 2004), its
"premiereissue”. Thisissuefeaturesanarticle, " Secret PowersEverywhere", whoseauthor isidentified asThomas
Gruter of the University of Munster in Germany. A google search suggestsafaculty member by thisnamestudies
prosopagnosi a(faceblindness), which appearsfar removed fromthesubject of thisessay. Itsthemeisthat, while"most
individualswho revel intales of conspiraciesaresane’”, they "border ondelusion”. Thisisavery unscientificarticlefor a
publicationthat, likeitssibling, Scientific American, focuses on science. Itisonly thelatest in an ongoing
propagandi stic assault upon rationality .66

Althoughit ought to gowithout saying, no " conspiracy theory" should beaccepted or rejected without research. Each
caseof apossibleconspiracy hastobeevaluated independently based ontheprinciplesof logicandtheavailable
relevant evidence. Conspiraciesflourishandtimeisfleeting. Welack theresourcesto confront them all. But weneed
theintelligenceand thecourageto promotetruthin mattersof thehighest importanceto our country andtotheworldat
large. We must do whatever we can to uncover and publish thetruth and to exposethetechniquesso skillfully deployed
to defeat us. History cannot be understood—even remotely!—without grasping the preval ence of conspiracies. And
American history isno exception.

NOTES

1 The recent indictment of former Speaker of theHouse Tom Del_ay for money laundering and theinvestigation of
SenateM gjority Leader Bill Fristforinsider tradingareevenbeingreferredtoas” conspiracies’. See"Bigmoney,
biginfluence, bigtrouble”, Duluth News Tribune (4 December 2005). See also Section 13 below.

2 Propertieswhosepresenceor absencedependsuponand varieswith different observersor thinkersaresaidtobe
"subjective" (Fetzer and Almeder 1993, p. 99). Beliefsare"rationa” whenthey satisfy suitable standards of
evidential supportwith regardtoacceptance, rej ection, and suspension (Fetzer and Almeder 1993, pp. 13-14).



3 Somerelevant evidencemay not beavailableand someavail abl eevidencemay not berel evant (Fetzer and Almeder
1993, p. 133). Thefallacy that resultsfrom pickingand choosingyour evidence(call it "selectionandelimination”) is
knownas" special pleading”, acommon practiceby editorial writers, politicians, and used-car salesmen.

4 Some alternative models of scienceincludelnductivism, Deductivism, Hypothetico-Deductivism, Bayesianism (which
comesinmany different kinds), and Abductivism, whoseal ternativestrengthsand weaknessesareassessed in Fetzer
(1981), (1993), and (2002). The most defensible appearsto be Abductivism, which isadopted here.

5 Acceptancewithinscientificcontextsis"tentativeandfallibl€" becausenew evidenceor new hypothesesmay require
reconsiderationof inferential situations. Conclusionsthat wereonceaccepted astruemay have to be rejected as
falseand conclusionsoncerejected asfal semay haveto beaccepted astrue, asthehistory of scienceprogresses.

6 Inphilosophical discourse, differencesliketheseareknownas"modal” distinctions.

7 And an event is historically possible(relativeto timet) whenitsoccurrencedoesnot violatethe history of theworld
(relativetot). Historical possibility impliesboth physical andlogical, and physical implieslogical, but not conversely.
See Fetzer and Almeder (1993). For adetailed technical elaboration, see Fetzer (1981), pp. 54-55.

8 Some natural lawsare causal and othersare non-causal, while causal laws can bedeterministic or indeterministic (or
probabilistic). Onthedifferencesbetween kindsof laws, see Fetzer (1981), (1993), and (2002). Lawsof society,
suchasspeedlimitsonhighways, of course, can beviolated, canbechanged, and requireenforcement.

9 Scientificexplanationsof specificeventsexplainwhy thoseeventsoccur throughtheir subsumption by means of
coveringlaws. Predictionsandretrodictionsoffer abasi sfor inferringthat an event will occur or hasoccurred but,
depending upontheir specificform, may or may not explainwhy. SeeFetzer (1981), (1993), and (2002).

10 Theterm "proof" sometimessimply refersto specificevidenceor anillustrationof aprincipleor theorem, asinthe
caseof alaboratory experiment. For adiscussion of themeaningof "proof" inlegal contexts, abstract contexts, and
scientific contexts, see James H. Fetzer, " A ssassi nation Scienceand the L anguage of Proof", in Fetzer (1998).

11 Thus, thestageof adaptation (of hypothesesto evidence) entail stheexclusion of hypothesesthat areinconsistent with
theevidence. Likeacceptance, reectioninscience isasotentativeand fallible, sincethediscovery of new
alternativesor new evidencemay requirerejecting previously accepted alternatives, and conversely.

12 Formally, L(h/e) =P(e/h), thatis, thelikelihood of h, given e, isequal to the probability of e, given h. For
propensitiesasopposedtofrequencies, theformula may beexpressedasNL (h/e) = NP(e/h), that is,thenomic
likelihood of h, givene, equal sthenomic probability of e, givenh. SeeFetzer (1981), (1993), and (2002).

13 Strictly speaking, rel ativefrequenciesarecollectivepropertiesthat do not bel ongtoitsindividual members, while
propensitiesaredistributivepropertiesthat bel ong to each of itsmembers, but may not bethesamefor every
member in the collective. Under constant conditions, relativefrequenciesareevidencefor causal propensities.

14 "Woman canoeing Brule River iskilled infreak accident”, Duluth News Tribune (16 July 1993), p. 1A. If those
same unusual conditionswereto bereplicated over and over, of course, the relative frequency for death while
canoeingwoul d become extremely high. Enthusiasmfor paddlingtheBruleRiver would nodoubt diminish.



15 "Cigarette lighter savesman fromabullet”, National Enquirer (6 July 1993), p. 21. In another case, aman who
walked away unharmed after histruck hitautility polewaskilled asheleft thecrash scene, stepped ontwo downed
power lines, and was el ectrocuted. Hisluck had run out. Duluth News Tribune (11 October 1993), p. 2D.

16 The sequencesof casesthat makeup collectivesareproperly envisioned assetsof singlecases, wherethe cause of
eachsinglecaseisthepropensity that waspresent onthat occasion. L awsof naturedescribewhat would happen
for any single case of the kind to whichit appliesup to the values of its propensities (Fetzer 1982, 1991, 2002).

17 The discovery that the autopsy X-rayshave been altered, that someone el se'sbrain was substituted for that of JFK,
and that the Zapruder film has been recreated thus afford striking examplesof thetentative and fallible status of
scientificknowledge, whereconclusionspreviousy regarded astruemust berej ected asfal se. Seebelow.

18 Rather likethebeaver onthe BruleRiver, it seemsto have been responsiblefor what woul d otherwise have appeared
to havebeenamostimprobableoutcome. Thedifference, however, isthat theBruleRiver incident actually
occurred, whilethe"magichbullet" phenomenon cannot haveoccurred. Itisnot physically possible.

19 Warren Commission drawingsof thealleged path of the"magic bullet" a ong with photographsof theholesinthe
jacket and shirt, the autopsy diagram, the desth certificate, and some re-enactment photographs may befoundin
Galanor (1998), which presents available and relevant evidence contradicting The Warren Report.

20 Baden no doubt meant toimply that, sinceit would be absurdto supposethere had been asmany assix shotsfrom
threedirections, the"magichbullet" theory must betrue. Recent scientificresearch has not only established that the
"magicbullet" theory isphysically impossiblebut that therehad to have been at | east six shots.

21 Whentheavailablerel evant evidence provesthat The Warren Report, whichisthe official government account of the
assassination of JFK, the 35th President of United States, isfal se, yet thegovernment refusestoreviseitsphony
"explanation” of thecauseof hisdeath, itisabusiveto demeantheseriousinvestigatorsas"buffs'.

22 Theseinclude Robert B. Livingston, M.D., aworld authority onthe human brain, who wasalso an expert onwound
ballistics; DavidW. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D.,aPh.D. inphysicswhoisasoanM.D. and board-certified in radiation
oncology; and John P. Costella, Ph.D., an expert in el ectromagnetism and the physics of moving objects.

23 Theauthenticity of theZapruder film hasdedi cated proponents, such as Josiah Thompson, theauthor of anearly
study (Thompson 1967), and David Wrone, theauthor of arecent study (Wrone2003). For acritiqueof the critics
arguments, goto " The Great Zapruder Film Hoax Debate", http://www.assassi nationscience.com. Some of their
argumentswere already refuted by the " Preface” to Fetzer (2003).

24 Thewitnessesto thelimousine stop rangefrom Roy Truly, Oswald's supervisor in the Texas School Book
Depository, to Richard DellaRosa, who hasviewed another and morecompl etefilmthat includesthelimo stop.
See, for example, DavidW. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., "How theFilm of the Century wasEdited", in Fetzer (1998), pp.
274-275; VincePalamara, "59 Witnesses: Delay on EIm Street”, in Fetzer (2000), pp. 119-128; and Richard
DellaRosa, "TheDellaRosaReport”, in Fetzer (2003), Appendix E. Thiswassuchanobviousindicationof Secret
Service complicity that it had to be taken out.

25 Withrespecttothemedical evidence, seeDavidW. Mantik,M.D., Ph.D., " TheJFK Assassination: Causefor
Doubt", withits"Postscript: The President John F. Kennedy Skull X-Rays', in Fetzer (1998), pp. 93-139; and



Robert Livingston, M.D., " Statement 18 November 1993", in Fetzer (1998), pp. 161-166. See also Fetzer (2000),
(2003). Blunderswere committed along theway. For example, whilethe 6.5 mm metallic dlice wasintended to
implicate an obscure 6.5 mm weapon, theweapon itself only hasamuzzle velocity of 2,000 fpsand isnot ahigh-
velocity weapon. Soif JFK waskilled by theimpact of high-velocity bullets, ashisdeath certificates, the Warren
Commissionandthe HSCA supposed, then hewasnot killed by Lee Harvey Oswald. See Weisberg (1965), Model
and Groden (1976), and Groden and Livingstone (1989).

26 Livingston'sconclusionhasnow beenreinforced by therecent discovery that two supplemental brainexaminations
were conducted, onewith thereal brain, the other with the substitute. See DouglasHorne, "Evidence of a
Government Cover-Up: TwoDifferent Brain Specimensin President Kennedy'sAutopsy”, Fetzer (2000), pp. 299-
310.

27 A summary of evidencefor ateration may befoundin JamesH. Fetzer, "Fraud and Fabrication in the Death of
JFK", in Fetzer (2003), pp. 1-28. Seeespecially John P. Costella, Ph.D.,"A Scientist'sVerdict: TheFilmisa
Fabrication™, in Fetzer (2003), pp. 145-238. It had to be recreated by reshooting the framesfor technical reasons
related to sprocket holeimagesthat havetheeffect of linking oneframetoanother. That thecinematictechniques
for recreatingthefilmwereavailablein 1963 hasbeen established by David Healy, " Technical Aspectsof Film
Alteration", in Fetzer (2003), pp. 113-144. Thefilm,"Mary Poppins’, for example, was completedin 1963 and
released in 1964. For easy accesstotheevidence, seeJohnP. Costella, "The JFK Assassination FilmHoax: An
Introduction”, a http://www.assassi nati onscience.com.

28 See, for example, Vincent Palamara, " Secret Service Agentswho believed therewasaconspiracy”,
http: //mww.geocities.com/zzzmail/palamara.htm?20054; Vincent Palamara, " The Secret Service: OntheJobin
Dallas", in Fetzer (2000); and Vincent Palamara, Survivor's Guilt: The Secret Service and the Failure to Protect
the President (1995); Lifton(1980); Marrs(1989); Livingstone(1992); and Fetzer (1998, 2003).

29 When the Assassination RecordsReview Board (ARRB), which was established by Congress to declassify
documentsandrecordsheld by the CIA, theFBI, theNSA, and other agenciesinthewake of thesurgeof interest
generated by Oliver Stone's" JFK", wasdrafting requestsfor copiesof itspresidential protectionreportsfor someof
histrips during 1963, the Secret Service destroyed them. See Fetzer (2000), pp. 12-13.

30 Eventhemorticianobserved that the deceased had amassivedefect totheback of hishead, asmall entry woundto
theright temple, several small puncture woundsto theface, and awound to the back about fiveto six inches bel ow
thecollar. (See, for example, Fetzer (2003), pp. 8-9.) Thisinformation should havebeen easily available. Even The
Warren Report describesthe holesin the shirt and jacket he waswearing as"5 3/8 inches bel ow the top of the
collar" inthejacket and as"5 3/4 inchesbel ow thetop of thecollar" intheshirt, contradictingitsown conclusions
(Warren 1964, p. 92). DavidW. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., believesthat thesmall puncturewoundswerecaused by
shardsof glasswhenthebullet that hit histhroat passed through thewindshield.

31 Thereappear to have been eight, nine, or ten shotsfromsix locations. See, for example, Richard F. Sprague, “The
Assassination of President John F. Kennedy”, Computers and Automation (May 1970), pp. 29-60; James H.
Fetzer, " Assassination Science and the Language of Proof", in Fetzer (1998), pp. 349-372; and David W. Mantik,
M.D.,Ph.D.,"Paradoxesof the JFK Assassination: TheMedical EvidenceDecoded", in Fetzer (2000), pp. 219-
297.

32 |anealready noticed thisdeceptiveperformance(Lane 1966, " TheHypothetical M edical Questions', Appendix I1).
Perry, who had performed thetracheostomy, wasnot inthepositiontovouchfor or toverify theassumptionsthat he
had been asked to make, because heknew they werefalse! The pressconferencetranscript, wherehedescribed



thewoundthreetimesasawound of entry, wasnot provided totheWarren Commission, but hasbeen publishedin
Fetzer (1998) as Appendix C.

33 Therewereothers, includingthat thecrowdwasallowed tospill intothestreet, the112th Military Intelligence Group
wasorderedto”standdown", and afl atbed truck that would normally precedethelimofor camermentofilmwas
cancelled. Even on theunreasonableassumptionthat, say, onetimeinten, the Secret Service"forgets' toweldthe
manholecovers, to cover theopenwindows, and such, thentheprobability that therewoul d beadozenindependent
eventsof thiskind isequal to 1 over 1 followed by adozen zeros, 1/1,000,000,000,000, or onein atrillion. Evenif
wearbitrarily discount half of them, the probability that there woul d be ahalf-dozen independent events of thiskind
isequal to 1 over 1 followed by a half-dozen zeros, 1/1,000,000, or oneinamillion. Since hypothesesin science
arerejected whenthey haveimprobabilitiesof 1intwenty or more, thesealternativesmust berejected.

34 Thedifferenceisthat between eventsthat, whileextremely rare, caninfact occur and those that are impossible
becausetheir occurrencewouldviolatelawsof nature. Theaccidental death of thewoman canoeingontheBrule
River had aprobability of zero, butit wasnot physically impossibleor it could never haveoccurred. Theprime
numbers occur with diminishing rel ativefrequency amongthe natural numbersand havealimiting frequency of zero,
but thereareinfinitely many of them, nonethel ess. Itisthereforeimportant, asapoint of | ogic, todi stingui sh between
"zero" and "null”.

35 Those who make a last-ditch stand on behal f of the government'sposition ofteninsist that, if therehad abeen alarge-
scal e conspiracy, then some of thoseinvolved would have talked—and no one hastalked! Proof that they don't
know what they are talking about may befoundinmany places, including Noel Twyman's Bloody Treason (1997),

whereonasinglepagehelistseight prominent figureswhotalked (page285)! Noneof thisinhibitslatenight
M SNBC-show hostsfrom fawning over Gerald Posners.

36 The identity of thealleged hijackersremainsvery muchindoubt. NilaSagadevan, "9/11—The Real Report"
(forthcoming), hasobserved that noneof thenamesof the Arabswho aresupposed to havecommitted thesecrimes
areincluded intheflight manifestsfor any of the planes. Others, such as Griffin (2004, 2005), have observed that
not only werefifteen of thenineteenfrom Saudi Arabiaand nonefromlrag, but five, six, or seven of thoseallegedto
have beeninvolved haveturned up aliveand well in Saudi Arabia. The FBI has not bothered to reviseitslist, but it
should beapparent that the probability that they died inthecrash, yet arestill alive, isnull.

37 A French human-rightsactivist and aninvestigativejournalist, Thierry Meyssan, wasamong thefirst to observe that
thegovernment'saccount of theattack upon the Pentagon did not comport withtheevidence. He published two of
the earliest bookson 9/11, Pentagate (2002a) and 9/11: The Big Lie (2002b). Meyssan has been the target of
many attacks, including by JamesS. Robbins, "9/11 Denia" (2002), whoserebuttal consistsof twoassertions, "
wasthere. | sawit." Whatever hemay have thought he saw doesnot affect the evidence M eyssan emphasi zes.
See, for example, the web site http://www.asile.or g/citoyens/numer o13/pentaone/erreurs_en.htm.

38 Noticethat the magnitude of the differencesthat areinvolved hereisvery large (http: //reopen911.org/Core.htm).
Themelting point of ironis2795° F, but steel asamixture hasamelting point dependent upon its composition.
Typical structural steel hasamelting point of about 2,750° F. Themaximum temperature of air-aspirated,
hydrocarbon fireswithout pre-heating or pressurizationisaround 1,520° F, as Jim Hoffman hasadvised mein
personal correspondence. UnderwritersLaboratory had infact certifiedthat thesteel usedinconstructioncould
withstandtemperaturesof 2,000° Fseveral hoursbeforeevenany significant softeningwoul d haveoccurred.
(http://www. prisonplanet.comvarti cles/november 2004/121104.easilywithstood.htm)



391t certainly would not have melted at thel ower temperaturesof around 500° Ftowhich, UL estimated, they were
exposed, given the conditions present in thetowers.
(http: /www.prisonplanet.convarticles/november 2004/121104.easi lywithstood.htm) Nor would they have
melted at temperaturesashighas1,200° or 1,300° F, asother estimatessuggest (Griffin 2004, p. 13). Thehottest
temperaturesmeasured in the South Tower wasabout 1,375° F, far too low to causethe steel to melt. (See
below.)

40|nthecaseof 9/11, asinthe case of JFK, physical impossibilitieslieat the core of thecover-up. What isimpossible
cannot happen, but many peopl eareabl eto believe impossiblethings, especially whenthey areunaware of the laws
that areinvolved and the specific conditionsthat werepresent. Gullibility tendsto beafunctionof ignorance.

41 Griffin (2004), pp. 26-27. Griffin'slatest study, "The Destruction of the World Trade Center: A Christian
Theologian'sAnalysis' (forthcoming), addseven more. AsFrank A. DeMartini, whowas project manager for the
constructionof World TradeCenter 1, during aninterview recordedin January 2001, explained, " Thebuildingwas
designed to have afully loaded 707 crash into it—that wasthelargest plane at thetime. | believethat the building
could probably sustain multipleimpactsof jet linersbecausethi sstructureislikemosquito netting onyour screen
door—thisintense grid—and the planeisjust apencil puncturing that screen netting. 1t really does nothing to the
screen netting” (http: //mwww.prisonplanet.comyarticles/november 2004/121104designedtotake.htm). Three other
engineersinvolvedin the project—L ee Robertson, Aaron Swirski, and Hyman Brown—offered similar opinions
(http:/mww.rense.comy general 17/eyewitnessreportspersist.htm). DeMartini died at the towerson 9/11.

42 Peter Tully, President of Tully Construction, whowasinvolvedintheprocessof clearingthesite, reported seeing
pools of "molten steel”, an observation that wasconfirmed by Mark L oizeaux, President of Controlled Demolition,
Inc., who said they had beenfound at the subbasement level aslow assevenlevelsdown. Moreover, thosepools
remained "three, four, and five weeks | ater, when the rubble was being removed”
(http:/mww.americanfreepress.net/09 03 02/NEW_SEISMIC /new_seismic_.html). These extreme
temperatureswould not result fromeither burningfuel or collapseduetothe™pancakeeffect”, whichwouldhave
propensities of zero or null, but woul d be expectabl e effectsof theuse of powerful explosivesto bringthem down.

43| ndeed, most of thesefeatureswould haveanull propensity ontheofficial account. Hufschmid(2002), for example,
suggeststhat, if the collapse had involved a”pancake” effect of onefloor falling and overwhel ming the capacity of the
lower floor to support it, that shoul d havetaken 1/2 second per floor. For all 110 of thefloorsto collapse—it
would not matter which collapsed first or where the planes had hit—therefore, would have taken about 55 seconds.
Thebuildingsactually fell inapproximately 14 seconds, aroundthespeed of freefall throughair for objects
encountering noresistanceat all. That thisshould occur ontheofficia accountisnot even remotely physically
possible.

44 See, for example, http: //www.assassi nationscience.comy911links.html. Thissiteincludes many important studies
of the Pentagon crash, such asaset of PowerPoint studiesby Jack White. 1t alsoincludesthelinksto many of the
reportscitedinthischapter, including"Hunt theBoeing!", which presentsM eyssan'sanal ysisinaseries of
photographs. | havefoundthat linksto evidencethat contradi ctsthegovernment'saccount do not alwayswork
normally, however, and sometimesjust simply disappear. Similar photographsarefoundinMeyssan (2002a), color
photo section, pp. VI-VII.

45 A photograph isarchived at http: //mww.assassi nationscience.conV911links.html.  The opening appearsto be
about 10 feet high and roughly 16 or 17 feet wide, or not much larger than the double-doors on amansion. Notice
severa unbrokenwindows intheimpact areaandthelack of collateral damage. AccordingtoA.K. Dewdney and



G. W. Longspaugh, the maximum diameter of the fusdageisabout 12 feet, 4 inches, with awingspan of 125 feet
(http://Amww.physics911.net/missingwings.htm). They found, "Theinitial (pre-collapse) hole made by the
alleged impact on the ground floor of Wedge One of the building is too small to admit an entire Boeing 757"
and "Wings that should have been sheered off by the impact are entirely absent. Thereis also substantial
debris from a much smaller jet-powered aircraft inside the building.” They concludewith a"high degree” of
certainty that no Boeing 757 struck the Pentagon and witha" substantial degree” of certainty that it wasstruck by a
small jet, likean F-16.

46 Bloggersobservedtheproliferation of inconsi stent storiesabout what happened at the Pentagon, wheresomewere
saying that the wing hitthegrassandit " cartwheeled" into the Pentagon, otherssayingthat it "nosedived” intothe
Pentagon, otherssaying thatit flew "straightinto" thePentagon, otherssayingthat it hit thehelicopter pad andthe
wreckage flew into the Pentagon: "Why so many different stories? Arethese people seeing different things?'

(http: //mww.abovetopsecr et.com/forunvthread71124/pgl1). The Pentagon said the crew of aC-130 had
watched the attack take placewhilecircling Washington, D.C.
(http://mwwww.ratical .org/ratville/ CAH/linkscopy/C130sawF772P.html).

47 Go to http://www.asile.org/citoyens/numer o13/pentagone/erreurs_en.htmfor aphotograph of the construction.
Compareit with other photographs of thelawn, which can befound at
http: //www.assassi nationscience.comy911links.html, including in the PowerPoint studies of Jack White. The
lawn seemsto be as smooth as a putting green.

48 Slide 20 of Jack White'sPowerPoint studiesdisplaystwo photographsof thesamepieceof "aircraft debris’ withtwo
different backgrounds (http: //mwww.assassi nation- science.comy911links.html). Another study supporting the
impossibility of aBoeing 757 having passed through that entry point includesphotosnot only of thesame pieceof
alleged debrisbut others showing two menin suits carrying what appearsto be the same or similar piecesand,
interestingly, anenormousbox being carriedfromthesiteby six or eight servicemen, who havecoveredit up
completely by using blue and white plastic tarps
(http: /www.geocities.comy/s911surprise3b/american_airlines flight _77/).

49 Argumentsfor theofficial government account tend to emphasi zeeyewitnesseswho sai d that they saw aBoeing 757
hit the Pentagon. (Seenote 37 above.) But thephysical evidenceoverwhelmingly outweighs the contrary
eyewitnessevidence, sinceitisnot physically possiblethat anaircraft of thosedimensionshit thebuilding at that
locationandleft noevidence. Think of drivingacar throughyour front door for acomparision. Theair controller's
report, by contrast, wasagroup response by professional experts.

50 See http://wwww.simmeringfrogs.comvarticles/jt8d.html, which includes photos of aJT8D turbojet engine and the
remnant found at thecrash site. A similar conclusionisdrawn by http: //www.physics911.net/missingwings.htm.,
which concludesthat thispart cannot havecomefromaBoeing 757 but wasprobably fromasmall fighter jet, such
asan F-16. The F-16 and the A-3 Sky Warrior areboth small fighter jets. Both pagesare also accessible from
http: //mww.assassi nationscience.comy/911links.html.

51 Theworkers reportsabout theseactivitiesmay beread at " Secret Global Hawk Refit for Sky Warrior!"
(http://portland.indymedia.org/en/2005/05/318250.shtml).

52 See http://www.geocities.com/s911surprise3b/american_airlines flight 77/.



53 Sheisquoted by Meyssan (2002a) on p. | and on pp. 96-97. Theoriginal sourceis
http: //mamww.abcnews.go.comysections/2020/2020/2020_011014 atc.feature.html.

(@ Jon Carlson, "FBI Hides 85 Pentagon Videos and 9/11 Truth", http://mww.rense.com/general 69/91185.htm, Thjs
articlealsoobservesthat "the Power Hour hasfound that Pentagon 9/11 'witnesses weregiven prepared
written statementsto say that acommercial airliner hit the Pentagon.” A link,
http: //www.ar cticbeacon.convarticles/article/1518131/39024.htm offered in support does not work. Why am |

not surprised? Asaformer Marine Corpsofficer, | can confirmthat it would have been effortlessto acquirethe
testimony of any number of enlisted that they personally observed Bruce WaynedrivetheBatmobileintothe
Pentagon that morning. AA Flight 77 left theradar screeninthevicinity of theK entucky/Ohioborder. Onepossible
explanation for what became of it isthat it went down there and the bodi es were transported back to a make-shift
morgueinWashington, D.C., an hypothesisthat may merit further investigation.

(b) Waketurbulenceoccursasan unavoidabl eeffect of aircraft operationand"isgeneratedwhenthedifferenceinair
pressure above and below thewingsof an aircraft causestheair to spiral at theaircraft'swingtips.” They dissipate
rapidly inwindy conditions, butinstill conditions, "thespiral ssink toward theground and degrade s owly"

(http:/mwww.aer u.com/au/pages/pagel89.asp). Pilotsareofferedinstructionsconcerning avoiding theproblem
(see"FAA Advisory Circular, AC-90-23E: CAUTION WAKETURBULANCE".
(http://www.fcitraining.comvarticlel4 fci_training_julO4.htm"). The effects can be substantial, which givesrise
to the following dilemma: if a757 wasflyinglow enough toimpact the hit point on the ground floor withtheofficial
trgjectory, thenit should havemassively disrupted thegrassand lawn; but thegrassand law werenot massively
disrupted. Andif it was not flying low enough to massively disrupt thegrassand lawn, then it wasnot flying low
enough on that trajectory to hit that point on the ground floor.

54 Seenote 42 above and the discussion of thisimportant point that may befound at
http: //www.americanfreepress.net/09_03 02/NEW_SEISMIC /new_seis-mic_.html.

55 DuringaPBSdocumentary, " AmericaRebuilds’, broadcast 10 September 2002, Larry Silversteinremarks, "I
remember gettingacall fromthe, er, firedepartment commander, telling methat they werenot sure they were gonna
beableto containthefire, and| said, 'We'vehad suchterriblelossof life, maybethesmartest thingtodoispull it.'
They madethat decision to pull and wewatched the building collapse.”

(http://911resear ch.wtc7.net/wtc/evidence/pullit.html). That, however, could not have occurred unlessthe
building contained prepositionedexplosives. If WTC7 had prepositioned explosives, that strongly suggestsWTC1
and WTC2 had them aswell.

56 |nthisrespect, "Loose Change" corroboratesearlier reportsfrom eyewitnessesto explosions, suchas
http: //mwww.chiefengineer.or g/article.cfim?seqgnuml1=1029 and
http: //mww.resne.com/gener al 17/eyewitnessr eortsper sist.ntm. See also note 21.

57 See, for example, http://www.americanfreepress.net/09 03 02/NEW_SEISMIC _/new_seismic_.html and
http: //mmw.democr ati cunder ground.com/duforum/DC Foruml D43/5189.html, which include the seismic record
of Columbia's observatory.

58 For additional discussion, including many morelinks, see, for example, http://.
www.propagandamatrix.convarticles/july2005/060705controlleddemolition.htm.



59 Seenote4l. Thepropertiesof Boeing 707sand Boeing 767sarevery similar.

60 United Flight 93, whichwent downin Pennsylvania, may bean easy case. Personslivinginthe areaat the time have
contacted meand told methey heard an explosion beforethe planecrashed, but the FBI would not recordit.
Otherstold methat they had beentakento anareafar larger thantheofficial crash sceneto searchfor debrisand
body parts, but the Sheriff who accompaniedthemtoldthemthat, if they weretorepeat this, hewould deny hehad
saidthat. A former Inspector General who usedtosuperviseair crashesfor the Air Forcetold methat, if theplane
had crashed as it was officially described, it should have occupied an areaabout the size of acity block; but the
debrisisactually scattered over anareaof someeight squaremiles. Thereisal soareport theplanewasshot down
by a"Happy Hooligans" Air National Guard officer, one Mgor Rick Gibney, at
http: //mww.letsrol1911.or g/articles/flight93shotdown.html.

61 Ontheobjectivity of scientificreasoning, see Fetzer (1981), (1993), and (2002).

62 For morediscussion and evidence, see Ahmed (2002), Meyssan (2002), Griffin (2004), Thompson (2004), Ruppert
(2004), and Griffin (2005) and (forthcoming).

63 See"Mission Accomplished: Big Oil'sOccupationof Iraq”, BUZZFLASH.COM (2 December 2005),
http;//www.buzzflash.com/contributors/05/12/con05464.html.

64 See "Hostage's shooting 'no accident™ (http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/fr/-/2/hi/ eur ope/4323361.stm) and "Dead
Messengers. How theU.S. Military ThreatensJournalists' (http://mww.truthout.org/docs 2005/030605.shtml).
The New York Times hasrecently lost one of its own, "Reporter Working for Times Abducted and Slainin Iraq”,
The New York Times (20 September 2005), although The Times has not suggested that he was deliberately
targeted by the American military. See, for example, "The Twilight World of thelragi News Stringer”, The New
York Times(25 September 2005). For another troubling report, see"USforces'out of control’, saysReuters
chief", http://mwww.guardian.co.uk/Irag/Sory/0,2763,1580244,00.html .

65 Thediscussionisarchived at http://mww.blackopradio.com/. Go to "archived shows 2005" and scroll down to
Part 2, Archived Show #213. Other examplesof probabl e conspiraciesmakingtheir way intothenational media
includefinancing propagandainiragi ("U.S. IsSaidto Pay toPlant ArticlesinIrag Papers’, The New York Times,
1 December 2005) and the Del ay-inspired G.O.P. redistricting of Texas("Lawyer'sVoting RightsMemo
Overruled", The New York Times, 3 December 2005).

66 A distinction must bedrawn betweenrationality of belief andrationality of action. Rationality of belief involves
accepting, rejecting, and holding beliefsin suspenseonthebasisof theavailablerelevant evidenceand  appropriate
principlesof reasoning. Rationality of actioninvolvesadopting meansthat areefficient, effective, or reliable to attain
your aims, objective, or goals. Lying about tax cuts(global warming, Irag) canbearational actif itisanefficient,
effective, or reliablemeanstoattaining goal s, whichmay bepolitical, economic, or persona . Andthey can attain
theiraimsevenif they areultimately discovered. Assessmentsof comparativerationality with respectto belief must
takeintoaccount that personsarerational intheir belief swhenthey incorporatetheprinciplesthat defineit. Sincethe
"community of scientists' can be littered with phonys, charlatans, and frauds, "scientists" arethosewho adheretothe
principlesof science. Analogously, "rational persons’ arethosewho adheretotheprinciplesof rationality. Theytend
to converge. SeeFetzer (1981), (1993), (2002).
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