Solomon's Politics of Faith: Believe the Pundit, Not the Evidence





by Kéllia Ramares





Norman Solomon's Media Beat article: Media and the Hazards of Political Faith, is largely recycled from a letter he wrote to KPFA-FM's Morning Show co-host Philip Maldari on March 7th, after my colleague Bonnie Faulkner and I aired a 46-minute excerpt of Michael C. Ruppert's three and a half hour presentation: The Truth and Lies of 9-11. We did this on February 25, during KPFA's February Fund drive. The listener response was overwhelming; over $17K was pledged for Guns and Butter: The Economics of Politics, the public affairs show Bonnie and I intermittently produce. The result placed GNB third among the Top 25 single public affairs fundraising hours.  The actual amount inspired by the program is closer to $20K, as after a certain point in time, calls were credited to subsequent shows.  We witnessed callers ordering our pledge premium, Ruppert's 138-minute video called The Truth and Lies of 9-11 over seven hours after we left the air.





The timing of Solomon's attack on Ruppert within KPFA says a lot about the nature of his attack, then and now. Ruppert was the inaugural Guns & Butter guest on October 12, and we re-ran his interview two weeks later. In that interview, available in audio and transcript forms on the GNB web site under the title "Wall Street, the CIA and the Terrorist Attacks," Ruppert described insider trading, documented by The Herzliyya (Israel) International Political Institute for Counterterrorism, in which highly anomalous amounts of put options--bets that a stock price will go down--were placed on United Airlines and American Airlines between Sept. 6 and 10. He described the very tight relationship between the CIA and Wall Street going back to the founding of the Agency. He also reported that the CIA and other intelligence agencies monitor stock trading in real time with special software called PROMIS. 





We heard no complaints from Solomon in October, even though Ruppert flatly stated at the beginning of this twice-run interview, "I am absolutely convinced that the Central Intelligence Agency had complete and perfect foreknowledge of the attacks."  While Solomon may not have heard the interviews themselves, we would be surprised if the didn't hear about them.  Word spread like wildfire; we found out that people were talking about it at a community swimming pool in Santa Rosa, over an hour's drive from our station. Then, at the beginning of the year, we did a program called "Why War?"  drawing on all of our previous shows. It raised the issue of U.S. Government foreknowledge of the attacks and drew about 5 minutes of information from Ruppert's web site and the October interview. This program also ran twice on KPFA. Again, no word from Solomon. His criticisms surfaced only after Guns & Butter pre-empted CounterSpin, produced by Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR). Solomon is an associate of FAIR; his Media Beat articles are published on FAIR's web site. He did not address this apparent conflict of interest in his letter to Maldari.





Solomon wrote to Maldari recommending that KPFA not offer Ruppert's video as a pledge premium and not air announcements of Ruppert's lectures. He did not disclose that he was a contributor to a book called September 11 and the U.S. War: Beyond the Curtain of Smoke, (City Lights Books) which was about to be published. Solomon was the featured guest at a book release party on March 24 at Lawrence Ferlinghetti's City Lights bookstore in San Francisco. That's a scant month after we aired the excerpt of Ruppert's lecture. With KPFA's listeners making $100 pledges for Ruppert's video: The Truth & Lies of 9-11, was Solomon concerned that they would not have enough in their budgets for this new book?





Perhaps. But the matter is likely to be more about the political correctness of Ruppert's analysis than is it about a few book sales. To my knowledge, Solomon has never claimed that the U.S. Government did NOT have foreknowledge of the 9-11 attacks. In fact, in this Media Beat article he says: "It's appropriate to demand a thorough congressional investigation of the events surrounding September 11th." a comment he did not make in his KPFA letter. But, like Bush and Cheney, who in January asked Senate Majority leader Tom Daschle to limit the Congressional investigation into 9-11, Solomon doesn't want you to dwell on it.  That would interfere with another agenda. In the former instance, Daschle said that Bush and Cheney expressed concern that a far reaching inquiry would distract from the "war on terrorism." In the latter case, Solomon is concerned that activists will be distracted from his analytical focus on structures and institutions.





In his Media Beat article, Solomon says, "Some genres of conspiracy-huckstering represent a kind of non-politics, encouraging Americans to fixate on secret teams and a few evildoers rather than challenge the basic institutional forces behind social injustice and war." 





First, it is Bush, not Ruppert who is trying to get Americans to fixate on secret teams and a few evildoers called al-Qaeda.  Second, why does Solomon set up an "either/or" analysis? Yes there are institutional forces, and yes there are evildoers with names and faces. Solomon's attempt to create an orthodoxy of political analysis in which one focuses on abstract, impersonal "institutional forces" while denigrating other forms of analysis as "conspiracy-huckstering" is like suggesting that the sociologists of a community should study the root causes of crime, but that the police shouldn't investigate any actual criminals. 





Since February 25, I have witnessed two more of Ruppert's lengthy live presentations, re-edited a bit to account for new developments on the 9-11 foreknowledge story. I have seen a 53-minute panel discussion from Canadian TV that is on the Internet, in which Ruppert faced two skeptical questioners. I have seen the video several times, have kept up a correspondence with Ruppert and have even talked to and exchanged email with Delmart "Mike" Vreeland. Ruppert's case may not be the right stuff for those who grow restless when the movie runs longer than 90 minutes or for someone who has to write a column on a different subject every week.  But those who can sit with this material and comprehend it as a whole will realize the time has come for people to put away abstraction analysis and put some tough questions to some identifiable authority figures. Instead, this pundit Solomon, who claims to be progressive, is practicing a print version of sound bite journalism at its worst; not only does he take a couple of matters in a huge story out of context, using the same "selective vacuum cleaner approach" of which he accuses Ruppert, he does so in a way that clearly demonstrates he hasn't been keeping up with the unfolding story very well. 





For example, Solomon cavalierly dismisses Vreeland's warning note as an "ambiguous mish-mash," without offering any suggestion as to what the note is, if it is not a warning that terrorists were targeting certain landmark buildings and other important infrastructure, such as water supplies. Vreeland explained how that note came to be written and why it appears the way it does in a detailed April 17 interview with web radio host Jeff Rense, which is archived on the Internet. He also answers questions about his background in this lengthy interview, which also included Mike Ruppert. 





With respect to the Detroit News article Solomon cites concerning allegations that Vreeland is an identity thief, Vreeland wrote me an email on April 26, which he gave me permission to publish, and which is posted to the main Indymedia site. In it he said: "I see that Solomon has relied again upon an article of another man I will refrain from calling a reporter, yet who writes for a paper in Michigan. I do not think that Mr. Solomon has inquired into the twenty-million dollar lawsuit filed against that paper for the article Solomon replies upon."  Solomon might have discovered that information had he quickly taken up Vreeland's demand to be interviewed, emailed to him on April 8. You can see it on my web site. 





Solomon claims that Ruppert is "apt to tout unsubstantiated tales as revelatory. For instance, while citing an Indian press report that India's intelligence service linked a Pakistani government agency to the September 11 hijackers, it won't do to point out that India would have a strong motivation for pinning terrorism on arch-rival Pakistan." Ruppert's citation is hardly "unsubstantiated." Here is what he said in his San Francisco lecture on February 21, 2002, which I taped: "Pakistani ISI chief, General Mahmood Ahmad, orders $100,000 wired by an aide directly to Mohammed Atta, the lead hijacker, who was, according to the FBI, the lead terrorist. Ahmad resigned after the transfer was disclosed in India, and get this, confirmed by the FBI. The head of Pakistani intelligence sent $100,000 to the lead hijacker. The Times of India, October 11, 2001 is where I got the story. No one has challenged. Not even the CIA has denied that story." 





The FBI's confirmation of the transaction should take the matter out of the realm of Indian bias. Who's telling unsubstantiated tales now? Maybe Solomon, who lives in the San Francisco Bay Area, would have learned about the FBI confirmation had he attended the lecture, or sent a friend to attend and gather information, or even listened to the Guns & Butter broadcast on February 25. Instead, he wrote to a KPFA staffer urging that the station not air announcements of Ruppert's lectures.  What does this so-called progressive not want the people to learn?





Furthermore, Solomon's assertion that the Bush Administration's taking advantage of September 11 is not evidence for foreknowledge and complicity completely ignores all of the context Rupert presents in his lecture, much of which we broadcast,  indicating that this taking advantage was not inspired by the attacks themselves. Here are some examples of this context, drawn from Ruppert's timeline of the events surrounding September 11:





1991-1997 - Major U.S. oil companies including ExxonMobil, Texaco, Unocal, BP Amoco, Shell and Enron directly invest billions in cash bribing heads of state in Kazakhstan to secure equity rights in the huge oil reserves in these regions. The oil companies further commit to future direct investments in Kazakhstan of $35 billion. Not being willing to pay exorbitant prices to Russia to use Russian pipelines the major oil companies have no way to recoup their investments. ["The Price of Oil" by Seymour Hersh, The New Yorker, July 9, 2001 - The Asia Times, "The Roving Eye Part 1 Jan. 26, 2002.}





February 12, 1998 - Unocal Vice President John J. Maresca - later to become a Special Ambassador to Afghanistan - testifies before the House that until a single, unified, friendly government is in place in Afghanistan the trans-Afghani pipeline needed to monetize the oil will not be built. [Source: Testimony before the House International Relations Committee.]





September 1-10, 2001 - In an exercise, Operation "Swift Sword" planned for four years, 23,000 British troops are steaming toward Oman.  Although the 9/11 attacks caused a hiccup in the deployment, the massive operation was implemented as planned. At the same time, two U.S. carrier battle groups arrive on station in the Gulf of Arabia just off the Pakistani coast. Also at the same time, some 17,000 U.S. troops join more than 23,000 NATO troops in Egypt for Operation "Bright Star." All of these forces are in place before the first plan hits the World Trade Center. [Sources: The Guardian, CNN, FOX, The Observer, International Law Professor Francis Boyle of the University of Illinois.]





Solomon likes to claim that the facts don't justify Ruppert's conclusions but these three points alone draw a pretty clear picture. American and British oil companies pour billions into Central Asia, but they can't profit by their "investments" until they can build a pipeline across Afghanistan. They can't do that until they get a pro-pipeline government. The government Bush's oil friends wanted now been provided under a shower of bombs, (Hamid Karzai, head of the Afghani provisional council, is a former Unocal consultant). September 11th  was a trigger mechanism to justify the bombing. If that sounds far-fetched, ask yourself why Osama bin-Laden isn't that important to the White House any more.





The "sweeping pronouncements without credible evidence" are coming from Solomon himself, not from Ruppert. Solomon claims that all the facts Ruppert presents don't add up to foreknowledge, but he offers no alternative explanations. He wants you to believe the media critic instead of the reporters hot on the trail.  He wants you to take his position on faith. He needs you to, otherwise his dogma that you should focus on structural analysis is endangered.  





Solomon says "[T]he well-documented actions of the U.S. Government and powerful corporations should be enough to rouse us into sustained attention, outrage and activism." Ruppert has documented very well the case for U.S. government foreknowledge of 9-11. But don't take what I write on faith. The evidence is available for your sustained attention, outrage and activism.  





Kéllia Ramares is co-producer of Guns & Butter: The Economics of Politics. Archived programs are available at http://www.rise4news.net.





Background Links:





Vreeland's web site: http://www.ltvreeland.com





Ruppert's web site: http://www.copvcia.com





The Herzliyya International Policy Institute for Counterterrorism: http://www.ict.org.il





Audio archive of Jeff Rense's interview with Ruppert and Vreeland on April 17th:


http://events.yahoo.com/shows/endoftheline/02archives/html





Vreeland on lawsuits he has filed or is planning:


http://www.indymedia.org/front.php3?article_id=176970





The Canadian Program: Reasonable Doubts: The Truth about 9-11 is available on the Internet at http://www.indybay.org/news/2002/03/118760.php





Bush asks Daschle to limit Sept. 11 probes: http://www.cnn.com/2002/ALLPOLITICS/01/29/inv.terror.probe/index.html


