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Re-establishing democracy 
Originally sent February 2010 
 
The hanging of Chemical Ali must have sent a chill down the spine of some of those 
testifying before the current Chilcot inquiry into the Iraq War. 
 
I was impressed at the speed with which political analysts latched on to the implications of 
Tony Blair’s brilliant performance on January 29. I followed the morning session on radio and 
television, and the afternoon session on the Channel 4 website, and so could follow 
comments from journalists and the public alike. 
Clare Short, who resigned as Blair’s minister for International Development and then wrote a 
book about it(‘An Honourable Deception? New Labour, Iraq and the Misuse of 
Power)described some of Tony Blair’s statements to the Chilcot inquiry as “ludicrous” on 
BBC television 
‘Tony Blair Iraq inquiry evidence ludicrous, says Short’ 
She also said that Gordon Brown had been marginalised. As I write this, she is giving 
evidence to the Chilcot inquiry. When she says that people were marginalised, that she was 
told to shut up, and that there was briefing against her, I know how she felt. We need Clare 
Shorts in all levels of society. 
However, no-one seemed to pick up on the big strategic shift in defending the decision to 
invade Iraq. The case based on Weapons of Mass Destruction had collapsed, and the legal 
basis had been discredited, andso Tony Blair was forced to fall back on other arguments. 
Although other issues had always been stated as a factor, the emphasis in Blair’s 
justification shifted massively to events which were outside the scope of the Chilcot inquiry. 
That means that, if it is so minded, the Chilcot inquiry could conclude that Blair did believe 
that an invasion was necessary on the grounds of the previous history, and that his only sin 
had been to mislead the public as to the real cause of the invasion.That may let Blair off the 
hook, but would it let the Chilcot inquiry off the hook? I’m not so sure. 
 
The terrorist events of September 11, 2001, changed everything, Blair told the inquiry. Yet 
nothing had changed on the ground in Iraq. The change was entirely to do with the calculus 
of risk. It was pointed out that other countries were developing Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, andsome were more advanced than Iraq. So why, Blair was asked, pick on Iraq. 
He replied that with Iraq they had the route. That route involved previous UN resolutions on 
Iraq, and the crimes committed by Saddam on his own people. That, of course, is outside 
the scope of the Chilcot inquiry, but if those crimes against his own people include the 
gassing of Kurds, for which Chemical Ali was recently hanged, then many people will be 
wondering who was complicit with Chemical Ali in supplying thosechemical weapons in the 
first place. 
 
There was, of course, and still is, no evidence to link Saddam Hussein with 9/11, and it was 
even admitted that there was no direct evidence. They could therefore have used 9/11 as a 
pretext to invade any country in the world, provided they could find a route. Finding a route is 
another way of saying making out a propaganda case, and that takes us to Blair’s 
propaganda chief, Alistair Cambell, whom I was calling Comical Ali at the time of the 
invasion. He may now be recalled by the Chilcot inquiry. 
 
Justification on the basis of the terrorist attacks of September 11th formed a substantial part 
of Blair’s response in the early part of his interrogation. It also featured on the very first day 
of the Chilcot inquiry. It is clear then, that 9/11 is pivotal in Blair’s justification of the invasion. 
The Chilcot inquiry must therefore deal with this issue. How much of what we were told by 
Blair on 9/11 was lies? Did Blair have good reason to link 9/11 with Osama bin Laden, Al 
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Qaeda and the Taliban, or did he not? We know that the case against Osama bin Laden was 
fabricated by politicians and not supported by the FBI. So where was Blair getting his 
information from? What was the position of MI6 on this? If the events of September 11are to 
be accepted in any shape or form as reasonable grounds for wanting to invade Iraq, then 
these questions must be tackled by the Chilcot inquiry. 
 
One would-be key witness is the late government scientist David Kelly. It was revealed by 
The Mail on Sunday that following the Hutton inquiry, 
 
Lord Hutton had secretly ordered that all medical reports, including the post-mortem findings 
and photographs of Dr Kelly’s body, remain classified information for 70 years. 
 
The legality of this is questionable, and a week later, the Mail on Sunday reported that the 
ban may be lifted. 
 
By denying access to the relevant documents, the authorities are admitting that there has to 
be something to hide. Documents would not normally be withheld unless there was a 
potential risk to national security, orpotential exposure of the activities of the security 
services. As I undertand it, the official version that Dr Kelly had committed suicide had 
nothing to do with national security. It would then appear that secrecy over the relevant 
documents could be taken as an implicit confession. This, too, is something that the Chilcot 
inquiry should look at. 
 
Whatever the final outcome of the Chilcot inquiry, one result so far has been that it is now 
politically acceptable to suggest that Tony Blair be charged with war crimes. This is now 
being said, for instance, by members of the audience in Question Time programmes, and 
now even in the mainstream press. Guardian journalist George Monbiot has a reputation for 
defending the indefensible on 9/11, and of attacking 9/11 truthers as conspiracy theorists, yet 
even he is calling for Blair to be put on trial. He has set up a website, and is calling for 
donations, in order to give a reward to anyone who succeeds in issuing a citizens arrest of 
Blair for war crimes. According to Wikipedia, some people think he may be an opportunist, 
but even if he is, it shows that calling for Tony Blair to be put on trial is no longer a crazy idea 
being put forward by a few conspiracy theorists. 
 
Perhaps one day soon, the mainstream media will pick up on the fact that, in theory, Tony 
Blair is already under investigation by the London Metropolitan Police. In 2008 a dossier was 
finally accepted by the London Metropolitan Police, making a case for Tony Blair to be 
investigated for war crimes in connection with the Iraq war. The background to this was then 
explained at a press conference, and a video was put up on YouTube: 
 
As I watched Tony Blair at the Chilcot inquiry, I could not but wonder why he was not being 
interviewed by Scotland Yard. Where are the police on this? 
 
Since the end of last year’s silly season, the mainstream media in the UK has been full of 
what used to be called ‘conspiracy theories’, but which have now become serious issues of 
public concern. There has been a whole range of matters concerning war, civil liberties and 
government propaganda. Recent research into climate change has shown that politicians lie 
more than previously thought. Even if the mainstream media had been minded to, it would 
have had difficulty in focusing on the underlying problem at this stage. The truthers are like 
tug boats,constantly pulling the huge ship of state. Momentum is being built up, though, in 
the right direction, but no huge shove by the truthers is going to make much immediate 
difference. What is making a difference is the constant tugging. Where I think we should be 
gently tugging public opinion towards are the underlying issues of 9/11, Gladio, false flag 
operations, state propaganda and the real reasons for conflict at home and abroad. We also 
need to know who is running the country. 
 
There’s plenty of opportunity for truthers to gradually nudge public opinion on the issues that 
are catching the headlines in the mainstream media. I’ve been registering the occasional 
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comment on mainstream media websites, raising some of the above concerns in connection 
with the Iraq war. Others may have their own ways of doing things. It’s all about establishing 
the democracy that most of us previously thought we already had. 
……………………………………. 
 
Exporting a sham democracy and usurping control 
Originally sent May 2010 
 
So, The Government won. 
 
Now that the party leaders have completed their negotiations to decide who the managers 
will be, they will still have to sit at the table with Sir Humphrey, who will tell them what they 
can and cannot do: 
Sir Humphrey will, in turn, consult with the banking fraternity: 
 
Now that no one party has an overall majority, it might be more difficult to conceal the fact 
revealed by Clare Short in her book ‘An Honorable Deception?’ that we have not had cabinet 
government in the UK since 1997. It should be just a little more difficult for a future Tony Blair 
to push war plans through cabinet without objections from other parties. 
 
The big debate now is about proportional representation, since the party holding the balance 
of power has just 57 MPs rather than the 150 that would be expected if it represented the 
national share of the vote. The problem with proportional representation is that it breaks the 
link between MPs and their constituents, and that could make MPs even less accountable to 
the voters. 
 
My own system of ‘Every Vote Counts’ would solve that problem. Under the Every Vote 
Counts system the results of the election would have been: Parliamentary votes: 
Conservatives 235;Labour 190; Liberal Democrats 150; Others 77. Parliamentary 
seats:Conservatives 306; Labour 258; Liberal Democrats 57; Others: 28. 
 
In other words, the numbers of seats would be exactly as at present, but the voting power of 
MPs in the Commons would be weighted to represent the proportion of votes gained by their 
parties nationwide. Where a free vote of conscience is allowed, MPs would vote as 
individuals, and the party weightings would not apply. Such a system, which I had previously 
referred to as ‘Shifted PR’, because it shifts the proportional weighting from the electorate to 
parliamentary voting, has other advantages, too. People with minority views throughout the 
country would be more likely to vote, and so people may begin to reengage in the 
democratic process. Tactical voting would be reduced, and changes in parliamentary 
boundaries would be less critical in deciding who is to manage the country. There would then 
be a credible mechanism for anomolies in one parliament to be reduced for the next. The big 
disadvantage of such a system is that people will find it difficult to believe that the problem 
can be solved so simply. 
 
One problem with any electoral system, however, is that it requires a certain amount of 
intelligence and common sense to run it. Even in the election we have just experienced 
under the simple ‘First Past the Post’ system, a nationwide epidemic of stupidity seems to 
have broken out, with 
 
reports of people queueing up outside polling stations and finally being unable to vote when 
the deadline of ten o’clock had arrived, either because not enough ballot papers had been 
printed, or because the authorities had not allocated enough manpower 
 
In some instances extra man power was called in from the local police station, but the police 
tackled the voters rather than the problem. The problem turned out to be that many 
authorities could not cope with an increase in voter turnout of a massive 4%. It seems that 
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nobody has overall responsibility for the election arrangements, a common problem in British 
politics 
 
Former UK ambassador to Uzbekistan, Craig Murray, before the election,compared the UK 
electoral system with that of Uzbekistan’s. 
 
On the issue of whether there was real choice between the candidates, he wrote: 
“International electoral monitoring bodies pay a great deal of attention to this. For example, 
in December's parliamentary elections in Uzbekistan, it was the lack of real choice between 
five official parties, all supporting President Karimov's programme, on which the OSCE 
focused its criticism”. He went on to ask: “How different is the UK,really? For example, I want 
to see an immediate start to withdrawal of British troops from Afghanistan; I am increasingly 
sceptical of the EU;and I do not want to see a replacement for the vastly expensive Trident 
nuclear missile system. On each one of those major policy points, I am in agreement with at 
least 40% of the UK population, but on none of those points is my view represented by any 
of the three major political parties”. He also outlines various malpractices in the UK electoral 
system,summarising with: “So, there we have British elections today: an unfair electoral 
system, censorship of candidates' electoral addresses, little real political choice for voters, 
widespread postal ballot-rigging and elections administered by partisan council officials in a 
corrupt political climate”. He finally puts the question “So are British elections still free and 
fair?” and answers it with “If this were a foreign election I was observing, I have no doubt 
that my answer would be no”. 
 
The Guardian’s heading of “British democracy: no better than Uzbekistan's” wasn’t actually 
his. 
 
The day before the election the police were reported to have launched their biggest ever 
investigation into election fraud. 
 
This is the democracy that we have been exporting to Iraq and Afghanistan. It seems that 
post-9/11 the rules of democracy have changed. The ‘enemy within’ is no longer the 
Communists, but the Islamists, a term, like ‘Al Qaida’, invented in the West. Terrorism in the 
West no longer comes from such groups as the Red Brigade, reportedly supported by 
Operation Gladio, but from ‘Islamists’ in ‘Al Qaida’,sometimes supported by little evidence, 
even when carried out in area sunder heavy video surveillance, as were the London 
bombings of July 7, 2005. At least Big Brother Watch (http://www.bigbrotherwatch.org.uk/) 
has reported some commitments from the political parties to reduce statesurveillance of the 
population. In their newsletter of May 7 they saythat a majority of MPs in the House of 
Commons have pledged to roll back the surveillance state. 
 
“… the nation has voted to support pro-privacy and pro-liberty parties on policies like the 
national identity database,the DNA register, CCTV, stop and search, covert surveillance and 
thepower of the state to enter private property or monitor our behaviour with intrusive data 
chips”, they say. 
 
Further encouraging noises came from Conservative shadow justice minister Dominic 
Grieve, who told the Mail on Sunday that the investigation into the death of government 
weapons inspector Dr David Kelly should be reopened because the public ‘have not been 
reassured’ bythe official verdict that he killed himself. 
 
In a letter passed to The Mail on Sunday, he praised a group of doctors who are 
campaigning for a coroner’s inquest into Dr Kelly’s death, and questioned the judgment of 
Lord Hutton, who chaired the inquiry into the death. Two months earlier the newspaper had 
revealed that Lord Hutton had secretly ruled that evidence relating to the case, including Dr 
Kelly’spost-mortem report, should not be released for 70 years. 
 
On the day that the Prime Minister was giving evidence to the Chilcott Inquiry, Liberal 
Democrat MP Norman Baker was calling for a reopening ofthe inquest into Dr Kelly’s death, 
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in a speech in the House of Commons. 
 
“A death certificate was issued in the name of the Oxfordshire coroner,giving the reasons for 
death. It was issued on 18 August 2003 - significantly, just barely after the Hutton inquiry 
started sitting. What was the point of an inquiry to investigate the circumstance ssurrounding 
the death of David Kelly if the Oxfordshire coroner, through an aborted inquest process - and 
that is what it was - rushed out a certificate giving the reasons for death before Lord Hutton 
had evenconsidered the matter?”, he asked. 
 
He called for a “proper inquest” on the grounds of insufficiency of inquiry and the discovery 
of new facts or evidence. He accused Lord Hutton of not doing his job properly, describing 
the Hutton inquiry as “a charade of a legal process”. 
 
Norman Baker had previously researched the issue, and is the author of the book‘The 
Strange Death of David Kelly’ published in 2007. 
 

!  
 
Referring to evidence which he himself had discovered through a Freedom of Information 
request to Thames Valley police, he asked MPs, “Why was it left to me to find that out?” I 
think a lot of us in the truth movement feel like that over a whole range of issues where 
official cover-ups are suspected. Pressure for an inquiry into the invasion of Afghanistan may 
take a little longer to build up. The longer that takes, the more time there will be for public 
opinion to soften regarding the possibility that war, too, could have been launched on the 
basis of deception. There was very little discussion of the war during the election campaign, 
and I began to wonder how that could be, 
 
when 63% of the population thought that the UK should withdraw its troops from Afghanistan 
by the end ofthe year, or so,rising to 77% in a later poll 
 
I found a leaked CIA document on the wikileaks.org website, outlining how public opinion in 
France and Germany should be manipulated in favour of the war, in the event that not 
mentioning the war should turn out not to be enough to allow politicians to ignore public 
opinion. I wrote about that in my April newsletter, and had an article published in Le Monde 
Diplomatique. 
 
Then I put three alternative questions forward for a local hustings meeting, one of which was 
whether candidates had had instructions from their parties not to mention the war (see no.
13). 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Lo and behold, we then had a half page in the local newspaper on candidates’ views on the 
Afghan war. The division was clear: candidates for the main parties supported the official 
line, whereas candidates for the small parties wanted to bring troops out. 
 
I then received a letter from my Conservative candidate, Richard Benyon,saying, “I believe 
that there should be an enquiry into the Afghan conflict in due course; I would like it to ask 
very serious questionsabout post conflict stabilisation”. Even though that would limit the 
scope of the inquiry, to exclude the reasons that we invaded Afghanistanin the first place, at 
least it’s a beginning. If we can get support for a public inquiry into the war, then we can 
haggle about the details later. Of course, such an inquiry would have to consider how British 
troops were supporting the war objective, which we were told was to “get Osama bin Laden 
dead or alive”. 
 
For that we would need to know what evidence they had that Osama bin Laden was in 
Afghanistan, and if he was, where in Afghanistan he would have been. They would also 
have to show evidence to support the idea that fighting the Taliban would help them secure 
that war objective. Were the Taliban hiding Osama bin Laden? This would raise questions 
over the evidence presented in the US extradition request to the Afghan government, and 
any other documentation that would be required to support the idea that the Afghan 
government had been acting illegally or unreasonably in not handing over Osama bin Laden 
to the Americans. I don’t think the public are fully convinced any longer. Every time someone 
asks “Why are we in Afghanistan?” they reveal doubts on the official version of events. If 
people were fully convinced that defeating the Taliban in Afghanistan was vital to our 
national security, I don’t think 77% of the population would want us to withdraw our troops by 
the end of the year or so. Such activity may have opened up a little chink in the conspiracy 
of silence over the war, but how can the lid be kept on such an enormous issue in such an 
effective manner? 
 
It wasn’t just the politicians and the press. Where were the main campaigning groups? The 
Stop the War Coalition was capable of filling Trafalgar Square when protesting against the 
Iraq war, so where were they during the election campaign in connection with the Afghan 
war? The 9/11 Truth movement in London used to have some visibility, with regular public 
meetings and demonstrations in Parliament Square, yet everyone now seems to be suffering 
from burn-out. 
 
Even the Esperantists are suffering from burn-out. We set up Esperanto Lobby in 1972 and 
two years later had a majority in the House of Commons in a parliamentary group, thus 
demonstrating what adedicated group of one and a half thousand people can achieve. How 
times have changed. In 1999 there was an epidemic of stupidity, which disabled key people 
from actually achieving anything any longer. Now the national association is claiming that as 
a ‘Charity’ they are not allowed to contact members of parliament. 
 
Liberty, the National Council for Civil Liberties, had a membership of 9000 when I joined for 
a year in 2006, yet in the mass media we only seem to hear from their office staff, mainly 
their director, a former Home Office barrister. Even at their AGM it was their former Home 
Office barrister who was in control, rather than the elected president. With a lobbying force 
of 9 000 they could really have been having some impact on current issues of encroaching 
state control and surveillance, but I saw no attempt to encourage ordinary members to get 
involved. Indeed, one resolution at the AGM was proposing to expell any member of the 
committee who made any statement to the press which had not beenapproved by the 
committee. I was the first to speak out against that,saying that such a resolution was going 
against what Liberty stood for. The resolution was overwhelmingly defeated at that meeting. 
But would I have been in a better position to gain publicity in my local newspaperfor the 
dangers of CCTV had I remained in Liberty? I doubt it. 
 
It seems that the best way to campaign on social issues nowadays is what I suppose we 
could call ‘guerilla campaigning’. Individuals do what they can, and remain in loose 



association, with small groups springing uphere and there, with new groups forming as old 
ones become ineffective. In London, some of us have regrouped, and are continuing the old-
style 9/11 meetings that we used to have. On the Bank Holiday Monday of May 3 we had 14 
people present, and I think we all found it a useful opportunity for exchanging news and 
views. The main topic was unexplained aspects of the 9/11 attacks, as shown on a series of 
videoclips. There is still no credible explanation of how an essentially aluminium aircraft 
could hit a massive steel-framed structure withoutjust crumbling up, but appearing to glide 
effortlessly through the tower as if it were made of butter, and then coming out of the other 
side.There are various speculative ideas, but no theories. Then how did masses of concrete 
disintegrate into dust? Could thermite, thermate or nanothermite explain that? Events of 
such intensity are so far outside our everyday experiences that it would be dangerous just to 
guess. 
 
Nick Kollerstrom said a few words about hisbook ‘Terror on the Tube’ and its new 
website(http://www.terroronthetube.co.uk). That website is a mine of information on the 
events of July 7, 2005. 
 
The 7/7 issue, too, is one which is crying out for a public inquiry, but we are unlikely to get 
one in the current climate. The contradictions in the official story, as pointed out in page after 
page of Nick’s book,are just too shocking for most people to take in at this stage. There will 
undoubtedly be further fun and games before a public parliamentary inquiry can be set up. 
There will undoubtedly be further evasions, denigrations and disruptions on the way. All this 
leads us back to the question of how our democracy is being usurped, and how the invisible 
government really works. We have some of the inside story from former MI5 officers David 
Shayler and Annie Machon regarding the penetration of political groups and groups in the 
peace movement. 
 
Now we find we have to turn the question around: what sort of membership associations 
promoting social change would not be infiltrated and manipulated? I think we need to take a 
closer look at the grass roots democracy of our daily lives. The advice I was hearing for over 
forty years was that if you want to influence things in an organisation it’s best not to resign, 
but to influence things from within. 
 
Anti-war campaigner George Galloway told the House of Commons on 24 June 2009 that 
the Labour Party lost half its membership because of the Iraq war: 
 

 
 
Now imagine what could have happened had they stayed in the party. Together with like-
minded people who did not resign, they would have had the voting power to change the 
entire leadership of the party. For that to happen they would have had to have come to terms 
with the idea that the party had been usurped by a small group which did not seem to have 
the traditional values of the party. 
 
The idea of influencing things from within applies just as much to the opposition, as Sir 
Humphrey explained in the video I linked to right at the beginning of this piece. Once this is 
generally understood, then there can be a way forward to restoring truth and democracy. 
 
In 1915 another anti-war campaigner outlined a letter to the diplomats of the world, to be 
sent out after the end of the Great War. It contained just one demand: that after the war it 
should be declared that every country “morally and materially should be fully owned by all of 
its people”. 
 
Ludovic Zamenhof had come to the realisation that internal democracy is the key to peaceful 
co-existence. 
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………………………….. 
 5 June 2011 
Don't dare criticise Israel, you will be called an anti-semite 
Originally sent June 2010 
 
When I sat down to write this newsletter, I had intended to start off by congratulating peace 
campaigner Brian Haw for getting a bigger picture on the front page of the London Evening 
Standard on the day that the Queen opened Parliament than the Queen did herself. 
 
But then, the world went crazy again. 
 
The attack by the Israeli Defence Force on an aid convoy in international waters shocked the 
world. Even the Israeli version admits that they did it. They may attribute the deaths to 
armed resistance, but if that were true – and many are disputing that - would it have been 
unreasonable to have put up resistance when your boat is being pirated in international 
waters?  
 
Angry demonstrations rapidly spread across the world, and early images appearing on our 
television screens included orthodox Jews demonstrating against the Israeli government. 
There are now various Jewish groups who are opposed to the military actions taken by 
Israel against the people of Gaza, and on other issues, too. A demonstration outside the IDF 
headquarters in Tel Aviv against the storming of the Gaza Flotilla was reported on Israel 
Social TV but, they say, not in the mainstream media: 
 

 
 
If any good is to come from this sorry story, it has to be the realisation that you can now 
criticise Israel, or rather the actions of those who pull the strings in Israel, without being 
credibly accused of antisemitism, as you can for any other state. There has been much talk 
recently of covert operations by the Israeli secret service Mossad. 
 
The UK government protested to Israel about the forging of UK passports in an undercover 
operation to assassinate a Hamas leader in Dubai. 
 
There has been growing impatience in the US over Israel’s treatment of the people of Gaza. 
Considering that the US is Israel’s main ally and backer, and that they are also the world’s 
military superpower, it would seem surprising that a small beseiged country like Israel would 
want to go it alone. In the case of the Free Gaza flotilla, the Israeli forces would have known 
that even if the operation had been carried out without violence, they would still have been 
seen on virtually every television screen outside Israel as agressors on the high seas. How 
can we account for this behaviour? 
 
It seems to me to be a symptom of overconfidence in one’s own strength. If we reduce the 
world stage to the laboratory of a tiny organisation which poses no threat to national security, 
we sometimes see the same sort of arrogance. 
 
In my case, I could not understand how my opponents thought they could possibly get away 
with some of the blatent things they were saying and doing. Any normal person, I thought, 
would be able to see through them right away; it was as if they didn’t care. Yet, in the short 
term, they were right, because they knew one or two things that I didn’t know. They knew 
how accepting the ordinary members had become after years of brainwashing. I was later to 
find out that it was no use trying to present evidence to the members; they just weren’t 
interested, because they knew that I was wrong, even if they didn’t know what I was saying. 
It was no use showing them simple financial charts which appeared to contradict what they 
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had been told for years. Yet these points could be grasped very quickly by others outside the 
organisation. The only defence which my opponents could offer, when their conspiracy of 
silence failed, was to react with contrived indignation, as if it were all an anticommittee plot 
by one individual. Yet I had only been putting together their own statements. 
 
If we now replace our microscope with a telescope, we see the equivalent on the world 
stage. On the world stage, it was becoming increasingly clear that it was difficult to criticise 
Israeli policy without being vulnerable to allegations of antisemitism or of being a Nazi 
sympathiser. I first became aware of a possible Mossad connection with the London 
bombings of July 7, 2005, after I had written about the launch of the book ‘Terror on the 
Tube’ in my newsletter of September 2009, when emails were going around with 
suggestions of Nazi sympathies. Yet I had not touched upon issues concerning the Nazis, or 
indeed anything that would have made me vulnerable to such allegations. 
 
I had so far assumed that the ludicrous interventions in the launch of Nick Kollerstrom’s book 
would have been coming from our own secret services, which may have had something to 
hide. Yet where was this coming from? Sure enough, I then realised that the CCTV 
surveillance in the London Underground was being run by an Israeli company. 
 
Chapter Three of Terror on the Tube quotes an announcement on this from Israel National 
News of September 21, 2004: 
 
 
"Verint Systems, a subsidiary of Israel's Comverse Technology announced that Metronet Rail 
has selected Verint's networked video solution to enhance security of the London 
Underground, according to an Israel21c report 
... 
Verint president and CEO Dan Bodner told Israel21c: 'We have significant experience 
working with transportation authorities and are committed to delivering innovative networked 
video security solutions for the transportation industry.'". 
 
So what happened to the masses of CCTV footage that should have been available, which 
would have given a much more complete picture of what was going on? Were all those 
cameras dummies, or was footage being withheld from the public? Was that footage being 
withheld by the London Metropolitan Police, or was it being withheld from them? 
 
According to the announcement, “The system will enable security personnel to monitor 
passenger platforms and certain remote portions of the track”. So would some people in or 
from the Middle East have had instant access to pictures of the London Underground at the 
time of the terrorist attacks? What we find, Nick writes, “is a company with 24 hour access to 
the entire tube network run by a senior ex-Israeli army officer, whose former employers are 
engaged in a largely covert war against Arabs for land”. The company, and its controlling 
company, according to Appendix 2 of the book, are run by ex Shin Beth and Mossad officers. 
How could a government minister have been so convinced that she knew better than the 
police at a meeting of COBRA, the government's emergency committee, in which she was 
insisting that there were eight incidents when the police representative was insisting that 
there were four? 
 
This conversation was described in Andy Hayman’s book ‘The Terrorist Hunters’, which the 
UK government banned for a while after its publication. 
 
Was the government minister making this up, or was she repeating what she had been told 
to say? Where did that information come from ultimately? If the minister’s information was 
correct, then the most obvious source of that would have been the Israeli company operating 
the CCTV cameras. That leads us again to the question of who is running the country. 
Constantly we are led in the direction of the big financial institutions. We need to ask where 
the political influence in those institutions lies. The picture that seems to be emerging is not 
one of unified central control, but of various competing factions, which all have a common 
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interest in keeping the public in ignorance. 
 
Whatever horrors one faction brings about, they can be confident that competing factions will 
retain a conspiracy of silence, because it is in their best interests to do so. If we pick up the 
microscope again, we see various individual police officers going beyond the law in their 
treatment of members of the public, but what do other police officers do about it? If they 
witness such an event yet remain silent, then surely they are guilty of complicity. 
 
In false flag terrorism, what incentive is there for one group to speak out against another if 
they may be guilty of something similar themselves. Inevitably, the more ruthless groups will 
be outdoing each other, and so a bubble will be created. Eventually, the whole thing will get 
out of hand, and various groups will realise that they have to speak out. Then the bubble 
bursts. 
 
I think we have just witnessed the bursting of such a bubble. I saw a snippet of news on the 
television, in which Bill Clinton asked, “Who’s the superpower here?”. Apparently that 
happened when he met Binjamin Netanyahu for the first time, in 2006. 
 
Did that mean that Israel was punching above its weight even then, or did it mean that the 
Israeli lobby have more influence in Washington than we had imagined? The Israeli lobbying 
organisation AIPAC held its largest ever conference in Washington in March, and amongst 
its main speakers were Hillary Clinton, Binjamin Netanyahu and Tony Blair. Shortly 
beforehand, there had been a diplomatic incident when, during a visit to Israel by Vice 
President Joe Biden, the Israeli government announced more construction work on occupied 
land in Jerusalem. 
 
Aljazeera put out a programme analysing the strength of the Israeli lobby in the US under 
the title ‘Inside Story - US-Israel: Unsettled dispute’: 
 
On November 16, 2009, Channel 4 put out a programme in its Dispatches series, under the 
title ‘Inside Britain's Israel Lobby’, in which they showed how the Israeli lobby appear to be 
using financial pressure to censure political opinion in the UK. 
 
All political parties are affected, they said, but they focused on the Labour Party and the 
Conservative Party. 
 
Given this degree of influence, it is interesting that UK Foreign Secretary William Hague was 
so outspoken in speaking out against the attack when funding had previously been cut off 
when he had spoken out against Israeli action in Gaza, according to the Dispatches 
programme. 
 
The programme shows how branding people as ‘antisemitic’ is a deliberate policy by the pro-
Israel lobby to silence critics. Over the past few months there have been increasing 
concerns over a possible Mossad connection with 9/11. 
 
Dr Alan Sabrosky is a former director of studies of the Strategic Studies Institute at US War 
College, and was described in the Kevin Barrat Show on No Lies Radio as “the most 
controversial voice in the 9/11 truth movement”, in an introduction to an interview on March 
30, in which he claims that Mossad was behind 9/11. 
 
There has been much speculation, but we need hard facts. It would be difficult to see how 
Bulding 7, which housed a major centre of the CIA, could have been prepared for controlled 
demolition without the knowledge of the CIA. That, of course, could mean some faction in 
the CIA, but at a high level. If Mossad and the CIA were complicit, then we would need 
detailed evidence to know which of them was in the lead role. Many questions remain to be 
answered concerning the attacks of 9/11. One thing we do know, however, is that for 25 
seconds Building 7 was in free fall, within a margin of error of 1%. 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Physics teacher David Chandler recently produced a new analysis of the collapse of the 
tower, based on new information released from the NIST final report on Building 7. 
 
“This is high school physics we’re talking about”, he says, “If they can’t get the high school 
physics right, what confidence can we have in their multicoloured computer-generated 
whizz-bang simulations that tell us of the exact sequence of girder failures, without any 
physical evidence for any of it. I’m a high school physics teacher. I teach my students better 
lab practice than NIST demonstrates here”. He calls the NIST report a “cover-up by a 
government agency”. How could those who set up this operation possibly hope to get away 
with it, when they knew there would likely to be video footage and scientific analysis? 
 
Again, it seems to me to be a symptom of overconfidence in one’s own strength, in this 
case, the strength of the mass media brainwashing of the population. The video is pretty 
conclusive proof of controlled demolition, yet they have got away with it for nearly nine 
years. It’s an analogous situation to my financial charts. The bubble has yet to burst. False 
flag terrorism is so widely known about amongst people with inquisitive minds who look for 
alternative sources of information than the mainstream media, that that has to be another 
bubble waiting to burst. 
 
The Israeli assault on the Free Gaza Flotilla will remind many of the sinking of the USS 
Liberty in 1967, which is now well-documented yet unknown to the general readership of the 
mainstream media. 
 
In this incident, the Israeli forces were in collusion with the US in attacking the US 
surveillance ship Liberty during the 1967 war, in an operation apparently designed to give a 
pretext to attack Egypt. The attack was witnessed by a Soviet ship, and so the operation 
was called off at the last moment. The recent assault on the Free Gaza Flotilla may bring the 
matter of the USS Liberty to the public’s attention, now that the UK government has stated 
that there should be an inquiry into the recent event. 
 
Meanwhile, another dangerous situation is building up between North and South Korea, 
regarding the alleged sinking by North Korea of the South Korean warship Cheonan. This 
was investigated by ‘The Joint Civilian-Military Investigation Group’ of South Korea, with 
additional experts from the US, Australia, the UK and Sweden. In their final report, they 
conclude: 
 
“Based on all such relevant facts and classified analysis, we have reached the clear 
conclusion that ROKS ‘Cheonan’ was sunk as the result of an external underwater explosion 
caused by a torpedo made in North Korea. The evidence points overwhelmingly to the 
conclusion that the torpedo was fired by a North Korean submarine. There is no other 
plausible explanation”. 
 
Yet the only evidence that they present of the torpedo being fired by a North Korean 
submarine is that the torpedo was marked with “No. 1” written in Hangul. That is the script of 
the Korean language, used both in North Korea and South Korea. I would say that evidence 
points overwhelmingly to faked stupidity. It seems the Chinese are not impressed either. 
 
Premier Wen Jiabao stated that China will take its position on the basis of truth and facts, 
and that it will seek information from various sources and seriously study it before making 
clear its stand in "a fair and objective manner”. 
 
He also stated that China understands the current difficult situation President Lee Myung-
bak and the South Korean government are facing. The publishing of the Cheonan report 
comes at a very convenient moment for the pro-American government of South Korea, just 
ahead of their general election on June 3. 
 
The New York Times reports: 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“Soon after taking office two years ago, Mr. Lee appeared at risk of losing public support, as 
he faced mass demonstrations on the streets of Seoul against the import of United States 
beef. Now, political experts are talking about the ‘Cheonan effect’, as polls show that more 
than half of expected voters approve of the president and his tougher line toward the North.” 
 
Brian Haw has been on a protest vigil since June 2, 2001. Initially he was campaigning 
against the economic sanctions on Iraq and the bombing of the country by the US and UK. 
After 11 September 2001, he widened his focus, directing his messages of peace against 
the 'war on terror', the terror that the US and UK have inflicted on Afghanistan and Iraq. 
 
During this time, he has successfully fought legal battles against actions to get him removed 
from his camp on the green opposite Parliament. The police at times have been brutal, and 
gone beyond the law. Parliament even introduced a law which is generally believed to have 
been aimed at removing him, now known as Haw’s Law, but when challenged, the court 
ruled that the law could not be applied retrospectively. The result was that Brian Haw 
became the only person in the world with the legal right to protest outside the UK Parliament 
without police permission. 
 
On May 1 this year, a group of about fifty peace demonstrators set up camp on the same 
piece of land, calling themselves the Democracy Village. Unlike Brian Haw, some of them 
dug the turf and started growing vegetables there, and unlike Brian Haw, they were not 
targeted by the police. There was talk of possible agents, or provocateurs amongst them, 
who would turn the whole protest into a circus and enjoy police immunity. Brian Haw wisely 
dissociated himself from them, apparently anticipating what was about to happen. On the 
evening of May 25, the day of the Queen’s speech and the opening of Parliament, the 
London Evening Standard reported on its front page: “The Queen was greeted by 
extraordinary scenes as she arrived at Westminster for the state opening of Parliament 
today. Dozens of campaigners encamped outside the Commons jeered and waved banners 
as her coach drove past – but the only people to be arrested were veteran anti-war protester 
Brian Haw and his friend Barbara Tucker. Sixty-year-old Mr Haw, who has been living in a 
tent opposite Parliament for nine years, was dragged off for obstructing police sniffer dogs”. 
Inside, there was a two-page spread under the heading “Why did Boris allow shanty town to 
stay there so long?”, Boris being the London mayor Boris Johnson, whose spokesman 
stated: “The Mayor respects the right to demonstrate. However, the scale and impact of the 
protest is now doing considerable damage to Parliament Square and preventing its peaceful 
use by other Londoners, including those who may wish to have an authorised protest”. 
 
Clearly the whole operation had to be a set-up, with the police targeting Brian Haw, and the 
politicians using the Democracy Village as an excuse. The behaviour of the authorities in this 
issue seems to have been extraordinary. How can we account for this behaviour? It seems 
to me to be a symptom of overconfidence in one’s own strength. Instead of quietly removing 
Brian Haw whilst the nation’s attention was on the Queen’s speech, they succeeded in 
making the Queen’s speech look ridiculous, and in focusing attention on Brian Haw. Brain 
had not been demonstrating against the monarchy, but nothing could have been more 
damaging to the monarchy than what happened. The Independent covered the story on its 
front page with two photos, one headed ‘Inside’ and the other headed ‘Outside’. It contrasted 
the promises of reintroducing some of the civil liberties taken away by the Blair regime with 
the suppression of what was, after all, a legal vigil outside Parliament. Yet cabinet minister 
Vince Cable in the new coalition has in the past given his support to Brian Haw. 
 
In a gesture of support, together with Susan Kramer MP, he offered a new poster to Brian 
Haw in 2006, to replace one of those taken by the police, and is pictured on Brian’s website. 
The Independent contrasted what was in the Queen’s Speech on civil liberties with what was 
actually happening in Parliament Square. 
 
The contrast of the ostentatious splendour of the throne and the crown with the T-shirt of a 
lone protester being dragged from his tent outside put the monarchy itself into disrepute. 
Buckingham Palace’s PR people will need to do something to repair the damage. If Brain is 
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allowed to return, the Establishment will lose face. If he is imprisoned or dies, he will become 
a martyr. If he is simply evicted, he will become a celebrity. 
 
 
In 2007 the Tate Modern staged an exhibition under the title ‘State Britain’, which was a 
recreation of Brian’s display just before it was removed by police in May 2006. 
 
I think the best way out of the current predicament would be for the Tate Modern to exhibit a 
monument in memory of Brian Haw’s vigil. Respectable members of the Establishment are 
calling his camp an ‘eyesore’ and so the monument should be an eyesore, too. It should be 
a piece of modern sculpture depicting the ugliness of war. When eventually Brian Haw’s vigil 
does come to an end, that monument should be placed on the very same spot as his vigil. It 
should be a permanent monument, and it should be named ‘The Westminster Haw 
Memorial’. 
………………………………. 
"Please move along, there is nothing to see here" 
Originally sent July 2010 
 
The fifth anniversary of the terror outrage in London on July 7, 2005, passed off quietly – a 
little too quietly for some relatives of the victims. 
 
According to a Government press release: “For the 7th July 2005 Inquests, evidence of 
identity and the causes of death have already been taken and the deaths have been 
registered. The Inquests were adjourned at the request of the DPP [Director of Public 
Prosecutions] until the end of the trials of the men charged with conspiring to cause 
explosions with the 7th July 2005 bombers”. 
 
That’s interesting, because it means that they called off an inquest pending a trial of people 
accused of conspiring with the bombers before they had legally established who the 
bombers were. 
 
What’s more, the jury in the trial was told by the judge that the four named bombers were 
quilty. 
 
The accused were acquitted after a retrial, though two of them were found guilty of a charge 
that had not been brought, of conspiring to attend a place of terrorist training. 
 
The Independent newspaper has a section in its website dedicated to the inquests () and 
that contains an description of subsequent events: 
 
“The lead Coroner received notification of the outcome of that trial in May 2009 and since 
then Lady Justice Hallett has been given jurisdiction over the 56 inquests and has 
assembled a team to assist her. The first decisions she must make include whether there is 
‘sufficient cause’ to resume the inquests and, if so, the scope of the inquiry she intends to 
make”. 
 
That’s interesting, too. Not only did they cause the inquests to be adjourned by accusing 
innocent people of conspiracy, but when the inquests are reopened, they have to reestablish 
the need to hold the inquests. Following the pre-inquest hearings, a report was issued by the 
Coroner’s Court, headed “Decision following pre-inquest hearing from 26 to 30 April 2010”. 
 
What struck me about that report was its complexity. Much of it was dealing with legal points 
for and against the need for the inquests, and the form of the inquests, and whether or not 
there should be a jury. Out of the 66 pages, 32 were concerned with the need and the scope 
of the inquests. This included seven pages which summarised what was known or what “it 
was said could have been known with due diligence before the bombings”. The accuracy of 
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that information seemed to have been already accepted. 
 
In fact, the report stated: “Save for Mr O’Connor who, on one occasion, went so far as to 
accuse MI5 of lying to the ISC, the families are not asserting MI5 was guilty of any 
intentional wrongdoing. They are concerned that there may have been failings and simply 
wish to know more. I make it clear that no failings either systemic or individual have yet been 
established and no evidence has been produced to me yet to justify the assertion any 
member of MI5 has lied”. 
 
The idea of official wrongdoing had already been dealt with in a paragraph which stated: “I 
should also add that what have been called ‘conspiracy theories’ abound in the media and 
on the internet. Mr Christopher Coltart who appeared for some of the bereaved families 
summarised them for me. Some are more outlandish than others. Suffice it to say there has 
been widespread speculation about the wider circumstances of the plot and the identity of 
any mastermind”. 
 
Later on, the report states that the inquests “will help put minds at rest, confirm or allay the 
rumour and suspicion generated by ‘conspiracy theorists’ …”. Under consideration of 
whether there should be a jury, the report states: 
 
“In the absence of a jury, I could publish a full explanation of my conclusions. This may more 
suitably meet the expectations of the bereaved families, survivors and the wider public, 
including the ‘conspiracy theorists’." 
 
What on earth does the Rt Hon Lady mean by ‘conspiracy theorists’? She herself uses the 
words ‘conspiracy’, and syntactically related words, seven times in her report, apart from the 
above three mentions of ‘conspiracy theorists’, and on each occasion she is referring to 
allegations of conspiracy by the state against individuals. The sloppiness of her references 
to ‘conspiracy theorists’, compared with the legal exactitude of the rest of the report, stands 
out like a sore thumb. Translated, I think it means: “This inquest will exclude the possibility of 
state complicity, irrespective of the evidence, and in defence will resort to name-calling”. 
 
A more ballanced view was put forward in a local radio station in Bristol, in a slot run by Tony 
Gosling and Martin Summers under the title ‘BCfm Friday Drivetime’. 
 
In an hour-long enquiry into the 7/7 London bombings, they interviewed a variety of 
witnesses and experts, including Robert Webb whose sister Laura died in the Edgware 
Road tube blast. Only 28 minutes into the programme did they ask, “Could this be a 'False 
Flag' attack?”. 
 
The Guardian’s reporter Mark Honingsbaum had got to the scene of the Edgware Road 
explosion and interviewed witnesses immediately after the event. They were referring to an 
explosion UNDER the carriage of an underground train, yet when Mark Honingsbaum’s 
report appeared in print, that had been changed to ‘in’ the carriage. Other discrepancies in 
the official story emerge, and the programme suggests: “MI5 lied about the four alleged 
bombers, they had been known to the security services in the past - not 'clean skins' at all”. 
 
Finally, they included part of a talk by MI5 whistleblower Annie Machon, who had some 
interesting things to say about the privatisation of intelligence on a massive scale, involving 
“many, many large companies”. The programme website is at (http://www.radio4all.net/
index.php/program/43887). 
 
In the meantime, the Chilcott inquiry into the Iraq war has resumed. I think a result of the 
interviews so far has been an increase in healthy scepticism amongst the public about what 
they are told by politicians. That may be hard for decent well-meaning MPs who will 
occasionally behave less than perfectly, but the important thing is that people are now 
accepting that leading politicians can lie in a big way about crucial issues of war and peace. 
People I get chatting to down town or wherever now seem much more willing to accept the 
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idea that 9/11 was very different from how it was told. I find that promotion of 9/11 truth is 
now mainly a matter of listening to people’s concerns about not believing what they are told 
any more, and helping them along. They are also increasingly perplexed about why we are 
in Afghanistan. That means that they are no longer completely fooled by the Osama bin 
Laden myth. 
 
On Sunday 27th June a group of hardy anti-war protesters in London set out on a five-day 
walk to Colchester in an act of solidarity with former soldier Joe Glenton, who is in military 
prison there. 
 
Sooner or later there will have to be an inquiry into the invasion of Afghanistan. Apart from 
the attacks of 7/7 and the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, there are other issues which 
used to be called ‘conspiracy theories’ which are overdue for proper investigation. 
 
The government has announced their intention of setting up an inquiry into torture and 
rendition. 
 
In the court cases, it appears that the government has been hiding behind national security 
in refusing access to key documents. 
 
An inquiry into the death of Dr David Kelly is long overdue, and an announcement must be 
coming soon, since two members of the coalition cabinet have been calling for one. Norman 
Baker, who is now transport minister, wrote a book on the topic: 
 

 
 
Home Secretary Dominic Grieve called for an inquiry during the election campaign. 
 
It was revealed in January that Lord Hutton, after the Hutton inquiry, quietly decreed that 
vital documents be kept from the public for seventy years. 
 
 
So the government does have something to hide. Hiding documents is becoming something 
of a habit. 
 
Documents which were submitted to Lord Cullen's inquiry into the Dunblane massacre were 
subsequently placed under a 100-year Closure Order, though that was subsequently lifted. 
 
Why was a gagging order placed on the Hollie Grieg case, prohibiting campaigner Robert 
Green from speaking out? and Why were investigations blocked in the Downs Syndrome 
Association and the BBC? 
 

 
 
 
What on earth do these issues have to do with national security? Or is national security 
being used to protect influential people? We need to know. 
 
Withholding crucial information is also a key ingredient in creating a war, as the video ‘War 
Made Easy’ shows: 
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So is provocation. 
 
Prison Planet has reported on infiltration and provocation in the G20 demonstrations 
 
In a second video on the same page they show how police provocateurs are spotted during 
a peaceful demonstration: 
 

 
 
This is an excerpt from a new film ‘You, me and the SPP’ (http://www.youmespp.com/), 
which has just had a screening in Toronto, and is available on DVD. In this video the crowd 
wasn’t provoked. The video demonstrates what happens when one person understands the 
situation and manages to persuade others. When a second person speaks out others begin 
to follow, and very quickly the whole situation can be turned around. 
 
Provocation can be much more subtle, though. Look at what happened on the Green in 
Parliament Square. In my June newsletter I reported on talk of possible agents, or 
provocateurs amongst them, and that Brian Haw had wisely dissociated himself from the 
Democracy Village in anticipation of what was about to happen. Well, it happened (http://
www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1296162), and apparently Brian Haw survived yet another 
legal assault. 
 
Look also at what happened in the UK 9/11 Truth movement. Since I joined in December 
2006 there have been two frenzies of antisemitism abuse, both of which caused severe 
disruption to the movement. Unless a second person speaks out, the provocateurs win. 
Negative talk can be infectious. 
 
I first noticed this in the Esperanto movement when I mentioned the name of a former 
president, who had done much to build the movement up in the UK, to a positive and well-
meaning friend. Within thirty seconds he was saying, “The trouble with [the former president] 
is ...”. I asked: “How is it, that whenever a good guy’s name is mentioned, within thirty 
seconds people find something negative to say about him?” He saw the point and didn’t do it 
again. The way the provocateurs implant such suggestion can be by as little as gesture and 
tone. It means that in the end good guys are doing the wreckers work for them. 
 
Something similar happened on the 9/11 Forum in connection with an excellent public 
meeting at The Friends Meeting House opposite Euston Station in London on July 14. The 
meeting had been organised and paid for by US truth campaigner Professor Jim Fetzer, who 
was also one of the speakers, together with Dr Kevin Barrett, Co-Founder of Muslims for 
9/11 Truth, also from the US. They had teamed up with Israeli-born London-based jazz 
saxophonist and political commentator Gilad Atzmon, who talked about the Middle East 
situation. The compere was Kenneth O’Keefe, who had been on the Mavi Mara relief boat to 
Gaza. There was a problem, though. As Jim Fetzer explained on the night, they had to be 
careful how they organised such a meeting, because there could be interventions. Indeed, 
he said that there had been a problem regarding the venue, which they had managed to 
overcome. That meant that they were using just people in London whom they knew and 
could trust. They would probably have been unaware of the ludicrous interventions in the 
launch of Nick Kollerstrom’s book ‘Terror on the Tube’, which I reported on in my newsletter 
of September 2009. So they were right on that count. There used to be regular monthly 
meetings in London with at least fifty people present, but organising that sort of thing now is 
not easy. Some of us managed to reestablish the informal discussion group which became 
known as the ‘Keep Talking’ group, from the catch phrase at the end of this newsletter. We 
latched on a little late to what was happening with the Euston meeting, and my immediate 
fear was that we could have fewer than twenty people turning up in a hall with a capacity of 
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a thousand. So when in the end some 60 to 70 turned up, I felt a little relieved. I think we all 
felt grateful to the organisers and the speakers. I know that Declan Heavy in London did a lot 
of work visiting mosques, in order to create interest in the Muslim communities. Despite the 
sympathetic responses he was receiving, I think we can all understand the pressures these 
people will be facing, and why they may stay away from an event of this nature. So how is 
such an event treated in the 9/11 Forum, of which I used to be a moderator (http://
911forum.org.uk/board/viewtopic.php?p=148947)? Well, the numbers are derided, and the 
speakers are criticised for raising so-far unexplained issues. I, too, have a problem in 
understanding the video images of aircraft which appear to slice through tons of steel and 
concrete as if they were butter. If I thought it was possible to create a massive hologram in 
the sky, I would be looking at that, but I don’t. If I thought it was possible to graphically edit 
all the videos taken, professional and amateur, then I’d be looking at computer generated 
imagery, but I don’t see that one either. That doesn’t make me a ‘no-planer’, though. I don’t 
work from beliefs; I did physics. Perhaps a gaping hole was created moments before impact 
by thermite explosions. Perhaps Osama bin Laden, coming from Saudi Arabia, had 
mastered the art of miragery, and could create a plane mirage over New York from his cave 
in Tora Bora. If that’s what people had been told by Bush and Blair, many of them would be 
believing it. 
 
Some parts of the 9/11 truth movement have somehow developed their own orthodoxy, 
which cannot be questioned any longer. OK, the press will have a field day with its myriads 
of conspiracy theories, but they don’t have to be bound by the truth. The truth is that we 
don’t know. Similarly, you don’t need to believe in ‘directed energy’ and ‘molecular 
dissociation’ in order to see that something weird happened to the top thirty stories of the 
South tower. I personally have a high regard for Professor Steven Jones’s work, which 
resulted in the thermite theory of controlled demolition. I can accept that as the primary 
mechanism. But can it explain the spectacular pulverisation of the top thirty stories? That 
doesn’t look like controlled anything. Perhaps nanothermite could explain it, if used in 
sufficient quantities, but we would need a coherent theory and some figures. There’s not 
much doubt that something weird happened, and we don’t know what it was. By labelling 
people who raise such questions, good people are doing the wreckers work for them. 
 
In membership associations, the agent provocateurs can be the Awfully Nice Brigade. I’ve 
just had an article published on the website of The British Humanist Association in their 
series ‘My humanist hero’ (http://www.humanistlife.org.uk/2010/06/humanist-heroes-ludovic-
lazarus-zamenhof/). I wrote about peace campaigner Ludovik Zamenhof, who is better 
known for launching Esperanto in 1887. For twenty years he was working with a Very 
Persuasive Person posing as an French aristocrat, who was seen to be working hard for the 
language but mysteriously undermining the humanitarian principles behind the movement. 
Then in 1907 the Awfully Nice Brigade played dirty tricks and split the movement in what 
became known as the ‘Ido-skismo’. Zamenhof may have latched on to the idea that the 
interventionists could have been hypocritical language chauvinist agents for the French state 
yet remained quiet in the wake of the Dreyfus Affair in order not to create a diplomatic 
incident, but I couldn’t find any evidence that anyone had even thought of that until 2007. I 
had been discussing the ‘Ido-skismo’ with a friend who was researching it and writing it up 
as a lawyer would, making out a case that it was fraudulent (http://rik.poreo.org/
documents.html) when I reread an old account, and said “Ah!”. It had taken a hundred years 
to see the obvious.My article on Zamenhof is the first of three. The third is a good solid 
account from a genuine Esperantist and language teacher, but the second is hypocritical. It 
was written by the editor of The British Esperantist, who would undoubtedly, had Zamenhof 
been alive and living in the UK, have given him similar treatment to the treatment he gave 
me. 
 
It all started with an undermining editorial in Autumn 2004 (http://esperanto-gb.org/lbe/arkivo/
957/01.html (eo)) with a mixture of distortion, untruth and innuendo about my work not as 
just “one individual”, but as the association’s Information Officer, and it culminated in 
attempts to wreck the British Esperanto Congress in 2007, whose theme was ‘Renewal’. 
This resulted in the resignation of their own conference coordinator (http://rik.poreo.org/



esperanto_truth_1.doc (page 2)). Following the first article, I requested a meeting with the 
president, Professor John Wells, to discuss it with him. Requests were ignored, but when I 
did eventually approach him in person at The London Esperanto Club he went into an 
infantile tantrum, saying “You’re childish and like Lapenna”. That shook me; I had considered 
him a friend and colleague for forty years. Just thirty years earlier, and three meters north of 
the spot where he was now standing, he had told me, “Lapenna is paranoid”. Professor Ivo 
Lapenna had been forced to resign as President of the Universal Esperanto-Association in 
1974, following a furore, started by provocative articles in The British Esperantist. Professor 
Wells later criticised Professor Lapenna for ‘behaviour’ (http://www.phon.ucl.ac.uk/home/
wells/lapenna.htm (eo)). History was repeating itself, and he himself had given me the link. A 
year after that incident I was on the Management Committee, and in order to block me, they 
had tasked me with ‘Research’. I submitted to the President what should have been a rather 
boring draft financial report, and requested a meeting to discuss it. The meeting was refused 
and the message came back that I was paranoid. I then received an intimidatory message 
about ‘active opposition’ should I be a candidate at the next AGM. They passed a motion of 
censure on the grounds of ‘behaviour’, then cut off contact, effectively expelling me, which 
they had no legal power to do. They then published a statement about me in their newsletter 
(http://esperanto-gb.org/eab/eab_update/gxisdate33.pdf page 6). I myself became a persona 
non grata in the association I had done so much to build up. But eventually the President 
shot himself in the foot by publishing the most incredible statement to the members. This is 
worth careful study by anyone interested in how propaganda works, not just in tiny 
membership associations, but on the world stage, too. It should go into the English 
curriculum for all schools in the UK. He used four techniques, carefully interwoven: the red 
herring, table-turning, ambiguity and insinuation. Furthermore, he actually managed to 
confess that if my facts were right, then the implication would be that he and other trustees 
were dismantling the association. He then shot himself in the other foot by publishing his 
statement on the Internet (http://esperanto-gb.org/eab/eab_update/gxisdate41.pdf page 3), 
where it could be examined by people who were perhaps not quite so brainwashed as the 
members were. The answer sheet, to go at the end of the kids’ English textbooks, is my 
open letter asking for clarification, which has remained unanswered despite reminders at the 
AGMs, and is available on request, or alternatively, a letter of explanation to their own former 
solicitor (http://rik.poreo.org/response_to_wells.doc). The attitude of ordinary members can 
be summed up by: “I don’t understand what’s going on; leave it to the committee”, and “I 
don’t know what you’ve said, but you’re wrong”. The defence from the President has been 
consistently, “That’s history”, to which, in desperation, I eventually replied, “Yes, and so are 
you”. The members see my activities as negative, but I see them as positive. 
 
In 2005 I was looking for parallel cases of associations which may possibly have been 
infiltrated and taken over by the state. Now I’m wondering if there is a progressive 
association that’s not been taken over by the state, and if so, what’s wrong with it. At first 
sight, you wouldn’t notice anything wrong. The Esperanto association in the UK has just 
launched a marvellous new postcard publicity campaign. That’s a throwback to 1963 when 
they had impressive enquiry postcards printed – and in colour! That was phased out by the 
current lot about a decade ago. Who could the present drab black-and-white cards be 
targeting other than the members themselves? So when in the 9/11 movement emails were 
coming from the Awfully Nice Brigade, targeting key individuals, and suggesting that they 
may be sympathisers with the Nazis, we could learn from history. The lesson is to trace 
where that sort of thing is coming from, rather than to just walk away. 
 
But that’s not the point. Where was the attack coming from and what did it mean? Could it 
have meant: “Watch it, mate, or we’ll cut off your funding”? If so, then someone should have 
been telling us that there was a major cause for concern over national security. We see here 
the same four techniques of propaganda: the red herring (antisemitism), ambiguity (the 
Palestinians are semites), the table-turning (what is Netanyahu doing to the people of 
Gaza?), and insinuation (sympathisers with the Nazis). Of course it’s not antisemitic to stand 
up against tyranny or to question the offical version of events. Nor is it anti-British. 
 
In the pre-inquest report of the Coroners’ Court for 7/7, we see similar use of the term 



‘conspiracy theorists’. Turning the tables in such an intricate manner may suggest that they 
know something. It’s usually easier to see the obvious from the outside than from the inside, 
but it’s easier to do something about it from the inside than from the outside. 
………………………………………………….. 
 
Jamie Bartlett says young people should develop critical thinking skills - Who would 
disagree? 
Originally sent October 2010  
 
For the first time ever in the history of the 9/11 truth movement, as far as I am aware, truth 
seekers will have an opportunity to be directly confronted by ‘the other side’. 
 
The think-tank DEMOS has accepted an invitation to talk about their recommendations to 
Government on ‘open infiltration’ in what they call ‘conspiracy theory’ groups. That meeting 
will take place this coming Monday, under the heading ‘DEMOS v. The Truth Movement’. 
 
 
The speakers will be the two authors of the DEMOS report ‘the power of unreason: 
conspiracy theories, extremism and counter-terrorism’, which I wrote about in my September 
newsletter. 
 
Jamie Bartlett and Carl Miller have agreed to come along and explain the thinking behind 
their work, and to answer questions from the audience. In my September newsletter I 
described the recommendations, and gave some background on DEMOS, explaining its 
importance in Government thinking since 1997. If you don’t have that newsletter, and would 
like a copy, just email. I can also supply you with my Powerpoint presentation which I used 
at last month’s meeting of ‘9/11 Keep Talking’, in which I analysed the contents of the report. 
 
 
In summary, I wrote in the newsletter: 
 
“The report was headed, ‘the power of unreason: conspiracy theories, extremism and 
counter-terrorism’, and it claims to examine the role of conspiracy theories in extremist 
groups, arguing that conspiracy theories are linked to violence. It singles out the 9/11 Truth 
movement as being “most notorious and influential”, in that it questions the official accounts 
of 9/11. 
 
It states that the obvious response by Government of producing information often fails 
because any refutation risks being taken as evidence of a cover up. The authors propose 
introducing ‘alternative information’ to civilian groups which believe in conspiracy theories. 
This may be introduced directly by agents of the Government, ‘or their allies’, in what they 
term ‘open infiltration’, or it may be introduced by civilian groups, which would be seen to be 
independent of Government.” 
 
Shortly after the report was published, Jamie Bartlett opened up a blog on the DEMOS 
website headed ‘The bloggers strike back’ giving a description of the report, and accepting 
comments. Many of these comments concerned the issue of 9/11, which had been included 
in the report. 
 
In response to one contributer, he stated: “Paolo you are absolutely right, the report was not 
about the 9/11 truth movement, but about conspiracy theories in extremist groups. I have, 
however, consequently been sucked into a debate about 9/11, which I am more than happy 
to take on”. 
 
He added: “Finally, I will be going on to a radio show soon with someone who I think is quite 
an influential person in the 9/11 truth movement. To his credit he's willing to have me on his 
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radio show. So I'll post details when I get them. I put a couple of questions up myself, and 
these were replied to privately. I then asked Carl whether they would be willing to come and 
talk to us and answer questions on their report. Carl replied that he would, but that they 
would both be abroad for the next meeting. 
 
Some time later I wrote on Jamie’s blog page: “You and Carl will be most welcome to come 
to our 9/11 Keep Talking group in London to explain your report and to answer questions on 
it. This would provide an opportunity for both of you to demonstrate just how 'open infiltration' 
would work, and how you would propose to introduce ‘alternative information’ in connection 
with the 9/11 issue. It would also allow you to explain to us the other forms of infiltration 
which you propose, and why they are necessary, compared with the current methods 
already employed by the security services. Carl has already accepted in principle, and so if 
you could email me with some dates, I'll be able to set something up.” 
 
Jamie responded privately, and that led to Monday’s meeting. Initially, we had intended this 
as a normal monthly meeting of the London group, which we had been holding in a pub in St 
Pancras Station, in a meeting room provided free of charge. But by the last meeting they 
were asking us to commit to £10 per head in drinks and food. Attendance went down. Then 
David Rose stepped in. He is a PhD student of Sociology at Goldsmith’s College, a part of 
the University of London, working on ‘Visual Sociology and Conspiracy Theories’ (http://
www.gold.ac.uk/sociology/staff/nash/). 
 
DEMOS press release 
 
Instead, civil society must play a stronger role in engaging with conspiracy theories where 
they find them, and the education system needs to do more to equip young people with 
critical thinking skills, especially in respect of the net. 
 
BBC report: 
 
Secrecy surrounding counter-terrorism operations is fuelling mistrust of authorities, a study 
by independent think tank Demos suggests. 
 
It urges the government and secret services to be more open to stop extremist groups using 
conspiracy theories to discredit them. 
 
A Demos spokesman said: "Less-secret services could make Britain safer." 
 
The study calls for greater communication with trusted community leaders and individuals. 
 
Both the DEMOS press release and the Guardian blog give prominance to 9/11, thus 
emphasising that the 9/11 truth movement was indeed of primary relevance to the report. 
Please feel free to pass this newsletter on to friends and to get the information out there, and 
above all, keep talking. 

http://www.demos.co.uk/press_releases/conspiracytheories
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/sep/03/conspiracy-theories-corroding-society
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/sep/03/conspiracy-theories-corroding-society
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/sep/03/conspiracy-theories-corroding-society
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11123105

