Click here for Full Issue of EIR Volume 30, Number 23, June 13, 2003

1T IR National

The Henry Waxman Letter:
Who Knew What, And When?

by Jeffrey Steinberg

U.S. Representative Henry Waxman (Calif.), the rankingT he Waxman L etters

Democratonthe House Government Reform Committee, sent Representative Waxman's letter was a follow-up to one

a letter to President George W. Bush, demanding a full expla- he had written on March 17 to the President on the same topic
nation from the Administration, as to why senior officials, The chronology of events, spelled out in the Waxman letters,
including Vice President Dick Cheney, Defense Secretary and in documentation cited in those letters, is as follows:
Donald Rumsfeld, and the President himself “cited forged ¢ Sometimeinlate 2001, the Central Intelligence Agency
evidence about Iraq’'s efforts to obtain nuclear materials.”  received several documents, purporting to show Iragi govern-
(Representative Waxman'’s letter and the Executive’s replynent efforts to purchase large volumes of “yellow cake” from
appear below iftbocumentation.) the African government of Niger. According ER intelli-

Informed of Waxman’s June 2 letter to the President,gence sources, the Niger documents were produced at the
Democratic Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche  country’s embassyin Rome, and were passed on to the Italiar
immediately seized on the significance of senior Administra-Carabinieri, who passed them along, without further com-
tion officials having used a proven forged foreign government ~ ment, to the British MI6 and the CIA.
document, to win Congressional and public support for the + According to a May 6, 2003lew York Times report
Irag War, based on the fabricated claim that Iraq was attempt- ~ “Missing In Action: Truth,” by Nicholas D. Kristof, “more
ingto purchase large quantities of uranium precursor, “yellowthan a year ago, the Vice President’s office asked for an inves-
cake,” from the Niger government. LaRouche insisted thatit  tigation of the uranium deal, so a former U.S. ambassador to
is an urgent matter of national security to determine “whoAfrica was dispatched to Niger. In February 2002, according
knew what, and when?” to someone present at the meetings, that envoy reported to the

LaRouche’s own track record of challenging the wall of CIA and State Departmentthatthe information was unequivo-
disinformation thrown up by the Straussian neo-conservative cally wrong and that the documents had been forged. The
network inside the Bush Administration, to launch the Iragenvoy reported, for example, that a Niger minister whose
War, puts him in a unique position to hold the other Demo-  signature was on one of the documents had in fact been out
cratic Presidential candidates—as well as Bush Administraef office for more than a decade. . . . The envoy’s debunking
tion top officials—accountable for their repeated failure, up  of the forgery was passed around the Administration and
until now, to challenge the avalanche of disinformation andseemed to be accepted—except that President Bush and the
“spun” intelligence products. State Department kept citing it anyway.”

On Feb. 9, 2003, LaRouche had issued a campaign state- « Despite the fact that top Bush Administration offi-
ment, “Powell Apparent Victim of Hoax,” sharply criticizing cials—including Vice President Cheney—knew that the Ni-
the Secretary of State’s Feb. 5 report to the United Nationger documents were fabrications as early as February 2002,
Security Council, during which he had presented a series of  the same documents continued to be cited—Dby both Ameri-
fraudulent charges about Iraqg’s pursuit of weapons of massan and British government officials. On Sept. 24, British
destruction. Appended to the LaRouche statement was a grid Prime Minister Tony Blair's 10 Downing Street office issued
of comments from the other declared Democratic Presidena 50-page public dossier, titled “Irag’s Weapons of Mass De-
tial candidates, which, for the most part, revealed that they, struction—The Assessment of the British Government,”
too, had been uncritical endorsers of the fakery. which stated, in part, “there is intelligence that Iraq has sought
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British MP Tam Dalyell:
We're Looking to Congress

The international importance of the American Congres-
sional hearingsintothe*Irag WMD" hoax wasasubject of
anexclusive EIRinterview with Tam Dalyell, thelongest-
serving member of the House of Commons and the most
vocal opponent of the Iraq war in the British Parliament.
Said Dalyell, “People like me in Europe, who want to
know the truth about Iragi weapons of mass destruction
and related matters, arelooking tothe American Congress,
asmore likely to produce it. The reason is, the separation
of powers. Inthe United States, promotion of Senatorsand

Congressmen comes from thejudgment of their peers. But
in Britain, it is different. Most Parliamentarians want
something fromthe PrimeMinister, beit ministerial office,
or membership in the House of Lords when they retire.
They are beholden.”

On Blair' sown political fate, Dalyell commented that
“Tony Blair is being protected, by the uselessness of the
leader of the Opposition. As long as lain Duncan-Smith
remains the leader of the Conservative Party, Blair will
hold on. Duncan-Smith’s performance in the House of
Commons on Wednesday was ludicrous, with his finger-
shaking and shouting, when all he had to do, was to stay
calm and firm, and proclaim, ‘ Before the House of Com-
mons makes a judgment, points one, two, three must be
considered.””

the supply of significant quantities of uranium from Africa.”

Thesameday, accordingtoaMarch 31, 2003 New Yor ker
article by Seymour Hersh, “Who Lied to Whom?' a group
of senior U.S. intelligence officials delivered a closed-door,
classified briefing tothe Senate Forei gn Rel ations Committee,
citing the same Niger “yellow cake” evidence of Iraq's nu-
clear weapons program. Two days later, Secretary of State
Colin Powell reported on the same subject and repeated the
CIA material.

« Twoweekslater, theU.S. Congressvotedtogrant Pres-
ident Bush authority to go to war against Irag. AsRepresenta-
tive Waxman wrote to Bush on March 17, 2003, “Despite
serious misgivings, | supported the resolution because | be-
lieved Congressional approval would significantly improve
the likelihood of effective UN action. Equally important, |
believed that you had accessto reliable intelligence informa-
tion that merited deference. Like many other members, | was
particularly influenced by your views about Irag’ snuclear in-
tentions.”

* On Dec. 19, 2002, the U.S. State Department, in re-
sponse to Irag’s weapons declaration to the UN Security
Council, issued aone-page fact sheet, “1llustrative Examples
of OmissionsFromthelragi DeclarationtotheUnited Nations
Security Council,” which cited eight cases. The third item,
“Nuclear Weapons,” simply read: “ The Declaration ignores
effortsto procureuraniumfrom Niger. Whyisthelragi regime
hiding their uranium procurement?”

e In January 2003, senior Administration officials re-
peated the all egations about I rag’ s attempted procurement of
uranium, including National Security Advisor Condoleezza
Rice, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld—and President
Bush, in his Jan. 28, 2003 State of the Union address.

¢ On March 7, Dr. Mohammed ElBaradei, the Director
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA),
testified before the UN Security Council, and flatly declared
that the Niger documentswereforgeries. “Based on thorough
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analysis,” he testified publicly, “the IAEA has concluded,
with the concurrence of outside experts, that these docu-
ments—which formed the basisfor reports of recent uranium
transactions between Irag and Niger—arein fact not authen-
tic. We have therefore concluded that these specific allega-
tions are unfounded.”

» Even following Dr. EIBaradel’ s public discrediting of
the Niger forgeries, U.S. Vice President Dick Cheney ap-
peared, on March 16, on the Sunday TV talk-show “Meet the
Press’—three daysbeforetheinvasion of Irag—and repeated
thefalse charges. Referring to Saddam Hussein, “Weknow,”
Cheney told host Tim Russert, “ he' sbeen absolutely devoted
to trying to acquire nuclear weapons, and we believe he has,
in fact, reconstituted nuclear weapons.”

» On March 17, 2003, Rep. Henry Waxman wrote the
first letter to President Bush, detailing the Niger forgery, and
seeking an explanation.

* OnApril 29, 2003, Representative Waxman received a
one-page reply from Paul V. Kelly, Assistant Secretary of
State for Legislative Affairs. After reviewing the sources of
theNiger allegations, Kelly wrote, “ Not until March 4[2003]
didwelearnthat infact the second Western European govern-
ment had based its assessment on the evidence already avail-
ableto the U.S. that was subsequently discredited. Based on
what appeared at thetimeto be multiple sourcesfor theinfor-
mation in question, we acted in good faith in providing the
information earlier this year to the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency inspectors responsible for verifying Iraq's
claimsregarding its nuclear program.”

* OnJune2, 2003, Representative Waxman sent his sec-
ond letter to the President on the forged Niger documentsand
the Administration’ s continued references to the documents,
long after they were known to be fakes. Waxman wrote: “Un-
fortunately, to date | have received only a cursory, one-page
response from the State Department’ s Assistant Secretary for
Legidlative Affairs. Although this April 29, 2003, letter as-
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serts that the Administration acted in ‘good faith,” the letter
in fact further confuses the situation and raises additional
questions.”

The Cheney Question

One additional question certainly raised, isthe particular
role of Vice President Cheney, who was among the first Ad-
ministration official sto beinformed that the Niger documents
were forgeries, and who was the only senior Administration
official tocontinueto assert the Niger-lrag uraniumstory after
Dr. EIBaradei addressed the UN Security Council on March
7,2003.

Documentation

Waxman: ‘Explain Why You
Cited Forged Evidence’

The President
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Increasing questions are now being raised within the
United States and around the world about whether you and
other senior U.S. officials misrepresented the evidence re-
garding Iraq’ snuclear weaponscapability. Inresponse, inves-
tigations have been launched and your spokesman has stated
that everything you said was “valid.”?

As these investigations move forward. | urge you to ex-
plain why you cited forged evidence about Irag's efforts to
obtain nuclear materials in your State of the Union address
on January 28, 2003.

| first wrote to you about this matter on March 17, before
thelragwar had begun. Asl explained in that | etter, your own
intelligence experts at the CIA questioned the veracity of the
nuclear evidence at the same time that you and other senior
Administration officials were repeatedly using the evidence
asamajor part of thecaseagainst Iraq. Y et despitethe serious-
nessof thismatter, theonly responsel received wasan ambig-
uousone-page | etter from the State Department that raisesfar
more questionsthan it answers.

News reports this weekend were filled with accounts of
how carefully Secretary Powell prepared for his February 5
addressto the United Nations, spending nearly aweek at CIA

1. The White House, Press Briefing by Ari Fleischer (May 29, 2003) (online
at www. whitehouse.gov/news/rel eases/2003/05/20030529-4.html) (" [R]e-
wind the tapes, and you'll see what the administration said before the war
and you'll find a series of statements, al of which arevalid”).
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headquartersgoing over hisremarksto ensuretheir accuracy.
But there is no speech given by any government official that
is more carefully constructed than a State of the Union ad-
dress. The State of the Union address takes weeks—not
days—to prepare, and every line is reviewed by a myriad
of high-ranking officials. That a President could cite forged
evidence in such an address on a matter as momentous as
impending war should be unthinkable.

There are many complex issuesthat are now being raised
by our failureto dateto discover weapons of massdestruction
in lrag. These need to be examined closely in the coming
months. But explaining your statements in the State of the
Union should not take months of investigation—just candor.
With the credibility of the United States being called into
guestion around the world, | urge you to address this vital
matter without further delay.

The Evidencein Question

The allegation that Irag sought to obtain nuclear material
froman African country wasfirst made publicly by theBritish
government on September 24, 2002, when Prime Minister
Tony Blair released a50-pagereport onlragi effortstoacquire
weaponsof massdestruction. AstheNew York Timesreported
in a front-page article, one of the two “chief new elements”
in the report was the claim that Iraq had “sought to acquire
uranium in Africathat could be used to make nuclear weap-
ons.”? According to the Washington Post, the evidence in-
cluded “a series of letters between Iragi agents and officials
inthe central African nation of Niger.”®

It is now conceded that these letters were rudimentary
forgeries. Recent accountsin the news mediaexplain that the
forgers “made relatively crude errors that eventualy gave
them away—including names andtitlesthat did not match up
with the individuals who held office at the time the letters
were purportedly written.”*

The world did not learn that this evidence was forged,
however, until March 7, 2003, when the Director General of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Mohamed
ElBaradei, rel eased theresults of hisanalysisof the evidence.
Reportedly, it took IAEA officias only a matter of hours to
determine that these documents were fake. Using little more
than a Google search, IAEA experts discovered indications
that should have been evident to noviceintelligence officials.

2. “Blair Says Iragis Could Launch Chemical Warheads in Minutes,” New
York Times (Sept. 25, 2002).

3. “Some Evidence on Irag Called Fake; UN. Nuclear Inspector Says Docu-
ments on Purchases Were Forged,” Washington Post (Mar. 8, 2003).

4.1d. Seea s0“ U.N. Saying DocumentsWereFaked,” CNN AmericanMorn-
ing with PaulaZahn (Mar. 14, 2003). (“One of the documents purportsto be
aletter signed by Tandjia Mamadou, the president of Niger, talking about
the uranium deal with Irag. Oniit [is] achildlike signature that is clearly not
his. Another, written on paper from a 1980s military government in Niger,
bears the date of October 2000 and the signature of a man who by then had
not been foreign minister of Niger for 14 years.”)
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Asaresult, Director EIBaradel re-
ported to theU.N. Security Coun-
cil that the documents were “in
fact not authentic.”®

We also now know that the
CIA was not incompetent in this
matter—it had consistently ex-
pressed significant doubts about
the validity of these documents.
Press reports are replete with
statements by CIA officials who
warned about the lack of credibil-
ity of this information.® As the
Washington Post reported on
March 22, CIA officials" commu-
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nicated significant doubts to the
administration about the evi-
dence.”” According to another
CIA officid, “it's not fair to ac-
cuse the analysts for what others
say about our material.”® Indeed, New York Times columnist
NicholasKristof revea ed that Vice President Cheney’ soffice
became aware of the evidence early in the process and dis-
patched aformer U.S. ambassador to Niger toinvestigate. On
February 22, 2002—nearly a year before your State of the
Union address—the ambassador “reported to the CIA and
State Department that the information was unequivocally
wrong and that the documents had been forged.”®

The Use of the Forged Evidence

Despite the doubts of your own intelligence experts, you
and your most senior advisers asserted repeatedly over a pe-
riod of monthsthat Iraq attempted to obtain nuclear material
from Niger. The State Department featured the evidence in
its written response to the Iragi weapons declaration in De-
cember.’® National Security Adviser Condoleeza Rice made

5. IAEA Director Genera Dr. Mohamed ElBaradei, The Status of Nuclear
Inspections in Irag: An Update (Mar. 7, 2002) (online at www.iaea.org/
worldatomfPress/Satements/ 2003/ebsp2003n006.shtml).

6. See, eg., “Italy May Have Been Misled by Fake Iraq Arms Papers, US
Says,” Los Angeles Times (Mar. 15, 2003) (quoting aCIA official assaying:
“We included that in some of our reporting, although it was all caveated
because we had concerns about the accuracy of that information”); “FBI
Probes Fake Evidence of Iragi Nuclear Plans,” Washington Post (Mar. 13,
2003) (“The CIA. . . had questions about ‘whether they were accurate,” said
oneintelligenceofficial, and it decided not toincludetheminitsfileonlIragq's
program to procure weapons of mass destruction”).

7. “CIA Questioned Documents Linking Irag, Uranium Ore,” Washington
Post (Mar. 22, 2003).

8. “Tenet Defends Irag Intelligence,” Washington Post (May 31, 2003).

9. Nicholas D. Kristof, “Missing in Action: Truth,” New York Times (May
6, 2003).

10. U.S. Department of State, Illustrative Examples of Omissions from the
Iragi Declaration to the United Nations Security Council (Dec. 19, 2002).
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When this State Department fact sheet promoted the “ Niger uranium” story on Dec. 19, 2002,
American intelligence experts already knew the report was fraudul ent.

this allegation again on January 23, 2003," Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld repeated thisall egation on January
29, 2003,%2 and senior officials continued to repeat thisclaim
in contacts with press outlets. As a result of the emphasis
given the evidence by senior Administration officials, the nu-
clear evidence was featured on national network news and
front-page articles in major national newspapers.t.

The most prominent use of the forged nuclear evidence
occurred during your State of the Union addressto Congress.
Y ou stated: “ TheBritish government haslearned that Saddam
Hussein recently sought significant quantities of uranium
from Africa”* As | wrote you on March 17, your statement
was worded in away to suggest that it was carefully crafted
to be both literally true and deliberately misleading at the
same time. The statement itself may be technically accurate,
since this appears to have been official British position. But
given what the CIA knew at the time, the implication you
intended—that there was credible evidence that Irag sought
uranium from Africa—was simply false.

Thiswasnot the only timeyou emphasized Iraq’ snuclear

11. Dr. Condoleeza Rice, “Why We Know Irag is Lying” (Jan. 23, 2003)
(online at www.whitehouse. gov/news/releases/2003/0 1 /print/20030 123-
1 .html).

12. Press Conference with Donald Rumsfeld, General Richard Myers, Cable
News Network (Jan. 29, 2003).

13. See, eg., “U.S. Accuses Iragi Weapons Report of Failing to Meet U.N.
Demands,” NBC Nightly News (Dec. 19, 2002); “Threats and Responses:
Report by Irag; Iraq Arms Report Has Big Omissions, U.S. Officials Say,”
New York Times (Dec. 12, 2002); “U.S. Issuesal.ist of Shortcomingsin Iragi
Arms Declaration,” Los Angeles Times (Dec. 20, 2002); “Iragi Weapons
Declaration Full of Holes, U.S. Officials Say,” Associated Press (Dec. 12,
2003).

14. The President, State of the Union Address (Jan, 28, 2003) (online at
www.whitehouse. gov/news/rel eases/2003/0 1/20030128-1 9.html).
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threat. Just four days before Congress was scheduled to vote
on aresolution authorizing the use of force against Iraqg, you
claimed that Irag could have anuclear weapon in less than a
year.®® Y ou aso raised the ominous specter of a*“mushroom
cloud” if thewar resolution was not adopted.’¢ On March 17,
just days before the war began, Vice President Cheney said:
“We know he’s been absolutely devoted to trying to acquire
nuclear weapons, and we believe he has, infact, reconstituted
nuclear weapons.Y’

These statements played a pivotal role in shaping con-
gressiona and public opinion about the need for military
intervention in Irag. | voted for the congressional resolution
condemning Iragq and authorizing the use of force. Like other
members, | was particularly influenced by your views about
Irag’s nuclear intentions. Although chemical and biological
weapons can inflict casualties, no threat is greater than the
threat of nuclear weapons and no subject requires greater
candor.

The Ambiguous State Department Response

In order to obtain information about your Administra-
tion’ sreliance on the forged nuclear evidence, | wroteto you
on March 17, 2003. As | stated in that letter, it is hard to
imagine how this situation could have developed. The two
most obvious explanations—knowing deception or unfath-
omable incompetence—both have immediate and profound
implications. Consequently, | urged you address the matter
without delay and provide an alternative explanation, if there
was one.

Unfortunately, todatel havereceived only acursory, one-
page response from the State Department’ s Assistant Secre-
tary for Legidative Affairs. Although this April 29, 2003,
letter asserts that the Administration acted “in good faith,”
theletter infact further confusesthe situation and rai sesaddi-
tional questions.

The State Department letter makes clear that the nuclear
evidencefrom Britainthat you cited inyour State of theUnion
addresswas the evidence that was “ discredited” asaforgery.
The letter also indicates that this evidence was “available to
the U.S.” The response thus appears to rule out the unlikely
explanation that the CIA did not know the basis of the British
evidencewhen you gaveyour State of the Union address. But
theletter doesnot beginto explainwhy you usedtheobviously
forged evidence in your State of the Union address.

The letter says that another Western European nation re-
layed similar information about Irag’ snuclear program to the

15. The White House, “ President Bush OutlinesIragi Threat” (Oct. 7, 2002)
(onlineat www. whitehouse.gov/news/rel eases/2002/10/20021007-8 .html);
see also “Matters of Emphasis,” New York Times (Apr. 23, 2003) (noting
that President Bush cited an IABA report for this assertion, but that no such
report exists).

16. The White House, supra note 15.

17. “U.S. Officids Make It Clear: Exile or War,” Washington Post (Mar.
17, 2003).
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United States privately. But the |etter acknowledges that the
United States did not know the basis of thisinformation until
March 4, over amonth after the State of the Union, at which
timethe United States|earned that the information was based
on the same forged documents. Moreover, the letter reveals
that during the period prior to March 4, U.S. intelligence
officials were aware that the information might be based on
the same discredited information provided by the British and
“sought several timesto determinethebasisforthe. . . assess-
ment, and whether it was based on independent evidence not
otherwise availabletothe U.S.” No explanation is offered for
why it took so long to learn the basis of the reporting from
this“Western European ally.”

At itscore, the argument in the State Department letter is
ludicrous. U.S. intelligence officials knew that the available
Niger evidence was unreliable and based on forged docu-
ments. Despite this, the State Department argues that it was
acceptable for the United States to use this information as a
central part of the case for military action in Irag, because
the United States received reporting from another nation. In
essence, the argument seemsto bethat itispermissibleto use
fake evidence so long as the evidence can be attributed to
another source.

The State Department response also raises questions
about the CIA’s role in reviewing and clearing various Ad-
ministration statements relating to the Niger allegation. The
letter states that the written information about the forged
nuclear evidence provided to the United Nations on Decem-
ber 19 “was a product developed jointly by the CIA and
the State Department.” But this is contradicted by other
published accounts. Just last weekend, the Washington Post
quoted a senior intelligence official as saying that the “only”
statement that was “reviewed by the intelligence agencies
in detail and backed by detailed intelligence” was Secretary
Powell’s February 5 speech before the United Nations.®® In
fact, according to one administration official, when the State
Department document was issued on December 19, “people
winced and thought, ‘Why are you repeating this trash? ” 1

Conclusion

Mr. President, | recognize that you have many demands
on your time and that there are many issues that you cannot
address. But thisissue should be different. The credibility of
the United Statesis now in question.

To date, you have offered no explanation as to why you
and your most senior advisers made repeated allegations
based on forged documents. Yet your entire pre-emption
doctrine depends on the ability of the United States to gather
accurate intelligence and make honest assessments. This
meatter raises fundamental issues that cannot be ignored. So
| again request that you respond to my March 17 letter and

18. “Tenet Defends Iraq Intelligence,” Washington Post (May 31, 2003).

19. “CIA Questioned Documents Linking Irag, Uranium Ore,” Washington
Post, (Mar. 22, 2003).
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the additional questions raised in this letter.
Sincerely,
Henry A. Waxman
Ranking Minority Member

The Administration Reply

United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

April 29, 2003

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Committee on
Government Reform House of Pepresentatives.

Dear Mr. Waxman:

Thisisinresponsetoyour March 17 letter to the President
outlining your concerns about the reliability of evidence pur-
porting that Iraq attempted to procure uranium from Africa
The White House has asked the Department of State to re-
spond on behalf of the President.

Beginning in late 2001, the United States obtained infor-
mation through several channels, including U.S. intelligence
sources and overt sources, reporting that Irag had attempted
to procure uranium from Africa. In addition, two Western
European allies informed us of similar reporting from their
own intelligence services. Asyou know, the U.K. made this
information public in its September 2002 dossier on “Irag’s
Weaponsof Mass Destruction.” The other Western European
ally relayed theinformation to us privately and said, whileit
did not believe any uranium had been shipped to Irag, it be-
lieved Irag had sought to purchase uranium from Niger. We
sought several times to determine the basis for the latter as-
sessment, and whether it was based on independent evidence
not otherwise available to the U.S. Not until March 4 did we
learn that in fact the second Western European government
had based its assessment on the evidence already availableto
the U.S. that was subsequently discredited.

Based on what appeared at thetimeto be multiple sources
for the information in question, we acted in good faith in
providing theinformation earlier thisyear to the I nternational
Atomic Energy Agency inspectors responsible for verifying
Irag’s claims regarding its nuclear program. In similar good
faith, the December 19 State Department fact sheet that illus-
trated omissionsfrom the December 7 Iragi declarationto the
UN Security Council included a summary reference to the
reported uranium procurement attempt. The December 19
fact sheet was aproduct devel oped jointly by the CIA and the
State Department.

We hopethisinformation ishelpful. Please let usknow if
we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Paul V. Kelly

Assistant Secretary

Legidative Affairs
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LaRouche’s Pre-War Warning

‘Powell Apparent
Victim of Hoax’

This memorandum—now completely confirmed in its major
points, and in its warnings concerning the other Democratic
Presidential candidates' response to the Powell UN Speech
of Feb. 5—with accompanying documentation, was first re-
leased on Feb. 9, 2003 by LaRouchein 2004, the candidate's
Presidential campaign committee.

With the 2004 U.S. Presidential campaign now in motion,
there are more than a few reasons to doubt that any of my
visible rivals for that office have the combined intellectual
and moral qualifications needed to deal with the combined
onrush of ageneral economic collapse, and a desperate push
toward a spreading dark age of world wars from which no
actual exit isforeseen.

A suddenly unleashing, already raging international scan-
dal over certain dubious elementsincluded in U.S. Secretary
of State Colin Powell’sUNO Security Council address, tends
to discredit my Democratic Party rivals even more more than
a Powell who was plainly carrying out a mission crafted by
others.

For example, U.S. credibility is under assault as today’s
Reuters' “ World News’ dispatches featured breaking news
which strongly suggests that Colin Powell’s UNO Security
Council address was, in significant part, a hoax based on
cooked-up documents of Britain’s Blair government.

According to Reuters, “ Glen Rangwala, an Iraq specialist
at Cambridge University, who analyzed the Downing Street
dossier” praised by Powell, “told Reuters that 11 of its 19
pageswere ‘ taken wholesalefrom academic papers'. . . . Sec-
tions in the dossier on Saddam’s security apparatus drew
heavily on an article written last year by Ibrahim a-Marashi,
an American postgraduate student of Iragi descent whoworks
at the Monterey Ingtitute of International Studies in Cali-
fornia.”

Reuters described the British dossier referenced by Pow-
ell: “It claimed to draw upon ‘anumber of sources, including
intelligence material.” But Friday, officials admitted whole
swathes were lifted word for word—grammatical dips and
all—from astudent thesis.”

Today, Asin 1928-33

The challenge posed to U.S. citizens by the alleged Blair
dossier, isthat no oneis competent for nomination as a 2004
Democratic Presidential candidate who does not meet a stan-
dard of international leadership posed by comparing today’s
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