weapon labs, Dick Cheney appeared on National Public Ra-
dio and declared: “We know, for example, that prior to our
going in, that he had spent time and effort acquiring mobile
biological weapons labs, and we’re quite confident he did, in
fact, have such a program. We’ve found a couple of semi-
trailers at this point which we believe were, in fact, part of
that program. Now it’s not clear at this stage whether or not
he used any of that to produce, or whether he was simply
getting ready for the next war. That, in my mind, is a serious
danger in the hands of a man like Saddam Hussein, and I
would deem that conclusive evidence, if you will, that he did,
in fact, have programs for weapons of mass destruction.”

Cheney’s love affair with “Curveball’s” fabrications was,
at least partly, explained by the fact that Doug Feith’s spin
machine alone had produced 75 intelligence reports, based
exclusively on “Curveball’s” debriefings, which were passed
into the hand of U.S. intelligence through Defense Humint,
and were accessed by Feith’s cherry-pickers.

The Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the
United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction,
otherwise known as the Silberman-Robb Commission, issued
its final report to the President on March 31, 2005. The report
contained a 31-page chapter dealing exclusively with “Curve-
ball,” detailing the battles that took place within the intelli-
gence community over the vetting of that source. Ultimately,
both CIA and Defense Humint concurred with the BND that
“Curveball” was a liar. But the Silberman-Robb Commission
catalogued a string of failures by the relevant intelligence
services to communicate to policymakers that they had issued
a “burn notice” on “Curveball” until after the disastrous
Powell UN appearance and the start of the war.

Rendon Group’s Info Warfare

After the CIA’s mid-1990s dumping of Chalabi, the con-
victed bank swindler kept up his ties to such neo-con outposts
as the American Enterprise Institute and the Jewish Institute
for National Security Affairs (JINSA). When Bush-Cheney
came into office in 2001, the Pentagon picked up the INC
franchise, and gave a lucrative contract to a Beltway PR firm,
The Rendon Group, to promote the overthrow of Saddam.
The Rendon Group had literally created the INC back in 1992,
on a secret CIA contract to begin covert operation to over-
throw Saddam.

Under Bush-Cheney, the Rendon Group and INC ran a
Pentagon-funded program, the Information Collection Pro-
gram, through which Iraqi defectors were debriefed on Sad-
dam regime crimes.

In December 2001, the INC promoted a defector, Saeed
al-Haideri, who claimed to have worked at dozens of secret
WDMD sites in Iraq. A CIA polygraph exam exposed him as a
liar. Yet, within weeks of submission of the CIA assessment,
the New York Times’ Judith Miller and Australian Broadcast-
ing Corporation’s Paul Moran were publishing “exclusive”
stories based on interviews with al-Haideri. Cheney gave a
series of speeches based on the Miller article.
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On Sept. 8, 2002, as Cheney was gearing up the war drive,
Miller wrote another “exclusive” INC-sourced story, claim-
ing Iraq had purchased aluminum tubes that could only be
used for centrifuges, a key component of a nuclear weapons
program.

The State Department intelligence unit and the Depart-
ment of Energy strenuously objected to the story. But based
on Miller’s article, and already-discredited reports that Iraq
was seeking to buy yellowcake uranium from Africa, Cheney
et al. forced the war down the throat of Congress with images
of “nuclear mushroom clouds.”

This article is the first in a series of in-depth reports on Che-
ney’s lies, being developed by an EIR task force which in-
cludes Michele Steinberg, George Canning, Mark Bender,
Scott Thompson, Carl Osgood, and Judy DeMarco, all of
whom contributed to this first part.

Documentation

Murtha: ‘Because They Say
It, Doesn’t Make It So’

National Public Radio aired an interview with Rep. John
Murtha (D-Pa.) on Dec. 1. The following is the transcript.

Murtha: We need to change direction. And the over-
whelming calls I'm getting, the emotional response I'm get-
ting—they are thirsting for a direction, a plan. The latest plan
of the President’s is not a plan. It’s just the same thing. And
when I visit the hospitals and see these troops that are so shot
up, I realize that we need to change direction. That change of
direction is what I’ve proposed.

Q: Congressman, you’re saying that the time has come,
and that the U.S. should pull out fast. A number of your fellow
Democrats, though, have some real problems with this. Con-
gressman Steny Hoyer of Maryland said, “A precipitous with-
drawal of American forces in Iraq could lead to disaster,
spawning civil war, fostering a haven for terrorists.” It sounds
like something you yourself wrote in an epilogue to your own
book. About a year ago you said, “An untimely exit could
rapidly devolve into a civil war.”

Murtha: I said 18 months ago that we either had to totally
mobilize, or we had to get out. A year ago I said we can’t win
this militarily. I’ve changed my mind, obviously. Because
we’ve come to the point where our troops are the targets of
the insurgency. There’s four plans that I’ve seen, and three of
them are not good; one is the President’s plan, that’s “Stay
the Course.” That’s not a plan. Two, is that you mobilize
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completely. If you mobilize, you’d have to have a draft. And
we’re not about to have a draft, even though I'm for it. The
other [plan] is advisors that are with the troops. Now, when
you look at the rosy scenario that the President tries to portray,
none of those things are accurate—you can sit here in your
air-conditioned office, and you can say, stay the course, but,
let me tell you something. Those troops out in the field are the
ones that are suffering.

Q: If the U.S. were to do what you’re saying they should,
and pull troops out within six months, what’s the scenario
that you see happening there? Would it be civil war, and,
doesn’t that matter?

Murtha: Let me tell you something. That’s up to them.
We’re caught in the middle of a civil war right now. The
military has completed its mission. It’s done its duty. It’s
up to the Iraqis to settle this themselves. We can’t let them
decide how long we stay. And it’s not a decision made by
the military commanders, either. These decisions are made
by the United States Congress and by the President of the
United States. We sent them to war, and we can only speak
for them. Military commanders talk to me all the time,
privately, and what they’re saying privately is not what
they’re saying publicly.

Q: Why do you think that is? Why do you think there’s—
Murtha: Why do you think? It’s because they fired [Army
Chief of Staff Eric] Shinseki, that’s why it is.

Q: You’re talking about General Shinseki, who had called
for 200,000 troops that would be needed to stablize Iraq.

Murtha: Exactly. And of course they had way too few. I
am convinced that all you do is kill more Americans if you
leave us in there.

Q: There is a political process under way in Iraq, though,
and one of your colleagues on the Senate side, Democrat Joe
Lieberman of Connecticut, thinks that Iraq is actually within
reach of a watershed transformation. That this is a prime
moment of opportunity, and that U.S. forces are part of that
opportunity.

Murtha: Secretary [Robert] McNamara thought the same
thing in 1963. He said that this will be over in two years.
Lyndon Johnson said over and over again, how well it was
going. He said how many people had been taken care of, how
many had been educated in the Vietnam War. We’re hearing
the same thing now. Just because they say it does not make
1t so.

Q: When you’ve gone to Irag—you were there most re-
cently this past Summer—what do commanders tell you?

Murtha: They tell me they don’t have enough troops.

Q: Not enough troops. Have any of them actually said,
it’s time to pull out; we think we’re done here and we’ve got
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to come home right now?

Murtha: Well, I'll put it this way. I wouldn’t say what
they’ve said, because they know who I’ve met with. But I’ve
certainly got the message from retired people from all over
the country, and this is not up to the military commanders.
Military commanders are afraid to say anything. You don’t
get it. The military commanders are afraid because they’ll
be fired.

Q: Have they told you that?
Murtha: Have they told me that? Isn’t it evident?

Q: Well, I'm asking based on the tenor of those conversa-
tions that you’ve had.

Murtha: Let me just tell you something. Even sergeants
are telling me that the officers are afraid to say anything.
There’s no question about it.

Q: If they are telling you though, that they need more
troops, that doesn’t to me sound like a message of it’s time
to withdraw.

Murtha: They want more troops to do the mission that
they are given to do. Like protect against the Syrian border.

Q: Have they asked for those troops?
Murtha: I don’t know.

Q: I mean, the President has said if the Generals need
more troops, all they have to do is ask.

Murtha: Yeah, well, there’s a lot of things they’ve said
over there that turned out not to be true. For instance, they
said the troops were adequately prepared when they went into
Irag. They said there’d be no insurgency. They said there
wasn’t an insurgency at all. I mean, you go back and look at
some of the things they’ve said, and you find obvious errors
and omissions. And either someone is misinforming the Presi-
dent, or he’s not listening to the advice.

Q: Given the positions that the President has staked out,
on the War in Iraq, and U.S. troop presence there, do you see
any way he could change what he’s been saying, which is that
we’re there until complete victory is achieved?

Murtha: We’re going to be out of there—there’ll be very
few troops left there by the end of the year.

Q: You believe that?
Murtha: I believe that.

Q: And how would he explain that, then?
Murtha: That’s up to him how he’s going to explain it.

Q: And is the idea that you would expect to see them
home by the time of the elections in 20067

Murtha: I think that could very well be the watershed
date.
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