From Inside the Bush Administration

[t Was Cheney Behind
[raq Disinformation

by Michele Steinberg

The manipulation of the intelligence given to the U.S. Con-
gress and the American population to get the war in Iraq,
could be summed up with three words, “The Vice President,”
stated Col. Lawrence Wilkerson (ret.), to a packed hearing
room at the U.S. Senate on June 26. As Wilkerson made the
statement, in response to a question from Republican Con-
gressman Walter Jones of North Carolina, total silence fell
over the hearing room, broken only by Representative Jones’
next question to a panel of former Bush-Cheney Administra-
tion officials.

Wilkerson, who left the State Department in January
2006, almost three years after the Iraq War began, had been
the Chief of Staff to Colin Powell for 16 years, including
all four years while Powell was Secretary of State, and was
testifying to a hearing sponsored by the Senate Democratic
Policy Committee, chaired by Sen. Byron Dorgan (D-N.D.)
(http://democrats.senate.gov).

In the public interest, EIR provides below, a key excerpt
of the written testimony submitted by Wilkerson, which fo-
cusses on one of the most important moments in the run-up
to the Iraq War—the testimony by Powell to the UN Secu-
rity Council.

Overall, the hearing, entitled “An Oversight Hearing on
Pre-War Intelligence Relating to Iraq,” was an institutional
indictment of the Bush Administration, with Cheney’s office
atthe center of it. It was the hearing that rightfully should have
already occurred before the Senate Judiciary Committee, and
not just before the Senate Democrats. But, it was notable that
Representative Jones, one of the co-sponsors along with Ron
Paul (R-Tex.), Neil Abercrombie (D-Hi.), and Dennis Kuci-
nich (D-Ohio), of the bipartisan bill in the House to withdraw
troops from Iraq, had asked—and had been welcomed—to
participate.

The witnesses were Wilkerson; Paul Pillar, former Na-
tional Intelligence Officer for the Near East and South Asia;
Carl Ford, former Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence
and Research (INR); Wayne White, former Deputy Director,
Office of Analysis for the Near East and South Asia, State
Department, INR. A second panel featured other experts on
the Iraq situation: Rod Barton, former Senior Advisor to the
Iraq Survey Group, who testified on the search for the non-
existent WMDs; Michael Smith, defense correspondent, Sun-
day Times of London, who testified on the “Downing Street
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Memo,” whereby Bush and Blair met in April 2002, and dis-
cussed the war against Iraq as an already-decided policy; and
Joseph Cirincione, senior vice president, Center for American
Progress, who had been a co-author of a study for the Carnegie
Endowment for Peace, which concluded that there were no
WMD in Irag—Tlong before the Administration admitted it.

Wilkerson’s testimony was a meticulous and very valu-
able elaboration of the statements that he had made in previ-
ous interviews about the hoked-up dossier that was prepared
by Cheney’s office for the UN—but this hearing took place
on the premises of the U.S. Senate.

In a conversation with members of the LaRouche Youth
Movement after the hearing, Wilkerson responded to their
question, “When did you realize that Cheney was the center
of this?” He said he realized the extent of the problem when
Cheney was actively sabotaging Powell’s efforts to reach a
diplomatic solution to the Iraq WMD question, especially
when Cheney gave the infamous “Iraq nuclear threat” speech
to the 103rd gathering of the VFW (in August 2002). He also
said that he had learned that Cheney had an intelligence unit
in his office that outranked other intelligence agencies.

Who Gave the Neo-Cons the Power?

But it was Representative Jones who asked the $64,000
question: Who gave the neo-conservatives the power to over-
power all the intelligence professionals?

Jones gave what attendees described as the most passion-
ate speech they had seen about the misinformation given to
Congress about the Iraq War, stating:

“I have actually met with Mr. Pillar, Mr. Wilkerson and
eight other individuals, from General Zinni, to [General] Ba-
tiste, to General Neubold, to Karen Kwiatkowski, to Sam
Gardner, to James Bamford. These men know that my heart
has ached ever since I found out that maybe the intelligence
that we were given [in] the House to vote for the resolution
was flawed, and possibly manipulated.

“I’ve taken it on myself, to write every family in America”
that lost a soldier in Iraq, he continued. “And when you count
the extended families, [ have sent over 8,000 letters. I say that
to you and this distinguished group, because my heart has
ached ever since I have questioned whether my vote was
justified based on fact. . . .

“What has troubled me so greatly is. . . . I will make refer-
ence very briefly to General Neubold, who I’ ve met with, and
he wrote an article for 7ime magazine in April of 2006 which
says why Iraq was a mistake. And this was not co-authored,
this was in his name, Lt. Gen. Greg Neubold, who actually
gave up a third star—he was a two-star Marine general, and
he gave up a third star, because he could not longer stay at the
Department of Defense. He was part of J-3. . . .

“And I think, the American people quite frankly, are per-
plexed, and Colonel Wilkerson, since you identified yourself
... as a Republican, I will go to you first. How did the 4-5
neo-conservatives who were put into policy positions in the
Department of Defense, how were they able to take credible,
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or at least the best information, and somewhat, it seems like—
correct me if I'm wrong—it seems like they rewrote the intel-
ligence. And, I guess my point is, since you were there with
Secretary Powell, in meetings at the time. I don’t know how,
unless someone wanted them to have that authority, that they
themselves could have so much influence, and the history of
these individuals is that they tried to get President Clinton to
gointo Iraq. . . .

“My question is this, to all four of you who would like to
answer, maybe it’s a very simple question. I apologize if its
been asked before. But what perplexes me is how in the world
could professionals—I’m not criticizing anybody here at this
table—but how could the professionals see what was happen-
ing and nobody speak out?

“So where along the way how did these people so early
on get so much power that they had more influence than those
in the Administration to make decisions than you the
professionals. . . ?”

Wilkerson replied, “As a Republican, I’'m somewhat em-
barrassed by the fact that you’re the only member of my party
here. But I understand it. I’d answer you with two words.
... Let me put the article in there and make it three. The
Vice President.”

Wilkerson Testimony

Cheney Insisted:
Iraq Has WMD

Here are excerpts of the testimony of Col. Lawrence Wilker-
son (ret.) to the Senate Democratic Policy Committee on
June 26:

But toward the end of 2002, as we moved inexorably toward
a second war with Iraq, this glue had begun to produce less
of abond. In fact, at the State Department we began to realize
that America might be in this particular war alone, or virtually
alone, were it to occur. On Nov. 8, the 15-0 vote in the UN
Security Council for Resolution 1441 was a heady moment
of international accord, but that accord was to dissipate
swiftly just a few months later.

It was at this time that I personally became very interested
in the intelligence picture we were being given by DCI [Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence] Tenet and the documents his
groups were producing (i.e., his DCI assets and his CIA
assets), as well as the use of that intelligence by Administra-
tion personnel. I was made doubly aware of what sort of
effects these efforts were having by the fact that even as Secre-
tary Powell was trying to create a diplomatic pathway for-
ward, Vice President Cheney was undermining him by giving
speeches—such as the one at the 103rd National Convention
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In testimony to the Senate Democratic Policy Committee hearing
on the distortion of intelligence prior to the Irag War, Col.
Lawrence Wilkerson (ret.) said, “The Vice President was using
portions of the intelligence documents in ways that the documents
themselves did not seem to support.”

of the VFW [Veterans of Foreign Wars]—that virtually de-
nied the possibilities for such a pathway. In doing so, the Vice
President was using portions of the intelligence documents in
ways that the documents themselves did not seem to support,
or at least not strongly. Others in the Administration were
participating in this distortion. The most startling example
was the President’s State of the Union Address on Jan. 28,
2003, which included the now-infamous statement about ura-
nium and Niger. The Secretary of State and I, and a host of
others in the Administration, knew that Iraq’s alleged attempt
to acquire uranium from Niger, as that attempt was then re-
ported, was highly improbable. Moreover, when statements
such as “we don’t want the smoking gun to be a mushroom
cloud” were made, for example by the National Security Ad-
visor, Dr. Rice, we grew concerned at the State Department
because our own intelligence people told us they doubted
Iraq’s nuclear program was even active.

I'became concerned enough that T had a group of scientists
visit me in my office at State, scientists who were former
members of UNSCOM inspection teams or otherwise very
experienced in the history and specifics of Iraq’s weapons
programs. They told me that it was their belief Saddam Hus-
sein was waiting for the international focus on his regime to
relax, for sanctions to be lifted, and for key countries to re-
sume normal trade relations with Iraq. At that time, Saddam
intended to resume his pursuit of weapons of mass destruc-
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tion, including a nuclear capability, but that at present he had
virtually nothing in the way of WMD except perhaps out-
sourced research programs in the Sudan and in Syria, such
programs chiefly aimed at keeping warm his chemical and
biological weapons research capability. This group of scien-
tists marshalled arguments that were quite convincing. I be-
gan to have serious doubts about what we would find were
we to invade Iraq and search for weapons of mass destruction.

Then, on Jan. 29, 2003, the Secretary of State came
through the door that adjoined our two offices and handed me
a 48-page script describing Iraq’s WMD programs. He had
received the script from the Vice President’s office earlier
that day. As he handed the script to me, he instructed me to
form a task force and be prepared to relocate to CIA headquar-
ters at Langley the next day. He wanted me to prepare him to
present the case against Iraq at the UNSC just seven days
later. He informed me that the next day I would be receiving
two similar scripts in addition to the one on WMD, a script
on Iraq’s involvement in terrorist activities and another on
Iraq’s human rights violations.

The Presentation at the UNSC

Iimmediately went to work drafting a work schedule, and
determining the composition of my task force. I was aided in
this effort by the NSC staff who provided me Will Toby from
Bob Joseph’s non-proliferation office and John Hannah from
the Vice President’s office. The remainder of my task force I
selected from State Department assets, and the next day the
entire task force relocated to Langley where DCI Tenet and
DDCI [Deputy DCI] McLaughlin put themselves and their
people and facilities at our disposal. The task force located
in the National Intelligence Council’s spaces, and used DCI
Tenet’s Conference Room for rehearsals and discussions.
DDCI McLaughlin stayed with us almost on a round-the-
clock basis, as did several NIO’s and CIA analysts. Through
the DCI, we also had access to the DIA [Defense Intelligence
Agency], the NSA [National Security Agency], the NRO
[National Reconnaissance Office], the NGA [National Geo-
spatial-Intelligence Agency], and all other elements of the
intelligence community, including State Department’s INR
[Intelligence and Research] (Here our contact was direct,
without going through the DCI).

The task force got directly to work. The first thing we
did was begin to move through the 48-page script on WMD,
attempting to verify what we were reading, by going to the
sources Hannah gave us as we read through the paragraphs.
After a few hours of growing frustration, we realized that the
48-page document provided by the Vice President’s office
was not going to work. It was not sourced like a normal intelli-
gence community document, and therefore every line had to
be rundown and checked against the source citations provided
by Hannah. These ranged from newspaper articles to intelli-
gence reports. Checking each source, line by line, was simply
impossible in the short time we had to prepare the presenta-
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tion. I turned to DCI Tenet in some frustration, and said that
what we were attempting was simply not going to work. With-
out hesitation, DCI Tenet agreed and said we should use the
October 2002 NIE [National Intelligence Estimate] on Iraq’s
WMD. I agreed and we began work again, after losing more
than a precious half-day, this time using the NIE.

As we worked on the WMD portion of the Secretary’s
presentation over the next two days, we received a 25-page
document on Iraq’s ties to terrorism, as well as a shorter docu-
ment on Iraq’s human rights violations. We would eventually
work to incorporate these documents in the presentation, leav-
ing the latter almost intact as received and cutting the former
to slightly over seven pages. What we eliminated from the
document on Iraq’s ties to terrorism was almost a genealogy
of terrorism that made little sense and provided no substantive
evidence of Iraqi terrorist contacts, other than Saddam Hus-
sein’s payments to the families of deceased Palestinian terror-
ists. The heart of what we kept in that portion of the presenta-
tion was Abu Musab al-Zarqawi’s presence in Iraq and what
that purported, and the alleged contacts between Iraq and
al-Qaeda with regard to chemical and biological weapons
training (this latter having been gleaned from the interroga-
tion of captured terrorist Ibn al-Sheikh al-Libi).

Over the next few days, principally at Langley and for
two days and nights in New York, we built the UNSC presen-
tation, and Secretary Powell rehearsed its delivery. These
rehearsals were initially in the DCI Conference Room at
Langley. Always present were the Secretary, the DCI, the
DDCI, key intelligence analysts hand-picked by the DCI and
DDCI, myself and members of my task force, and, on several
occasions, deputy national security advisor Steve Hadley, na-
tional security advisor Dr. Rice, OVP [Office of Vice Presi-
dent] chief of staff I. Lewis Libby, and others from the White
House, as well as deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage.
In New York, we conducted two major rehearsals at the
USUN Mission, the last one a full dress rehearsal. At these
two, the DCI and the DDCI were present, along with the
Secretary and myself, and a few others.

In the rehearsal and discussion sessions at Langley, the
give-and-take was mostly the Secretary of State trying to
eliminate unsubstantiated and/or unhelpful material, and oth-
ers from the White House trying to keep that material in, or
add more. One such incident occurred several times, and the
final time it occurred provided an example of the Secretary’s
growing frustration. Repeatedly, the OVP or NCS [National
Clandestine Service] staff personnel tried to insert into the
presentation the alleged meeting in Prague between al-Qaeda
operative and 9/11 hijacker Mohamed Atta and Iraqi intelli-
gence personnel. Repeatedly, Secretary Powell eliminated it,
based on the DCT’s refusal to corroborate it. Finally, at one of
the last Langley rehearsals, Secretary Powell was stopped in
mid-presentation by deputy national security advisor Steve
Hadley and asked what had happened to the paragraph de-
scribing the meeting in Prague. Secretary Powell fixed Hadley
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with a firm stare and said with some pique, “We took it out,
Steve—and it’s staying out.”

But the most dramatic moment for me during this intense
preparation period—and there were quite a few dramatic mo-
ments—came during the dress rehearsal in New York. The
Secretary had just finished running rapidly through what was
a full hour-plus presentation, and he turned to DCI Tenet and
asked him if he stood by everything the Secretary had just
said. The DCIresponded in the affirmative and remarked that,
if anything in the presentation were inaccurate, he would have
to take it before his own oversight committees in the Con-
gress—and that would be a daunting task. The Secretary com-
mented that Mr. Tenet would indeed have to stand by his
words because he would be “in camera” with the Secretary in
the morning at the UNSC.

My own reaction after seeing the full, formal presentation
at the UNSC the next morning was that the presentation was
not very convincing. It was the man who was giving it—Colin
Powell—that gave it its credibility. So much of what was
presented could have been interpreted in different ways. In
short, it was a compilation of circumstantial evidence, and
not a very convincing compilation at that. My feeling at that
moment was that I had failed the Secretary because I had not
put together a very powerful presentation.

Moreover, as time passed and I departed the State Depart-
mentin January 2005, I discovered two very disturbing devel-
opments. First, I began hearing from reputable sources that
the DIA had dissented on the results of Ibn al-Sheikh al-Libi’s
interrogation, the first dissent occurring around the time of
the interrogation (which occurred outside the U.S. and under
conditions of torture or near-torture), and the second dissent
occurring about the time of the UNSC presentation, in early
February 2003. This was disturbing because no such dissent
was ever made known to me during the preparations for the
February 5, 2003, UNSC presentation, nor to the best of my
knowledge to Secretary Powell. Al-Libi’s forced testimony
was of course crucial to the Secretary’s assertions in the pre-
sentation that al-Qaeda had substantive links with Baghdad.

The second development was even more disturbing and
involved Iraq’s alleged mobile biological laboratories. Word
reached me that the multiple, independent sources we had
been given for the existence of these labs were in fact only
one source, that that one source was an informant called
“Curveball,” and that there were very serious doubts as to this
source’s reliability; furthermore, that these doubts had been
made known to DCI Tenet and to DDCI McLaughlin prior to
Secretary Powell’s presentation at the UNSC. It is now public
knowledge that the chief of the CIA’s European Division,
Tyler Drumbheller, has expressed as much. Since I never heard
the name “Curveball” during the preparations for the Secre-
tary’s UNSC presentation, let alone the doubt as to his reliabil-
ity, [ was quite disturbed by these revelations. Secretary Pow-
ell was not told of Curveball, nor the unreliability of any
sources, during our preparations either.
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Cheney’s Halliburton
Paradigm for Fraud

by Carl Osgood

The evidence that the Office of the Vice President was directly
involved in arranging government contracts with his former
company, Halliburton, is now undeniable: A new report is-
sued by Rep. Henry Waxman (Calif.), the ranking Democrat
on the House Government Reform Committee, “Dollars, Not
Sense: Government Contracting Under the Bush Administra-
tion,” documents that Halliburton, the company run by Dick
Cheney before he appointed himself Vice President, is, in fact,
the paradigm for the wholesale privatizing, by government
contract, of entire chunks of what are properly the activities
of the U.S. government itself.

Just days before Waxman’s report was released in June,
Judicial Watch released e-mails from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, that it had acquired through a Freedom of Infor-
mation Act lawsuit, showing that the oil reconstruction con-
tract (known as RIO, for Restore Iraqi Oil) that Halliburton
was awarded just before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, was coordi-
nated with the Office of the Vice President, contrary to the
assertions of Cheney himself, as well as numerous other Bush
Administration and Pentagon officials.

Reinforcing the case against Cheney, was an April 2003
episode of the CBS-TV program “60 Minutes,” in which the
chief counsel of the Army Corps of Engineers attempted to
deflect repeated questions about the role of Cheney in award-
ing the RIO contract to Halliburton.

According to the Waxman report, Federal contracting
grew from $203 billion a year in 2000 to $377.5 billion
in 2005, an increase of 86%. “Under President Bush,” the
report says, “the federal government is now spending nearly
40 cents of every discretionary dollar on contracts with
private companies, a record level.” Nearly half the growth
in discretionary spending during this period was accounted
for by the growth in contracting. The Pentagon, not surpris-
ingly, accounted for most of this growth: $133.5 billion
spent on contracts in 2000, rose to $270 billion in 2005.
The top five contractors in 2005 accounted for $80 billion,
or 21% of all Federal procurement spending, with Lockheed
Martin at the top of the heap, at $25 billion. The fastest
growing contractor, however, is Dick Cheney’s Halliburton,
which raked in $763 million in 2000, to nearly $6 billion
in 2005, an increase of an astounding 672% over the five
years. Abuse of the contracting process also climbed, with
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