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JON Hi, everyone, and welcome to my show called, “We Were Lied to About 
9/11.” I am your host, Jon Gold, and this show is part of the Soapbox 
People’s Network. This show is going to focus on torture as it relates to the 
9/11 Report. If the 9/11 Report was based on tortured testimony and it sure 
seems that it was, then that discredits the 9/11 Report because information 
obtained through torture is simply not reliable. Torture is not a left/right 
issue. It’s a right and wrong issue. And torture is simply wrong. 

 Okay, this is Jon and I’m here with Robbie Martin. How are you doing 
today, Robbie? 

ROBBIE Great, Jon. 

JON Excellent. Okay, I’m going to read your bio. 

 Robbie Martin is a journalist for Media Roots, creator of the film 
“American Anthrax,” and co-host of Media Roots Radio with Abby Martin. 
He has appeared on Tyrel Ventura’s Buzzsaw TV, KPFA, Breaking the Set 
on Russia Today, Deadline Live, The Corbett Report, and has been 



interviewed by La Figaro, the BBC, Neural Magazine, and the San 
Francisco Chronicle.  He is the founder of RecordLabelRecords.org and is 
a musician under the alias of Fluorescent Grey.  

 Okay, before we begin, I want to say that I don’t actually know any experts 
on the subject of torture and the 9/11 Report. If you’ve been following the 
shows, I’ve been trying to have the experts on about a certain area to get the 
best information. So, I asked someone that I knew would give intelligent 
answers to the questions that I have to ask to be my guest. And that 
someone was Robbie. 

 So, thank you, Robbie, for being on today to talk about this extremely 
important issue, and no pressure man. [Laughs] 

ROBBIE Thank you so much for having me on, Jon, and I by no means—I haven’t 
spent my life’s work studying torture and the torture program, but I feel 
pretty confident that I’ve written enough about it and read enough about it 
to be able to have a good discussion with you and, yeah, hopefully inform 
your listeners to sort of the inner workings of it. Because a lot of the details 
get glossed over because it’s just—it’s torture. It’s such a sensationalized—
I mean, it’s a horrible thing, so— 

JON I mean, if we want to have a really quick interview—torture is bad. Okay, 
Robbie, have a good day. 

ROBBIE Yeah, that’s it. 

JON All right. So, let’s get started on the questions. 

 What was the day of 9/11 like for you? 

ROBBIE Well, I’m trying to—let’s see, I was 20 years old when 9/11 happened, so it 
was a really surreal day for me. I mean, I woke up in the morning with, I 
think, I don’t remember who called me, but someone told me to turn on the 
news and it was the first tower had already been hit, and yeah, it was just a 
really surreal moment. I didn’t know what to think. Of course, I wondered 
who was behind it. I was sort of getting sucked into that fervor of “who did 
this?” Why aren’t they telling us who did this? And then by the time they 
eventually, sort of, starting broadcasting that it was bin Laden, I didn’t 
really feel like they ever presented any evidence or proof, necessarily, 



between that time or it was sort of like a mystery when they delivered us 
that supposed proof of bin Laden being behind it. They didn’t really 
provide any proof, it was just sort of announced. And then it snowballed 
from there.  

And I remember at the time—I was sort of like, I had become sort of a 
pacifist in—only really because my girlfriend at the time was one. She was 
a Japanese citizen. She wasn’t super political, but she had a really strong 
view, an anti-American foreign policy view. And, I think, just being with 
her at the time of 9/11 she was over my house, it was not too hard to find 
myself sort of on the side in this minority position all of a sudden where I 
was arguing with people that I knew—a lot of my friends, even family 
members—about—they were demanding we need to go to Afghanistan and 
get bin Laden, we need to take him out. We need to take on the Taliban. I 
remember, even the evening of 9/11 arguing with people about why should 
we attack this country just to get one man. The concept didn’t make sense 
to me.  

And it still doesn’t really make sense to me and I feel that that’s something 
that the rationale for going into Afghanistan and invading it is glossed over 
with all the focus that the Iraq lies got. So, that was something that really 
stuck out to me at the time, but I guess I didn’t further question the events 
itself. I just thought that the rationale for going to war seemed completely 
baseless to me. 

JON Well, then, you were ahead of the curve as far as I’m concerned, because I 
was one of those people who wanted to carpet-bomb the Middle East. I 
wanted revenge for what happened. (Yeah.)  I’ve often said I was like every 
other American. I was ignorant about the world. I didn’t care about the 
important things that a citizen of a country should care about. And then 9/11 
happened and it scared the crap out of me. I had to know what was going to 
happen next. And I glued myself to Fox News, which I’ve said, was the red, 
whitest, and bluest and I was trying to be the most patriotic person I could 
be and so you were definitely ahead of the curve.  

The only thing I questioned on the day of 9/11 after the Pentagon was hit 
I’m like: “Where the hell is our military?” But, I didn’t really ask any more 
questions like that until later. But this isn’t about me, so— 

What was the first thing you questioned about 9/11? 



ROBBIE  The first thing I questioned about 9/11, besides what I just mentioned? The 
sort of rationale for retaliation. I mean, I questioned the evidence that bin 
Laden was behind it. That was the very first thing I remember questioning 
openly. But I didn’t really question it in a sense that I thought that the U.S. 
government was trying to frame or deliberately mislead the American 
public. I just thought this fervor and this sort of blood-thirsty feeling that 
we all have and want to get revenge is clouding our judgment and I 
questioned that. 

 But, in terms of actually questioning what was happening—I mean, I know 
your feelings on the whole controlled demolition rabbit hole and how that’s 
become a lot of a distraction in the 9/11 Truth movement— 

JON How DARE you bring that up on my show! [Laughter] 

ROBBIE  [Laughs] But, I mean, on the day of 9/11 I know that that’s not simply just a 
conspiracy theory that came later. Even when I saw the buildings falling, I 
thought that it looked very strange to me. And, I guess at the time, it just 
reminded me of movie special effects. I was—I remember being very 
confused by that. I remember thinking, well how did those buildings fall 
like that? I just didn’t comprehend it. I didn’t necessarily question it, and I 
didn’t until years later sort of see that other people were questioning that 
too, and then they sort of went overboard with that. (Well--) And between 
the whole idea of questioning 9/11 in to just that specific thing. 

JON Well, with regard to the buildings, just so everyone’s clear. I mean, that’s 
where the majority of people were murdered that day. (Yeah--) So, it’s 
natural I would think if you were a victim’s family member to question how 
those buildings came down. And it was one of the questions that the 
families put forward to the 9/11 Commission. So, it wasn’t—I don’t want to 
say it was crazy to question how those buildings came down. I never 
questioned how they came down until I was introduced to the 9/11 Truth 
movement. I mean, to me, the idea of the planes hitting the buildings and 
that caused enough damage for the buildings to come down made sense. It 
didn’t even occur to me to question how they came down. 

 But, anyway, how dare you bring up that topic on my show. 

[Laughter] 



 All right, so did Khalid Sheikh Mohammed (KSM) confess to the 9/11 
attacks prior to his capture? 

ROBBIE Yeah, he did, but it was under some strange, more ambiguous 
circumstances. I mean, from what I understand, I haven’t actually listened 
to the supposed confession. But Al Jazeera—they had a reporter actually, 
apparently, go out and interview him and he confessed the whole thing to 
this reporter. And, there’s some people who came out and questioned the 
authenticity of the interview. I think it was—let’s see, who was it? It was 
someone named Dia Rashwan who was an expert on the Islamic 
movements at the Al-Ahram Center for Strategic Studies in Cairo said that, 
“He has very serious doubts about the authenticity of this tape. It could 
have been a script written by the FBI.”  

I’m not sure why he surmised that, but from what I read about it, it seems 
like the tape has been heavily edited. And, also, the—I guess the tape was 
in conjunction with a video interview, and there’s some weird story about 
how Al-Qaeda was the one videotaping the interview and they refused to 
give them the tape once they eventually broadcast this information. So—
but you can probably fill in some of that information. 

JON Well, no, the only thing—that was very good—the only thing I have to say 
is the name of the reporter was Yosri Fouda— 

ROBBIE Yeah, from Al Jazeera. 

JON From Al Jazeera—and, you know, Coleen Rowley, 9/11 whistleblower, 
Coleen Rowley met Yosri Fouda. And this is a quote from her: 

 “As far as Yosri Fouda, you should read his co-written book 
Masterminds of Terror. KSM and binalshibh didn’t ‘confess’ 
to Fouda, rather they boasted as they were trying to use Fouda 
to get their story out for PR purposes. It all sounded very 
credible to me and not unlike what Daniel Pearl (died) trying 
to do.” 

 But I think they did “confess,” but the point is Coleen Rowley met him and 
thought that he was a credible individual. And that’s one of the reasons I 
don’t discard KSM as being a suspect for the9/11 attacks. 



ROBBIE Well, yeah, KSM is kind of a—is an interesting figure because, if you really 
take into account all the statements he’s made sort of after 9/11, it does 
seem like he is sort of jumping at the chance to take credit for everything. I 
mean, we’ll get into that later but—I’m sure you would agree with that. 

JON Oh, absolutely. 

ROBBIE So, it’s kind of interesting that if he really does have his finger in every 
single one of these pies, he really is the “mastermind,” but I don’t think we 
should take that at face value. Simply because it makes him seem like this 
James Bond-esq almost villainous mastermind who was able to orchestrate 
all these different things. 

JON Right. One of the things that’s interesting about who was the “mastermind” 
of 9/11 is that it shifts within the media between Khalid Sheikh Mohammed 
and Osama bin Laden. They refer to both of them as the masterminds. I 
guess it depends on what day of the week it is. I have no idea. But I’ve 
noticed that weird thing that goes on. Anyway— 

ROBBIE Yeah, oh no, yeah it totally does. And they’ve also even the more obscure, 
sort of more, I guess intellectual reporting that’s done it coming from a 
similar angle, they sometimes even, you know, peel it back even more and 
say that Zawahari is kind of the mastermind and bin Laden was just sort of 
the money, he’s like the money and the pretty face behind it all. (Right) 

 So, there’s all  different types of variants of the narrative of who was really 
the mastermind of the 9/11 attacks. And I think that term “mastermind” has 
almost become meaningless at this point. Because, I mean you can even 
argue that, you know, whoever conducted the 9/11 attacks, whoever was 
really the mastermind behind it, they were most likely inspired or, you 
know, sort of influenced by the Bojinka plot, which most of the evidence 
suggests that really was Khalid Sheikh Mohammed’s plan, like he came up 
with that idea and the 9/11 attacks followed a very similar template to that
—to the Bojinka plot. 

JON Right, so again, these are reasons why we don’t completely discard KSM as 
a suspect, but there are questions about Khalid Sheikh Mohammed. You 
know, his connections to the ISI, which seems to be a theme. Apparently, 
Osama bin Laden had an ISI handling officer. I forget his name, but Ahmed 



Omar Saeed Sheikh, KSM had ties to the ISI and I never hear about this or 
these things coming up in the media but they’re interesting to me. 

 All right, so the next question is:  How many times was Khalid Sheikh 
Mohammed waterboarded?   

ROBBIE Well, officially, he was waterboarded 183 times. (Right) Which, I mean, it 
sounds very excessive, obviously. I mean, 183 waterboardings.  We don’t 
know for how long each one of those times. When I read that statistic and 
when I sort of tried to look into it and dig deeper, we don’t—that could 
mean he was waterboarded for 183 different days for a duration of 12 hours 
each time. I mean, we have no idea, really, if this was just like every time 
they poured water on his face, they counted it as one waterboarding. (Right) 

 And, I mean, if this guy was waterboarded that many times, regardless of 
the duration. Regardless of the frequently, how closely together he was 
waterboarded. It would drive any person into some kind of state of mental 
(Right)—maybe not insanity, but it would develop a mental illness in a 
normally mentally healthy person, I think, in most circumstances. You 
would either suffer from PTSD, anxiety-panic attacks. As a credible witness 
for a crime, obviously would no longer be a credible witness. You wouldn’t 
be able to—I don’t think anybody who’s gone through that would be able to 
take the stand in a criminal court. Especially if it was someone who—a 
crime of this magnitude. It’s— 

 So— 

JON Well, we’re going to get into the federal court versus military trials a little 
bit later.  

Just so everybody knows, on June 15, 2009, the Associated Press reported 
that Khalid Sheik Mohammad said he would “make up stories” in order to 
get them to stop torturing him. And on August 6, 2007, The New Yorker 
reports that a former CIA official estimates that about “90 percent of the 
information was unreliable.” I believe that was referring to Khalid Sheik 
Mohammad.  

Now, with regard to torture—and this is getting a little bit off the 
subject of 9/11, I just wanted to point this out to people. This was an 
important fact. On May 14th, 2009, it was reported that Ibn al-



Shaykh al-Libi was tortured “in an effort to produce intelligence 
tying Iraq to Al-Qaeda.” According to Colin Powell’s former Chief 
of Staff, I think his name is Larry Wilkerson: 

“What I have learned is that as the administration authorized 
harsh interrogation in April and May of 2002 – well before 
the Justice Department had rendered any legal opinion – its 
principal priority for intelligence was not aimed at pre-
empting another terrorist attack on the U.S. but discovering a 
smoking gun linking Iraq to Al-Qaeda.” 

ROBBIE I like that phrase “discovering a smoking gun.” (Right) Instead of just 
completely manufacturing one out of thin air. 

JON Right, I mean, the myth that they were trying to protect us is just absolute 
bullshit. 

ROBBIE Well, of course. I mean, even—wasn’t it Colin Powell’s Chief of Staff 
Lawrence Wilkerson who came out and—I think he even signed some kind 
of affidavit where he in sworn testimony said that he believes that all the 
inmates at GITMO, except for a few exceptions, are totally innocent and 
the only reason we’ve kept them there is essentially for PR reasons, that we 
are worried that if we released them, then it will become a disaster for us 
politically because all these people will start talking about what they 
experienced—the kind of torture that they might have been put there.  

 But then also, I think he has suggested and other reporters who have 
combed over all the details of this, like Marcy Wheeler in her blog Empty 
Wheel, she has come to the conclusion many times that a great percentage 
of the torture at GITMO and at these other places was done simply to get 
false confessions. It was done in the same way that Bush and Blair were 
trying to fix the intelligence. I mean, it was, they came at these detainees 
with a specific fact or something that they wanted to get out of them just so 
they can, you know, get this on paper that this person said this. 

 So, it’s—I mean, a lot of that, in my mind seems like—even if it goes 
beyond just trying to draw a false connection between Iraq and Al-Qaeda 
through torture that—we simply don’t know, that’s the problem. We don’t 
know how much of this information was gained through torture and we 



don’t know how many other times they tried to get false confessions out of 
people for other things. 

 So, it’s just a mess. I mean, it’s kind of just a clusterfuck. I mean, so that’s 
just another reason why we need to close GITMO and these black sites 
immediately. It’s— 

JON Well, have you noticed after the release of the Senate report that just came 
out about torture, that people are pointing to 9/11 as being torture and that 
justifies the actions of the CIA and others after 9/11, as far as torture is 
concerned. Have you seen that? 

ROBBIE Yeah, I’ve seen that. (All right—) I mean, it’s— 

JON Well, the only thing justified by 9/11 besides the anger and anguish people 
felt was the need for a real criminal investigation to find out who was 
responsible and a means to hold those responsible accountable. That’s the 
only thing justified by 9/11. Everything else that has been done in the name 
of 9/11, as far as I’m concerned, have been criminal acts. 

ROBBIE Absolutely, I completely agree. And they never, they never provided that to 
us. I mean, they went through the motions of doing it. Essentially, the 
American public got on board with this wave of hatred toward the Middle 
East after 9/11. All the government had to do was leak a few things, make a 
few suggestions, and then eventually come out and officially announce it 
was Al-Qaeda and bin Laden, and that tied it up for most people. There was 
never—people just didn’t look back, unfortunately, except for people like 
you and I. 

JON Right. And I just saw a poll saying that a majority—49 percent, I don’t  
know if that’s a majority, but—of Americans say that torture after 9/11 was 
justified. 

 Torture is always, always, always wrong. And your sister, Abby, just did a 
report recently, and she cited a document from, I think, 1984, during the 
Reagan administration, talked about how it’s illegal in the United States 
government or elements within in the U.S. government to commit torture. 

ROBBIE Of course. I mean, it’s just funny to me that it’s become this debate about 
well, does it work or not? I mean, it’s like how can that—it’s just so—it’s 



disturbing to me that that’s even a narrative out there because it is so 
horrendous. I mean, Abby and I have discussions about this a lot, if you 
rank it on a scale, like the top five most horrible things human beings can 
do to each other, it’s in the top 3, next to rape and murder, so it’s just 
interesting that that’s become—I don’t know, it’s just so weird. Imagine the 
media talking about, well, does rape work or not? Can you get information 
that way? Or does it provide false information. It’s that surreal to me that 
they’re actually having discussion about it like that. 

JON I know, and they don’t—often times in the corporate media they use the 
Orwellian term the enhanced interrogation technique or EITs. (Yeah) They 
don’t refer to it as torture, and it is. 

ROBBIE Oh, yeah, I mean, did you happen to catch that Vice interview with the 
torture architect? 

JON No, I did not. 

ROBBIE Yeah, this guy, I guess, he was outed in the torture report. He was an Army 
psychologist whose job that he did for the U.S. Military was he was a 
teacher who would teach soldiers and like other special op soldiers how to 
resist interrogations. So, like, if American soldiers were to be captured in 
another country, this guy’s job was to teach them before they would go into 
these operations—if you get captured, here are the things you can do to 
resist waterboarding, to resist these kinds of torture, to resist sleep 
deprivation. 

 So, they asked this guy to reverse engineer those tactics he came up with to 
actually create the torture program that they ended up using. 

JON Well, if you’re going to bring up a report like that, I may as well bring up 
this latest report that came up today. And I want to thank Sebastian 
Durrbach for pointing this article out to me. 

 It’s from NBC and it’s called: “Bin Laden Expert Accused of Shaping CIA 
Deception on ‘Torture’ Program.” And this is about the Senate Report that 
just came out, and I’m going to quote the article. 

 “A top Al-Qaeda expert who remains in a senior position at 
the CIA was a key architect of the agency’s defense of its 



detention and ‘enhanced interrogation’ program for suspected 
terrorists, developing oft-repeated talking points that 
misrepresented and overstated its effectiveness, according to 
the Senate Intelligence Committee’s report released last 
week.” 

 “The expert is no stranger to controversy. She was criticized 
after 9/11 terrorist attacks for countenancing a subordinate’s 
refusal to share the names of two of the hijackers with the 
FBI prior to the terror attacks. But instead of being 
sanctioned, she was promoted.” 

 “NBC News is withholding her name at the request of the 
CIA, which cited a climate of fear and retaliation in the wake 
of the release of the committee’s report in asking that her 
anonymity be protected.”  

And this article came out today. Just so everybody knows, her name is 
Alfreda Frances Bikowsky, and she, along with MANY OTHER PEOPLE, 
need to be held accountable for many things. And I just want to point out 
that we know this name because of the work done by Ray Nowosielski, 
John Duffy, Rory O’Connor with regard to the Who is Rich Blee? podcast, 
which came out in 2011. Her name was first publicly revealed on Sibel 
Edmonds The Boiling Frogs post, but it was the work of Ray and John and 
everyone that essentially made her name important. Or helped to make her 
name important. 

ROBBIE So that’s—go ahead— 

JON So that’s her name:  Alfreda Frances Bikowsky. So, I have no problems 
releasing her name. Do we want accountability, or don’t we? 

ROBBIE That’s really amusing to me that NBC News thought that people wouldn’t 
be able to find out that name. They must just think people are dumb enough 
to not be paying attention to the work of Ray and you and other people. 
Sort of the people at HistoryCommons and stuff. So that’s interesting that 
they would—so this is, they proclaimed that recently? That they don’t want 
to release the name? 

JON This is the report from today. And, in fact— 



ROBBIE That’s bizarre. 

JON According to the report, one of the reasons that they were having problems 
releasing the report was because they didn’t know whether or not to classify 
her name. There was like a debate about it. 

ROBBIE That’s fascinating. I feel like one of us or someone should contact NBC and 
say look, we know her name. This is not a secret. 

JON Well, I already posted it on Facebook as many places as I could. [Laughs] 
(Yeah) to let everybody know. 

 All right, so the next question is:  How many times did the 9/11 Report 
source the interrogations of Khalid Sheik Mohammad? 

ROBBIE Apparently, 211 different times in the report. (Right) And, let’s see, yeah 
and there were other people more obscure, you know, Al-Qaeda people that 
were also sourced. According to History Commons, Al-Qaeda leader 
Khalid bin Attash – this might be Walib instead of Khalid bin Attash was 
sourced 74 times; 9/11 hijacker associate Ramzi bin al-Shibh was sourced 
68 times; Al-Qaeda leader Abd Al-Rahim Al-Nashiri was sourced 14 times. 
And this is my favorite one: “Generic interrogations of detainees with no 
names whatsoever were sourced 57 times.” 

JON Yeah, that was a weird quote. (Laughs)  

ROBBIE But— 

JON Go ahead. 

ROBBIE I was just going to say, but, this wasn’t picked up on by very many people 
at the time because, I think around—when was the 9/11 Commission 
released? It was 2004, right? 

JON July 22, 2004, I believe. 

ROBBIE Yeah, so when it came out I don’t think anybody really picked up on the 
fact that these interrogations were completely baseless because many of 
them were based on torture. It wasn’t until later that people started looking 
back at it when all the torture revelations came out that that became really 



self-evident. But, I think, even MSNBC—I don’t know who on MSNBC—
this is from History Commons. It says that: 

 MSNBC eventually counted the number of endnotes in the 
9/11 Commission Report that cite detainee interrogations and 
they found that more of a quarter of them, 441 out of 1700 
references—this is, and I’m talking about all the endnotes in 
the 9/11 Commission, this is every single note, that one 
quarter of them—that they based their report on comes from 
these type of interrogations. 

JON Right, I think that NBC report came from Robert Windrem who appeared 
along with Michael Ratner and Philip Zelikow on Democracy Now! to 
discuss this subject. 

 Now, are you familiar with the disclaimer that was within the 9/11 Report 
about the information obtained through the interrogations? 

ROBBIE Oh, yeah, I’ll read it to you, if you’d like [Laughs]. 

JON Yeah, go ahead. Please. 

ROBBIE So the actual disclaimer, I think it’s Chapters 5 and 7 in the 9/11 
Commission Report, are sort of like the back story about who was involved. 
It’s kind of like the narrative of how this attack happened and who was 
involved, etc. etc. In the disclaimer, they have in that chapter it says: 

“Our access to them has been limited to the review of 
intelligence reports based on communications received from 
the locations or the actual interrogations took place.     
Chapters 5 and 7 rely heavily on information obtained from 
captured Al-Qaeda members. A number of these ‘detainees’ 
have firsthand knowledge of the 9/11 plot. Assessing the truth 
and statements by these witnesses—sworn enemies of the 
United States—is challenging.” 

 And, I thought what was an interesting omission from that whole diatribe 
that they write in there is there is no mention of actually what kind of 
evidence they got—the phrase “intelligence reports” can really mean 
anything. It can just mean a synopsis—actually, that’s what it does mean 



from what I’ve studied in terms of intelligence lingo. When you get an 
intelligence report, often it’s not like a transcript of an interrogation or a 
transcript from a surveilled phone call. It’s just a synopsis of what went on 
in that transcript. (Right) 

 So, I mean, it’s fascinating—they don’t overtly mention we didn’t have 
transcripts. But that’s fascinating in and of itself that they were given 
second-hand information that wasn’t even—they weren’t even provided 
transcripts of. And from what I understand, they also weren’t given any 
audio or video tapes and later, of course, all those CIA interrogation video 
tapes were destroyed. 

 So—what are your thoughts on that? Has anyone in the 9/11 Commission 
ever said what kind of information they were given for these chapters? 
Like, were they given— 

JON Well, as I mentioned, those three individuals who were on Democracy 
Now!—but, before I get into what they said—and that’s the reason I wanted 
you to read that statement because that’s what they talk about on 
Democracy Now!  

 The information that they got was: “Third-hand, passed from the detainee 
to the interrogator to the person who writes up the interrogation report, and 
finally, to its staff in the form of reports, not even transcripts.”  

Is that from that statement that you just read? 

ROBBIE No, I don’t think it actually does— 

JON Okay, I got that from my Facts Speak for Themselves article. I’d forgot the 
source, but if it’s there, it’s got a source.  

 The 9/11 Commission— 

ROBBIE I believe it though. 

JON The 9/11 Commission became unhappy because the government’s 
investigators were “not asking the detainees the kind of questions it wanted 
answered.” 



 Now, back to Democracy Now! And the three people I mentioned. Robert 
Windrem who wrote that NBC report says: 

 “There is—and Mr. Zelikow pointed this out to me, as did 
two of his former staffers—there is on page 146 of the 
Commission report a description of why they decided to use 
the interrogation information. But, wherein that box, as it’s 
referred to, has some information about their concerns, it does 
not state that they had concerns about these interrogations 
being undertaken with duress. It did not state that specifically. 
And talking to Mr. Zelikow and talking to two of his former 
staffers, they did express at that time certain concerns about—
and as Mr. Zelikow said to me, they guessed that there was 
harsh interrogation techniques used. There is a general 
description on that box on page 146 of their concerns, but it 
does not go specifically to the issue that we’re discussing here 
today, which is whether these interrogations took place under 
duress. And that was certainly something that there were 
internal discussions on within the Commission staff.” 

ROBBIE [Unintelligible] 

JON And, Philip Zelikow tried to say, of course, there was a concern and so on 
and so forth, but they never asked according—they never asked these 
people who were doing these interrogations whether or not they were under 
duress. And Michael Ratner who was on Democracy Now! Said: 

 “Well, I was a bit surprised to hear Phil say that you can’t 
assume that the evidence that he had from interrogations was 
based on torture. Can I say it 100 percent? No. But you can 
say that he based it on Zubaydah, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed 
and others, who we now know were waterboarded, and 
they’re the evidence that’s used. So you put two and two 
together, you get four. You get the fact, essentially, that these 
people were tortured to get their testimony.” 

ROBBIE Yeah, I mean, it’s pretty blatant and I wish more people in the mainstream 
would make light of that. But, I mean, I guess my take on it is I have a 
slightly different view of the idea of duress. Prisoners under duress. I mean, 
when you look at what GITMO is and what it represents and what it, how it 



compares to the actual U.S. justice system—which is corrupt already. Many 
aspects of our functioning, so-called functioning justice system are 
completely fucked and imbalanced. But, GITMO in and of itself, I mean, 
just being a prisoner there—let’s just say you’re a prisoner there but you’re 
not subjected to any torture, you’re still under a form of duress simply 
because you’re not being given a proper trial and legal proceedings. (Right) 
So, it has that gulag quality of it where you don’t—you can literally have 
no idea when you’re going to be released, when you’re going to get to talk 
to your lawyer, if this person is even your actual lawyer or if he’s some kind 
of double agent franking for another aspect of the U.S. military trying to get 
information out of you. I mean, it’s probably such a terrible experience just 
removing all that torture that I would describe any prisoner’s experience 
there as being under duress just in a general sense. 

JON Well, with regard to the information obtained for the 9/11 Report, if Khalid 
Sheik Mohammad was waterboarded 183 times every day is a day of 
duress. You never know when you’re going to be tortured during (Exactly) 
interrogation sessions and it’s absolutely absurd. 

 So, how credible is information obtained through torture. 

ROBBIE Well, it’s clearly not credible. 

JON Okay, then. 

ROBBIE I mean, but we simply don’t know. That’s the problem. We don’t know how 
exactly they used these interrogation—I hate using that phrase interrogation
—we don’t know how they used these torture techniques to get this 
information out of them or exactly when they asked them these questions 
and when they tortured them.  

But I think you brought up the point where it ultimately it doesn’t matter 
because just this idea of not knowing when the next time you’re going to be 
tortured is is a form of psychological duress. And that’s kind of the point, I 
think, that some people are missing from this.  

And then this Vice interview that I was talking about earlier. The guy’s 
name is actually Dr. James Mitchell, and he’s the architect of the CIA’s 
torture program. And, he kept making this argument to the guy who was 
interviewing him. He wasn’t denying that he was involved in this. He 



wasn’t questioning the morality of it. He was standing up for the program. 
But he was sort of, he was trying to explain to the guy, this isn’t like we’re 
waterboarding someone and there’s a guy in the room yelling questions at 
the guy being waterboarded. It was a psychological—it was also a 
psychological torture technique, which you just described, where they 
would have someone waterboard them and they would be sort of the bad 
cop, and then the good cop would a guy in a suit at a desk essentially 
saying we really don’t want to this to you again, and we won’t, if you just 
answer these questions.  

So, it was like they would use the threat of waterboarding and torture as the 
interrogation technique. (Right) And I think that’s what this—that’s 
probably the only correct thing that this guy said in this interview is that he 
was trying to distinguish that. I mean it was mostly he was just trying to 
like break through some of the over-simplification of how people perceive 
this. But he wasn’t disputing the fact that it was—he wasn’t saying that it 
was wrong or anything. I thought that was interesting that it wasn’t, it’s not 
like in 24 where someone is screaming in your face as they’re torturing 
you. It’s more well-crafted than that, I should say, And I hate calling it 
something actually crafted, but—this was devised by a psychologist, you 
know, someone— 

JON They just had a psychologist admit that he took part in waterboarding, and 
I’m thinking to myself, you know, somebody who’s been to the 
psychologist before, and they ask the question a lot, how does that make 
you feel? Can you imagine being a psychologist waterboarding somebody 
asking “how does that make you feel?” You know? 

ROBBIE It’s disturbing. I mean, it’s as—I imagine a lot of the time, just—I imagine 
to myself during the Bush administration, like there must be some kind of 
evil psychologists who are devising some of this stuff. And it turns out that 
there were. 

JON Well the bottom line is that information obtained through torture is simply 
not reliable. So, if the 9/11 Report is based on this tortured testimony, how 
credible is the 9/11 Report? And the answer to that is it’s not very credible. 
It’s reason 1,398,296 as to why the 9/11 Commission and its Report cannot 
be trusted. 



 And with regard to the Senate Report that came out recently, 9/11 family 
members, Kristen Breitweiser and Monica Gabrielle, they wrote an article 
for Huffington Post and the article is titled “Three Thoughts on Torture 
Following the Release of the SSC Report on Torture 2014” and this is from 
December 9, 2014. 

 “. . . one need only a cursory understanding of the 9/11 
Commission Report to know that a large portion of the report 
regarding the planning and carrying out of the 9/11 attacks 
was collected and based upon Khalid Sheikh Mohammed 
interrogations. If we now know that these interrogations 
produced bogus, erroneous information, dare we ask how 
much of the 9/11 Commission’s Final Report is based on total 
bullshit? Yet something tells us that asking former staff 
director Philip Zelikow or former Commission Chair Lee 
Hamilton for a new 9/11 Commission Report, won’t get us 
very far.” 

 And that was Kristen Breitweiser and Monica Gabrielle, members of the 
September Eleventh Advocates, the both of them. 

 So, I thought that was a pretty powerful quote and I don’t think it got the 
attention in the corporate media it deserved, but I wanted— 

ROBBIE Of course not, they’d rather interview blood-thirsty 9/11—I mean, I don’t 
want to insult any 9/11 victims’ family members, but they’d rather have 
people who are still sort of holding on to that more blood-thirsty feeling, 
and they had, I don’t know who it was—you probably remember the name 
of a 9/11 widow going around saying: Yeah, I think torture is fine. Like she 
was sort of bringing up that idea that 9/11 was torture. This was sort of— 

JON Yeah, her name is Terry Strata and I want to say a few things about that 
incident. And I’ve written about this. I wrote about this in my book. I’m not 
going to hate a 9/11 family member for their viewpoint, because I don’t 
understand and can never understand what it’s like to have lost someone 
that day and I don’t know, there are many family members and there are 
many family members with different levels of knowledge with regard to the 
9/11 attacks. So, that blood-thirsty thing you were talking about, Terry 
Strata who has been an advocate recently for the release of the 28 redacted 



pages of the Joint Congressional Inquiry having to do with Saudi Arabia, 
made some comments about how she’s okay with torture. 

 And I just want to say that I respect her drive to get the 28 redacted pages 
released, but I cannot condone when someone says that torture is okay. And 
you’re—it’s okay to disagree with a 9/11 family member. 

 There’d been—there was a woman, Debra Burlingame, who was the poster 
child of the war on terror for many years— 

ROBBIE Was she Chip’s wife? Chip Burlingame? 

JON Yeah, Chip Burlingame’s wife—or, I’m sorry, sister? Yeah, I think she is 
the sister. She was on CNN and FOX and all those for years whenever the 
media needed a 9/11 family member to convey pro-war ideas. And I can’t 
hate her, because I don’t understand what it’s like. So I can disagree, but 
I’m not going to hate somebody. 

 Anyway—early on— 

ROBBIE Yeah, I just wanted to raise the point that you don’t see any of the Jersey 
Widows going on the media to talk about it. I mean, they obviously don’t 
have any interest in raising that issue again, even though it’s a very— 

JON Well, no, they just did. Two of them just wrote that article for Huffington 
Post. But, again, they’re not going to be the 9/11 family members that you 
see on the corporate media. 

ROBBIE That’s what I mean, yeah. CNN’s not asking them to go on, but— 

JON Exactly. 

 All right, so the next questions is—and we talked about this a little bit. 
Early on in Obama’s presidency, Eric Holder announced that he was going 
to try Khalid Sheik Mohammad and the others in a federal court in New 
York City. There was so much backlash that it never happened. Some say 
the reasons certain people didn’t want this in a federal court was because he 
was tortured and that tortured testimony wouldn’t be accepted as evidence 
and it essentially could be thrown out. 



 What is your opinion of the whole situation? Federal Courts versus Military 
Trials. 

ROBBIE Well, I mean, obviously, a federal court is going to be more transparent and 
even-handed than a Military Trial, but I mean, I remember when Obama 
first made that announcement, I thought it was weird because we had 
already learned—I mean, didn’t we already learn previous to his 
announcing that that Khalid Sheik Mohammad had been waterboarded that 
many times? I mean, that was already out there, right? (Yeah) 

 So, I remembered when that happened I was thinking well, that’s weird.  
Because I immediately thought about the point you just raised that how 
would they be able to try a guy who was tortured so many times? And part 
of me almost thinks—I mean, I don’t want to give Obama any benefit of the 
doubt on this, but part of me honestly believes that Obama might have just 
been really naïve about the whole situation and for his being a former 
Constitutional Law professor, maybe he actually thought that this was a 
possibility and, I mean, I don’t know that. I just—that’s where my mind 
goes about it—and what’s kind of funny, there’s an actual CIA report, 
internal CIA report, of his interrogations and it was called: “Khalid Sheik 
Mohammad’s threat reporting. Precious truths surrounded by a body guard 
of lies.” And a former CIA analyst, Bruce Riedel asks:  What are you going 
to do about KSM in the long run? It’s a very good question. I don’t think 
anyone has an answer. If you took him to any real American court, I think 
any judge would say there’s no admissible evidence. It would be thrown 
out. 

 And, he’s right, obviously. So, yeah, I mean, I think that was probably a big 
part of the reason why it was thrown out of court—not thrown out of court, 
but why it never happened. And I think Obama, in sort of the Left Wing—
the more Democrat loyalist Obama supporters at the time sort of used that 
endless excuse again that the Republicans were to blame, and the Right 
were to blame as to why they couldn’t bring this trial to the United States, 
when I don’t think it had anything to do with that. I mean, there was a lot of 
Right Wing outrage at the time the same bullshit they always do, but— 

JON Well, it was weird, the people that were against the idea—federal trials—
were the people on the “Right” and I hate the Left/Right paradigm. The 
people on the Right the Dick Cheneys, the Mike Bloombergs, the Rudy 
Giulianis—I think even John Ashcroft came out against it. There were so 



many people on the Right that came out against it, and some said they were 
doing that because they didn’t want this idea that torture took place to come 
out. Or for that to be, you know, a big issue. But it’s already a big issue. 
(Yeah) 

 So, I think—and I’ve said this a lot of times—I think that the government is 
afraid of 9/11 actually going into a courtroom. 

ROBBIE Oh, yeah, I completely agree with that. 

JON There are—during the Moussaoui sentencing phase, you know, it was not a 
trial—Lorie Van Auken educated me that what everybody calls 
Moussaoui’s trial was just the sentencing phase. He had already plead 
guilty. But during that, and here’s an example from the Associated Press. 

 “In cross-examination, a defense lawyer got FBI agent 
Michael Anticev to admit that the FBI was aware years before 
Nine-Eleven that al Qaida planned to slam planes into 
prominent buildings.” 

 And that was on March 7, 2006, from the Associated Press.  

 And there were other things that came out of the Moussaoui trial that were 
like Oh, My God! What? You couldn’t believe it. And so, I think there was 
another instance recently with regard to airport security, where during these 
proceedings information came out that said some of the people at the 
airport saw Mohamed Atta casing the airport. Did you remember that? Did 
that just come out recently? 

ROBBIE I did not hear that, actually, no. 

JON Well, but the point is that when 9/11—when you go to a Federal Court, 
which is what the families really wanted. I spoke with Lorie Van Auken 
during one of my interviews and she said: that we wanted this in court. And 
the reason that they wanted it in court is because you have to provide 
evidence, you have to—there’s cross-examination between prosecutors and 
defense people. I’m not a lawyer. I don’t know everything that goes on in a 
courtroom, but it’s a lot more legitimate than the bogus Military Tribunals, 
which, if there’s ever a trial for the Military Tribunals, it’s not real justice, 
okay?  



And I have a statement from the September Eleventh Advocates and I’m 
going to read the entire thing. I tried to look for a quote from the thing, but 
the whole thing was just good. So, I’m going to read it. And they released it 
on November 19th, 2009, and it’s called:  Statement of September Eleventh 
Advocates Regarding Reaction to Attorney General Eric Holder’s 
Announcement On Moving 9/11 Trials to New York City. 

 “We are encouraged by Attorney General Eric Holder's 
announcement that the trial of alleged 9/11 mastermind, 
Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, and four additional detainees, 
Walid Muhammed Salih Mubarak Bin Attash, Ramzi Bin Al 
Shibh, Ali Abdul-Aziz Ali, and Mustafa Ahmed Al Hawsawi, 
would be moved to our Federal Court system in New York 
City. 

Unfortunately, this has evoked a knee-jerk reaction that has 
been brought to an almost feverish pitch by the media pundits 
and the politicians. This response seems to be agenda driven 
rhetoric unsupported by facts.  
 
Fear mongering is a tactic that is often used by those in power 
to hide wrongdoing. Perhaps those responsible for ordering 
torture have something to hide. Could those people be 
creating this frenzy?  
 
With the apparent desire to try these suspects in the military 
commission system, one would think that the success rate of 
prosecutions would be higher than that of the Federal Courts’, 
but that is not the case. To date, the military commissions 
system has had a very low success rate and has only brought 
one 9/11 terrorist case to completion. On the other hand, the 
American Justice System has been used to try terrorists 214 
times since September 2001, with a success rate of 91% - 195 
people were convicted.  
 
The one 9/11 related case that was brought to completion in 
the military commissions system, U.S. v. Hamdan (Bin 
Laden’s driver), brought Hamdan only a 66-month sentence. 
He was sent back to Yemen in January 2009. Where was the 



outrage then?  
 
In fact, having accused September 11th alleged terrorists on 
American soil, in Federal Court, is not precedent setting. The 
alleged 20th hijacker, Zacarias Moussaoui, was held in a 
Virginia detention center and was later sentenced in Federal 
Court, also located in Virginia. Where was the outcry at that 
time? 
 
During the course of that hearing, we fortunately did not 
experience a terrorist incident. Admittedly, an attempted 
attack could occur whether we try these suspects in America 
or Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Does that mean we should not try 
them at all?  
 
It should also be noted that the military commissions system 
allows for secret proceedings where tainted evidence and 
hearsay could be used. Thus, any resulting verdict could lack 
credibility. For those who fear an attack because trials are 
being held on American soil, isn’t it just as likely that a 
verdict lacking credibility could provoke an attack?  
 
Additionally, we believe the decision to try these men in our 
Federal Courts is less about giving detainees the same 
privileges as American citizens and more about America 
being a nation that conducts itself according to the rule of 
law. As a matter of practicality, in order to protect our citizens 
and soldiers around the world, it is best that we not devolve 
into barbarians seeking revenge. Retaliation then becomes an 
even greater risk.  
 
It is time that we actually look at the facts and stop reacting 
from a place of fear.” 

 And that’s from the September Eleventh Advocates. 

ROBBIE Yeah, I guess I have two thoughts on it. I do think that the obvious thing is, 
yeah, they don’t want to take the lid any more off the torture program than 
they already have. But, as you said earlier, there’s so much information out 
there, now about who tortured, who devised the program, what methods 



they used that at this point, maybe that’s the reason why they’re preventing
—I mean, and I do think there was an orchestrated media campaign about 
KSM being tried here. It doesn’t make sense, as you pointed out, that these 
other “terrorists” were tried here successfully. There’s a 91 percent 
conviction rate, which to me, I guess tells me that even some of those 
Federal Court trials are probably rigged in some way or another that they 
have that high of a conviction rate. (Right)  

 As we know, a lot of these supposed terrorist trials that have happened here 
are based on sort of sting operations where the FBI would encourage a 
group of younger people to radicalize themselves and they would, you 
know, arrest them before the actual supposed attack was going to take 
place.  

So, not quite sure if I agree with that comparison with how successful our 
court system is here. But, I do think, and as Lawrence Wilkerson has said 
and other people have said, I do think that having transparency about these 
trials, especially the people who are still at GITMO would be bad for the 
9/11 official narrative. 

And, I don’t—I can’t say specifically how it would be bad, but my feeling 
is that no matter what, any transparency, any cross-examination, anything 
like that that would happen organically in a normal trial here in the United 
States, could not possibly be good for the 9/11 [Laughs] official story’s 
narrative in the future. I think it would only be a net loss for the people 
trying to prop up the official story at this point. 

And my sister, Abby—I think you might have listened to our podcast where 
she told me all about her experience down at GITMO— 

JON Yes, and before you continue, I mean, that interview I can’t recommend 
enough. It really showed Abby for who she is. She’s a very caring 
individual. She started crying about the inmates and it was a very 
heartbreaking, educational interview. Go ahead. 

ROBBIE Yeah, it really was. She did a special on RT about it. It’s really good, as 
well, but it’s more her sort of in her journalist mode. This podcast that she 
did with me was like from her heart. Her own sort of point of view of the 
experience there. 



 I think most people don’t even realize that even the military commission 
that happen down there, when they do actually happen, they’re rigged to the 
point that we—I think most people have a hard time even understanding. 
Because, when we’ve seen movies or we understand how a military 
commission goes in a way it seems just like this is a regular trial except the 
prosecutor and the defense attorney are both in the military; there’s not as 
much transparency; the media’s not allowed to go in there and videotape it 
and stuff—like the movie A Few Good Men. That’s how I think a lot of 
people imagine a military commission would actually go.  

 But, it turns out that in the case of these so-called worst of the worst 
GITMO detainees who were supposedly behind 9/11, they are being tried 
right now, and they’re not being tried separately, which seems very 
obviously wrong to me. Like, why wouldn’t they try—for instance, why 
wouldn’t they try Khalid Sheik Mohammad as a separate trial than to the 
guy who was the travel agent who wire transferred some money to 
somebody. Like—that’s the strange thing is they are actually trying these 
five people together sort of with in once case. 

JON Well, is that—I mean, during a class-action lawsuit there are multiple 
people involved in a lawsuit. Is that such a strange thing? I didn’t know. 

ROBBIE I think it is for a criminal trial like this. I mean, when you go, when you’re
—especially on something of this large of a scale, I think that—and when 
you consider if Khalid Sheik Mohammad is really the “mastermind,” why 
are they trying him in the same exact trial as this person who might have 
just been a cog in the wheel like—that’s strange to me. It seems like it’s just 
designed to create less transparency. To make it seem like all these people 
are on the same plane of evil. When just from what we know, it seems like 
obvious that they shouldn’t be tried together based on their level of 
involvement.  

But I guess that’s not the most important point. What’s more important to 
mention is that a lot of these military defense attorneys who are playing a 
very admirable role considering that they’re in the military; they’re at 
GITMO already, which is probably a very hard place to be if you don’t 
subscribe to the sort of brainwashing that the military tries to do to people 
there. So, you’re a defense attorney working for the military defending one 
of the worst of the worst, which is an admirable position to take, and these 
military defense attorneys described to Abby that someone, they believe, I 



think, it was someone in the FBI actually planted a mole from the 
prosecutor’s side onto their defense team to basically sabotage the whole 
trial. 

JON The whole thing is just one big fucking joke, as far as justice is concerned. 
And I think that’s what the September Eleventh Advocates were trying to 
convey is that in a Federal Court, there isn’t as many controls as there are in 
the Military Court. You know what I mean?  

ROBBIE Sure, yeah, I mean, in theory, yeah. I mean, by default there would be more 
transparency and more people involved who wouldn’t be like in the chain-
of-command, so yeah. (Right) And I agree with that general sentiment. I 
guess I was just trying to raise the point, I mean, originally, that a lot of 
those terrorists convictions in the United States, if you actually look into 
them, seem kind of rigged too, but again, these were actual judges in the 
United States who weren’t, didn’t have any loyalty to the military who were 
ruling this way, so you know—I don’t know, I mean, I don’t think it’s ever 
going to happen that we’re going to get KSM tried in an American court. 
They’re basically, these five guys are facing the death penalty, and it’s very 
likely they’re all going to be convicted and put to death. But there’s very 
little press about that right now. 

JON Oh, that’s something I wanted to bring up.  

When the 9/11 Report was released, Thomas Kean was asked a question 
about some of the unanswered questions of the families and so forth. And 
he said: Well, unfortunately there are some unanswered questions and the 
people who were involved in the plot are dead. You know, referring to the 
hijackers. And he said: Maybe when we catch Osama bin Laden we can get 
more information about the 9/11 attacks. [Laughs]  

And then, years later when they have this operation to get Osama bin 
Laden, they received explicit orders to kill on sight. They had no interest 
whatsoever of bringing Osama bin Laden to trial, which is something that 
the families would have loved to have seen. When you kill somebody 
outright like that, that’s not justice. You have to be able to prove that they 
were involved and all that stuff. And, yes I know, in the American psyche, 
he was involved and that that’s set in stone and there’s no question about 
that, but— 



ROBBIE But even still, I mean, yeah, it would have been—imagine the turnaround. I 
mean, even just let’s say the United States was interested in sort of 
revitalizing its images for the proprietor of morality, sort of like we’re more 
moral or we do things more justly. I mean, it would have been a great idea 
to have this guy in jail in handcuffs and sort of this show of: Look, we 
captured Osama bin Laden. We didn’t kill him because this is the way we 
do things in America. We put people through a court. 

 So, yeah, I think that it was from the very beginning they were determined 
to kill him. They never really had any interest in bringing him in. I mean, 
what purpose would that have served at that point? Everybody in America 
already thinks he was totally behind it. They don’t doubt it at all. (Right) 
And so, yeah, it’s like a slam-dunk. It’s like— 

JON I wouldn’t say EVERYBODY in America (Laughs), because there were—
the 9/11 Truth movement did have a big following at one time. Even Time 
magazine said we were a force to be reckoned with, or whatever the hell 
they said. 

 Okay, the next question is:  What is your opinion on the recent release of 
the Senate’s Torture Report? 

ROBBIE Well, I have many opinions on it, but I’m—I think that it’s interesting to see 
people’s reactions to it. I’ve been watching the media coverage of it and 
I’ve been watching all these more sort of left-leaning reporters talking 
about it on Twitter and they are all acting really shocked—I guess what I 
was surprised by they’re actually shocked by the rectal rehydration thing 
that was revealed in the report.  

This is—in case your listeners aren’t aware of this—they describe what 
happens when they need to force-feed someone but they don’t use a feeding 
tube. I guess they actually will mulch their meal into a syringe and anally 
inject it. 

JON I didn’t even know you could do that. 

ROBBIE Neither did I. I mean, that’s just—it’s crazy to me. So, that, I mean, that’s 
disgusting. It’s horrifying. It’s practically rape. But, at the same time, it’s 
really not that surprising to me because I think most people who have been 



following all the torture revelations—and when I say all, I mean, GITMO, 
Abu Ghraib, the Black sites— 

JON Bagram— 

ROBBIE  Yeah, Bagram—when you compile all those together, this is a pattern, an 
M.O. that they’ve had since the very beginning. Isolating in and of itself the 
Lyndsie England—she was the enemy. She was the bad apple apparently of 
Abu Ghraib (Right)—but when you isolate that, just those people were in a 
sort of Lord of the Flies, Stanford Prison Experiment psychological kind of 
nightmare. They were just on their own deciding to sexually humiliate these 
prisoners. I don’t even think they were told to do that. It just sort of 
organically—they were told to soften up the prisoners and people looked 
the other way and let these lower-level military people do whatever the 
fuck they wanted. And, they did a ton of sexual humiliation on the 
prisoners. I mean, they made these guys wear used panties on their heads, 
handcuffed to walls. They made them masturbate together in front of each 
other. Just strange, sadistic sexual things.  

But, I guess that’s—the main point I wanted to make is there was a big 
story that was revealed on 60 Minutes about Guantanamo Bay. I think it 
was sometime around 2005, where there was actually a program in place at 
Guantanomo Bay that had a nickname called “Sexing Up.” And the—some 
of these military interrogators would use sexual humiliation techniques on 
the prisoners as a form of interrogation or psychological torture, and in 
once specific instance because Muslims are so—they have a certain view of 
female sexuality, in a similar way to like Orthodox Jews— 

JON Yeah, it’s just horrible for them. 

ROBBIE Yeah, so like Orthodox Jews, for example, they’re in very strict Orthodoxy, 
if you’re a practicing Orthodox Jew you don’t even sit in a chair that a 
woman just sat on who is currently menstruating. So that’s like just an 
example of how sort of strict these rules are. 

 So, the U.S. Military understanding this, devised a tactic—and I don’t know 
if this was a psychologist who came up with this, but someone came up 
with it—and they would actually have female military personnel strip 
down, like take off their tops and stuff in front of these detainees. And, even 
in one instance, one of them, I don’t know if this happened multiple times, 



but they would simulate rubbing menstrual blood on the faces of the 
detainees as a form of humiliation, which is truly insane. I mean, and 
apparently it wasn’t real blood. It was like food coloring or something, but 
it’s crazy. When you think that— 

JON All right, let me talk a little bit. 

 A couple of things come to mind. One of the things that come to mind, 
when something happens in the military, it’s always a few bad apples. Why 
aren’t protestors given the same courtesy. When there’s one idiot in the 
crowd, the media portrays everybody as the same as that idiot. Do you now 
what I’m talking about? 

ROBBIE Of course, oh yeah. 

JON That’s one thought I had. 

 And the other thought I had, and I just had this conversation with John 
Albanese. The torture report didn’t have some of the most heinous things 
that I’d heard over the years. And Seymour Hersh reported they were 
sodomizing little boys in front of their mothers, and as a result the mothers 
were asking their spouses to come kill them because they couldn’t live with 
what happened. That there were these videos that had ungodly shrieking 
and stuff. 

 And John asked me, well, is this information that you want to be true, like 
to be able to make my argument? And I thought—after further thought of 
that question—No, I don’t want this to be fucking true! No, I don’t want the 
possibility of this being true. To even be there. But, unfortunately, Seymour 
Hersh is somebody over the years who have gotten a lot of things right. 
And, you know, you did hear things like that in the Torture Report. You 
didn’t hear people ask the question: Is this still going on somewhere? Are 
there other agencies like JSOC that are doing things? 

 You know, that was—the Torture Report—it was like there was nothing 
new, really, that came out of it that we didn’t pretty much already know. 
There were just a few things. And, again, that was just—what was it, it was 
an Executive Summary? It wasn’t even the full report? 



ROBBIE Yeah, there was—there’s a lot of pages, apparently, that are redacted from 
it, that only people in certain committees in the congress and Senate that 
can read. So, yeah, there’s a lot of it missing. 

 And, Obama, when he first got into office, he released internal CIA memos 
about the torture program. Do you remember that? It was kind of another 
similar “revelation?” 

JON I vaguely remember that. What I do remember is that Obama teamed up 
with the GOP to end or try to end something that Spain or Italy was trying 
to do as far as holding people accountable? 

ROBBIE Oh yeah, yeah, they actually tried to subvert their court systems over there. 
(Yeah--) But what I wanted to say about that horrifying example you just 
brought up that Seymour Hersh was talking about. 

 In that first series of CIA memos that Obama released about torture, there’s 
sort of a leading statement of one of the techniques they were allowed to 
use. I don’t have it in front of me, I’m just going by memory. But it says 
something like:  simulated, I think it—I don’t think it says rape, but I think 
it says: simulated violence. So, one of the techniques they openly talked 
about using, on paper, was having a relative of someone else with the 
person that you’ve taken prisoner and then maybe in a separate room, or 
maybe you don’t even have them there at all. Maybe you’re just tricking 
this detainee into thinking that they’re wife is there too. You then proceed 
to simulate some kind of either assault, torture, or murder on that relative in 
front of the detainee, or you relay messages back to the detainee and say we 
have a gun to your son’s head right now. Or something like that. 

 So, like the statement in that report, it’s very open-ended. It could mean 
anything from we’re going to rape your wife if you don’t do anything. 
(Yeah) So, it’s disturbing.  

 And then, I mean, even in that same Torture Report they talk about how 
they would put detainees inside of a tiny box, a very small, completely 
pitch-black box, and start dropping insects into the box. So, I mean, 
anything that you can think of that would be horrible to do to another 
human being, I would not put past them. 



 There has even been a GITMO inmate who has sewed the U.S. Government 
upon his release that Military interrogators actually sliced up his genitalia 
with razor blades. 

JON Oh, my god! Did you see that one— 

ROBBIE I mean, what’s worse than that? Like sodomizing children, and chopping up 
someone’s penis— 

JON And, none of this stuff pisses off the rest of the world. I mean, everybody’s 
perfectly okay with us doing this. There’s not going to be any kind of 
retaliation for this, right? (Yeah) I’m being sarcastic. 

 Now, there was another detainee I saw that was part of the news this week 
that he had no hard feelings about the CIA torturing him. That came out of 
left-field. I was like, oh my god, are they actually trying to get a detainee to 
make it seem as if torture is acceptable and stuff like that? 

ROBBIE What kind of torture did he say? 

JON I don’t remember. He just had he something like no hard feelings about the 
torture and something to that effect. It was just really crazy. 

 Another thing I wanted to bring up—and you know one of the reasons 
we’re talking about this is because we were lied to about 9/11 and those lies 
came in the form of many reports, many statements, and in the 9/11 
Commission. And if the 9/11 Commission was based on tortured testimony, 
then it’s simply unreliable. And it’s another way of saying that we were lied 
to about 9/11. Because the 9/11 Commission Report is simply unreliable. 

 And this week, we saw people use 9/11 left and right. And I talked about 
earlier about the only justifications that come from 9/11. And John Brennan
—ugh! My god! He started his statement—CIA Director, John Brennan—
started his statement in respond to all these torture allegations with the 
sentence:  It was 8:46 a.m.—to be as dramatic as possible, to use 9/11 as the 
justification for everything that they did after 9/11. 

 And I want to make the point really fast that torture and the CIA is nothing 
new. It’s actually been going on for years by them. But now today they’re 
using torture, that doesn’t make it okay what I just said. I’m just saying that 



it’s been going on for years. And the torture that’s going on, or that went on, 
they’re using 9/11—they can’t be relied to about 9/11, why don’t people 
focus on that? Or focus on getting accountability for what happened on 
9/11? 

 Anyway— 

ROBBIE Yeah, it is really completely fucked up on so many levels that, I mean, just 
Dick Cheney going out on TV again! To defend it, and if that doesn’t cue 
you, cue anybody to the fact that the U.S. government is no longer 
operating under the rule of law, I don’t know what will. That the actual Vice 
President who authorized the torture bragging about it on TV, while the guy 
who revealed the torture program (John Kiriakou) to the media, John 
Kiriakou, is actually in prison for leaking that to the media. 

JON Well, to me, what Dick Cheney was doing was essentially going on 
television and telling everybody that:  I am above the law, fuck all of you. 
That’s essentially what he was saying, in my opinion. (Oh, yeah) He didn’t 
say the words, but you know, that’s essentially what he was doing. And that
— 

ROBBIE  And you have to ask yourself, how is an ex-Vice President still above the 
law. I mean, what does that really imply other than a complete subversion 
of—I mean Wesley Clark has described it as a policy coup. I mean, it’s a 
coup. I mean in a lot of ways that a guy who’s not even in government 
anymore is immune to the law. (Yeah.) And that’s, I think that’s very 
fascinating that—I mean, a lot of people are mentioning that, but what does 
that really mean for our country. And I think it cuts very deeply to the core 
of what kind of country we’re still living in and what we’re accepting as 
sort of the status quo of what we consider justice here, and— 

 I guess I wanted to go back, jump back to your point a little bit about so 
much of the 9/11 Commission being based on actual torture and how we 
can’t trust it. The problem that I see is the 9/11 Commission Report in and 
of itself, a lot of mainstream journalists will acknowledge and admit, yeah, 
it was compromised. A lot of it was false information gathered from torture. 
A lot of them will admit that. But the problem that I see is a lot of that same 
information that was fed to the 9/11 Commission was also fed and leaked 
anonymously to a lot of reporters and authors early on during that process 
to the point where there’s all these other sort of side narratives out there, 



like there’s a book called The Looming Tower (Right), which is sort of 
almost the Holy Bible of the Al-Qaeda narrative for a lot of these reporters 
and journalists (Right). They don’t look at things like the 9/11 Commission 
as credible, but they’ll look at a book that was done by an author who was 
leaked and handed some of the same information that the 9/11 Commission 
was as sort of the more credible official narrative. (Right) 

 So, I think that’s an interesting problem that we have to deal with too. Once 
you knock down the 9/11 Commission Report, you still have to knock 
down a lot of these other things that people will still hold onto. 

JON Yeah, but it was the 9/11 Report that was sold to the world as the definitive 
account of 9/11, and people are still pointing to it today as being—I don’t 
know that many reporters, I know there are some reporters who 
acknowledge that the 9/11 Commission was a farce. But, in the same token 
I’ve seen people say that and then use it as a reference, so I— 

ROBBIE  Yeah, it’s tricky, I mean, like, I guess I’m mostly referring to people like 
Phil Shenon (Right), Marcy Wheeler, Jason Leopold of VICE News—they 
have openly stated multiple times that they think the 9/11 Commission a 
large percentage of it was sort of rigged. But, I don’t think they then will 
question, sort of a lot of that same information in the 9/11 Commission 
Report in a more general sense. 

 That’s all I was trying to say. I mean, yeah, I do think that it’s not pointless. 
It’s important to keep trying to knock down the 9/11 Commission Report 
because there’s so many things about it that are false and they’re still 
affecting the way things unfold today. (Yep) 

JON All right, is there anything else you would like to promote? Or anything 
that you would LIKE to promote? 

ROBBIE Hmmm, let me think. Yeah, I mean, the podcast that I do with Abby is still 
going. We’re trying to do more episodes where we’re both together, sort of
—I’ve been doing solo episodes recently because she’s just so goddam 
busy with Breaking the Set. But we’re starting to do episodes where we co-
host again, and yeah— 

 I’m working on a sort of an expose on the Foreign Policy Initiative, which a 
lot of your listeners out there will be more familiar with the Project for the 



New American Century (Right), but maybe not as familiar with the FPI, 
which is when the Project for the New American Century closed and was 
disbanded, the same exact people who founded the Project for the New 
American Century—Bill Kristal, Robert Kagan—they formed this new 
think tank called the Foreign Policy Initiative that, I think it’s just off most 
people’s radar right now because the Neocons are not in power anymore, 
supposedly, or whatever. But this think tank is still having an influence over 
a lot of things and policies. They pushed for the Syrian invasions or air 
strikes. They pushed for the surge in Afghanistan. They’ve pushed, 
basically, for every hawkish position that’s been out there since the Obama 
administration’s been in office. And, Robert Kagan was also advising 
Hillary Clinton when she was Secretary of State. 

 So, I mean, the Neocons aren’t gone, and I guess the thing I wanted to show 
people with this expose is that they’re still very much alive and well and 
they might sneak up on people when they’re least expecting it and actually 
like— 

JON Well, Robbie, this week we’ve seen how many Neocons on television, you 
know, defending torture? They’re not gone. 

ROBBIE No, exactly. And the sad thing is—I don’t want to split hairs, but I wouldn’t 
even describe a lot of those people overtly Neocon. And that’s almost more 
disturbing to me that the Neocons—the real Neo, like the Neocons, the real 
ones, the Bill Kristols and those people—they managed to inspire the Bush 
administration and then, in turn, inspire the American public and all these 
more—maybe these people used to be more really conservative, but now 
they’ve accepted this idea that torture is valid and it’s one thing for just a 
straight-up Neocon to come out and present that kind of information. But 
someone like John Bolton and these other people, I guess it’s more 
disturbing to me because I don’t see them as classic archetype of Neocons. 
They’re just sort of going along with the program. 

JON I just call them criminals. They’re all just fucking criminals. 

ROBBIE Yeah, are brown shirts—if you want to go down that avenue. The fascism 
analogy is not popular these days, but I mean, it’s hard to describe it any 
other way. 

JON Yeah, I know. There’s fascism in America. There’s no doubt about that. 



 Anyway, Robbie, I want to thank you very much for you time today. You 
did a fantastic job.  

ROBBIE Thanks, Jon. 

JON And I look forward to talking to you again. 

ROBBIE Yeah, please keep up the show. You’ve had some wonderful guests on, and 
I hope anybody out there who’s maybe this is the first episode they’ve 
listened to, go back and listen to all your previous episodes, because you’ve 
had on some incredibly important guests who offer all different kinds of 
perspectives about, sort of, the theme of your show. (Right, exactly.) And I 
really appreciate what you’ve done. 

JON Thank you very much. 

 All right, Robbie, have a good night. 

ROBBIE You too. Take care. 

JON Bye, bye. 

* * * * *


