Obama Still Withholds Syria Evidence
Exclusive: President Obama has sidetracked the rush to war with Syria, agreeing
to pursue a diplomatic plan involving Syria surrendering its chemical weapons.
But the U.S. government still hides its supposedly conclusive evidence that the
Assad regime was guilty of the Aug. 21 chemical attack, writes Robert Parry.

By Robert Parry
Even people who trust the Obama administration’s accusations blaming the Syrian
government for the apparent Aug. 21 chemical weapons attack outside Damascus
can’t explain why these supposed phone intercepts and satellite photos are still
being kept secret from the American people.
One intelligence source told me, after President Barack Obama’s Tuesday night
speech on Syria, that the reason for the unreasonable secrecy should be obvious
by now: that the evidence would not withstand scrutiny. He said it is viewed as
flimsy even by some of the CIA analysts involved.
So, the “smart play” for the administration has been to withhold the “evidence”
and rely on a combination of emotional outrage over the deaths of children and a
“group think” that will increasingly treat skeptics as “discredited” and
“outside the mainstream.” Though this P.R. strategy has largely succeeded as
more mainstream journalists and pundits fall into line its downside is that it
reeks of the tactics used to enforce conformity over President George W. Bush’s
case for war against Iraq in 2002-2003.
Indeed, many of the same political and media players who were duped in that
bloody fiasco are at the front of the line a decade later, accepting as gospel
truth the allegations against Syria that the Obama administration has asserted
without evidence. It doesn’t seem to matter that the four-page “Government
Assessment” of the case against the Syrian government issued on Aug. 30
contained not a single piece of evidence that could be checked independently. It
was all “we assess” this and “we assess” that.
The Obama administration then relied on the old tactic of repeating an unproven
assertion, knowing that if a charge is declared with sufficient certitude often
enough, the weak-minded will simply begin treating it as accepted wisdom. That’s
especially easy when the target of the accusations has been thoroughly demonized
as is the case with Syrian President Bashar al-Assad.
Obama Adds to the Mystery
President Obama continued this process of repetition Tuesday night, telling

Americans what they are supposed to believe, not showing them any real evidence.
“We know the Assad regime was responsible,” the President declared in a primetime address. “In the days leading up to August 21st, we know that Assad’s
chemical weapons personnel prepared for an attack near an area where they mix
sarin gas. They distributed gasmasks to their troops. Then they fired rockets
from a regime-controlled area into 11 neighborhoods that the regime has been
trying to wipe clear of opposition forces.
“Shortly after those rockets landed, the gas spread, and hospitals filled with
the dying and the wounded. We know senior figures in Assad’s military machine
reviewed the results of the attack.”
Interestingly, Obama omitted one regular feature of the U.S. government’s litany
of allegations, the supposed intercepted phone call of a “senior official”
caught admitting that the Syrian government had conducted the attack. This claim
was included in the “Government Assessment” and repeated by Secretary of State
John Kerry and other U.S. officials.
The “senior” Syrian official was never identified, no direct quotes were used,
no context was explained and no transcript was provided, just a paraphrase and
the Obama administration’s implicit plea to “trust us.” The mysterious official
with his convenient admission of guilt didn’t make the cut into Obama’s speech
for some reason.
But Obama did highlight a previously obscure point, that rockets were fired into
“11 neighborhoods.” In recent days, some pundits have cited the quantity of
neighborhoods allegedly attacked as conclusive proof against the Syrian
government because the sheer number of targets would seem to preclude a rebel
attack or the possible accidental release of chemical agents by rebel forces.
However, this “slam-dunk” proof is undercut by a footnote contained in a White
House-released map of the supposed locations of the attack. The footnote read:
“Reports of chemical attacks originating from some locations may reflect the
movement of patients exposed in one neighborhood

to field hospitals and medical

facilities in the surrounding area. They may also reflect confusion and panic
triggered by the ongoing artillery and rocket barrage, and reports of chemical
use in other neighborhoods.”
In other words, a map attached to the White House’s own “Government Assessment”
offers a contradictory explanation to what Obama and others have claimed about
the number of neighborhoods that were struck by the alleged chemical attack of
Aug. 21: victims from one location could have rushed to clinics in other
neighborhoods, creating the impression of a more widespread attack than actually

occurred.
Obama’s other assertions also continue to beg a series of questions regarding
why no verifiable evidence has been presented to the American people three weeks
after the Aug. 21 incident. These questions include: How does the U.S.
government know about the Syrian military’s alleged chemical-attack
preparations? Does the U.S. have satellite photos of troop movements, gas masks
being worn, and the rockets being fired on Aug. 21? Are there
communication intercepts on these topics?
If Syrian officials “reviewed results of the attack,” as Obama claims, what were
they saying? Were they shocked by what happened or were they pleased? Why did
Obama, a precise practitioner of the English language, choose the vague word
“reviewed”?
Before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee last week, Secretary Kerry
declared that the “Assad regime prepared for this attack, issued instructions to
prepare for this attack, warned its own forces to use gas masks.” He added that
the U.S. intelligence included “physical evidence of where the rockets came from
and when.” If so, what was that “physical evidence”? If the U.S.
possesses satellite photographs or other hard proof, none has been revealed
publicly.
Even Defenders Are Confused
In an article first published at Counterpunch on Tuesday (and re-posted at
Consortiumnews.com), former CIA analyst Melvin A. Goodman endorsed the Obama
administration’s case against the Syrian government. But Goodman later
acknowledged to me in an e-mail that he had not seen the evidence himself.
Still, he said he had done “due diligence” and was convinced the evidence was
real.
Yet, even as he accepted the allegations against the Syrian government as true,
Goodman was puzzled by the refusal of the Obama administration to disclose its
evidence. In his commentary, he wrote:
“The distortion of evidence of Iraqi WMD a decade ago has made it difficult to
convince the American public, let alone a skeptical international audience, of
the need to respond to Syria’s use of chemical weapons. As a result, the Obama
administration must ignore the usual safeguards regarding intelligence sources
and methods, and provide the intelligence that is not only convincing but beyond
any reasonable doubt.
“We need to know more about the intercepted communications that allowed the
United States to track three days of activity by chemical weapons personnel near

an area used to mix chemical weapons. We have identified the area publicly so
there is no reason to withhold information that would be dispositive.
“Finally, since the Obama administration has an intercept ‘involving a senior
official intimately familiar with the offensive,’ according to the U.S.
assessment, that confirms the use of chemical weapons and his concern with UN
discovery of evidence, the tape itself should be played. Surely, in view of what
we have just learned about the intercept capabilities of the National Security
Agency, no one in Syria (or anywhere else for that matter) will be shocked to
learn that the United States monitors high-level communications in a zone of
interest.”
Yet, this evidence, which Goodman and others believe exists and would represent
“dispositive” proof against the Syrian government, continues to be kept secret.
Instead, the Obama administration relies on the technique of endless repetition
of unproven claims and the release of some heartrending videos of victims, a tug
at emotions but not evidence of whodunit.
So, why? Why not release the evidence? Goodman is undoubtedly correct that there
is no overriding intelligence reason for the administration’s “evidence” to be
withheld. Everyone knows the United States has spy satellites and technical
means to intercept phone calls. So, why is this evidence still being withheld
from the public?
The most obvious answer, as the intelligence source told me Tuesday night, is
that the certainty of the administration’s case would crumble if independent
analysts got a look at it. Thus, it makes public relations sense for the Obama
administration to hide the evidence and simply deride anyone who dares question
the rush to judgment on the Syrian government’s guilt.
Investigative reporter Robert Parry broke many of the Iran-Contra stories for
The Associated Press and Newsweek in the 1980s. You can buy his new book,
America’s Stolen Narrative, either in print here or as an e-book (from Amazon
and barnesandnoble.com). For a limited time, you also can order Robert Parry’s
trilogy on the Bush Family and its connections to various right-wing operatives
for only $34. The trilogy includes America’s Stolen Narrative. For details on
this offer, click here.

