Palakon’s “The Secrets of Sibel Edmonds” :  Innuendoes of Malfeasance   

A blog posted by italkubored on July 9, 2014, in a very long article, and  tries very hard to attack the credibility of Sibel Edmonds:

The Secrets of Sibel Edmonds: July 9, 2014

https://italkyoubored.wordpress.com/2014/07/09/the-secrets-of-sibel-edmonds/ 

This author is apparently an anonymous  blogger, associating with the fictional character F. Fred Palakon.
After about 6,000 words, the blogger, whom we will call Palakon, finally gets to his point. He  will be focusing on deviations between various accounts of Edmond’s life experiences, “not on small details but very large ones.” 
His principal sources will be the following: 
“Deposition of: Sibel Deniz Edmonds”, the declassified Office of the Inspector General’s Report, 
A Review of the FBI’s Actions in Connection With Allegations Raised By Contract Linguist Sibel Edmonds (this is the non-pdf version), 
Edmonds’ own memoir Classified Woman,
 Infiltration: How Muslim Spies and Subversives have Penetrated Washington by Paul Sperry, a fearmongering book about the supposed Muslim takeover of the U.S. government for which Edmonds served as a source and in which she is frequently quoted, 

David Rose’s “An Inconvenient Patriot” from Vanity Fair. 
Palakon notes that all of these sources tell Edmonds’ story from her perspective or in ways favorable to her. “A Review of the FBI’s Actions is often cited as vindicating Edmonds, the memoir is her own, her allegations in the Sperry book are taken almost without qualifier or skepticism, and on a podcast with Brad Friedman (“Guest Hosting ‘Mike Malloy Show’ Scheduled Guests: Sibel Edmonds, David Swanson”), she spoke approvingly of the Vanity Fair piece as thoroughly researched, well-sourced journalism (from 26:00-27:40 on the audio)”
I got through about 20,000 of his 36,000 words before giving out.  By this time I felt I had the gist of Palakon’s arguments.
It is important to recognize the vast degree of consistency among the various accounts of Edmonds experiences.  Palakon admits this at least once in his 36000 words.  It is not in the least surprising to find small variations in these accounts. In fact, this variation helps to attest to the truthfulness of the primary content. One would find this body of accounts far more convincing in authenticity than various accounts which were rendered verbatim. 
Further, allies referenced in her narrative; such as Behrooz Sarshar and Dennis Saccher, substantiate her claims.  Footnote 1.
Many of Palakon’s perceived discrepancies are found between Edmond’s  book Classified Woman, and David Rose’s  more paraphrased and much shorter “An Inconvenient Patriot” from Vanity Fair.  Rose was limited by the length of a magazine article, and also addressed  similar experiences by actual FBI agents.

I find  Palakon’s alleged “discrepancies” of the accounts trivial, subjective, and based on misrepresentations of what Edmonds actually said in the texts. The “discrepancies” do not fall in any pattern suggesting any ulterior motive on Edmonds’ behalf.

By breaking up the various accounts into blocks of text, and stringing them out of context in one continuous undifferentiated flow, Palakon obfuscates more than enlightens.

It is hard not to see Palakon’s arguments as a desperate attempt to find fault with Edmonds and her experiences as revealed in the several sources.  The primary reason for this appears to be that he dosent like what she has to say.

The “discrepancies” Papakon finds here are insignificant when compared with the discrepancies in the FBI’s investigations of the crimes of 9/11. Think FBI field agents Coleen Rowley, Kenneth Williams, and Robert Wright.

In the appendix I have recorded some of my comments on Palakon’s alleged  “discrepancies”

Footnote 1: Another journalist with the Sunday Times' investigative unit had interviewed former Special Agent in Charge, Dennis Saccher, now at the FBI's Colorado office. Saccher reportedly told him that Edmonds' story ‘should have been front page news’ because it was "a scandal bigger than Watergate."
https://ceasefiremagazine.co.uk/whistleblower-al-qaeda-chief-u-s-asset/
Memorandum for the record interview with Behrooz Sarshar

https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=793500
Appendix: Notes on Palakon’s The Secrets of Sibel Edmonds:

First, Palakon offers up Friedman’s interview with Edmonds. We learn here that Vanity Fair published a report on alleged government misconduct that was ignored by the “mainstream media”.  Although Edmond’s testimony was included in the report, she notes the conclusions of the report, and it’s sources of information were thoroughly vetted. 
Next, A Review of the FBI’s Actions: Palakon: “So, we have an application in 1997, questionnaire and interview in 1998, oversight in 1999 which led to delayed processing, the FBI asking Edmonds to re-submit in 2000, followed by interviews with Edmonds on May 1, 2001 and July 19, 2001. On September 13, 2001, perhaps in connection with what happened two days earlier, Edmonds gets a top secret clearance. Edmonds did not simply call up the FBI after September 11, and offer help, but had been pursuing work there and had been in touch with the bureau that year for two Personal Security interviews.”

Palakon notes: “I do not think there is anything wrong, suspect, or shameful in these events, yet Edmonds always omits the details that she was in touch with the FBI that year before September 11, actively pursuing this work.”

He notes that in Rose’s “Inconvenient Patriot”, she contacts the FBI after September 11 because she is haunted by the fundamentalist takeover of Iran, which she saw up close as a child. 

Palakon continues: “There is a slightly different take in this interview with David Swanson, “An Interview with Sibel Edmonds”; she applies to the FBI, they lose her files, and then she calls them up after September 11 to offer her help.”
Pelekon’s statement misrepresents what Edmonds actually said in this interview: 

“And then the 911 terrorist event took place and I’d turn on the TV and kept hearing the Director of the FBI pleading for language specialists – especially for the languages that I speak – because they were desperate for language specialists. And at that point it was a duty to go and say ‘Look – I have these skills, you need these skills for the nation, and I’m offering it to you.’ So I took this position as a contract language specialist for those languages”.

Edmonds never claimed to literally “call” the FBI and offer her services.  She recognized that it was her duty to accept the challenge, so she took the position that was offered to her, in spite of the FBI’s process errors, and in spite of the fact that Contract linguist was not her original choice of jobs. Her ”call” was to duty and  was not literal but figurative.
As Palakon himself has noted, Edmonds did not simply call up the FBI after September 11, and offer help, but had been pursuing work there.
Rose’s account  in “Inconvenient Patriot” was Rose’s account.  Even well meaning journalists often get details seen as minor wrong.

Palakon continues: 

“In Classified Woman, Edmonds applies to the FBI in 1997, there is supposed to be follow-up in 1999 but there is none, and she is then contacted by the FBI after September 11. However, she says that she had no contact with the FBI since 2000, when A Review of the FBI’s Actions has her interviewed twice in 2001, and she says that she did not initially apply to be a translator while A Review has her applying for exactly that position. A Review has her completing her proficiency exams in 1998 (“After she took the requisite language tests, by letter dated May 6, 1998”), while Classified has her taking them in 1997: “After reviewing my application, someone at the bureau evidently found my linguistic abilities of interest and asked me to take proficiency tests in those languages and in English…I went ahead and took the intense and excruciating proficiency tests in the summer of 1997.”. From Classified:

Palakon’s alleged discrepancies between A Review and Classified:
A Review has her applying for translator position, while Classified states that she was interested in their department that dealt with crimes against children, and sent them an application for an internship relevant to the degree she was pursuing in criminal justice. After reviewing her application, “someone in the bureau evidently found my linguistic abilities of interest. She decided perhaps working as a translator would be OK.  
A Review says she took proficiency tests in May 1998, while Classified has her taking the exams in Summer 1997.
A Review says she was interviewed twice in 2001, while Classified says she did not hear from the FBI after the 2000 call, until after 9/11.
The FBI obviously recognized Edmonds’ value as a translator. Classified’s description of the job Edmonds was seeking was not terribly specific, and it does not take a lot of brain power to conceive that the FBI might have taken the liberty to categorize her application as being for a CL. The fact that she was interviewed twice by the FBI  in 2001 is not inconsistent with not hearing from them, as the PSIs were a routine part of the employment process. “Hearing from them” might reasonably be interpreted to mean hearing whether she got the job or not.

More discrepancies:

60 minutes: 

“Edmonds says that to her amazement, from the day she started the job (mid September), she was told repeatedly by one of her supervisors that there was no urgency,- that she should take longer to translate documents so that the department would appear overworked…”

In Classified: It is Feghali who brings up the idea of slowing down work so they can get additional funds, but he does not do so on the day that Edmonds starts, or within days of her starting, but in early October

Palakon  then provides a  lengthy excerpt  from Classified, to provide “ I think, a good sense of Edmonds’ sensibility in this book and why people should perhaps be a little cautious in trusting her accounts.” Why? Her description is in contrast to how he thinks the events should have been narrated. Too much drama for Palakon, who is perhaps not as passionate as Edmonds.  Next, he points at a paragraph from Infiltration, in which Paul Sperry discuses Edmonds’ experience of the celebratory attitude of the FBI language unit at the news of 9/11. This celebratory attitude was mentioned in Classified, but Palakon is suspicious because there is more detail in Infiltration. Then he contradicts himself by first saying that this degree of detail appeared only in Infiltration; then saying it appeared in many places; but not every place. 
Palakon observes: “Though A Review of the FBI’s Actions supposedly vindicates Edmonds in every respect, but  it finds no evidence for her allegations of deliberate work slowdowns.”

“The OIG interviewed ten linguists who were either named by Edmonds in her allegations or were named by Edmonds as having information relevant to her allegations, including those whom Edmonds specifically stated could corroborate her allegations….

…. We found insufficient evidence to substantiate Edmonds’ allegation that such time and attendance abuse was condoned or occurred. Moreover, given the backlog of translation work at the FBI, we do not believe the FBI would need to intentionally slow down the linguists’ work to support hiring additional translators.”
Rebuttal: It would not be surprising that coworkers would not admit to hearing of a slowdown, regardless of whether or not they were or were not actively participating in such a slowdown.  Further, the “Moreover” given in A Review; “given the backlog of translation work at the FBI” would be the expected outcome of a slowdown rather than an argument against such a slowdown. It is profoundly naïve of Palakon that he would think that A Review would communicate the full facts as perceived by Edmonds. 
Palakon: 

“Classified: Melek Can Dickerson had worked for ATC, ATAA, and before that, with these organizations’ counterpart in Germany. Individuals and entities within these organizations, including certain Americans, were directly involved in global criminal activities: nuclear black market, narcotics, and military and industrial espionage. These organizations and their players are not driven by any ideology or nationalistic objectives. To them this is business, and the highest bidder, regardless of nationality or ideology, gets the goods.”

“What is astonishing here is the way a malevolence is assumed of these organizations, as if they are well-known terrorist groups, rather than ethnic or national associations: 
Palakon quotes: “Of course I knew who they were and what they did-too well. They constituted a big chunk of what I worked on and monitored for Saccher’s department.” This statement defeats Palakon’s argument.  She later tells us explicitly why she thinks these organizations are so fearsome, though it’s a claim she never gives any proof for in the book, and which I’ve never seen any evidence of anywhere:

Palakon: “There is also a strange difference between how this meeting (Dickersons at Edmond’s home) comes about in Classified Woman and “Inconvenient Patriot”, the article which Edmonds tells us was thoroughly fact checked and sourced. 

Classified: The call for the meeting takes place on the first  Saturday evening. She distinctly remembers decorating the house for Christmas. She is cooking dinner when the call comes.  In Rose’s Inconvenient Patriot” published in 2005, the phone call takes place on Sunday morning before brunch. Now the Dickersons arrive only a half hour after the call. Again, the vividly recalled details. This is Edmonds speaking to Friedman about the Rose article: “And you know how they usually do fact-checking, after the article is submitted, by the reporter, well in this case they did triple fact checking, they did it three times, going back to every single source. And so, they really did their homework.”

(The Rose article: an inconvenient patriot from vanity fair:
Rebuttal: In Rose’s Inconvenient Patriot, the phone call occurs in the third short paragraph of an article with well over 100 paragraphs, discussing not only Edmond’s FBI experiences, but those of other FBI agents as well. We can perhaps forgive the fact checkers if they missed the paragraph on when Edmonds received the Can Dickerson call.
Palakon ”:A meeting with Dennis Saccher, the F.B.I.’s special agent in charge of Turkish counter-intelligence, where it’s discovered that Melek Can Dickerson has been labeling conversations affecting counter-intelligence targets, such as the Colonel mentioned at the brunch meeting, as “not pertinent”. There are three depictions of this meeting and what leads up to it – Rose’s “Inconvenient Patriot”, Infiltration (page 162 in Google Books), Classified Woman – and they all adhere closely in the crucial details. “
Response: “– and they all adhere closely in the crucial details. “ goes a long   way towards invalidating Palakon’s  original thesis of malfeasance.
“There is one key difference between “Inconvenient Patriot” and Classified Woman. In “Patriot”, the meeting takes place on January 14. Classified requires us to deduce the date.”
Response: Palakon deduces the date: January 5 instead of January 14. Then, based on this deduction, which may well have been wrong because of a simple publication error, he perceives additional date discrepancies. 
Saccher and Edmonds agree to meet again the following Monday, and Kevin Taskasen  attends. It was at this  meeting that Saccher explained that he and his bosses decided to collect more information before taking action. He also confirmed that that Dickerson had indeed worked for certain target organizations. This appears to once again deflate  Palakon’s  observation  that “What is astonishing here is the way a malevolence is assumed of these organizations, as if they are well-known terrorist groups, rather than ethnic or national associations.”
Saccher asks Edmonds and Taskasen to go over every piece of information Dickerson stamped “not pertinent.” Edmonds spent her next four working days going over Dickerson’s blocked communications. Among hundreds of  pieces, in every 10-15 checked, she would come across hot intel.  
 Palakon goes after her work: 
“The discoveries here dealing with nuclear technology, terrorism, and drug dealing that are made in these four days would become part of the secrets that Edmonds would reveal in her deposition and elsewhere.   There are a number of striking things about this passage. For instance, that her discoveries accord entirely with her earlier assumptions of the secret activities of the ATC and the ATAA. “

Edmonds never said discoveries dealing with nuclear technology, terrorism, and drug dealing were made during these four days. Her comments regarding sophisticated networks, nuclear technology, etc were generalizations based on her work experience at the FBI; what these groups were trying to do.
Palakon: “There is also the extraordinarily short amount of time in which the discoveries are made. Apparently, the suspects are speaking openly on their phones with codes that are easily deciphered, or no codes at all, thus allowing this vast secretive network to be picked out in less than a week. ……given that Edmonds was simply a translator, without access to the higher level deciphering of people who’d spent considerable time on these investigations, how was she able to determine what these various code words meant on her own? “
Edmonds identified four explosive  pieces of communication blocked by DickersonBut then Palakon criticizes her for not giving details: “…whereas the cluster of conversations that are the motherlode of secrets are never given a discernible presence”.  Further, Edmonds already had exposure to these documents from her previous reviews, would likely be familiar with typical code words, and was a fast and efficient translator. “…the extraordinarily short amount of time in which the discoveries are made”  has become a meaningless statement.

“The other striking point is the incredible non-specificity of the source of these revelations…. the cluster of conversations that are the motherlode of secrets are never given a discernible presence.”

Edmonds  does not go into details regarding the “motherlode of secrets”. Perhaps this has something to do with  the fact that one major part of her job as an FBI agent is to not reveal sensitive or classified information. After all, the “motherlode”  WAS secret.
Palakon: Classified discusses the Feb 1 meeting scheduled by Saccher, with Edmonds, Saccher, Feghali, and Taskesen to be attending. P. 85f.  At this meeting on the morning of February 1, Saccher is supposed to be there, but ends up canceling at the last minute. 
Palakon misrepresents what Classified says: Feghali says Saccher will not be at the meeting. “He called to cancel earlier today and said he had to go out for some urgent operation.

Palakon: Instead, Edmonds and Taskasen meet with Feghali and Feghali’s colleague, translation-department supervisor Stephanie Bryan.(and Dickerson)
 In “Patriot”, this meeting has Bryan recommend that Edmonds write up a confidential memo, which she submits to Bryan on February 11.
The following day, February 12, Edmonds is called to a meeting with Bryan, Feghali and Dickerson. Near the end of this meeting on February 12, Dickerson threatens her family in Turkey:
Palakon: In “Patriot”, we are given one explanation why Saccher is not at the meeting he himself called:

Later, Edmonds says, she called Saccher on the internal phone. “Why the hell did you cancel?” she asked. Bewildered, he told her that immediately after she and Taskasen had left his office Feghali phoned him, saying that the conference room was already in use, and that the meeting would have to be postponed. 
Edmonds says Saccher also told her that he had been ordered not to touch the case by his own superiors, who called it a “can of worms.” Despite his role as special agent in charge of Turkish counter-intelligence, he had even been forbidden to obtain copies of her translations.
In Classified Woman, Palakon sees discrepancies:  The following takes place right after Edmonds returns from the meeting:

As soon as I got to my desk, I dialed Saccher’s extension. He answered on the second ring.

“What in the world happened to you?” I asked.

“What do you mean? Feghali called me as soon as you and Kevin left and said that he had to cancel the meeting and reschedule it for the following week. He had something important on a counterterrorism case involving one of his translators.”

This was unbelievable. I told Saccher what Feghali told us: that he, Saccher, had canceled the meeting for a supposedly unexpected field operation.

Before I could even finish recounting, Saccher cut me off. “This is friggin’ nuts!” He was yelling. “That bastard … that sonuvabitch! I’m going to see him in jail. Meet me at the fire exit-the secondary stairway, on the sixth floor landing.”

Saccher takes Edmonds to his supervisors office and there is a dustup. Etc etc.
Thankfully Palakon did not go into ALL the remaining “differences” between Classified, Inconvenient Patriot, and Infiltration. There were different words, phrases, and sentences throughout all of these.
I see the Patriot and Classified accounts as describing the exact same events. Patriot was not written by Edmonds, but by David Rose, and the account was in the third person. The abbreviated account given by Rose paraphrases accurately the basic elements of the narrative provided in Classified. 
Palakon: After about 21,000 words, we come to “one of the most astonishing discrepancies between “Patriot” and Classified Woman:

Patriot: “As soon as she had returned home from the February meeting where Dickerson allegedly cautioned her not to endanger her family in Turkey, Sibel called her mother and sister in Istanbul, even though it was the middle of the night there. …. Within days of receiving Sibel’s call, she flew with her mother to Washington.”
Classified:  “He cut me off, explaining the stark facts. My sister in Turkey had been named. “At least your other sister is here,” he pointed out, “and I’m glad you persuaded your mother not to go back….”
 Infiltration: “Luckily, Edmonds had already brought her sister, employed by a major airline, and mother to Washington in anticipation of such reprisals.”
This is about as good as Palakon’s expose of Edmonds gets. 
