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When the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center complex disintegrated on 
September 11th 2001, the buildings exhibited many features that are characteristic of 
explosive demolition, none of which can be easily explained without the use of 
explosives. Some of these features will be introduced here. This list is by no means 
exhaustive, however, and is only intended to serve as an introduction to the subject – 
readers are encouraged to use the references given to further their understanding of 
this controversial issue. The official theory maintains that, for each building, fires 
ignited by jet fuel from the planes weakened the steel to the point at which the 
building’s structure became unable to withstand its own gravity loads – as one or 
more floors around the impact site gave way, the mass above the impact site acted as 
a piston and, one-by-one, crushed the floors beneath, resulting in global collapse – the 
“pancake effect”.2 The following points will attempt to demonstrate that this model is 
flawed to the point of absurdity, and that it certainly does not fit with the observed 
collapses, as recorded by countless cameras and eyewitnesses. 
 
The towers both collapsed vertically, through the path of greatest resistance, and 

 themselves. systematically destroyed
The official, gravity-driven, collapse model requires that 
the upper section (above the point of collapse) of each 
tower acted as a piston to crush the floors below it. The 
entire theory rests upon this idea. In order for this to be the 
case, however, the theory must grant the top section a 
rather unlikely ability, to remain intact as an impacting 
mass whilst destroying the entire mass of building below it, 
before it is itself destroyed, presumably as it impacts the 
earth. Indeed, the only notable academic that has looked at 
the collapse in any detail has espoused this “crush down – 
crush up” model.3 Unfortunately, however, basic 
Newtonian laws quickly refute this. The lower sections of 
the building were built to be stronger and sturdier than the 
upper sections, to cope with the increasing gravity loads. 
The central supporting core columns became thinner, 
lighter and more flexible, further up the building, 
commensurate with their design requirements. Abiding by 
Newtonian equality of action and reaction, the weaker top 

of the building (the ‘piston’) will preferentially destroy 
itself before the lower section, or at least equally so.4 No 
impacting mass can deliver a force greater than it itself is 
able to withstand – the harder you punch a brick wall, the 
more severely you break your hand, rather than the wall. 

Indeed, the tops of both towers were completely destroyed by mid-collapse, beginning 
at collapse initiation. The official theory can’t have it both ways; if the mass was 
destroyed as it fell, as the footage demonstrates, then this mass was not available to 
sustain the collapse. Another force must have been destroying the building. 

 



Both towers collapsed at near freefall speed. 
Weirdly, the rate of both collapses unequivocally showed that the buildings offered no 
resistance to their collapse. Despite the central core of each tower, responsible for 
carrying the majority of the gravity loads, being constructed of 47 vertical steel box 
columns5, the core telescoped down into itself, down the path of highest resistance, at 
the same rate as an object falling through air. Freefall time from the top of each 
building is just over 9 seconds; the towers were downed completely (not just the 
distance from the collapse zones to the ground) in under 10 seconds. Even if it is 
assumed that the towers offered no structural resistance whatsoever, a rather wild 
assumption, if the Law of Conservation of Momentum is to be obeyed, the buildings 
must have offered inertial resistance – as each floor collided with the one below it, the 
rate of collapse must have been impeded by the impacted mass. There is no way round 
this fact, and a purely gravity-driven collapse, at the freefall rate of the Twin Towers, 
necessarily violates this law. However, freefall collapse is a hallmark of controlled 
explosive demolition, whereby each floor is blown out in a carefully timed sequence, 
so that no floor collides with another and thus no structural or inertial resistance to the 
demolition is met. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
Complete destruction of the buildings’ steel structure. 
The 47 core columns in each building were obliterated, as were the 230+ vertical 
perimeter columns and the horizontal support trusses. According to the ‘pancake’ 
model, a stack of relatively intact floors several stories high would be expected post-
collapse. However, the buildings were levelled to the ground and all of the steel 
columns and trusses shredded, leaving no structure even closely resembling an intact 
floor. The mechanisms of this destruction, and the source of the energy required to 
effect it, are puzzling, unless explosives are considered.  

 

 
 
 



Mid-air pulverisation. 
ncrete and steel floor decking in each building, together with 
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All the 90,000 tons of co
all building contents, from computers to filing cabinets and over 2,000 people, were 
converted to dust, 10-100 microns in diameter, which blanketed Manhattan6. The 
quantity of macroscopic pieces was negligible. Hundreds of tiny bone fragments and 
other human remains were recently found on the roof of the nearby Deutsche Bank7 – 
how they came to be shattered so finely, and dispersed so far, remains a mystery. The 
energy requirement of all this pulverisation is incompatible with a gravity-driven 
collapse model, as only the gravitational potential energy of the buildings would be 
available, and this would be insufficient to pulverise the concrete alone8. No 
mechanism has been proposed to explain how or why a collapsing building would 
pulverise its contents to a fine flour-like powder. 
 
L
Sections of the steel columns and plates of the perim
speeds up to 500 feet from the towers, averaging about 150 to 200 feet outward5. 
Most of the debris from each building was distributed outside its footprint. This 
ejection of steel began very early in the collapses, much of it ahead of the collapse 
wave. This places further energy demands on the collapses and can only be explained 
by an additional, extremely powerful, energy source. A gravity-driven collapse would 
not have a tendency to spew the structure outwards at high velocity. 

 
 

Apparent violation of Angular Momentum Conservation by the South Tow
As the South Tower began to collapse, the first motion consisted of a tipping of t
approximately 30 stories above the impact zone as a unit, the fulcrum being in or 
around the impact zone, accelerating for 2-3 seconds. Then, at about the time the first 
large ejections of dust began at the impact zone, the top section stopped rotating and 
began to fall precipitously, indicating that the fulcrum had been destroyed. This is 
difficult to reconcile with a gravity-driven collapse. Since the top had already tipped 
about 15 degrees, the downward force on the building's structure below the fulcrum 
was already decreasing. One would expect the tipping to continue, eventually 
resulting in the top falling like a tree. Conservation of angular momentum is the 
tendency of a rotating object to continue rotating at the same rate in the absence of 
torque. Initially, the block, consisting of the top 30 stories of the tower, acted as a 
solid object, and rotated about a fulcrum near the impact zone. Although the fulcrum 
was the axis of rotation, the block had two types of momentum – the angular 
momentum of the block around its center of gravity, and the linear momentum of its 



center of gravity tilting away from the tower's vertical axis. When the portion of the 
building below the collapse zone disintegrated, the block would conserve its angular 
momentum by continuing to rotate at the same rate and, once the fall started, any 
resistance it encountered from the lower building would have imparted torque on the 
block in the same direction as the original fulcrum, and would have accelerated its 
rotation. In actuality, however, the rotation of the block rapidly decelerated as the 
downward plunge began. Given the apparent absence of any torque to counter the 
rotation of the block, the slowing of it can only be explained by it breaking up, or 
being demolished, as the South Tower began to collapse9. This is precisely what is 
observed – the top section disintegrates in mid-air and, although its mass is thus 
unavailable to crush the lower building, the tower continues its vertical descent into 
dust at freefall speed. If the top did hold its mass together in order to function as a 
piston to crush the lower floors, then it could only do so by violating the Law of 
Conservation  of Angular Momentum. Explosives resolve this issue. 

 
Pyroclastic dust clouds from collapses. 
Immediately following the collapse, the expansion of dust was astonishing, crossing 
the Hudson River almost to New Jersey. Most readers will be familiar with photos 
and videos of people being, literally, chased down the street by these rapidly 
advancing dust-clouds. This type of pyroclastic flow is only observed, naturally or 
otherwise, in a very limited number of situations - in volcanic eruptions, in turbidity 
currents at the edges of the continental shelves, and in explosions. According to the 
US Geological Survey, such pyroclastic flow requires explosive energy, creating a 

round-hugging avalang che of hot dust and debris. The “cauliflower” shape is very 
istinctive and a defining characteristic of this type of flow10. No mechanism has been 
roposed to explain how a gravity-driven collapse could possibly produce such an 

d
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unusual phenomenon. 
 
 
 



 
 

 
‘Mushrooming’ of the towers’ tops. 

hick dust clouds much larger than the original 

teel columns sheared at angles indicating controlled demolition. 
 placed so as to 

demolition. 

The top of each tower exploded into t
volume of the building. Without the addition of large sources of pressure beyond the 
collapses themselves, the falling building and its debris should have occupied about 
the same volume as the intact building. 
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When buildings are brought down with explosives, cutting charges are
shear the vertical columns at an angle, as opposed to straight across, allowing the cut 
segments to slide past each other, or ‘walk’, as they move downwards. These angled 
cuts are clearly visible in images of the rubble, with the columns in the same position 
as immediately after the collapse. Of course, during the clean-up process, columns 
were cut manually, but this is done in the most efficient way possible, by cutting 
directly across the column. Clean, angled cuts are a hallmark of deliberate controlled 



 
So, in conclusion, to accept the official collapse story, we are required to believe: 

1. That the collapses of the Twin Towers (and WTC building 7, not discussed) 

framed structures in history; 

dings collapsing for any reason, other than 
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9/11 Mysteries – Part 1 Demolitio
www.911mysteries.com and video.google.com. 
Steven E. Jones, “Why Indeed D
9/11/2001 – Applying the Scientific Method”. Essential reading. Both avail
together with many other peer-reviewed articles,
Please visit Scholars for 911 Truth and Justice at www.stj911.org, Architects and 
Engineers for 911 Truth at www.ae911truth.org and Jim Hoffman’s remarkable s
www.911research.wtc7.com(1st stop for research, photos and videos of the collapses
Please be objective and critical when researching this subject and be aware of 
mis/disinformation that can be found at some of the many websites addressing the 
events and issues surrounding 911. 


