Hijacking Catastrophe (Two Versions) – Study Guide

We will first be viewing an abbreviated (30 minute) Canadian film from 2004 on the relationship between 9/11 and the Bush administration’s move to war with Iraq in 2003.  The film will be viewed twice (on separate days).  This handout should be given to students and the first section of questions read.  Then the opening titles of the film will be shown.  Students should not take notes or attempt to answer questions, but should merely keep the questions in mind during the brief 2 – 3 minute intro.  Stop the film after the intro and have students watch it again while attempting to answer the questions.  Stop the film a second time and allow students time to complete the opening section of questions.  Discuss as a class.  Have students re-read the remainder of the questions and them put them away.  Now watch the abbreviated film all the way through.  Students may take notes if they wish, but should not be working on the questions.


On the second day, students will view the full film (70 minutes) and attempt to answer the questions as the film progresses.  Final versions of the questions will be due at the beginning of class on the third day.  This film assessment is worth a total of 50 pts.
Section 1 (Introductory Sequence)

(2) What are the non-spoken sound elements used in the introductory sequence?  What is their purpose?

(2) What are the visual elements of the opening sequence?  What is their purpose?

(1) What is the technique used to deliver the spoken element of the opening sequence?

(2) What is the meaning of the quote which ends the opening sequence?  What is the purpose of that quote?

At the end of the film, assess whether or not you feel these techniques help make the film stronger or weaker. (Answer  this at the end of the study guide.)

*****  STOP the film after the introductory sequence and give students time to digest it.   Then show the sequence again from the beginning  *****

Section 2 (Main Body of the Film)

(2) In the first couple of minutes into the main body of the film, note the image of the soldier holding back tears.  What question is posed during that visual sequence?  What is the connection that the filmmakers imply the audience should make?

(1) According to the film, what were the goals/values of the “Neo-Conservatives”?

(3) Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, and Paul Wolfowitz had what three positions in the Bush administration?

(1) Name one of the three elements of the Wolfowitz Doctrine. (Name more if you can.)

`

(1) Note the interpolation of the phrase “in their own chilling words” during the abridged quotation from the document “Rebuilding American’s Defenses.”  What is the implication of this interpolation?

(1) What was the critical transformation in the image of Saddam Hussein which needed to take place in the American mind in order to justify war against Iraq?  

(2) What was the “Office of Special Plans” according to the film?  What evidence does the film give that such an office was ever established and that its goal was the one the filmmakers have stated?

(2) What point is being made in the commentary when the film shows Rumsfeld and Hussein?  What is the purpose behind showing the Mexican TV film clips of Donald Rumsfeld shaking hands with Saddam Hussein? 

(3) According to Janet Kwiatkowski,  Max Wolff, and Vandana Shiva what is the purpose of the US policy of alternately supporting and opposing Hussein?  What visual aid do the filmmakers use to emphasize this point?

(3) According to Immanuel Wallerstein, what was the short range versus mid-range goals of the Bush administration and the neo-conservatives in terms of the invasion of Iraq?  What do the filmmakers imply is thus the long-range goal of the neo-conservatives?

(2) What answer does Rumsfeld give to the question of concern about America being perceived as a bully?  Does this strengthen or weaken the filmmakers’ position?

(3) What is the purpose of  modern warfare according to the 1996 book Shock and Awe (Ullman) ?  What images accompany the commentary on this technique?  Why are these used?  Is this “fair” or not?

(2) Robert Jensen argues that the American public receives a very one-sided view of the war.  In a one-sided documentary such as this one, is his point strengthened or weakened by the way in which material is presented?

(2) At the time the film was made, the US casualties were at 600.  What are they now?  Would the increase in casualties and increase in awareness of casualties strengthen or weaken the filmmakers point about media self-censorship during the war?

(2) What is the purpose of mentioning the My Lai massacre and the commentary given by Stan Goff on it?  What images accompany the commentary on My Lai compared to Iraq?  Does this strengthen or weaken the filmmaker’s points?

(2) How is the Bush “Bring ‘em on!” comment transformed into a personal attack on Bush?  What other techniques are used to further the personal attack on Bush?

(2) What nations can you identify are depicted in the post-9/11 sympathy and the post-Iraq invasion antipathy sequence?  Is this a representative picture of world opinion or not?

(2) The film concludes with a call to fearlessness.  What is meant by this and do you think it is an effective ending to the film?  Why or why not?

(2) What is the purpose of the final quote?  Is it effective or not?

Section 3 (Critical Thinking)

(2) Define propaganda. Is this a propaganda film?

(2) Is this an effective film? If so, where and why?  If not, where is it weak and why?

(2) Should this film be shown in public schools today?  Why/why not?  Should it be shown 20 years from now?  Why/why not?

