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Case in point: David Brooks, New York 
Times columnist and media pundit has not 
made a correct prediction 
about American foreign 
policy in living memory.  
Classic Brooks;  

“If it succeeds, Iraq really 
will be a beacon of freedom 
in the Middle East. The 
Americans who have died in 
Iraq will have given their lives 
in a truly noble cause.” Oct. 7, 2003

“Come on people, let’s get a grip. This week, 
Chicken Littles like Ted Kennedy and Robert 
Byrd were ranting that Iraq is another Vietnam. 
Pundits and sages were spinning a whole series of 
mutually exclusive disaster scenarios: Civil war! 
A nationwide rebellion! Maybe we should calm 
down a bit.” April 10, 2004

“I still believe that in 20 years, no one will 
doubt that Bush did the right thing.” April 17, 
2004

“[Deputy Defense Secretary, Paul] Wolfowitz 
will be the subject of fascinating biographies 
decades from now, while many of his smuggest 
critics will be forgotten.” March 8, 2005

“At the very moment that American gloom-
mongers are opting for panicked withdrawal, 
there’s been a pileup of good news on Iraq: 
the improved training of Iraqi troops, the more 
effective counterinsurgency strategies, the 
booming Iraqi economy, the vastly improved 
White House communication strategy, the 
amazing confi dence of the Iraqi people and, most 
of all, this glorious election.” Dec. 18, 2005

William Kristol, editor of the Weekly 
Standard, was formerly known as “[Dan] 
Quail’s Brain”, but more recently as 
“Nostrudumbass”, for 
his unfailingly wrong 
predictions.

“We committed ourselves to 
reshaping the Middle East, so 
the region would no longer 
be a hotbed of terrorism, 
extremism, anti-Americanism, 
and weapons of mass destruction. The fi rst 
two battles of this new era are now over. The 
battles of Afghanistan and Iraq have been won 

decisively and honorably. But these are 
only two battles. We are only at the end 
of the beginning in the war on terror and 
terrorist states.”  April, 2003
“American and alliance forces will be 

welcomed in Baghdad as liberators. Indeed, 
reconstructing Iraq may prove to be a less diffi cult 
task than the challenge of 
building a viable state in 
Afghanistan.” Feb. 2, 2002

Fred Barns also of the 
Weekly Standard:

“[T]he good news is 
contrary to what you hear 
in the media, it gets easier 
now. The war was the hard part. The hard part 
was putting together a coalition, getting 300,000 
troops over there and all their equipment and 
winning. And it gets easier. I mean, setting up a 
democracy is hard, but it is not as hard as winning 
a war.”  April 10, 2003

“It is a last-ditch -- I think it is a desperate 
effort by these terrorists. It’s not representative 
of a signifi cant guerrilla force that’s fi ghting the 
United States there.” Oct. 24, 2003

“I think he [Rep. John P. Murtha (D-PA)] is 
just plain wrong in some of the things he said. 
And I certainly disagree with some of the others. 
But here is what he is wrong about, Brit. You 
raised one of them. And that is, he says the war is 
intensifying. It’s not intensifying.” Nov. 17, 2005

Then there is New York Times columnist 
Thomas Friedman, for 
whom a glorious future 
for Iraq, while it may 
be fl at, is always just six 
months away:

“The next six months in 
Iraq—which will determine 
the prospects for democracy-building there—are 
the most important six months in U.S. foreign 
policy in a long, long time.”  Nov. 30, 2003

“It might be over in a week, it might be over 
in a month, it might be over in six months.” June 
3, 2004

“What we’re gonna fi nd out, Bob, in the next 
six to nine months is whether we have liberated a 
country or uncorked a civil war.”  Sep. 3, 2004

“Iraq will be won or lost in the next few 
months.” Nov. 28, 2004

“I think we’re in a six-month window here.”  
Sep. 25, 2005

“I think the next six months really are going 
to determine whether this country is going to 
collapse into three parts or more or whether it’s 
going to come together.”  Dec.18, 2005

“We’re at the beginning of I think the decisive 
I would say six months in Iraq.”  Dec. 20, 2005

“The only thing I am certain of is that in the 
wake of this election, Iraq will be what Iraqis 
make of it—and the next six months will tell us a 
lot.”  Dec. 21, 2005

“I think that we’re going to know after six to 
nine months whether this project has any chance 
of succeeding.”  Jan. 23, 2006

“I think we’re in the end game there, in the 
next three to six months.”  Jan. 31, 2006

“The next six to nine months are going to tell 
whether we can produce a decent outcome in 
Iraq.”  March 2, 2006

“I think we’re in the end game in the sense it’s 
going to be decided in the next weeks or months 
whether there’s an Iraq there worth investing in.”  
April 23, 2006

“Well, I think that we’re going to fi nd out, 
Chris, in the next year to six months—probably 
sooner—whether a decent outcome is possible 
there.” May 11, 2006

Finally we have FOX News bobble-head 
Sean Hannity.  It is actually hard to fi nd 
decent quotes for Sean, since his rambling 
disjointed utterances are hardly intelligible 
when viewed in the printed transcript.  But 
here are a couple of gems:

“[T]he proof will be in the 
pudding. Because they’re going 
to see that their country is a lot 
freer, they’ll have more liberty. 
[...] You keep mentioning these 
same naysayers […]they were 
lecturing us on how it wasn’t 
well thought out. This rolling 
was a bad idea, we didn’t have enough troops 
there, it was going to be a quagmire. All of these 
thousands, according to naysayers, of troops are 
going to die. [...] [T]hey’ve actually made fools 
of them themselves.”  April 10, 2003

“We’re close to being fi nished [in Iraq].”  Nov. 
21, 2005

That last one actually turned out to be 
true, though not in the way he intended.

Pundits of Disaster
Right-wing Pundits Get it Wrong Every Time

Why Has the Greatest Crime in U.S. History Never Been Criminally Investigated?
and other Unanswered Questions about September 11, 2001

For fi ve years the 911truth movement has 
been quietly building support.  While many 
ideas and theories have been put forth about 
what happened in that fateful day, the main 
thrust of the movement is to push for a new 
investigation of 9/11 to answer the many still 
unanswered questions such as:

The Warnings:   Why did the administration 
ignore warnings, some specifi c as to date and 
place, from at least 11 foreign intelligence 
services delivered to Washington prior to 9/
11?  Why were several prominent Americans, 
including top military brass, warned not to fl y 
on 9/11?  

Missing Air Defense:   Why was established 
procedure not followed to intercept any of the 
hijacked planes on 9/11?  Why did the defense 
missiles on top of the Pentagon not fi re at the 
attacking plane as it fl ew toward the Pentagon?  
(Had they been disabled?)  If the defense 
failures were due to incompetence, why was 
no one reprimanded or fi red?  Was air defense 
lacking because of the military exercises 
underway on the morning of 9/11?

Pilots of the Hijacked Planes:   How 
could an inexperienced pilot have successfully 
fl own a heavy commercial airliner on his fi rst 
try?   Why were some of the alleged terrorists 
trained at U.S. military bases and CIA fl ight 
schools?  

The Alleged Hijackers:     Why is it that at 
least six of the hijackers who were supposed 
to have died on 9/11 are alive and well, giving 
interviews and living in the Middle East?  If no 
Arab names were on the passenger manifests 
released by the airlines following 9/11, how 
could names and photographs of the alleged 
hijackers have been broadcast around the 
world within hours of the attacks?  Why were 
no airline tickets or recipts ever presented as 
evidence?

The Money:   If “follow the money” is the 

time-honored criminal investigative technique 
for uncovering criminal collusion, why did 
the 9/11 Commission elect to drop the pursuit 
of mainstream-documented leads such as 
the $100,000 wire transfer from the head of 
Pakistan’s intelligence service to alleged lead 
hijacker Mohammad Atta several days before 
the attacks.  Why was the extreem level of 
options trading activity in American and 
United Airlines stock in the days before 9/11, 
a clear indication of foreknowledge of the 
attacks, never persued?

The Plane Crashes:  How could one of the 
hijacker’s passports emerge from the wreckage 
of the Twin Towers and be found intact on the 
streets of New York?  Why was debris from 
the Pennsylvania plane scattered over an area 
of several miles,  and not confi ned to the 10 
by 30 ft foot hole where the offi cial story says 
the plane crashed?  Why were no large plane 
parts found at the crash site?  Why are the 9/11 
plane crashes the only ones in modern U.S. 
history not to have been investigated by the 
National Transportation Safety Board?  Why 
were none of the thousands of serial umbered 
parts ever presented as proof of the identy of 
the aircraft?

Collapse of the Twin Towers:  What caused 
the massive explosions in the basements of 
the Towers before the planes even hit (which 
registered as small earthquakes at Colombia 
University) and the hundreds of explosions 
reported by witnesses before and during the 
buildings collapses?  How is it possible for 
the Towers to completely collapse in the same 
amount of time it would take for a brick to fall 
through air from the same height?  How were 
the concrete fl oors, walls, computers, furinture 
and other materials atomized into dust?  How 
could brief jet fuel fi res have caused the 
buildings’ collapse when no steel building has 
ever collapsed due to fi re in the entire history 
of architecture?  

World Trade Center 7 Collapse: Why did 
this 47-story steel offi ce building, which was 
not hit by any plane, collapse completely in 
6.7 seconds at 5:20 p.m. on 9/11?  What did its 
owner Larry Silverstein mean when he said the 
decision had been made to “pull” the building?  
Was WTC 7 wired with explosives prior to 9/
11?  If so, were explosives also planted in the 
Twin Towers prior to the attacks?

The 9/11 Commission and Its Report:  
Why, if it had nothing to hide about the 
attacks, did the Bush Administration resist 9/11 
families’ call for an investigative commission 
for an unprecedented 441 days.  Why was 
administration insider Philip Zelikow, who had 
co-authored a book with Condi Rice,  and whose 
CV states that his expertise is in the creation 
and maintenance of public myth, appointed 
to direct the Commission? Why did Bush and 
Cheney refuse to testify in public, under oath, 
to the Commission?  Why did the Commission 
members accept the offi cial conspiracy theory 
as their operating premise and say early-on that 
they would not investigate what happened on 
9/11 and who was responsible.  Why was the 
distruction of  World Trade Center Building 7 
not mentioned in the report?

False Flag Operation: Was 9/11 a “false 
fl ag” operation, used throughout history to 
generate public support for political objectives 
by deliberately creating a terror incident and 
blaming the attack on a designated enemy, thus 
serving as a justifi cation for war?

Washington D.C.
has a 9/11 truth group.9/11 Synthetic Terror

Amazon top seller,
in bookstores now.
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The Conventions of a number of the States having, 
at the time of adopting the Constitution, expressed a 
desire, in order to prevent misconstruction or abuse 
of its powers, that further declaratory and restrictive 
clauses should be added, and as extending the ground 
of public confi dence in the Government will best 
insure the benefi cent ends of its institution; 
Resolved, by the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of America, in Congress 
assembled, two-thirds of both Houses concurring, that 
the following articles be proposed to the Legislatures 
of the several States, as amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States; all or any of which 
articles, when ratifi ed by three-fourths of the said 
Legislatures, to be valid to all intents and purposes as 
part of the said Constitution, namely: 

Amendment I
Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, 
or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble, and to petition the government for a redress 
of grievances. 

Amendment II
A well regulated militia, being necessary to the 
security of a free state, the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms, shall not be infringed. 

Amendment III
No soldier shall, in time of peace be quartered in any 
house, without the consent of the owner, nor in time of 
war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law. 

Amendment IV
The right of the people to be secure in their persons, 
houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable 
searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and 
no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, 
supported by oath or affi rmation, and particularly 
describing the place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 

Amendment V
No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or 
otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment 
or indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising 
in the land or naval forces, or in the militia, when in 
actual service in time of war or public danger; nor 
shall any person be subject for the same offense to 
be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be 
compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 
himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, 
without due process of law; nor shall private property 
be taken for public use, without just compensation. 

Amendment VI
In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy 
the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall 
have been committed, which district shall have been 
previously ascertained by law, and to be informed 
of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be 
confronted with the witnesses against him; to have 
compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his 
favor, and to have the assistance of counsel for his 
defense. 

Amendment VII
In suits at common law, where the value in 
controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of 
trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by 
a jury, shall be otherwise reexamined in any court of 
the United States, than according to the rules of the 
common law. 

Amendment VIII
Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive 
fi nes imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments 
infl icted. 

Amendment IX
The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, 
shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 
retained by the people. 

Amendment X
The powers not delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are 
reserved to the states respectively, or to the people. 


