CRESCENT OF BETRAYAL
DIRECTOR’S CUT (V. 1.0)

Copyright © 2007 by Alec Rawls
Alec Rawls and World Ahead Media hereby grant limited permission
for anyone to download, transmit, transfer and reproduce this direc‐
tor’s cut version of Crescent of Betrayal until September 1, 2007. After
September 1st, reproduction, transfer and transfer of this document are
strictly forbidden. Copies of the print version of the book, and CD’s of
this draft version of the book, will be available for order at the Cres‐
centOfBetrayal.com website.

CRESCENT OF BETRAYAL
Dishonoring the Heroes of Flight
93

ALEC RAWLS

World Ahead Publishing, Inc.

Published by World Ahead Publishing, Inc., Los Angeles, CA

Copyright © 2007 by Alec Rawls

All rights reserved. After September 1, 2007, no part of this book may be reproduced in
any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, scanning, or other‐
wise, without permission in writing from the publisher, except by a reviewer who may
quote brief passages in a review. Limited permission is granted to reproduce, transmit
and transfer this manuscript, without alteration, until September 1, 2007.

Limit of Liability/Disclaimer of Warranty: While the publisher and the author have used
their best efforts in preparing this book, they make no representations or warranties
with respect to the accuracy or completeness of the contents of this book and specifically
disclaim any implied warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose.
The advice and strategies contained herein may not be suitable for your situation; con‐
sult with a professional where appropriate. Neither the publisher nor the author shall be
liable for any loss of profit or any other commercial damages, including but not limited
to special, incidental, consequential, or other damages.

World Ahead Publishing’s books are available at special discounts for bulk purchases.
World Ahead Publishing also publishes books in electronic formats. For more informa‐
tion, visit www.worldahead.com.

Director’s Cut Edition
ISBN 10‐Digit: 097467012X
ISBN 13‐Digit 9780979045127
LCCN: 2006938849
Printed in the United States of America
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

iv

CONTENTS
PREFACE— ix
INTRODUCTION — xi

PART I: MURDERERS’ MOSQUE
CHAPTER ONE — 25
A Crescent Pointing at Mecca
CHAPTER TWO — 37
A Beautiful Disguise
CHAPTER THREE — 51
The Forty‐Four Blocks
CHAPTER FOUR — 67
The Tower Sundial
CHAPTER FIVE — 75
The World’s Largest Mosque

PART II: GETTING AWAY WITH IT
CHAPTER SIX — 99
The Abettors
CHAPTER SEVEN — 119
Duty to Warn
CHAPTER EIGHT — 131
Down the Rabbit Hole
CHAPTER NINE — 149
The Internal Investigation

PART III: OUR NATIONAL DIVIDE: PARTISAN DIS‐
HONESTY IN THE WAR ON TERROR
CHAPTER TEN — 167
The Arc of Truth Suppression
CHAPTER ELEVEN — 175
Another Murdoch
CHAPTER TWELVE — 189
Striving for Defeat
CHAPTER THIRTEEN — 209
“If We can stay Together”

PART IV: OUR WORLD DIVIDE: TRUTH SUPPRESSION
IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD
CHAPTER FOURTEEN — 225
Killing Critics
CHAPTER FIFTEEN — 239
Islam and the Ten Commandments
CHAPTER SIXTEEN — 255
Common Ground and Hallowed Ground
AFTERWORD — 269
NOTES — 275

vi

PART FOUR

OUR NATIONAL
DIVIDE

CHAPTER TWO

THE ARC OF TRUTH
SUPPRESSION

W

hen the leaders of the Memorial Project and the editors of the
Post‐Gazette get so caught up in rationalizations that they ac‐
tively abet our terror war enemies, they are not doing anything
particularly unusual. For the last four years, a powerful minority of
Americans have waged a full‐on war against even the most obviously
necessary measures that have been taken to defend the nation against
terrorist attack. In June 2006, to take one example, the New York Times
exposed what may be our most important terror fighting tool: our
tracing of terrorist financing in cooperation with the international fi‐
nancial clearing‐house SWIFT. 1
The Times report admitted that there was not a whiff of illegality
or overreach about the SWIFT program. The only thing remarkable
was its effectiveness, identifying numerous terror financiers and terror
plots. Exposure threatened to shut this crucial terror‐fighting program
down entirely, according to the Times’ own reporting.
”By 2003,” wrote reporters Eric Lichtblau and James Risen, “the
cooperative’s officials were discussing pulling out because of their
concerns about legal and financial risks if the program were revealed.”
According to the Times it took “a full court press” by U.S. officials to
keep the program running. Secrecy was crucial, and so the Bush ad‐
ministration pleaded with the Times not to expose the program. “The
central argument we heard from officials at senior levels,” said Times
Editor Bill Keller, “was that international bankers would stop cooper‐
ating, would resist, if this program saw the light of day.” 2
Keller was unmoved, exposing one of our most closely held terror‐
fighting secrets on the grounds that:

… the administration’s extraordinary access to this vast reposi‐
tory of international financial data, however carefully targeted
use of it may be, is a matter of public interest. 3

How can it be in the public interest to sabotage a crucial terror
fighting tool? Just as divorced from reality is Keller’s sense of preroga‐
tive. We elect the president to determine what it is in the national inter‐
est to keep secret. “[N]o one voted to put Bill Keller in charge of our
national security,” thumped Blogger‐of‐the‐Year Ed Morrissey, “and
the laws covering classification of materials do not have an option for
journalists to invalidate their clearance level.” 4 Ditto for the “[n]early
20 current and former government officials and industry executives,”
who the Times claims “discussed aspects of the SWIFT operation with
The New York Times on condition of anonymity because the program
remains classified.”
This is the most blatant treason, and it follows a long list of similar
treasonous exposures of national security secrets by our leading cen‐
ter‐left newspapers. In November 2005 the presence of U.S. prisoner of
war camps in sensitive foreign locations was exposed by anti‐war
Democrats in the CIA, leaking to Dana Priest at The Washington Post. 5
In December 2005, U.S. monitoring of al Qaeda phone calls in and out
of the country was exposed by the same anti‐war cabal, leaking again
through Risen and Lictblau at The New York Times. 6
The list goes on and on and on, as long as the list of Islamic and ji‐
hadist features in the Flight 93 memorial. It shouldn’t be this way. A
healthy society should be able to support constructive differences of
opinion without descending into betrayal of common interests, but
this is what we are up against.
Our National Divide
Leaking signals intelligence is just one front of the war that our media
elites and our Democratic Party elites have waged against the nation’s
terror‐war efforts. Their objectives are plain: to bring down a president
and lose a war. The modern Democratic Party was created by those
who fought desperately for American defeat in Vietnam. Success in
that effort gained them control of the party, forming their template for
political success, which they are out to reprise today.
As this book nears completion, the new Democratic majority in
Congress is perfectly explicit that it will accept nothing less than
American defeat in Iraq. “There will be resolution after resolution,
amendment after amendment . . . just like in the days of Vietnam,”
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says Senator Chuck Schumer (D‐NY). “The pressure will mount, the
president will find he has no strategy, he will have to change his strat‐
egy and the vast majority of our troops will be taken out of harm’s
way and come home.” 7
Schumer wants Iraq to be “another Vietnam,” and will do every‐
thing in his power to make it one, but he and his cohorts have to
hurry, because our military is mopping up the enemy at a terrific rate.
Senator Joe Biden (R‐Del) came up with the simplest plan to stop our
troops from winning: just make it illegal for them to win by un‐
declaring the war. Pass a new and more limited authorization of force
and voilà: “That would constitutionally render the first authorization
of use of force null and void.” 8
Western Pennsylvania Representative Jack Murtha came up with
the most ruthless plan for American defeat, seeking to defund our
troops in the middle of the fight: “They wonʹt be able to continue,”
promised Murtha, “they wonʹt be able to do the deployment. They
wonʹt have the equipment, they donʹt have the training and they wonʹt
be able to do the work.” 9 And on it goes, as Senator Schumer prom‐
ised. American defeat in Iraq is the foremost objective of our Democ‐
ratic Party leadership.
Our military has not lost a battle in Iraq, and it never will. In four
years, we have lost half as many men as we lost in one month at Iwo
Jima. The enemy’s only hope is that if it can keep terrorizing the Iraqi
population, the Western media can parlay this “continuing violence”
into anti‐war sentiment, and so far this alliance is succeeding, with the
party of retreat and defeat winning the last election.
It is not actually in the interest of Democrat leaders for America to
hand Iraq to al Qaeda and Iran, any more than it is in the interest of
the Memorial Project to build a terrorist memorial mosque in Shanks‐
ville, but such is the nature of partisan dishonesty. When people sub‐
ordinate reason and evidence to presumption, the resulting divorce
from reality means that their presumptions can only be wrong, yet
they never feel a qualm. Ensconced within their presumptions, they
always see themselves as acting for right. The resulting moral blind‐
ness is total. People who think backwards in this way, seeking ad‐
ventage in manipulative dishonesty instead of following reason and
evidence, consistently twist all the way around to directly abetting our
terrorist enemies.
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The Alternate Media Revolution
The first answer to partisan dishonesty is to be part of the solution
instead of part of the problem. Just trust in truth, as exemplified by the
passengers and crew of Flight 93, who confronted their harsh reality
and made the most of it. Love of truth is most people’s starting point,
Democrat and Republican alike. But in a world where partisan dis‐
honesty is a leading power, trusting in truth requires learning not to
trust unreliable information sources.
Since 2001, a vast fact checking apparatus has grown up across the
conservative blogosphere. What this fact checking effort has uncov‐
ered is unimaginable dishonesty, perpetrated on a daily basis by our
leading news outlets, particularly on terror‐war issues. When the radi‐
cal left succeeded in snatching defeat from the jaws in victory in Viet‐
nam, it wasn’t just rewarded with control of the Democratic Party. It
also cemented power over the media institutions that were so instru‐
mental in achieving defeat in Vietnam.
Manipulative unreason has established control over the main
channels of information flow in America, and with this leverage has
achieved majority control of government. This is the story of our age.
Partisan dishonesty has become a force second to none, and at the na‐
tional level is is behaving the same way we see in the memorial deba‐
cle, where the moral blindness inherent in this cognitive style readily
abets an existential enemy.
It is beyond the scope of this book to provide encyclopedic docu‐
ment of partisan dishonesty on terror war issues, but it is possible to
measure it dimension by dimension, which is the subject of this “Na‐
tional Divide” portion of the book. One dimension to be measured is
the proportion of our media industry that engages in partisan dishon‐
esty. Here one glaring example is sufficient to measure the behavior of
every news outlet: the “Bush lied” lies of Joseph C. Wilson the 4th.
Wilson is another Paul Murdoch. Presented with an opportunity
to strike a devastating blow against the nations’ war effort, Wilson
attacked with the most malicious disinformation he could concoct,
claiming that his trip to Niger in 2002 had debunked President Bush’s
State of the Union claim that Saddam Hussein had tried to buy ura‐
nium in Africa, when in fact Wilson’s trip had confirmed that Saddam
did try to buy uranium in Africa.
Wilson deceit was exposed by CIA Director George Tenet within a
week, and 99.9% of the press simply chose not to report it. For four
years running, virtually the entire mainstream media has continued to
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abet Wilson’s “Bush lied” lies, even after numerous authoritative ex‐
posures of Wilson as a liar. The next chapter documents this dishon‐
esty in detail. Four years of systematic lying about lying, from the one
group we pay to tell us the truth. If we don’t fix this, we are going to
get ourselves killed.
The rest of Part IV documents the range of terror‐war issues on
which our media elites are dishonest (all of them), and the conse‐
quences of their growing success. Four years of dishonest attacks on
our war efforts have now won an election and are on the verge of los‐
ing a war. The memorial debacle affords an up‐close look at the truth
avoiding mindset, but this exposure is all for naught if we don’t carry
the lesson outwards to the larger phenomenon of manipulative unrea‐
son that threatens our survival. In the Pennsylvania sky, trust in truth
won the first battle of our war with Islamic fascism. That spirit is
needed to overcome the partisan dishonesty that right now is actively
seeking political gain through American defeat.
Our World Divide
It isn’t just the West that is afflicted by partisan dishonesty. Sacrifice of
truth for manipulative advantage is the way of wrongdoers every‐
where, including our Islamofascist enemies. Part Five turns to this
second pincer arm of our worldwide crescent of betrayal.
Typical of repressive societies, the Islamic World’s mechanisms of
truth‐suppression are ruthlessly simple. Totalitarian Islamic theocrats
use Islamic blasphemy laws to kill or intimidate every domestic critic
and to threaten every foreign one. But like all truth suppressors, Is‐
lamic totalitarians are vulnerable to the truths they are suppressing.
To expose the problem is to expose the answer.
The most glaring truth that totalitarian Islam has suppressed is the
radical contradiction between Islam’s claim to Abrahamic and Mosaic
foundations and the murderous essence of established sharia law. The
ineluctable core of the Mosaic law is the Ten Commandments, while
established sharia law commands in a hundred ways: thou shalt steal,
thou shalt murder, thou shalt commit adultery.
Sharia is the law of conquest established over centuries of violent
Islamic expansion. That expansion was propagated by murder, loot‐
ing, slaving and woman stealing. Not that there is anything unusual
about such systematic violation of the Ten Commandments. The Ro‐
mans did the same thing. So did the Vikings. So did the Mongols who
invaded the Islamic empire. It is not even unusual for murder to be
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religiously approved. The Aztecs murdered by the thousands just to
offer fresh organs to their Gods. In the case of Islam, however, the Mo‐
saic law, with its condemnation of murder, is the proclaimed founding
stone. Thus violently imperialistic Islam is hoist on its own petard.
Muhammad’s claim to legitimacy was his claim to be a prophet of
the God of Abraham, Moses and Jesus. His claim to sole legitimacy
was his charge that Christians and Jews had lapsed in their adherence
to the Mosaic law. Thus Islam is committed to a literalist reading of
the old laws. When Jesus was challenged to adhere to the merciless
laws of the Torah by condemning an accused adulteress to stoning, he
replied: “Let he who is without sin cast the first stone.” Muhammad
took up the opposite role. In a key incident, recorded in the reported
sayings of Muhammad and alluded to in the Koran, Muhammad casts
the Jews as unbelievers precisely because of their reluctance to stone
accused adulterers to death. 10
This reactionary essence of Islam has a silver lining. There is no
way in the world that even the most radical Islamofascist can claim
any exemption from the Ten Commandments, even as their every am‐
bition is to commit the most extreme violations of the Ten Command‐
ments that they can concoct. They are living the baldest possible lie. To
claim the God of the Jews while rejecting the Jews, the Koran declares
over and over that those who forget the law of Moses will burn in Hell
forever. 11 The Islamofascists just have to hope that nobody notices.
So notice. Not only is violently imperialistic Islam hoist on the pe‐
tard of its claim to Abrahamic and Mosaic foundations, but its reac‐
tionary character sets the hook. The Ten Commandments cannot be
escaped. The Koran cannot be escaped, however much the Islamofas‐
cists try. All the West has to do is reel this fish in.
Without ruthless suppression of internal criticism, totalitarian Is‐
lam could never get away with the glaring contradiction between its
murderous practices and its claim to Abrahamic foundations. There
are many truly moderate Muslims who want to interpret Islam consis‐
tent with the Ten Commandments, but if they point out contradictions
between sharia law and the Ten Commandments, they are subject to
prosecution, like the Afghan reporter who was jailed in 2005 for deny‐
ing that the Koran requires the death penalty for apostasy. 12
For Islam to obey the Ten Commandments, it must forbid the death
penalty for apostasy. People in Muslim countries may not be able to
say it, but Westerners can, and we have to. We are the one’s who have
the freedom to speak the truth that can set the Muslim world free. Is‐
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lam has never undergone a reformation, but it is eminently susceptible
to the most profound reform. Its own reactionary nature can be used
to drag it forward from a pre‐Ten‐Commandments religion to a Ten
Commandments religion, which is all that civilization requires.
When the Flight 93 families chose what they knew to be a symbol
of Islam for the shape of their memorial, they were trying to reach out
with goodwill to the good people of the Islamic world. These family
members were betrayed by information gatekeepers who did not trust
in truth and let the Flight 93 memorial be hijacked by what is evil in
the Islamic world. But if we do trust in truth, and speak the truths that
the Islamofascists are suppressing, then our goodwill can help the
good people of the Islamic world to overcome the bad. Thus can the
Crescent come full circle, and the intent of the families be served.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

ANOTHER MURDOCH

T

HE STORY OF THE MEMORIAL DEBACLE is so outlandish that
many will think it must be a bizarre fluke (if they believe it at all).
No fiction writer who wanted to maintain a semblance of realism would
ever postulate systematic misfeasance on the part of person after person
who one would expect to behave responsibly. Who could have imag‐
ined that the editors of the Pittsburgh Post‐Gazette would decide as a
group not to publish the Mecca orientation of Murdoch’s crescent, at the
very moment when controversy over this local story was making na‐
tional headlines? Not only does it make no sense (local reporters pass‐
ing on the story of a lifetime?) but one never even hears of such things.
It has to be a fluke, doesn’t it?
Blog readers know better. The New York Times tells bigger lies of
omission or commission every day. The press doesn’t even have a
horse in the Memorial Project story. They don’t actually favor the
building of a terrorist‐memorial mosque. In this case, suppression of
information that is not congenial to the media’s presumptions is just
pure knee‐jerk habit. But elsewhere, the press has big goals. They have
a war to lose, and a president to bring down.
Joe Wilson’s Treasonous Gambit
In laying out his reasons for pursuing regime change in Iraq, President
Bush’s 2003 State of the Union Address included sixteen words that
pointed to Saddam Hussein’s nuclear ambitions:
The British Government has learned that Saddam Hussein re‐
cently sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa. 1

There was nothing crucial about this particular bit of information.
It was known from post‐Gulf War inspections that Saddam Hussein

already had 550 tons of uranium oxide. 2 If his refusal to abide by the
Gulf War cease‐fire agreement made it ominous that he was seeking
uranium ore, it made it even more ominous that he already had ura‐
nium ore.
Still, there was no reason not to give a tip of the hat to the British,
given that we had our own reasons to believe that Saddam had try to
buy additional uranium from Africa. In February 2002, an ex‐
ambassador from the Clinton administration, one Joseph C. Wilson the
4th, had been sent to Niger by the CIA to investigate an Italian claim to
have found the bill of sale from an Iraqi purchase of Nigerien ura‐
nium.
Talking to Nigerien officials, Wilson found it highly unlikely that a
deal could have been consummated (casting serious doubt on the Italian
information), but he also learned that Iraq had indeed tried to buy ura‐
nium. He learned from Nigerien Prime Minister Ibrahim Mayaki that
an Iraqi trade delegation had come calling in 1999, asking to expand
trade, which Mayaki interpreted as an attempt to buy uranium, just as
the President Bush’s “sixteen words” asserted. 3
If our intelligence agencies were prescient (wouldn’t that be nice),
they might have seen a warning in the mixture of good and bad intel
about the Iraq‐Niger uranium link. Joe Wilson’s intel was good (as
was some earlier reporting on Iraq‐Niger uranium links), but that bad
Italian intel had the potential to muddy the water, especially if some
well placed individual decided to start lying about what he found in
Africa.
In March of 2003, the International Atomic Energy Agency (the
IAEA) announced that some documents it had received from the
United States about an Iraq‐Niger uranium deal had been identified as
forgeries. Joe Wilson had never seen the Italian documents that were
behind his trip to Niger (they did not actually come into U.S. posses‐
sion until October 2002, eight months after Wilson’s trip), but he im‐
mediately deduced that the forged documents must have been the
documents behind his trip.
Two months later, about the time that Wilson began to working as
a foreign policy advisor for John Kerry’s presidential campaign, Wil‐
son started telling reporters, on condition of anonymity, that he had
been sent by the CIA to Niger to investigate a possible Iraq‐Africa
uranium link. 4 He claimed to have discovered that the supposed link
was based on forged documents, saying that he reported this back to
the CIA, and that the White House knew the intel was phony for ten
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months before including it in the State of the Union as a trumped up
pretext for war.
Wilson’s first vehicle was Nicholas Kristof at the New York Times:
In February 2002, according to someone present at the meetings,
that envoy reported to the C.I.A. and State Department that the
information was unequivocally wrong and that the documents
had been forged. 5

Another was Walter Pincus at the Washington Post:
Among the envoy’s conclusions was that the documents may
have been forged because the “dates were wrong and the names
were wrong,” the former U.S. government official said. 6

Here is how Wilson told the story to John Judis and Spencer Acker‐
man at the New Republic:
He [the unnamed ex‐ambassador] returned after a visit to Niger
in February 2002 and reported to the State Department and the
CIA that the documents were forgeries. The CIA circulated the
ambassador’s report to the vice president’s office, the ambassa‐
dor confirms to TNR. But, after a British dossier was released in
September detailing the purported uranium purchase, admini‐
stration officials began citing it anyway, culminating in its inclu‐
sion in the State of the Union. “They knew the Niger story was a
flat‐out lie,” the former ambassador tells TNR. 7

Contrast all these claims about having identified forged docu‐
ments with what Wilson actually reported after his Niger trip, as re‐
lated by CIA Director George Tenet:
There was no mention in the report of forged documents—or
any suggestion of the existence of documents at all. 8

According to the 2004 SSCI report on pre‐war intelligence:
The only mention of Iraq in [Wilson’s] report pertained to the
meeting between the Iraqi delegation and former Prime Minister
Mayaki. 9

Mayaki had supported the presiden’t “sixteen words.” What about
Wilson’s claim that “the dates were wrong and the names were
wrong” on the Italian documents? “The former ambassador told
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Committee staff that he, in fact, did not have access to any of the
names and dates in the CIAʹs reports.” 10
In an article he wrote for the Nation just before the IAEA report
exposed the forgeries, Wilson vituperated wildly against the Bush
administration, but expressed no qualms about President Bush’s State
of the Union claims. 11 If he had really “reported to the State Depart‐
ment and the CIA that the documents were forgeries,” as he told Judis
and Ackerman, he would have had his negative reaction to President
Bush’s “sixteen words” immediately upon hearing them. His reaction
would not have to wait until the IAEA clued him in to the phony
documents. 12
What an opportunity the IAEA’s announcement provided. All Joe
Wilson had to do was suppress what he actually found in Africa (that
Saddam had tried to buy uranium), then claim that he had personally
identified and reported the documents to be forgeries back in 2002 (in
for a dime, in for a dollar). With this nifty two step, he could level the
most damaging possible allegation: that the Bush administration had
knowingly used forged documents to phony up grounds for going to
war in Iraq. As Wilson put it in the July 2003 New York Times op‐ed
where he shed his anonymity: “a legitimate argument can be made
that we went to war under false pretenses.” 13
Like Paul Murdoch, Wilson saw a treasonous opportunity and
pursued it with all the imagination, nerve and skill that he could mus‐
ter, attacking the legitimacy of our nation’s war effort by spreading
malicious disinformation about classified intelligence. That’s the back‐
ground. The subject of particular interest for this book is the whole
industry of abettors without whom Wilson’s gambit would not have
gone anywhere.
The Press Knew the Truth at the Time
Five days after Wilson’s Times op‐ed, CIA Director Tenet revealed what
Wilson actually found in Africa, but with a strange twist. Tenet referred
to Wilson, not by name, but as “an individual with ties to the region”
who had been asked “to make a visit to see what he could learn.” 14 It
was a peculiar use of indirect language, given that Wilson had just
proclaimed in the New York Times: “Those news stories about that un‐
named former envoy who went to Niger? That’s me.” 15
Here is the key part of Tenet’s July 2003 statement to the press:
He reported back to us that one of the former Nigerian officials
he met stated that he was unaware of any contract being signed
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between Niger and rogue states for the sale of uranium during
his tenure in office.
The same former official also said that in June 1999 a business‐
man approached him and insisted that the former official meet
with an Iraqi delegation to discuss “expanding commercial rela‐
tions” between Iraq and Niger.
The former official interpreted the overture as an attempt to dis‐
cuss uranium sales.

Thus within a week of Wilson’s coming out party, every reporter
covering the story knew that Wilson’s evidence actually supported the
president’s “sixteen words.” What could they do to rescue the “Bush
lied” story line they had been tearing at like a pack of hyenas since the
anonymous Wilson started making his accusations three months ear‐
lier? Their whistle‐blower just had the whistle blown on him.
Tenet’s odd decision not to identify Wilson by name left the press
an out. They could simply pretend that they did not know that Tenet
was referring to Wilson, and this in fact is what they did, en masse. The
one mainstream‐media exception was Time Magazine, which came out
with a strong piece on Wilson’s towering deceits. 16 Good for Time, but
the vast majority of reporting abetted Wilson’s lies.
Typical was the one report on Tenet’s statement that got by far the
widest distribution: John Solomon’s AP report, carried by Fox News,
CBS, USA Today, the San Francisco Chronicle and hundreds of other
large and small news outlets. 17
Solomonic Judgment
John Solomon’s AP report quoted Tenet’s statement about the un‐
named “individual with ties to the region” whose trip to Niger had
confirmed the president’s State of the Union claims, but he never iden‐
tified this individual as Wilson, even as Solomon added further infor‐
mation about this un‐named individual that depended on his knowing
that it was Wilson. Solomon described the un‐named individual as a
“former diplomat” who “has alleged he believed Vice President Dick
Cheney’s office was apprised of the findings of his trip.” This allega‐
tion about Cheney’s office being apprised was included in Joe Wil‐
son’s New York Times op‐ed. Thus John Solomon used Joe Wilson’s
non‐anonymous public statements to fill out his story about the un‐
named official in Tenet’s statement, and still he did not let his readers
know that this un‐named official was Wilson.
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This was the biggest scoop that Solomon will ever have a chance to
report. One of the most dramatic accusations in history was exposed
as the baldest lie, and Solomon chose to abet the liar by hiding the
liar’s identity, even though that identity is assumed in Solomon’s own
assertions of fact. Is fully conscious complicity with treason treason? I
don’t see how John Solomon is any better than Joe Wilson.
Solomon abetted Wilson in other ways as well, describing the sub‐
ject of Tenet’s statement as: “President Bush’s false allegation about an
Iraqi nuclear deal.” President Bush had not made any allegation about
an Iraqi nuclear deal. Eliding the distinction between making a deal
and seeking a deal was one of Wilson’s tricks, and Solomon repeated
it.
Solomon also knew well that Bush’s actual allegation was not
“false.” Solomon might not have known that Prime Minister Blair was
loudly backing the British dossier that Bush had cited, because that
news was embargoed by the American media even after it was front‐
page news across Europe. 18 But Solomon at least knew that Wilson
himself had provided evidence of Iraqi attempts to buy uranium in Ni‐
ger, having just used such a clever ruse to hide Tenet’s exposure of
this fact from his readers.
Sotto Voce
A year later, in July 2004, the British “Butler Report” concluded that
the British dossier referred to in President Bush’s State of the Union
address was indeed untainted by the forged documents. 19 That same
month, the 2004 SSCI report detailed Wilson’s lies about what he
found in Africa. What was the media reaction to these authoritative
reports?
Howard Kurtz at the Washington Post ran a tally of press coverage
from the first weeks after the SSCI report was released (the period
when the press might feel some obligation to report the Senate’s find‐
ings), and compared it to previous coverage. Kurtz found that when
the story was “Joseph C. Wilson IVʹs allegations that President Bush
misled the country about Saddam Hussein seeking uranium from Af‐
rica,” the numbers were impressive:
NBC carried 40 stories, CBS 30 stories, ABC 18, The Washington
Post 96, The New York Times 70, The Los Angeles Times 48. 20
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His tally for stories about “a Senate Intelligence Committee report
that contradicts some of Wilson’s account and supports Bush’s State of
the Union claim,” not so impressive:
NBC Nightly News and ABC’s World News Tonight have each
done a story. But CBS hasn’t reported it –despite a challenge by
Republican Chairman Ed Gillespie on CBS’s Face the Nation,
noting that the network featured Wilson on camera 15 times. A
spokeswoman says CBS is looking into the matter.

Kurtz found that the Washington Post had run two stories, the New
York Times two stories, and the L.A. Times two stories. (I found a third
for the Post. 21 )
After reporters tiptoed past the SSCI and Butler Reports, they re‐
sumed their “Bush lied” story‐line as if these reports had never been
issued. For the next three years, the press would find hundreds of op‐
portunities to recap Wilson’s accusations against the president, with‐
out letting on that they were known lies.
Wilson‐Plame
Joe Wilson’s moment in the spotlight was extended to multi‐year du‐
ration by the role of his CIA employee wife, Valerie Plame. When re‐
porters found out that Joe Wilson’s wife had recommended him for
his Niger trip, Wilson issued angry denials. “Valerie had nothing to do
with the matter,” he declaimed in his ironically titled memoir The Poli‐
tics of Truth, “[s]he definitely had not proposed that I make the trip.” 22
This too was revealed by the SSCI report to be a lie: “…interviews and
documents provided to the Committee indicate that his wife, a CPD
employee, suggested his name for the trip.” 23
A special prosecutor investigation into who leaked Plame’s iden‐
tity was something everyone could agree on. The Bush administration
wanted to start investigating leaks, and the anti‐Bush forces wanted an
investigation into this “bad leak” of information that suggested some‐
thing fishy about their hero Joe Wilson’s trip to Niger.
After three years, it would turn out that Special Prosecutor, Pat‐
rick J. Fitzgerald, knew who the leaker was, and that the leak was in‐
nocent of any criminal wrongdoing, before his criminal investigation
ever began. Richard Armitage, an anti‐war partisan in the State De‐
partment, told the Department of Justice in October 2003 that he had
let Valerie Plame/Wilson’s CIA employment slip. When Fitzgerald
received the case two months later, he asked Armitage to stay quiet,
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which Armitage did: “the special counsel, once he was appointed,
asked me not to discuss this and I honored his request.” 24
Whether Fitzgerald committed a crime of his own by going on a
three‐year fishing expedition under false pretenses is a matter yet to
be settled, but the whole affair rovided Wilson and his media abettors
with endless new opportunities to dishonestly attack the Bush admini‐
stration. 25 In August of 2003, Wilson claimed to know that it was
President Bush’s top political advisor, Karl Rove, who had told the
press about the role played by Wilson’s wife. “It’s of keen interest to
me,” said Wilson, “to see whether or not we can get Karl Rove frog‐
marched out of the White House in handcuffs, and trust me, when I
use that name, I measure my words.” 26
Fitzgerald’s prosecutorial efforts would later reveal that (accord‐
ing to Richard Armitage) it was Joe Wilson himself who brought atten‐
tion to his wife’s CIA employment. Here is the relevant part of the Bob
Woodward’s recording of his conversation with Armitage:
WOODWARD: But it was Joe Wilson who was sent by the
agency. I mean that’s just — ARMITAGE: His wife works in the
agency. WOODWARD: — Why doesn’t that come out? Why
does — ARMITAGE: Everyone knows it. WOODWARD: —that
have to be a big secret? Everyone knows. ARMITAGE: Yeah.
And I know [ ] because Joe Wilson’s been calling everybody.
He’s pissed off because he was designated as a low‐level guy,
went out to look at it. So, he’s all pissed off. … WOODWARD:
But why would they send him? ARMITAGE: Because his wife’s
a analyst with the agency. 27

Wilson’s wife had been involved in Wilson’s publicity campaign
from the beginning. Vicky Ward at Vanity Fair interviewed both Wil‐
sons and discovered that Mrs. Wilson was present when Joe Wilson
first talked to Nicholas Kristof (the first person to report the anony‐
mous Wilson’s allegations). The setting was a Democratic Party policy
conference:
In early May, Wilson and Plame attended a conference
sponsored by the Senate Democratic Policy Committee, at which
Wilson spoke about Iraq; one of the other panelists was the New
York Times journalist Nicholas Kristof. Over breakfast the next
morning with Kristof and his wife, Wilson told about his trip to
Niger and said Kristof could write about it, but not name him. 28
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Even without Mrs. Wilson’s up‐front presence, it is obvious that it
was Wilson’s shenanigans that brought exposure to his wife. Wilson
had in fact been recommended for the Niger trip by his wife, so when
he started telling high profile lies about his Niger trip, the unavoidable
effect was to point the finger at his wife. What is impressive, in a Paul
Murdoch like way, is how Wilson used the attention he brought on his
wife as another opportunity to dishonestly attack the integrity of the
Bush administration.
By denying his wife’s role and pointing the finger at others, Wil‐
son was able to engineer the charge that the administration was out to
intimidate whistle blowers. “The attack on [my wife] and by extension
the attempts to launch attacks on me or discredit my credibility,” said
Joe Wilson in a September 2003 interview, “are clearly intended to in‐
timidate others from coming forward.” 29 It was the perfect comple‐
ment to his original whistle‐blower claim that “we went to war under
false pretenses.”
Wilson had a daring new lie to fit every new circumstance, and he
could always count on the media to exploit his deceptions for maxi‐
mum effect. For the multi‐year duration of the Plame‐leak investiga‐
tion, every update would provide the media with another opportunity
to introduce Joe Wilson by repeating some version of his disinforma‐
tion, generally casting him as the heroic whistle‐blower who exposed
the Bush administration’s phony grounds for going to war.
Four Years of Conscious Lying about Joe Wilson’s “Bush Lied” Lies
From an Associated Press article about Scooter Libby’s possible in‐
volvement in leaking Plame’s name:
Wilson’s revelations cast doubt on President Bush’s claim in his
2003 State of the Union address that Niger had sold uranium to
Iraq to develop a nuclear weapon as one of the administration’s
key justifications for going to war in Iraq. 30

No, President Bush did not claim that Niger sold uranium to Iraq.
He claimed evidence that Iraq had tried to buy uranium ore, a claim
that Wilson himself had found evidence for, as settled by authoritative
Senate investigation.
When Karl Rove’s name came up in the Plame‐leak investigation,
Bloomberg News began its coverage with:
Two‐year‐old assertions by former ambassador Joseph Wilson
regarding Iraq and uranium, which lie at the heart of the contro‐
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versy over who at the White House identified a covert U.S. op‐
erative, have held up in the face of attacks by supporters of
presidential adviser Karl Rove. 31

This is true. Wilson’s proven lies have held up, in the press, as evi‐
denced by this typical Times fare from 2006:
Two months ago, Italian intelligence officials concluded that a
set of documents at the center of the supposed Iraq‐Niger link
had been forged by an occasional Italian spy. 32

No, the forged documents were not at the center of the supposed
Iraq‐Niger link. They were bad information that had been mixed in
with good information, and our intelligence agencies did a reasonably
good job of separating the two, as the Wilson’s treasonous gambit was
to try to establish that the forged documents were of the basis of the
Iraq‐Niger link by telling sensational lies about having identified the
forgeries himself while hiding the real Iraqi attempt to buy uranium
that he discovered. All of this is laid out in the SSCI and Butler reports.
If reporters want to contest these exhaustive reports, have at it, but to
ignore them is foul.
In April of 2006, Ed Bradley of 60 Minutes laid out the supposed
facts of the Wilson case. Not only did Bradley claim that Wilson’s trip
to Niger found no signs of “a secret deal to send [uranium ore] to
Iraq,” (true enough). He also claimed that Wilson’s trip “found no
evidence that Iraq had even been interested in buying uranium.” 33
Except for that tidbit about reporting back that the Iraqis had tried to
buy uranium from Prime Minister Mayaki.
In May 2007, Bill Moyers began an interview with Italian conspir‐
acy theorist Carlo Bonini by asserting: “Those sixteen words in the
President’s State of the Union Address… well it wasn’t true.” 34 Yes it
was true. Saddam did try to buy uranium in Africa, but why should
the press tell you the truth? As far as they are concerned, they have
won this battle. Everyone thinks Bush lied. All they have to do now is
make sure that no one forgets it. The truth does not serve their parti‐
san interest so they don’t tell the truth, and as Paula Ward so endear‐
ingly put it, they never will.
When it came out that Special Prosecutor Patrick Fitzgerald had
conducted his entire investigation in bad faith, it took the New York
Times ten days to say anything, then it came to them: a silver lining. At
least this was another opportunity to abet Joe Wilson’s treason:
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Mr. Wilson debunked the claim that Saddam Hussein tried to
buy uranium from Niger to make nuclear weapons. 35

No. He came back from Niger with evidence that supported that
claim. His pretense to the contrary is a lie that the editors of the New
York Times are intimately familiar with, having gone to extraordinary
lengths to propagate and protect it.
When Patrick Fitzgerald nevertheless went ahead with perjury
charges against Scooter Libby for testifying imprecisely about things
that Libby said he did not remember well, web journalist Roger Simon
noted on Meet the Press that: “there’s no underlying crime here that
anyone has been indicted for. This is just a show trial.” 36 “But, Roger,”
said Howard Kurtz, “it’s a show trial that has put the spotlight on the
Bush administration’s attempt to make a case about prewar intelli‐
gence that turned out not to be true. That matters.”
No, it was a show trial about pre‐war intelligence that turned out
to be correct, and Howard Kurtz knows this as well as anyone. It was
Kurtz, recall, who documented the failure of leading media outlets to
let the public know that the SSCI report had exposed Joe Wilson as a
liar whose Niger evidence actually supported the president’s State of
the Union claims. 37 Now here he was supporting Wilson’s accusations.
Kurtz is as honest as the mainstream media’s Washington Press corps
gets. He will actually tell the truth once in a while (as opposed to
keeping mum about it), but he is still a rabid partisan.
The above examples could be multiplied dozens of times. For four
years running, virtually every newspaper in the country has system‐
atically abetted Joe Wilson’s treason. Every reporter covering the story
has known the truth. A normal person, upon realizing that she has
conveyed false information, will seek to correct it. Not our postmod‐
ern press, who constantly suppress the truth in an effort to gain
maximum partisan advantage for their Democrat‐left agenda. Their
only guiding star is to do as much damage as possible to our president
and to our war effort.
This is why partisan dishonesty is not in general a Democrat vs.
Republican issue. No one blames ordinary Democrats for believing
what they read in the newspaper. When for four years running, practi‐
cally every newspaper and television station in the country portrays
Joe Wilson as a heroic whistleblower and supports his accusations that
President Bush is a liar, how are readers supposed to know that Wil‐
son is known by every political reporter in the country to be an ambi‐
tious traitor, telling proven lies about classified intelligence?
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At some point, yes, letting oneself continue to be duped by our
partisan media does become blameworthy. After witnessing the serial
treason committed by the New York Times, publishing leak after leak
about our terrorist surveillance methods, there is really no excuse for
continuing to accept the Times as an honest broker. But gaining an ink‐
ling that something is wrong does not by itself accomplish very much.
The only way to understand the magnitude of mainstream media dis‐
honesty is to connect with the massive fact‐checking conducted on a
daily basis by the conservative blogosphere, which is the purpose
here.
Wilson lies, the Press Club Laughs (Director’s Cut)
At any other time in America’s history, anyone who told high profile
lies in an attempt to undermine the nation’s war effort would be a
candidate for execution as a traitor. The British executed “Lord Haw
Haw” after World War II simply for spreading obvious enemy propa‐
ganda, never mind the much greater crime of spreading malicious dis‐
information about classified intelligence. 38 Wilson should at best be
universally reviled, yet he is to this day embraced as a champion by
the very people who are most aware of his treason: the many reporters
who have covered his story.
A revealing moment came at a Press Club luncheon in October
2005 where Wilson was the featured speaker. Wilson repeated every
one of his long exposed lies, still claiming that his trip to Niger had
debunked rather than supported the president’s State of the Union
speech, still claiming that the Bush administration had gone to war on
the basis of what it knew to be forged documents. The Washington
press corpse was in its version of heaven. Every earnest proclamation
of speaking truth‐to‐power was answered by the luncheoneers with
the most heartfelt applause and cheers. Every jocular aside was met
with adoring laughter.
The curtain dropped entirely during the question‐and‐answer pe‐
riod with Press Club President Rick Dunham. Every question was a
setup for Wilson to produce the next portion of his prepared screed:
“Have you been threatened?” “Should Bush be impeached?” At the
outset of this travesty, Wilson let slip that he knew the next question:
Joe Wilson: …Now with respect to the second question? Was
Rove resign? [Sic.] Was that there?
Rick Dunham [sotto voce]: That’s coming up.

186

ANOTHER MURDOCH
JW [sotto voce]: Oh, that’s coming up. [Then in full voice, realiz‐
ing everyone has heard]: I read the question.... I read it over his
shoulder.
RD: That’s... right‐heh…Should Karl Rove resign and… [Inter‐
rupted by audience laughter] 39

And on they go through the rest of the charade, with the assem‐
bled media professionals laughing, clapping, groaning and otherwise
commiserating at every Wilson cue.
This is the same press corps that only days before had made a
front‐page scandal out of American soldiers “caught on tape” working
out who would answer questions on what subjects when they went
live with President Bush. 40 None of the soldiers were told what to say,
but the Associated Press still charged that the teleconference was
“staged,” while numerous talking heads used the incident to bolster
their “twisted intel” storyline: not only is Bush lying to us about the
Iraq war, now he is enlisting American soldiers into his deception. All
because a group of soldiers practiced passing a mike around!
When these same reporters were faced with an actual staged ques‐
tion‐and‐answer, involving someone they all knew to be telling the
most serious lies about the nation’s war effort, the Press Club was ec‐
static. Halleluiah. It was the post‐modern left’s pre Ten Command‐
ments religion of false witness, congregating in full devotion.
From the grand to the petty, from abetting a traitor to abusing our
troops, our media refuses to ever miss a partisan trick. These are the
people who we are paying as a professional class to check facts and
report honestly. They have been lying about lying, systematically and
en masse, for four years. The great majority of them need to be fired,
and we can easily do it. Just vote with your pocketbook, and most im‐
portantly, with your time. Don’t patronize dishonest news sources.
Pay enough attention to the alternate media to discover who is honest
and who isn’t, and spend your news time with the honest sources.
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STRIVING FOR DEFEAT

C

OLUMNIST Charles Krauthammer, whose training is in clinical
psychology, coined the term “Bush Derangement Syndrome” to
describe the mania amongst our Democrat‐left elites for finding ways
to interpret any story as anti‐Bush, regardless of the facts. 1 Such a de‐
scent into oppositionalism is the predictable result of a culture of par‐
tisan dishonesty. Bush is a particular nemesis because he defeated the
left electorally for six years, but they would show the same antago‐
nism towards any opposition leader.
The derangement comes from the fact that the left’s backwards
thinking (starting with preferred conclusions and finding excuses to
dismiss contrary reason and evidence) has purged them of the sub‐
stantive views that come from thinking frontwards (following reason
and evidence). By sacrificing truth for manipulative advantage for so
long, the left no longer has any views that are based on reason and
evidence. All they have is oppositionalism itself, fueled by ever more
inchoate anger.
President Bill Clinton was attacked too, but with a crucial differ‐
ence. He was not attacked dishonestly, and when he acted in the na‐
tion’s interest, Republicans always supported him. Everything Clinton
achieved—welfare reform, NAFTA, stopping Slobodan Milošević—was
accomplished through his famous “triangulation”: working with Re‐
publicans against Democrat resistance. If he had not waged war on gun
rights, he might even have avoided the honest attacks over his innu‐
merable petty corruptions. But Republican hostility to President Clinton
was always limited to honest criticism, and was always motivated by
substantive understanding of the national interest, not by inchoate op‐
positionalism.
Democrat opposition lacks this moral character. Any misrepresen‐
tation that can be used to attack Republicans and conservatives is em‐

braced, especially when there is a chance to attack America’s war ef‐
fort. Why should our war effort be a particular target? Just remember
how ideological leftists came to dominate the Democrat party in the
first place.
Vietnam Syndrome
The left gained control over the Democrat party on the strength of two
great successes. They succeeded in bringing about the resignation of
President Nixon, and they succeeded in bringing about America’s de‐
feat in Vietnam. Both were huge feats.
The war on the ground was largely won by the United States and
South Vietnam by the end of the 1968 Tet offensive, where the commu‐
nist forces in South Vietnam (the Viet Cong) gambled all of their assets
in a direct assault on South Vietnamese towns and cities protected by
South Vietnamese and American troops. Like the insurgency in Iraq, the
Viet Cong’s effectiveness had come from guerilla tactics. Imagine if al
Qaeda in Iraq, the remnants of Saddam Hussein’s Baathist regime and
the many Iranian infiltrators in Iraq, all decided to rise up in frontal as‐
sault against our military. They would be wiped out, which is exactly
what happened during the Tet offensive.
With American assistance, the South Vietnamese military killed an
estimated 50,000 Viet Cong during Tet, to 6,000 South Vietnamese lost,
marking the end of the South Vietnamese communists as an effective
fighting force. The American media, however, misreported the Tet
offensive as a terrible turn of events for America and the South. 2 The
ferocity of the attack was reported as an indication of Viet Cong
strength. The Viet Cong had raised the level of fighting, which was
taken to imply that we would thus have a harder fight on our hands
henceforth.
Walter Cronkite looked out from the roof of his hotel, saw fero‐
cious fighting in areas that had hitherto been calm, and famously re‐
ported that the best America could hope for was a stalemate:
The nature of the war has changed. It is no longer a series of
small engagements, fought for local areas against small bands of
communists. It is no longer to be fought primarily in the
sparsely occupied countryside. It is now more along the classic
Western fashion of war: large armies, locked in Combat, moving
toward a decision on the battlefield. 3
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If only Cronkite had reported the truth: that the enemy’s attempt
to fight “along the Western fashion of war” was a total failure and
they were being annihilated. Instead, his famous telecast concluded
that whatever we could throw at the enemy, they could throw back at
us, be it hundreds of thousands of men, or nuclear arms! He presented
a photo‐negative of the actual situation on the ground, and the effect
was devastating.
Democrat President Lyndon Johnson—the one civilian who knew
better than any other that Tet was a disaster for the enemy—had no
will to fight his own political base, and five weeks later declared his
own personal defeat. He would not run for re‐election. The illiberal
“liberal” media took down its first president, just as victory on the
ground had been largely achieved.
With the Viet Cong broken, the war became from that point on a
pure invasion of the South by the North, conducted via long supply
lines through Laos and Cambodia. If only we could interdict these
supply lines, the situation would be manageable. We were already
bombing the Ho Chi Minh trail through Laos, albeit belatedly, and
under burdensome self‐imposed restraints. 4 To evade this bombing,
the Communists were routing more and more of their supplies
through Cambodia. Newly elected Republican President Richard
Nixon responded (with the acquiescence of the Cambodian monarchy)
by bombing supply lines in Cambodia, but with a twist that would
come to define “Nixonian”: the Cambodian bombing strategy was
kept secret. 5
When this expansion of the war was revealed, paroxysms of rage
exploded across the anti‐war left and the mainstream media, both of
which strove desperately to grab out military by the wrists. Hadn’t the
media already reported that the war was lost? We needed to be getting
out of Vietnam, not expanding the battlefield. Thus the enemy was
allowed to expand the battlefield into Cambodia, but every effort to
pursue him there met with massive domestic resistance.
The American people did their part for victory. In 1972, in an elec‐
tion that had become a referendum on the war, President Nixon won
re‐election in the greatest landslide in American history. In what may
be the gravest failure of representative government in American his‐
tory, the will of the people was not honored.
With President Nixon weakened by the Watergate scandal, the
press was able to spread enough negative war reporting to stampede a
cowardly Democrat‐controlled Congress into de‐funding our South
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Vietnamese allies, even after they had proved that they could win on
their own by crushing the North Vietnamese Easter offensive in 1972,
killing seventy thousand communist invaders with not much more
than funding and strategic bombing assistance from the United
States. 6
The last U.S. ground troops were removed from Vietnam during
this several months long battle, but even with American troops out of
harm’s way, the Democrats would accept nothing less than commu‐
nist victory. Thus did our left elites in the media and in the Democratic
Party succeed in snatching defeat from the jaws of victory in Vietnam,
validating their longstanding contention that the war had been a mis‐
take. For that accomplishment, the disloyal opposition was rewarded
with control of the Democratic Party.
Interregnum (Director’s Cut)
From 1976 to 1980, Democrat President Jimmy Carter threw off
American influence and power with all the zeal of a million‐mom‐
marcher tossing guns in a smelter: Nicaragua to the Sandinistas, the
Panama Canal to the Chinese, Iran to the mullahs. America was the
problem, according to Jimmy Carter. If only we would disarm, we
would be safe. If we would just stop trying to be so influential in the
world, we would see that the Communists were not so bad after all.
Republican President Ronald Reagan turned things around by
winning the Cold War, then our next Democrat president, Bill Clinton,
resumed the million‐mom “get that gun away from me,” approach to
power and defense. When terrorists almost succeeded in bringing
down the Trade Towers in 1993, blowing a five‐story hole in the Trade
Center’s parking basement, Clinton used the fact that they hadn’t suc‐
ceeded to pretend that it hadn’t happened.
9/11 was not the first Islamofascist strike on American soil. ‘93 was
(with strong evidence that Saddam Hussein had colluded with “blind
sheik” Omar Abdel Rahman, who was convicted in the plot) but Bill
Clinton was too busy disarming America to be willing to notice. 7 The
Cold War was over. Military spending could be diverted to domestic
goals like Hillary Clinton’s plan to socialize medicine, but only by
treating the ‘93 bombing, not as an act of war, but as a criminal case.
Massachusetts Senator John Kerry, the 2004 Democratic presidential
candidate, wants to treat 9/11 as a criminal case. “[T]his war on terror is
far less of a military operation and far more of an intelligence‐
gathering, law‐enforcement operation” he said in a 2003 presidential
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debate. Funny that he is also against intelligence gathering, claiming
that President Bush broke the law by intercepting al Qaeda signals intel‐
ligence in time of war without first getting permission from a judge. 9
It is telling that Kerry became the Democrat’s nominee for presi‐
dent because Kerry’s 1971 Senate testimony (where he passed on false
testimony from the anti‐war movement’s phony “winter soldier inves‐
tigations,” accusing his fellow soldiers in Vietnam of committing war
crimes) was one of the keys to creating the disaffection that ultimately
cost us the Vietnam War. 10 Thirty plus years later, the Democrats are
doing the same thing, seeking to gain power at home by securing
American defeat abroad.
8

Vietnam in Somalia
Western Pennsylvania Representative John Murtha, a leading anti‐war
Democrat, is explicit in calling for U.S. defeat in Iraq. After the death
of al Qaeda‐in‐Iraq chieftan Abu Musab al‐Zarqawi, when intelligence
gathered from Zarqawi’s computers was enabling a massive rollup of
the al‐Qaeda‐in‐Iraq network, Murtha expressed in a CNN interview
his extreme frustration with the Bush administration’s continued re‐
fusal to cut and run:
MURTHA: The thing that disturbed me and worries me about
this whole thing is we can’t get them to change direction. And I
said over and over in debate, if you listen to any of it, in Beirut
President Reagan changed direction, in Somalia President Clin‐
ton changed direction… 11

His examples of “changing direction” make clear that Murtha means
declaring defeat and turning tail, according to the Vietnam template.
Al Qaeda is explicitly counting on cut‐and‐runners like Murtha to se‐
cure victory for them. In a 1998 interview with John Miller, Osama bin
Laden listed our Vietnam, Beiruit and Somalia changes of direction as
the basis of his thinking that America would fold in the face of aggres‐
sion:
We have seen in the last decade the decline of the American
government and the weakness of the American soldier who is
ready to wage Cold Wars and unprepared to fight long wars.
This was proven in Beirut when the Marines fled after two ex‐
plosions. It also proves they can run in less than 24 hours, and
this was also repeated in Somalia. 12
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Like Vietnam, Somalia in 1993 was actually a military victory, as far as
it went. Even lured into an ambush, and operating under absurd re‐
straints, designed to keep up the fiction that Somalia remained a “hu‐
manitarian” mission, 140 Army Rangers and a handful of Delta Force
commandos fought their way back to base, killing a thousand attack‐
ers to eighteen Americans lost. But even against tenth‐rate opposition,
President Clinton was unwilling to stay the course, heedless again of
the costs of defeat.
In Vietnam, the much derided “domino theory” of communist
takeover proved correct, at the costs of millions slaughtered in Viet‐
nam and Cambodia and totalitarian dictatorship that continues to this
day. In Somalia, our unwillingness to contend with the elementary‐
school junior varsity culminated in the June 2006 takeover of Somalia
by the Islamofascists. Thankfully Ethiopia picked up the slack and at
the end of 2006 routed the Islamofascists from Somalia in a couple of
days.
Before the Islamofascists were driven out of Somalia, Democrats in
Congress were agitating for the United States not to back an Ethiopian
attack, but to accept the Islamofascist takeover instead. Here is the
New York Times, reporting to the faithful on the progress of the De‐
mocrats’ “change of course” strategy for American defeat, just before
the Ethiopians ruined their plans:
A growing number of Democrats in Congress are urging the
Bush administration to change course and deal with the
Islamists for what they are: the power on the ground. “The
Islamists aren’t going away, so the sooner we talk to them, the
better,” said Representative Donald M. Payne, the New Jersey
Democrat who is expected to become the chairman of the House
subcommittee on Africa when his party takes control of Con‐
gress in January. 13

When Payne said “the Islamists aren’t going away,” he meant, if
the Democrats got their way. The Democrats lost Somalia, but they are
still hoping to win American defeat in Iraq.
Al Qaeda sees the Western Media as Their Most Important Ally
Our Democrat‐dominated press may not see itself as on the side of al
Qaeda, but al Qaeda is perfectly clear in understanding that the West‐
ern media is not just their ally, but their only possible hope of victory.
This was detailed by al‐Qaeda “number two,” Ayman al‐Zawahiri, in
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a letter to al‐Qaeda‐in‐Iraq leader Abu Musab al‐Zarqawi in October
of 2005. “[H]owever far our capabilities reach,” wrote Zawahiri, “they
will never be equal to one thousandth of the capabilities of the king‐
dom of Satan that is waging war on us.” 14 But there was another pos‐
sibility. Al Qaeda could achieve victory, not through military effec‐
tiveness, but by winning the battle for media perceptions:
I say to you: that we are in a battle, and that more than half of
this battle is taking place in the battlefield of the media. And that
we are in a media battle in a race for the hearts and minds of our
Umma.

All they had to do was hang on and the American media would do
their work for them:
Things may develop faster than we imagine. The aftermath of
the collapse of American power in Vietnam‐and how they ran
and left their agents‐is noteworthy.

Zawahiri concedes that al Qaeda does not have a shadow of a prayer
of military victory in Iraq. All rests on the efforts of the Western press
to create the illusion of defeat in Iraq, which both Zawahiri and the
Western press are counting on to create an actual defeat through
withdrawal, as happened in Vietnam.
This joint strategy by our Democrat‐dominated media and by al
Qaeda has been extraordinarily effective. A top al Qaeda military as‐
sessment, captured in April of ‘06, states flatly that the only battle al
Qaeda has won in Iraq is the media battle:
The policy followed by the brothers in Baghdad is a media ori‐
ented policy without a clear comprehensive plan to capture an
area or an enemy center. Other word, the significance of the
strategy of their work is to show in the media that the American
and the government do not control the situation and there is re‐
sistance against them. This direction has large positive effects…
At the same time, the Americans and the Government were able
to absorb our painful blows, sustain them, compensate their
losses with new replacements, and follow strategic plans which
allowed them in the past few years to take control of Baghdad as
well as other areas one after the other. That is why every year is
worse than the previous year as far as the Mujahidin’s control
and influence over Baghdad. 15
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Al Qaeda’s assessment is right. They have been winning the media
battle. An NBC/WSJ poll from September 2005, 58 percent disap‐
proved of the president’s handling of the war, suggesting they
thought the war was going badly, at the very time when al Qaeda, by
its own admission, was being systematically defeated. 16 That takes
systematic misreporting.
The media’s anti‐war disinformation can be divided into two
categories. One is the undermining of the legitimacy of the war. Here
the abetting of Joe Wilson’s “Bush lied” lies is only one of a long list of
Iraq war hoaxes, propagated by Democrat party leaders and their
mainstream media allies, all charging that the Iraq war has been
fought on illegitimate pretenses. Second is the misreporting of the
progress of the war effort itself, only reporting negative war news.
Here is a short list of on the legitimacy of our war effort
The Imminent Threat Hoax
When it was discovered that pre‐war intelligence assessments had
overestimated Saddam’s WMD activities, a number of hoaxes sprang
up to exploit this intelligence failure. One is the claim that our ration‐
ale for going to war was the imminent threat posed by Saddam Hus‐
sein. “There was no imminent threat,” said Senator Ted Kennedy:
“This was made up in Texas, announced in January to the Republican
leadership that war was going to take place and was going to be good
politically. This whole thing was a fraud.” 17 “This was a preemptive
war,” said Florida Democrat Senator Bob Graham, “and the rationale
was that there was an imminent threat.” 18
The claim that the war had been justified on grounds of “immi‐
nent threat” was backed by numerous media outlets:
The justification for going to war against Iraq was the imminent
threat its weapons of mass destruction posed to the safety and
security of Americans.
Seattle Post‐Intelligencer, June 5, 2003 19
The public was told that Saddam posed an imminent threat. If
that claim was fraudulent, the selling of the war is arguably the
worst scandal in American political history ‐ worse than Water‐
gate, worse than the Iran‐contra affair. Indeed, the idea that
Americans were deceived into war makes many commentators
so uncomfortable that they refuse to admit the possibility.
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Paul Krugman, The New York Times, June 3, 2003 20

But it was all lies, and they all knew it. President Bush had been
perfectly explicit, in the biggest speech of the year, that he rejected
“imminent threat” as a condition for war against Iraq:
Some have said we must not act until the threat is imminent.
Since when have terrorists and tyrants announced their inten‐
tions, politely putting us on notice before they strike? If this
threat is permitted to fully and suddenly emerge, all actions, all
words, and all recriminations would come too late. Trusting in
the sanity and restraint of Saddam Hussein is not a strategy, and
it is not an option. 21
State of the Union Address, January 29, 2003

One should also note that, while Saddam’s WMD programs may
have been in remission, he was simply biding his time until U.N. sanc‐
tions came to an end, at which time he would start developing WMD
in earnest again. One of the intelligence windfalls from the Iraq war is
the exposure of Saddam’s successful bribery of France, Russia and
China through the U.N. administered Oil for Food program. 22 With
the Russians and Chinese in his corner, the sanctions regime would
soon have been lifted and Saddam would soon have had his WMDs.
Only the Iraq war stopped this plot, belying the claim that Saddam’s
WMD threat was overblown.
The Iraq war also kicked over A.Q. Kahn’s black market in nuclear
bomb technology. Kahn is the Pakistani scientist who stole nuclear
bomb secrets in Europe and, with the help of the Chinese, led the de‐
velopment of Pakistan’s “Islamic A‐Bomb.” In the wake of the Iraq
war, Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi took seriously America’s
threat to act against looming conspiracies and agreed to turn over
what he had acquired from Khan. With this exposure of Kahn’s net‐
work, we were able to put Kahn out of business. If not for the Iraq
war, Kahn would still be spreading nuclear bomb technology to
Islamofascist regimes. 23 Thus even if Saddam’s nuclear programs were
quiescent, the Iraq war has still been highly effective in interdicting
“gathering threats.”
The “All About WMD” Hoax
Another popular hoax, in the wake of our failure to find WMD in Iraq,
is the myth that the only reason for regime change in Iraq was to in‐
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terdict Saddam’s WMD threat. “The president now says that the war
is really about the spread of democracy in the Middle East,” claimed
House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi in March 2005: “This effort at
after‐the‐fact justification was only made necessary because the pri‐
mary rationale was so sadly lacking in fact.” 24
A month later, the New York Times was dutifully carrying the De‐
mocrat talking point:
The only plausible reason for keeping American troops in Iraq is
to protect the democratic transformation that President Bush
seized upon as a rationale for the invasion after his claims about
weapons of mass destruction turned out to be fictitious. 25

But before the left knew that there would be an intelligence failure
to exploit, they were singing a different tune. In February of 2003, be‐
fore the war started, the editors of The New York Times waxed eloquent
about the breadth of America’s war aims:
President Bush sketched an expansive vision last night of what
he expects to accomplish by a war in Iraq. Instead of focusing on
eliminating weapons of mass destruction, or reducing the threat
of terror to the United States, Mr. Bush talked about establishing
a “free and peaceful Iraq”... 26

Imagine writing both of those editorials? Those who are fixated on
manipulative advantage don’t even see the contradiction. They just
fabricate whatever can be used to mount an effective attack.
The “Saddam Hussein had no Ties to Terrorists” Hoax
There is not room to document the whole litany of Iraq War hoaxes
here. A more comprehensive expose is available at CrescentOfBe‐
trayal.com. Discussion of the “no ties to terrorists” hoax is particularly
heavy on documentation, from the actual intelligence about Saddam’s
terror ties, to false statements made by leading Democrats about this
intelligence, to dishonest reporting of the entire subject. If you have
the appetite for these details, you can find them at the Crescent of Be‐
trayal website.
The Accusation that Intelligence Analysts were Pressured to Phony‐up
their Reports (Director’s Cut)
Joe Wilson started the “Bush lied” hoax, but it continued with broad
accusations that the Bush administration pressured intelligence ana‐
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lysts to bias their Iraq WMD assessments so as to phony‐up support
for the war. As Senator Kennedy charged in January of 2004:
The advocates of war in Iraq desperately sought to make the
case that Saddam was linked to 9/11 and Al Qaeda, and that he
was on the verge of acquiring a nuclear capability. … They by‐
passed the traditional screening process and put pressure on in‐
telligence officers to produce the desired intelligence and analy‐
sis. 27

The Senate Select Committee on Intelligence was highly concerned
about such charges and investigated them thoroughly, doing extensive
interviews and issuing several separate calls for anyone who had been
pressured to come forward. Their results were stark:
The Committee was not presented with any evidence that intel‐
ligence analysts changed their judgments as a result of political
pressure, altered or produced intelligence products to conform
with Administration policy, or that anyone even attempted to
coerce, influence or pressure analysts to do so. When asked
whether analysts were pressured in any way to alter their as‐
sessments or make their judgments conform with Administra‐
tion policies, not a single analyst answered yes. Most analysts
simply answered, “no” or “never,” but some provided more ex‐
tensive responses. 28

The report then goes on to list several analysts describing the ac‐
tual pressure they felt: to get their analyses right, and not be responsi‐
ble for yet another devastating intelligence failure, like 9/11. The
March 2005 Silberman‐Robb Commission Report came to the same
conclusion:
The analysts who worked Iraqi weapons issues universally
agreed that in no instance did political pressure cause them to
skew or alter any of their analytical judgments. 29

These reports did not inhibit Democrat accusations, which got so
bad that President Bush was finally compelled to speak out against
them. In a November 2005 speech at the Tobyhanna Army Depot, he
offered two rebuttals: that Senate investigation found no evidence of
analysts being pressured to alter their intelligence assessments, and
that the accusing Congressmen had access to the same intelligence he
did, and came to the same conclusions, voting overwhelmingly to au‐
thorize the use of force to remove Saddam Hussein from power.
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“While it’s perfectly legitimate to criticize my decisions or the conduct
of the war,” President Bush insisted, “it is deeply irresponsible to re‐
write the history of how the war began.” 30
The AP report on President Bush’s rebuttal speech (attributed to
Deb Reichmann) omits both of the President’s rebuttals while quoting
several repetitions of the charges that the President had rebutted. 31
Reichmann quotes Democratic Presidential Candidate John Kerry
charging that the Bush administration, “… misled a nation into war by
cherry‐picking intelligence and stretching the truth beyond recogni‐
tion.” Reichmann also hands the job of characterizing the President’s
rebuttals over to Kerry, who accuses the President of “playing the
politics of fear and smear,” adding that “it’s a dangerous day for our
national security when an Administrationʹs word is no good.” Senator
Kennedy is quoted proclaiming “the clear manipulation of intelligence
in the run‐up to the Iraq war,” and charging that the President’s rebut‐
tals (unreported) “[revert] to the same manipulation of facts to justify
a war we never should have fought.” So much for the President of the
United States trying to answer his critics.
Two weeks later blogger Bill Hobbs caught the L.A. Times pulling
the same ruse with another of President Bush’s Iraq‐war speeches:
repeating the criticisms the President was addressing while omitting
his response to his critics. 32
A new book by Jim Kuypers, a communications professor at Vir‐
ginia Tech, examines the media coverage of all of President Bush’s
terror war speeches. 33 He found mainstream media reporting to be so
systematically biased as to make it impossible for the President to
communicate his message to the American people. What the media
doesn’t want people to hear, it simply omits, leading Kuypers to the
conclusion that the media has become an “anti‐democratic institu‐
tion.”
A morally competent democracy requires an informed electorate,
but our main channels of communication have been usurped by a me‐
dia class that fully believes in distorting information flow for partisan
advantage.
Some Actual Biasing of Intelligence Reporting (Director’s Cut)
In early 2007, some evidence did come out that our intelligence agen‐
cies had engaged in politicized pre‐war reporting. Anti‐war partisans
in the CIA were deliberately suppressing intelligence about links be‐
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tween Iraq and bin Laden for explicitly political purposes. Here is an
anecdote provided by the undersecretary of defense:
Sometime in early 2002, in the course of her work, [a DoD ana‐
lyst] came across a finished 1998 CIA report on Iraqʹs [redacted].
The report mentioned that Usama bin Laden had requested and
received certain training from an Iraqi [redacted] service. On her
own initiative, she requested and received through CIA chan‐
nels the underlying information on which the item was based,
consisting of two Memo Dissems, and subsequently obtained
additional CIA reports from DIA and CIA on the issue of Iraq
and al‐Qaida. … She recommended that the [Joint Intelligence
Task Force] publish the [intelligence community] reporting data
“so that it would be available to the entire [intelligence commu‐
nity] because reports published previously did not contain this
important data” and that, without it, “analysis of the subject
would be incomplete and inaccurate in the future.” …
The J‐2 analyst responded that “putting it out there would be
playing into the hands of people like Wolfowitz,” that the in‐
formation “was old” and “only a tid‐bit,” asked how did she
“know that the information was true,” made a comment about
trying to support “some agenda of people in the building,” and
bucked the issue of publication back to the JITF chief. The JITF
chief took no further action on the recommendation to publish
the information, as far as we know. 34

Here was an anti‐war analyst, suppressing information out of
politicized concern that it favored the policy views of his political op‐
ponents. If there was a systematic bias in pre‐war intelligence, it was
certainly in this direction. Institutional rules were in place that kept
terror leads from being followed. President Clinton did not want to
fight the war that al Qaeda was waging against us so he defined ter‐
rorism as a law enforcement issue, then insured that this “law en‐
forcement issue” would be sealed off from the apparatus of national
security by erecting a “wall of separation” between law enforcement
and intelligence. 35
How far this institutional bias went is revealed by the fact that,
shortly before 9/11, higher‐ups in the FBI chastised field agents for
trying to get the CIA to examine the computer of detained “20th hi‐
jacker” Zacarias Moussaoui. 36 This was a gross failure to do what was
allowed under rules that themselves went “beyond what is legally
required.” 37 The established culture in the intelligence agencies was to
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embrace the spirit of the crazy rules that sought to handcuff them.
They shied away from terror leads instead of acting as aggressively as
they could within the letter of the rules. In contrast, there is no evi‐
dence that the Bush administration wanted our intelligence services to
do anything but produce sound intelligence.
We Can’t Side with Democracy over Islamofascism: it’s a “Civil War”
A longstanding Democrat strategy for de‐legitimizing our war effort
in Iraq has been to brand the conflict a civil war, thereby playing into
another Vietnam war “lesson”: that we should never take sides in civil
wars, as if murder ceases to be a matter of right and wrong when it is
just a man bludgeoning his wife to death. As California Senator Di‐
anne Feinstein put it in October 2005:
We are in the middle of two factions, Shiite and Sunni, attempt‐
ing to settle their differences by mostly violent means. Drawing
down our troop strength will not only take our service men and
women out of harm’s way, but it will also force Iraq’s religious
and political leaders to confront the insurgency and find a bal‐
ance of power acceptable to Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds. The al‐
ternative—a continuation of this slaughter of innocents—will
only continue to grow with the inevitable result: a drift into a
civil war. 38

Got that? The way to stop the “slaughter of innocents” is to stop
defending Iraq’s fledgling democracy from those who slaughter inno‐
cents.
Of course the media cannot resist abetting this no‐civil‐wars strat‐
egy for defeat, and of course al Qaeda plays it for all it is worth. One
particularly glaring sequence was documented by milblogger Grey‐
hawk. The New York Times’ front page headline for March 27, 2006
read: “30 Beheaded Bodies Found; Iraqi Death Squads Blamed”:
BAGHDAD, Iraq, March 26—The bodies of 30 beheaded men
were found on a main highway near Baquba this evening, pro‐
viding more evidence that the death squads in Iraq are becom‐
ing out of control. 39

Two days later, in a press conference in Iraq, Major General Thurman
exposed the story as a hoax. 40 The New York Times buried its retracted
headline in paragraph seventeen, where it was hedged with fresh ac‐
counts of supposed sectarian violence:
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The police in western Baghdad discovered 14 bodies on Tues‐
day, all killed execution‐style with gunshots to the head, appar‐
ently the latest victims of sectarian bloodletting. On Monday,
Iraqi forces found 18 bodies near Baquba with similar wounds.
Earlier reports of 30 beheaded bodies found in that area were
wrong, the Interior Ministry official said. 41

The further fourteen bodies were “apparently the victims of sectarian
bloodletting,” but not actually the victims of sectarian bloodletting. On
April 2 Stars and Stripes reported that the eighteen victims near Baquba
had been murdered by al Qaeda terrorists dressed up to look like Iraqi
military. Al Qaeda was trying to make it look like the country, and the
Iraqi military, were descending into “sectarian bloodletting” 42
This was a game of footsie between the New York Times and al
Qaeda, with the Times credulously piping every propaganda ploy ex‐
actly as al Qaeda scored it, even when it became clear that al Qaeda’s
whole strategy was to feed disinformation about “sectarian violence” to
the Western media. Instead of a front page apology: “We were duped
by al Qaeda,” the Times just kept reporting each new al Qaeda gambit as
straight news, a ploy that continues to this day. 43
In terms of public opinion, this al‐Qaeda/Democrat‐left gambit has
been very successful. A March 2006 poll found a full 80 percent of
Americans thought Iraq might be falling into civil war, and they were
responding just as the defeatists wanted:
In the face of continuing violence, half—52 percent—of those
surveyed said the United States should begin withdrawing
forces.

But al Qaeda’s shift to civilian targets was actually moving the facts
on the ground in the opposite direction. To create the appearance that
its Saudi‐funded proxy war was an Iraqi civil war, al Qaeda was bomb‐
ing the Sunni minority that had always been their base of support, and
was inducing revenge attacks against Sunni civilians by attacking Shiite
civilians. 44 As a result, Sunni tribes started shifting their allegiance to the
government. By the end of the summer of 2006, twenty‐five of thirty‐six
tribes in the dangerous “Sunni triangle” province of Anbar had joined
the Anbar Salvation Council, dedicated to driving al Qaeda and other
foreign fighters out of Anbar. 45
The al Qaeda strategy of attacking civilians has actually gone a
long ways toward reducing the danger of civil war in order to create
the appearance of civil war for the Western media. That appearance, as
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both al Qaeda and our media know, can be more important than real‐
ity. Democracies ultimately make their decisions based on the percep‐
tions of the electorate. Create the appearance of illegitimacy and disas‐
ter, and you can break the will of the nation, which is all that our ene‐
mies need.
Iran in Iraq
All of this looking away from reality in search of political advantage
creates obliviousness to the existential threat posed by Iran. As al
Qaeda’s war‐fighting capacity in Iraq has been ground down, Iran has
stepped in to fill the void. There may not be a lot of civil war going on
in Iraq, but the proxy war took off in 2006, with Shiite Iran playing an
ever larger role in arming, funding and training the radical Shiite mili‐
tias that have been attacking coalition forces and fomenting civil war
from the Shiite side.
It is Iran that supplies the advanced “shaped charge” explosives
that make the war much more dangerous for our troops. 46 It is Iran
that is supplying Austrian made sniper rifles to insurgents in Iraq, and
is manufacturing rifles for the “mahdi army” of Iraq’s Khomeini‐ist
militia leader Muqtada al‐Sadr. 47 Iran is actually supporting both sides
in the Iraqi “civil war,” not just Sadr’s army, but also the Sunni al
Qaeda and their Baathist allies. 48 The only answer is to “bomb Cam‐
bodia.” We cannot fight only one front of a two front war, but must
expand the war to fight who is fighting us.
The parallel to Vietnam is strong. Just as the destruction of the Viet
Cong during the Tet offensive turned the Vietnam War into a straight‐
out invasion by the north, so too the steady destruction of al Qaeda in
Iraq is giving way to ever more direct conflict with Iran. Let’s just not
make the same mistake we did in Vietnam. “Cambodia” cannot be a
safe haven from which the enemy is allowed to attack.
In December 2006, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is‐
sued a traditional Islamic declaration of war against the United States
for the third time in a year, the ultimatum to convert or die: “Rest as‐
sured that if you do not respond to the divine call, you will die soon and
vanish from the face of the earth.” 49 Add that Iran is the quintessential
terror‐supporting state, that its people are the most educated and West‐
ern looking in the Muslim world, and that a large majority of Iranians
have been trying to throw off the mullahs electorally for fifteen years,
and there could not be a more propitious target for regime change.
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Knock out a couple of pillars and this most hated regime will collapse.
As Michael Ledeen keeps saying: “faster, please.” 50
Unfortunately, the Bush administration has been acting much like
Nixon in Vietnam, maintaining limited war aims out of what seems to
be a political calculation that a more limited war is easier to support
politically than a wider war. But ideological appeasement is as much a
mistake as military appeasement, and it is as much a mistake at home as
it is abroad. Every concession to the disloyal opposition strengthens
their ideological position and weakens our military position. That‘s how
we lost Vietnam: by limiting our war effort in an attempt to ease conflict
with domestic proponents of American defeat. Just fight to win, and the
disloyal opposition be damned.
If we fight the battles that need to be fought then the Islamofas‐
cists don’t have a prayer. As Zawahiri puts it, their power “will never
be equal to one thousandth of the capabilities of the kingdom of Sa‐
tan.” Only if the Democrats can succeed in pinning back the arms of
our military, as they did in Vietnam, can the Islamofascists get their
knife in, which assistance the Islamofascists are very explicitly count‐
ing on.
Commitment to Victory (Director’s Cut)
After we routed the Taliban from Afghanistan in the fall of 2001, we
still needed regime change in the three “axis of evil” countries: Iraq,
Iran, and North Korea. All the backbiting and second‐guessing about
going after Iraq first is like second‐guessing the decision to invade
North Africa in World War II, or the choice of Normandy over Calais
for the D‐Day landing.
President Bush chose to undertake regime change where our use of
force was backed by U.N. resolutions, in line with the thinking of most
of today’s Iraq War critics. The pre‐existence of an actionable U.N.‐
recognized casus belli (Saddam’s failure to abide by the Gulf War cease‐
fire conditions) made Iraq the obvious first‐bite to take out of “the axis
of evil,” and it remains an excellent starting point, so long as we don’t
stop there, or God‐forbid, retreat.
Constructive criticism is oriented on the objective of victory. Then
there is what we have gotten from the Democrats, where every
trumped‐up claim of errant strategy is used as an excuse to declare de‐
feat and hand victory to the enemy. Most criticisms of the conduct of the
war amount to some kind of claim that the insurgency could have been
avoided if only we had done such and such. Nonsense. The Islamofas‐
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cists understand that if Iraq succeeds, they fail. They have no choice but
to fight, and that’s good for us. It gives us a chance to kill them. We
don’t need peace. We need war. As in World War II, we have a lot of
enemies to kill, and we had better get on with it.
They Love Death (Director’s Cut)
On December 11th 2001, President Bush insisted that: “we must keep
the worldʹs most dangerous technologies out of the hands of the
worldʹs most dangerous people.” 51 Three days later, former Iranian
president Ali Akhbar Hashemi Rafsanjani expained why. The Muslim
world can survive an exchange of nuclear weapons, he declared, but
Israel cannot:
…the use of a nuclear bomb in Israel will leave nothing on the
ground, whereas it will only damage the world of Islam. 52

Of course that same reasoning extends to nuclear exchange with the
United States. If Iran sets off nuclear bombs in a dozen American ports,
all we will be able to do is retaliate, but against whom? Are we going to
nuke every Muslim state from North Africa to Indonesia? In truth, we
would probably not retaliate very hard even against Iran. We have a
well established principle in this country of not retaliating against inno‐
cents, and the vast majority of people living under a fascist dictatorship
are innocent. If we retaliate at all, we will at most only “damage the
world of Islam,” which is the Islamofascist conception of victory. They
declare it every day. “You love life. We love death.” 53
The Islamofascists only care about the survival of the Muslim
umma, or collectivity, while we will not retaliate against the umma,
meaning there can be no stable calculus of nuclear deterrence with the
Islamofascists, even when they are state actors. Iran in particular is a
suicide state. They are going to sacrifice themselves and their fellow
Muslims in whatever numbers are necessary to destroy the West,
unless we interdict them. Survival of the West depends on stopping
the Islamofascists from getting weapons of mass destruction, period,
and that gets harder and harder to do in an era of accelerating techno‐
logical advance. We have only a window in which to destroy the
Islamofascists. We cannot dawdle.
In an October 2006 speech, Ahmadinejad declared that Iran has
only “one step remaining before we attain the summit of nuclear tech‐
nology.” 54 Ayatollah Mahmoud Hashemi Shahroudi, chief of the Ira‐
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nian judiciary, followed with a declaration that America and Israel are
“on the threshold of annihilation.” 55
Not only is Iran working hard to develop nukes, but it is working
hard to expand its delivery system. In November 2006, London’s Daily
Telegraph revealed that, as bin Laden’s health fails, Iran is angling to
install its own man as the next al Qaeda leader. 56
War is always a race to kill the enemy before he can kill you. Our
enemies are racing full tilt, but thanks to our partisan divisions, we are
mostly sitting still, trying to maintain limited wars in the face of with‐
ering media attack. If we let our hands be tied until the Iranians get
nuclear weapons then there will soon be nuclear bombs smuggled into
who knows how many American cities and we will have lost, not just
“another Vietnam,” but everything.
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN

”IF WE CAN STAY
TOGETHER”

T

HE 2006 MID TERM ELECTIONS were a great victory for partisan
dishonesty. The numerous Iraq war hoaxes, pushed by the media
every week for three years in an all out effort to de‐legitimize our war
effort, succeeded in creating enough disaffection for the war to give
the Democrats a majority in Congress. Compared to other western
societies, America still shows a great capacity to vote against the me‐
dia slant. The slant is total, yet the country is divided straight down
the middle. That is a great feat. It is just not enough.
Election and polling data here in California suggests that media
bias is good for about a twenty point electoral swing. In recent years, a
bevy of conservative ballot measures have passed in California by
about a 60‐40 margin. Proposition 209, banning government use of
racial preferences, passed 60‐40. Nearly identical majorities passed
Prop. 227, ending bilingual education in the public schools; Prop. 187,
curtailing state services to illegal aliens; and Prop. 22, defining mar‐
riage as between a man and a woman. All of these measures were op‐
posed by state legislators by at least a 60‐40 margin. 1
That is a systematic 20 point disparity between the views of the
people and the views of their representative. The only way that could
happen is if the people are getting bad information, and the obvious
culprit is the California media. The L.A. Times, the San Jose Mercury
News, the San Francisco Chronicle, and the Sacramento Bee are all relent‐
lessly left wing, stacked every day with partisan dishonesty.
To the extent that this disinformation actually changes people’s
views (instead of getting them to vote for people who do not represent
their views) the media‐bias effect is worth more than 20 points. Thus
for America to still be split down the middle is pretty amazing. Bravo.

But in our winner‐take‐all electoral system, that moral semi‐victory
translates into retreat and defeat in the war on terror.
Elections always roll all election issues into one choice, but with
the economy going like gangbusters and populist issues like border
enforcement and runaway entitlement spending being even more of a
liability for the Democrats than the Republicans, it is hard to avoid the
conclusion that the nation voted in November 2006 for retreat from the
first fronts of what was always going to be a long war against Islamic
fascism. What other conclusion is possible, when in the run up to the
election Democrat party leaders were directly calling for retreat and
defeat?
House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, who rose to Speaker of the
House after the election, started calling for immediate withdrawal
from Iraq back in 2005. 2 In August 2006, a dozen top Democrats, in‐
cluding most of the party leadership of both houses, united in calling
for pull‐out to begin by the end of the year. 3 Just before the election,
Senator Kerry promised that: “Winning [the 2006 election] means forc‐
ing an end to the disastrous war in Iraq...” 4
Electing anti‐warriors makes it all but certain that, instead of ex‐
panding the Iraq war to take on the Iranian regime that is fighting us
in Iraq, we are now going to lay off Iran, pretending that it is okay for
this suicide state to get nuclear weapons, until the day they start going
off. The only question will be how many, and we won’t be counting
buildings this time, we will be counting cities. As the number mounts,
the horrific realization—like watching bullet after bullet rip through
your own body—will not be of what has begun, but of what has
ended. What part of 9/11 does America not understand?
At least we can understand how this has happened. When the en‐
tire mainstream media industry spends three years undermining the
legitimacy of our war effort with a host damning Iraq war hoaxes, the
electorate is going to be misled, and the hoaxes are only half of it. Just as
misleading has been the media’s reporting from the front.
Fauxtography
While the Israeli‐Lebanon‐Hezbollah “July War” flared briefly in the
summer of 2006, a new word entered the blogger lexicon: fauxtogra‐
phy. Reuters, AP, USA Today and the New York Times were caught
again and again publishing staged or doctored war photos, always
with an anti‐Israel slant.
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How much damage can phony photographs do? The most inflam‐
matory reporting of the entire July War claimed that Israel had attacked
a Red Cross ambulance from the air. Accompanying photos, supplied
by the Red Cross itself, showed a dilapidated ambulance with a round
hole in the center of its roof, but it was all a hoax.
Zombie (the same Zombie who posted Etaoin Shrdlu’s Mecca‐
orientation graphic) analyzed the photo evidence and showed that the
hole in the roof was the hole for the ambulance’s flashing bubble‐light.
The news services all had the same photo evidence Zombie did. They
all knew that the supposed ambulance attack was a Hezbollah hoax,
and they all went along, to devastating effect on Israel’s war effort.
Israel’s left‐leaning Prime Minister Ehud Olmert, craving interna‐
tional approval as much as any American Democrat, could not stand up
to the condemnation and acceded to a cease‐fire at a time when the Is‐
raelis had their enemies completely at their mercy but had not yet
achieved any of their war aims. It was another triumph for the left‐wing
media, snatching Western defeat from the jaws of victory.
Insurgent Stringers in Iraq
In Iraq, the employment of photographers who are in the enemy camp
has been unabashed. “Journalists have always had relationships with
people that others might find unsavory,” says AP Executive Editor
Kathleen Carroll: “We’re not in this to choose sides; we’re to report
what’s going on from all sides.” 5 But even AP’s claim of neutrality is a
sham, since it accepts clearly staged propaganda photos of the enemy
side that it would never accept if they were pro‐Coalition.
A glaring case is AP photographer Bilal Hussein, whose ouvre is
full of jihadists in proud stance, about to fire machine guns or RPGs.
One of his photos shows two masked terrorists posing for the camera
with rifles pointed at the corpse of murdered Italian hostage Salvatore
Santoro. Another shows the same group posing with Santoro’s pass‐
port in front of a propaganda banner. 6
One of Bilal Hussein’s jihadist‐amigo photos even won a 2005 Pul‐
itzer prize for “breaking news photography.” A year later, Hussein’s
ties to al Qaeda were confirmed when he was captured along with two
other insurgents, including al‐Qaeda‐in‐Iraq leader Hamid Hamad
Motib. General Jack Gardner, who oversees detainees in Iraq, said that
Hussein:
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…has close relationships with persons known to be responsible
for kidnappings, smuggling, improvised explosive device (IED)
attacks and other attacks on coalition forces. 7

Chances are you never read about Bilal Hussein in the newspaper,
since AP refused to report his capture for five months. Finally, after
repeated thrashings by columnist Michelle Malkin, AP president Tom
Curley came out swinging, insisting that Hussein either be charged
with a crime or released. Holding Hussein as an enemy combatant,
Curley charged, was a violation of his rights. 8
Of course! Bilal Hussein is a victim! The only surprise is that it
took AP five months to think of it. After all, trumped‐up claims of vic‐
timization are the semi‐official religion of the multi‐culturalist left, and
what could be more multi‐culturalist than AP’s refusal to take sides
against those who seek to annihilate Western civilization?
Hussein wasn’t the only insurgent photographer to win the high‐
est stamp of approval that our media elite bestows: the Pulitzer Prize.
Another Pulitzer winning photograph shows al Qaeda operatives exe‐
cuting two Iraqi election workers in the middle of the street. An AP
insider admitted that the unnamed stringer who took the execution
photograph had been “tipped off to a demonstration that was
supposed to take place on Haifa street,” but called it “ridiculous” to
think that anyone would know that an al Qaeda “demonstration”
would involve murder. 9
Those who were following the insurgent photography scandal on‐
line were waiting for the other shoe to drop. Native stringers were being
relied on in Lebanon and Iraq, not just for photographs, but also for
news reporting. If AP’s ideology of reporting “from all sides” applied to
photography, it was probably being applied to text reporting as well,
and just as surreptitiously, but if insurgent propaganda was being re‐
ported as straight news, how could it be proved?
Blogger Brian Duffy, posted an email from a soldier in Ramadi who
claimed that an air attack reported by the Los Angeles Times never took
place. 10 Another blogger, an assistant district attorney in Los Angeles
who blogs under the name of Patterico, started pestering CENTCOM
for more information and found out that the Times story (packed with
claims of civilian casualties and heartless behavior by U.S. troops on the
ground) was indeed bogus. 11 But most importantly, a way to identify
insurgent stringers was pioneered, with bloggers taking conflicting re‐
ports to CENTCOM for more information. 12
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Jamil Hussein
A couple of days after Patterico’s revelations, another blogger—Curt
at Flopping Aces—came across another inconsistent news report. 13 An
AP story contained charges that the Iraqi military was complicit in a
massacre of Sunni civilians, along with a conflicting report from the
U.S. military:
Baghdad was quieter than it had been on Friday, when rampag‐
ing militiamen burned and blew up four mosques and torched
several homes in the mostly Shiite neighborhood of Hurriyah,
witnesses and police said. Iraqi soldiers at a nearby army post
failed to intervene in the assault by suspected members of the
Shiite Mahdi Army militia or subsequent attacks that killed as
many as 25 Sunnis, said police Capt. Jamil Hussein.
The U.S. military said Saturday that Iraqi soldiers securing Hur‐
riyah found only one burned mosque and were unable to con‐
firm residentsʹ and police accounts that six Sunni Arabs were
dragged from Friday prayers and burned to death. 14

So who was this “Capt. Jamil Hussein” whose claims were contra‐
dicted by CENTCOM? Curt did some Google searching and found
that Jamil Hussein was consistently cited in reports of atrocities
against Sunni civilians, so he pulled a Patterico and pestered CENT‐
COM for what they knew.
This time CENTCOM was more than forthcoming. Lieutenant Mi‐
chael B. Dean not only denied that there was any Iraqi Police captain
named Jamil Hussein. He also provided the names of more than a
dozen other individuals, commonly cited in news accounts as holding
various positions in the Iraqi government, whose legitimacy was in
question. 15
Googling of these sources by Flopping Aces, Gateway Pundit, and a
host of other investigators quickly turned up dozens of the highest pro‐
file stories of civilian atrocities, all reported as straight news by AP.
Jamil Hussein himself had been cited in 60 previous AP stories, raising
the possibility of longstanding deception. 16 Given the multitude of pos‐
sible spellings when Arabic names are transliterated into the Roman
alphabet, it will take some doing to sort out which of the suspected
frauds may be legitimate under a different spelling, but Jamil Hussein at
least has proved to be a conduit for bad information.
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When the Hurriyah story came under scrutiny, AP quietly
dropped the earlier claim from Hussein that four mosques had been
burned, yet AP upheld Hussein’s reliability as a source for the story of
the six burned Sunni worshippers. “He is an officer at the police sta‐
tion in Yarmouk, with a record of reliability and truthfulness,” as‐
serted AP’s International Editor John Daniszewski. Even as AP tacitly
acknowledged that Hussein was lying about the burned mosques,
Daniszewski described questions about Hussein as “ludicrous” and
“desperate.” 17
Daniszewski went on to claim that the burned bodies had been
verified by hospital and morgue workers, but the AP’s own follow up
article reported that the bodies had been taken directly from the
mosque to the graveyard. 18 As AP’s contradictions piled up, Executive
Editor Kathleen Carroll continued to insist that its sources were be‐
yond reproach, noting that in two years of reliance on Hussein: “No
one—not a single person—raised questions about Hussein’s accuracy
or his very existence in all that time.” 19
A little searching by blogger SeeDubya proved Carroll’s statement
incorrect. 20 AP’s own reporting had earlier contradicted Hussein’s
claims. This from a June 2006 report from AP writer Kim Gamel:
According to Capt. Hussein of the al‐Yarmouk police station,
gunmen opened fire on a minibus in Doraʹs predominantly
Sunni Arab Mahdiya neighborhood. He said 11 people were
killed, but Al‐Yarmouk hospital reported receiving only two
bodies from a shooting. 21

At the same time as Kathleen Carroll retained absolute confidence
in the blatantly unreliable Jamil Hussein, she insisted that the U.S.
military and the Iraqi Ministry of Information cannot be trusted, char‐
acterizing them as: “… official spokesmen saying the story cannot be
true because it is damaging.” 22 This goes beyond “not taking sides.”
Carroll explicitly accuses our side of favoring partisan disinformation
over truth, while exempting sources of unfavorable news from skepti‐
cism, even when al Qaeda’s explicit strategy is to fake bad news. The
side that believes in truth, she assumes is lying. The side that declares
itself for the lie, she assumes is telling the truth. That is just abetting
the lie, and AP has been doing it consistently through four years of
dishonestly negative war reporting.
Pick a day, any day. 12/12/2006: Curt from Flopping Aces posts a
comparison between AP’s report on the previous day’s war news and
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CENTCOM’s list of the previous days incidents from across Iraq. AP
reported all of the negative news and none of the positive news. “29
terrorists were captured,” summarizes Curt, “23 hostages saved, 7 IEDʹs
found in the last 24 hours and what did we hear about it from the AP?
Nothing, nada, zip.....not a damn thing.” 23
The media’s relentless disinformation about the legitimacy and
productivity of our war effort has had the desired effect. A majority of
Americans are now convinced that the Iraq war is a dishonest waste,
and have voted accordingly.
Declaring Defeat
In late November 2006, at the very moment when the amount of enemy
propaganda in mainstream media war reporting was being exposed, the
media made a grand play to parlay this disinformation into American
defeat. Swayed by all the (mis)reporting of sectarian violence and civil‐
ian deaths, NBC made itself the story‐of‐the‐day by proclaiming its deci‐
sion to start calling the Saudi and Iranian proxy war in Iraq a “civil
war.” This new lingo was immediately wedded to the Vietnam “lesson”
that we should never be involved in a civil war:

Figure 69. The screen‐caption
on NBC’s Today Show made
clear that NBC saw its decla‐
ration of “civil war” as a
declaration of U.S. defeat. 24

Iranian terror‐masters, who were supporting both Sunni and Shi‐
ite terror attacks in an effort to create the appearance of civil war, must
have been elated to see their media allies completing the touchdown
play. MSNBC’s Keith Olbermann rejoiced in the “Walter Cronkite
moment,” likening NBC’s declaration of civil war to Walter Cronkite’s
declaration of defeat in Vietnam (after the South Vietnamese commu‐
nists had just destroyed themselves). 25 That is a very accurate analogy
Mr. Olbermann. Almost exact.
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Other networks were doing their bit to claim defeat as well. Lara
Logan at CBS’s 60 Minutes told General Abizaid: “We hear very little
about victory in Iraq these days. We hear a lot about how to manage
the defeat.” Abizaid could hardly believe that this dainty little bird
was trying to tell him about the war in Iraq instead of ask him about it.
“What defeat?” he demanded: “That is your word.” 26

Figure 70. Logan: “Manage the defeat.” Abizaid: “What defeat?”

ʺWe have not failed yet,” said Abizaid a week earlier at Harvard,
“and we will not fail if we all understand what we have to do. If we can
stay together nothing can stop us and we can make the world a better
place.ʺ [My emphasis.] 27
But defeat is not just Logan’s word. Talk of anything else is verboten
at the big three networks. Days after the election, MSNBC’s Chris Mat‐
thews was livid that “the word ‘victory’ is still used by the president.”
“He, he still talks like he won the election,” Matthews fumed:
The Democrats who control both houses of Congress want to
start withdrawing our troops. … It’s a lot like Vietnam was
when we had the Tet offensive in 1968 and the American people
saw we couldn’t get victory out of that country. 28

The nerve of that Commander in Chief, not wanting to surrender
after the media had deflated the country by misreporting another Tet
offensive. Democrat party leaders followed NBC’s lead, piling onto
the civil‐war equals defeat talking‐point. Senator Harry Reid used it to
call directly for American retreat:
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The President needs to put forth a plan as soon as possible, one
that reflects the reality on the ground in Iraq and that withdraws
our troops from the middle of this deadly civil war. 29

Hillary Clinton was on the same page:
I’m for redeploying our troops out of Baghdad and eventually
out of Iraq so we can make sure that they’re not in the midst of a
civil war. 30

Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi claimed that the American people
would only accept retreat. When President Bush decided that the in‐
crease in Iranian backed proxy‐war called for a surge of troop levels in
Iraq, Nancy Pelosi insisted that the American people had voted for a
weaker war‐fighting effort, not a stronger one. “If the president chooses
to escalate the war,” said Pelosi, it would be “contrary to, of course, the
will of the American people– they have spoken on this subject…” 31
Silence About the Consequences (Director’s Cut)
So close to their cherished goal of securing American defeat, the press
was careful to avoid any consideration of the consequences for the
country of such a disaster, for fear that the public might balk at the
prospect. Listen to UPI reporter Pamela Hess describe the media’s de‐
cision to report Democrat opposition to the President’s “troop surge”
in Iraq purely in terms of domestic politics:
We’re getting distracted by the shiny political knife fight. What
we need to be asking is, what happens if we lose? And no one
will answer that question. If we lose, how are we going to miti‐
gate the consequences of this?
Itʹs so much easier for us to cover this as a political horse race.
It’s on the cover of The New York Times today, what this means
for the ʹ08 election. But weʹre not asking the central national se‐
curity question, because it seems that if as a reporter you do ask
the national security question, all of a sudden youʹre carrying
Bush’s water. There are national security questions at stake, and
weʹre ignoring them and the country is getting screwed. 32

She is talking about the entire mainstream media press corps. All
of them are refusing to write articles that look at what is best for the
country because if they look at what is best for the country, the impli‐
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cations will support President Bush, while the goal of the press is to
undermine President Bush.
In answer to Pamela’s outside‐the‐bubble viewpoint, co‐panelist
Steve Roberts (ex Washington Bureau Chief for the New York Times),
exampled the Bush‐hating mentality that Pamela had just described:
I think still in the press corps there’s a sense of failure having in
the early days of the war not revealed and not been able to call
to account an administration which we now know was fabricat‐
ing intelligence, was wrong on weapons of mass destruction,
wrong on the presence of al Qaeda. There is a sense of failure in
the press corps for having not been tough enough then. I think
theyʹre making up for it. 33

Roberts is still doing everything he can to support Joe Wilson’s
treasonous lies about President Bush “fabricating intelligence.” He
and his cohorts did everything in their power to support the whole list
of Iraq war hoaxes, and while they did succeed in making these lies
stick in many people’s minds, they failed to make them stick suffi‐
ciently to bring down President Bush. He has not been impeached.
The press failed to enmesh him in legal tangles or otherwise destroy
his presidency, and so, according to Steve Roberts, they naturally feel
a great sense of failure.
The Big Lie (Director’s Cut)
Claiming defeat is the final step of the Big Lie: if you can get enough
people to believe four years of dishonestly negative news, then it be‐
comes “the truth.” After all, such is the academic post‐modernist ide‐
ology from which our media class is spawned. “Truth” is always in
quotes. There is no such thing as actual truth, only interpretation, and
with the 2006 election victory, the media won the battle for interpreta‐
tion. As Washington Post media critic Howard Kurtz put it:
Is it time to stop blaming the media on Iraq? Have we reached
the point where the reality‐‐the objective, unvarnished reality, as
best we can discern it‐‐is universally recognized as pretty bad?
Can 70 percent of the country really have turned against the war
because of the nattering nabobs of negative journalism? 34

Kurtz was responding to the large increase in terror attacks over the
Fall of 2006 (timed demoralize U.S. voters in the run up to the election,
and to secure U.S. defeatism in the wake of the election). So if the en‐
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emy’s media‐focused attacks actually succeed in making things seem
“pretty bad,” years of dishonestly negative war reporting are some‐
how vindicated?
Kurtz knows the dishonesty of the media’s anti‐war reporting as
well as anyone. Again, recall that it was Kurtz who documented the
failure of leading media outlets to let the public know that the SSCI
report had exposed Joe Wilson as a liar. 35 But by Kurtz’ reckoning,
that and a thousand other media deceptions are all irrelevant now. In
true postmodernist fashion, every lie becomes true, once it achieves its
objective of being perceived as true.
Actually, the Iranian decision to join the fight in Iraq is the best
development we could hope for. We now have what we didn’t have
four years ago: an immediate casus belli for effecting regime change in
the most dangerous “axis of evil” state, but as usual, those who think
in terms of manipulative advantage have everyone looking in the
wrong direction. Stop Hitler from getting nukes? When there is a
chance to attack the president instead? Are you crazy?
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid actually understands that we
have a golden opportunity to kick over the mullahcracy in Iran, but he
sees it as a Republican opportunity. That is why, in the wake of nu‐
merous revelations about Iran fighting on the ground in Iraq, he is
determined to stop President Bush from fighting back:
This morning, I’d like to be clear: The president does not have
the authority to launch military action in Iran without first seek‐
ing Congressional authorization. The current use of force resolu‐
tion for Iraq does not give him such authorization. 36

The president always has the constitutional authority to fight who
is fighting us, and under the War Powers Act, he also has statutory
authority to engage for 60 days without congressional approval. Ide‐
ally, of course, Congress would declare war against a country that has
declared war against us many times and is actively waging war
against us. But Reid’s statement, seconded a couple of weeks later by
Senator Hillary Clinton and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, is really
about intentions more than about legal authorities. 37 They are stating
that Democrats will fight to tie President Bush’s hands if the president
tries to fight who is attacking our troops.
The Tuesday after Senator Reid’s declaration in defense of Iran, Ira‐
nian President Mahmoud Ahmadinijad responded to the Bush admini‐
stration’s refusal to rule out military force if Iran does not agree to back
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off its nuclear efforts. He said that Iran need not limit its ambitions be‐
cause “wise men” like Senator Reid won’t let President Bush attack,
deftly invoking the Democrats own talking points: “Mr. Bush is inter‐
ested in making a rumpus in order to save himself, but the conditions
[Senator Reid et. al.] do not let him.” 38
How well he knows our disloyal opposition, repeating their con‐
stant slander: that it is President Bush who trades the national interest
for partisan advantage. This is exactly what the Democrats and our
newspapers will be full of if the president does go for regime change
in Iran: accusations that he is “making a rumpus in order to save him‐
self.” Does anyone doubt it? Ahmadinijad could soon be starring as
the Democratic Party’s leading speechwriter.
The same day he praised “wise men” like Senator Reid, President
Ahmadinijad was quoted telling Syria’s foreign minister that: “the
United States and the Zionist regime of Israel will soon come to the end
of their lives.” 39 Three days earlier, the secretary of Iran’s Expediency
Council declared that Iranian as on the verge of launching devastating
terror attacks against America: “the Iranian nation will strike 10 slaps to
the face of America, in such a way that it will no longer be able to get up
on the stage.” 40 (To hear any of this, you had to go to the Israeli press or
to MEMRI, the invaluable translation service that lets English readers
see what Islamic spokespeople are saying to the Muslim world in Ara‐
bic and Farsi).
In February 2007 the Bush administration formally presented its
mountain of evidence that Iranian weapons and assistance are killing
American soldiers in Iraq. Democrat Senator Christopher Dodd was
having none of it: “Iʹve been around long enough to know this admini‐
stration has tried in the past to sort of doctor the numbers, to cook the
books, to serve their policy goals. Weʹve seen that in the Iraq conflict. So
Iʹm looking at this report with a degree of skepticism.” 41 This is the Big
Lie in action. Every Iraq war hoax, every “Bush lied” lie, is now seen by
the Democrats as conquered territory that they can use to hem in our
military and secure defeat.
Patriotism (Director’s Cut)
Representative Murtha’s plan to defund our troops in Iraq so that:
“They won’t have the equipment, they don’t have the training and
they won’t be able to do the work,” is just one of several explicit plans
put forward by the Democrats in early 2007 to force American defeat
in Iraq. Hillary Clinton picked up Biden’s “undeclare the war” idea as
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her new presidential campaign pitch, posting a videotaped deadline
for defeat on her website: “Now it’s time to say the redeployment
should start in 90 days or the Congress will revoke authorization for
this war.” 42 Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi hammers at every op‐
portunity that in electing the Democrats, the people were demanding
change in Iraq, which to her means a change from seeking victory to
admitting defeat.
In an interview with ABC News, Vice President Dick Cheney was
so rude as to point out how declaring defeat would mean victory for
our enemies: “The al‐Qaida strategy is to break the will of the Ameri‐
can people…try to persuade us to throw in the towel and come home,
and then they win because we quit.” “If we were to do what Speaker
Pelosi and Congressman Murtha are suggesting, all we will do is vali‐
date the al‐Qaida strategy.” 43
Nancy Pelosi complained that Vice President Cheney was question‐
ing her patriotism. “I didnʹt question her patriotism,” Cheny corrected,
“I questioned her judgment.” 44 But he should have questioned her patri‐
otism. When Nancy Pelosi and other left‐wing Democrats call them‐
selves patriotic, they are referring to their efforts to save the soul of
America from those who they regards as America’s real enemy: the Re‐
publicans.
Victory in Iraq would boost Republican electoral prospects while
defeat in Iraq would damage Republican prospects, so the Democrats
seek defeat. The Iraq war is “lost” and the Democrats will “pick up Sen‐
ate seats” because of it, says Senate Majority leader Harry Reid, as he
works feverishly to de‐fund the war in time to insure these outcomes.
Different views of how to attain victory are patriotic. A determination to
achieve defeat (in a war that most Democrats voted for) is not.
You might think there is no way that the Democrats would will‐
fully abet the Iranian and al Qaeda monsters that we are fighting in
Iraq, but such behavior is no more extraordinary than Superintendent
Joanne Hanley willfully abetting the building of a terrorist memorial
mosque on the Flight 93 crash site, or the entire mainstream media
willfully abetting the blatant treason of Joe Wilson. In each case, the
same cognitive process is at work. People think it can be to their ad‐
vantage to avoid the truth, but all it does is create divorce from reality,
so that they become oblivious to the harm that they do, and America is
now sicker with this disease than it has ever been.
Here is a measure of our moral weakness: a nation that lost 8,000
soldiers a month in World War II (with half of our current population)
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now finds 50 a month unsustainable in a war that is steadily achieving
its aims of a self‐reliant and democratic Iraq. After watching all the
post‐election defeatism, Sergeant T.F. Boggs penned his disappoint‐
ment:
I feel like all of my efforts (30 months of deployment time) and
the efforts of all my brothers in arms are all for naught. I thought
old people were supposed to be more patient than a 24 year old
but apparently I have more patience for our victory to unfold in
Iraq than 99.9 percent of Americans. 45

Actually, it is more like 25.1% who don’t have patience for victory,
influenced by another 25.1% who are absolutely desperate for defeat.
Our Democrat and media elites believe that they earned defeat
when the Democrats won Congress, and that no one can take that
prize away from them. They may be right. If the electorate was unable
to withstand the media’s anti‐war propaganda, what counterforce is
left? All the mainstream media needs to worry about now is keeping
people away from that pesky alternate media, before too many Ameri‐
cans figure out that they have been getting half their news from Al
Jazeera for the past four years.
Of course it doesn’t make sense that American power should be en‐
trusted to those who despise it, but making sense is not what leftists do.
They sacrifice truth for manipulative advantage. The result can only be
nonsense, but just because they don’t make any sense doesn’t mean that
they cannot succeed in manipulating their way to power. It just means
that we will all be very sorry if they do.
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