Benefit of Hindsight?

By Robert Ginnaven


I think I’m beginning to understand the phrase that hindsight is 20/20, and why the phrase presents a reasonable defense for the Bush administration’s failure to avert the attack on the World Trade Center.  Based upon recent disclosures of the events leading up to September 11th, it is clear as we look back on the evidence that there were good reasons existing before 9/11 that our government could have expected a terrorist attack from bin Laden’s al Quaida in the manner in which it occurred. Indeed, the memo entitled “Bin Laden Determined To Strike In US”, was received by George Bush a month before the attack that forewarned the FBI had information that al Quaida operatives might be planning a hijacking in the United States and targeting a building in lower Manhattan.  As the President has fairly pointed out, however, he never saw any intelligence suggesting a “time and a place” for any such attack.  On Easter Sunday, Bush candidly acknowledged that, “Of course we knew that America was hated by Osama bin Laden.  That was obvious.  The question was, who was going to attack us, when and where and with what.”


I suppose the question today still is, who’s going to attack us next, and when and where will it be?    Imagining the fallout from another attack is reason enough to hunt down our enemy before it happens again.  Bush cannot be fairly criticized for being hawkish at this sensitive time and has the support of his Country to pursue war against terrorists posing an imminent threat to our national security.  Unless we expect the enemy to send us a memo warning us when and where they will strike next, we must be proactive in our effort.  


So let’s let Bush off the hook for his inability to predict the future, and concede to his defense that hindsight is 20/20.  Let us consider, however, the benefit of hindsight.    

We now know that Saddam Hussein attempted to assassinate our President’s father.  We now know that the President’s father was criticized by his advisors for failing to pursue Saddam Hussein’s elite guard at the close of the Gulf War. We now know that Bush’s advisors, including Vice President Cheney, who were also advisors to Bush’s father, have been beating the drum trying to develop a reason to avenge the perceived failure of the first Bush administration.  We now know that Bush’s advisors, including Vice President Cheney, persuaded Bush there was evidence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq that posed an imminent threat to our national security.  We now know that there were no weapons of mass destruction in Iraq.  We now know that in the wake of 9/11, Bush’s advisors, including Vice President Cheney, convinced him there was a link between Iraq and al Qaida.  We now know and are continuing to learn that there is not, and never has been, a link between Iraq and al Qaida.  

Now that we know all of these things, is there a benefit to be derived from the clear vision we now have as we look back on Bush’s decisions since 9/11?  

Certainly it is now clear that we are sending our sons and daughters to their deaths for reasons that, with the benefit of hindsight, we know to be false.  Certainly it is now clear that we would not be in the mess we are in if it had not been for the misguided advise of Bush’s advisors.  Certainly it is now clear that Bush has no intention of admitting any fault on his part, and that he will continue to push the buck off to the FBI and the CIA.  Certainly it is now clear that Bush is going to protect his misguided advisors, because he can’t do what he’s been doing without them.  

Can we afford to adhere to the old saying; “You got us into this mess, now you get us out?”  Or, with the clear benefit of hindsight, is it time to say, “Vote the rascals out?”      
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