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Campaign 2004: Where They Stand

Cheney’s Strategic
Policies and Iraq War

The following isthefirst of a series of documentary compari-
sons of the views of the 2004 Democratic Presidential con-
tenders. The topics are those raised by Lyndon LaRouche's
candidacy since Jan. 1, 2001, and therefore we place him
first. The other candidates are listed, by topic, in the order of
the number of their itemized campaign contributions.
(LaRoucheis number two by this count.) Futureinstallments
will deal with other foreign policy matters, economic policy,
and related issues.

Cheney’s Neo-Conservative
War Policy

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
LaRouche warned at the out-
set of the Bush Administration, of
the danger of those—in the circle
of Dick Cheney, John Ashcroft
and others—whose reaction t
the worsening economic/finan-
cial crisis, would be for rule-by-
emergency as a pretext for wa
and repression; namely, fascism.
He repeated those warnings, in“h
particular at the time of the Sept.
11, 2001 attack, and to the point
of calling for the resignation of Vice President Dick Cheney
in September 2002.

F

“ Reichstag Fire” warning, Jan. 3, 2001 webcast:

“If the Bush team occupies the Presidency, and sticks to

the policies which it has stated it's firmly committed to, the

United States will very soon be destroyed as a nation; not

did, on Feb. 28, 1933, when the famoNstverordnung
[emergency rule] was established. . . .

“Everyone said, no, Hitler's not going to make it, because
the majority of the population is against him. Then, on Feb.
28, 1933, theNotverordnung act was passed, on the pretext
of the Reichstag Fire. And this established a dictatorship,
which Germany did not get rid of until 1945.

“Now, I'm not suggesting that the case of Ashcroft is
comparable to the Reichstag Fire. But, it's a provocation, a
deliberate provocation. And if the Democratic Party and
decent Republicans do not combine to throw that nomination
back in the face of the nominator, this Congress isn't worth
anything. That is, because it will have surrendered its dig-
nity. . . .

“What you're going to get, with a frustrated Bush Admin-
istration, if it's determined to prevent itself from being op-
posed, its will, you're going to get crisis management. Where
members of the special warfare types, of the secret govern-
ment, the secret police teams, will set off provocations, which
will be used to bring about dictatorial powers and emotion, in
the name of crisis management.

“You will have small wars set off in various parts of the
world, which the Bush administration will respond to, with
crisis management methods of provocation. That's what
you'll get...."

Responseto Sept. 11, 2001 attacks:
LaRouche was the only one of the Presidential candidates
who was being interviewed even as the terrorist events were
ongoing on Sept. 11, 2001. Speaking on a live radio talk show
in Salt Lake City, Utah, LaRouche said:
“First of all, the first suspicion that’s going to be on this
is Osama bin Laden. That name is going to come up promi-
nently, whether as suspicion—or just suspicion. . . . So, now
you can blame Osama bin Laden. At some point, you go in
and kill him, and you say the problem was solved. But you
never considered who sent, who created Osama bin Laden,
and who protected him, and deployed his forces and name for

these purposes. . .. Somebody wants this thing to go out of

control. That's why they’re doing this. This is not an attack;
this is aprovocation. It's a provocation with an intention
behind it. To create a programmed reaction from the institu-

turban some place in the world, trying to get revenge for
what's going on in the Middle East. This is something dif-

years down the line, but perhaps in a very short period oferent.”

time. . ..
“We are not only in the worst financial crisis in modern

history, the biggest one; we're also in, globally, a potential
global economic breakdown crisis—that is, something quali-

tatively worse than a depression. . . .

“If the Democrats in the Congress capitulate to the Ash-

croft nomination, the Congress is finished.
“This is pretty much like the same thing that Germany
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Cheney’'sRole:
On Sept. 20, 2002, following the White House release of
its draft declaration of war on Irag, and the document “The
National Security Strategy of the United States,” LaRouche
pointed to fraud, and called for the resignation of Vice Presi-
dent Dick Cheney. LaRouche wrote (“Iraq Is a Fuse, But
Cheney Built the Bomb”):
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tions of the United States. This is not some dumb guy with a
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Vice President Dick Cheney isthe kingpin of the neo-conservative
faction in Washington, who has been committed to war against
Iraq since his stint as Secretary of Defense during the Bush ‘41
Administration. The 9/11 attacksjust provided the pretext to
implement the policy, which LaRouche has compared to a

“ Reichstag Fire” provocation.

“The following three, crucial sets of facts concerning
these two wretched documents are most notable.

“Fact #1: The existing proof is, that neither of these two
documents has been prompted in any way by factually de-
fined, recent developments within the Irag-controlled por-
tions of the areawithin that nation’ s borders, nor the fraudu-
lent claim by the Administration, that the U.S. ‘war on
terrorism’ isareaction to the attacks on the U.S.A. by any of
the nations or organizations fingered as ‘rogue states,’” since
Sept. 20, 2001.

“Thefact is, that the policies contained within those two
fraudulent documents, were first surfaced during Spring
1990, as emissions of atask force directed by then-Secretary
of Defense Dick Cheney, atask force then headed by Paul
Wolfowitz, LewisLibby, and Eric Edelman. Although unsuc-
cessful until now, they represent the persisting, mad obsession
of Dick Cheney and his Chicken-hawk accomplices over the
course of no lessthan the past dozen years.

“Fact #2: The evidence since 1992 is, that the policy ut-
tered in those documents, is not a reflection of 2001-2002
devel opments, but ismerely but another of many rewarmings
of the previously failed work product embodied in a Septem-
ber 2000 revival of the previously suppressed Cheney doc-
trineof 1990. Thiswasapolicy of Vice Presidential candidate
Dick Cheney, designed asaglobal strategic doctrineintended
to govern the foreign policy of a 2001-2005 Bush Adminis-
tration.

“Fact #3: Thisdoctrine, pushed repeatedly by Cheney and
his Chicken-hawk accomplices since 1990, had no notable
successin securing adoption until theeventsof Sept. 11, 2001.
Although no actual proof of the authorship of the Sept. 11,
2001 physical attacks on New York City and Washington,
D.C., has been presented by any government, without those
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attacks, the previously unsuccessful policies of Cheney and
his Sharon-allied Chicken-hawks could not have been
brought forth as the two new Bush Administration doctrines
now. Solely as a result of the psychological impact of Sept.
11, 2001, Cheney, his Chicken-hawks, and Ariel Sharon, are
now being given the war they have desired so passionately,
so obsessively, over adozen yearsto date.

“In summary, Vice President Dick Cheney’s recurring
wet dreams of a U.S. worldwide Roman Empire are, in and
of themselves, theworld’ sgreatest singlethreat to the contin-
uation of civilization in any part of this planet today. These
facts demand that Cheney’s prompt resignation be sought,
and accepted.”

On June 7, 2003, Lyndon LaRouche demanded a full
investigation of Vice President Cheney. The campaign re-
lease stated, “The charges against Cheney are centered on
the fact that the Vice President repeatedly used documents,
allegedly from the government of Niger, purporting to show
Iragi government efforts to purchase large quantities of ura-
nium precursor ‘yellow cake' from that African nation, long
after he learned that the documents were forged.

“On June 2, Rep. Henry Waxman (D-Calif.), the ranking
Democrat ontheHouse Government Reform Committee, sent
aletter to President George W. Bush, demanding afull expla
nation from the Administration, as to why senior Bush Ad-
ministration officials, including Vice President Dick Cheney,
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, and the President
himself ‘ cited forged evidence about Irag’ sattemptsto obtain
nuclear materials.’

“LaRouche said, ‘Let there be no mistake about it. The
nature of these charges constitute hard grounds for impeach-
ment. The question hasto betaken head on. Itistimefor Dick
Cheney to come clean. | want to know exactly what Dick
Cheney knew and when he knew it. The charges are grave
and specific and leave no wiggle room. Determining who
knew what and when is, at this time, an urgent matter of
national security.’”

Concerning the $87 billion Administration supplemental
budget for Irag, LaRouche has characterized it as “the Halli-
burton Relief Act.”

OnJuly 6, 2003, four days after LaRouche’ s July 2, 2003
international webcast again demanded Cheney’ s ouster, for-
mer Amb. Joe Wilson went public with the story that he had
been sent to Niger, at Cheney’ sinsistence, to investigate the
“yellow cake” allegationsagainst Irag, and found no basisfor
the charges. With the appearance of that “smoking gun,” the
stench of Watergatewasin theair, and remains so to this day.

Howard Dean

Over 2003, the Dean campaign and website compiled a
list of what were called ™ Howard Dean’s Sixteen Ques-
tions’— thenumber chosentoreflect the* 16 words” referenc-
ing supposed Niger uranium supplies to Irag, which were
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inserted into President Bush's January 2003 State of the
Union Address. Dean blames the “White House”: “If you
can't or won't answer these 16 questions, Mr. President, | call
on the Republicans in Congress to stop blocking efforts to
create an independent, bipartisan committee to investigate
what isamatter of the highest importance: whether your deci-
sion to go to war was sound and just.”

Some of the “Dean Sixteen”
questions:

“13. Mr. President, we need
to know why you said on May 1,
2003, that thewar was over, when
U.S. troops have fought and one
or two havedied nearly every day
sincethen and your generalshave
admitted that we are fighting a
guerrilla war in Irag. (Abizaid,
Gen. John, 7/16/2003). . .

“15. Mr. President, weneed to
know what you werereferring to in Poland on May 30, 2003,
when you said, “for those who say we haven't found the
banned manufacturing devices or banned weapons, they’re
wrong. Wefound them.” (The Washington Post, Mike Allen,
5/31/2003)"

Dean’ swebsite cites his speech to the Council on Foreign
relations on June 25, 2003, in which he said:

“Last October, four of themajor contendersfor the Demo-
cratic nomination supported the President’s pre-emptive
strike resolution five months before we went to war without,
aswe now realize, knowing the facts.

“| stood up against this administration and even when
70% of the American people supported the war, | believed
that the evidence was not there and | refused to change my
view. As it turned out, | was right. No Democrat can beat
George Bush without the same willingness that John F. Ken-
nedy showedin 1962. A President must betough, patient, and
willing to take a course of action based on evidence, and
not ideology..

“1 question the judgment of those who led us into this
conflict—this unfinished conflict that has made us, on bal-
ance, not more secure, but less. Although we may have won
thewar, we arefailing to win the peace.”

The website said he did not “back away” from this posi-
tion after the war began. But the Washington Post quoted
him on March 21, 2003: It “calls for a change in how you
campaign. I'mgoingto say what | think . . . but | am going to
support the troops and then I’'m going to campaign without
criticizing the President by name.”

John Kerry

Senator K erry’ scampaign hasbeen characterized by what
LaRouche called a“Hamlet-like” wavering on thevital issue
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of Cheney’ s neo-conservative war policy.

At first, he supported the war,
and in Fall 2002, he voted for the
Senate resolution authorizing
military forcein Iraqg.

Then on March 12, 2003,
Kerry, a his Boston campaign
kickoff, called theBush Adminis-
tration’s handling of Irag, “the
weakest diplomacy in our his
tory.” He said then, that that war
was dtill avoidable: “I believe a
great nation like ours should only
go to war asamatter of last resort. . . .

“Wevoted to gotothe UN in order to avoid war, if possi-
ble, not to permitit. We voted to goto the UN asthe best hope
of holding the administration responsible. | till believethere
istimeto hold them responsible and do thisright.”

In a stump speech in Lebanon, N.H. on June 18, 2003,
Kerry charged that President Bush had“ misled” the American
people around the Iraq war, saying that Bush broke his prom-
ises to build an international coalition against Saddam Hus-
sein, and then waged the war based on questionable intelli-
gence. Kerry cited two pieces of dubious intelligence: the
claim that Irag sought to purchase nuclear material from Af-
rica (referring to Niger), and the claim that Iraq had aerial
weapons capable of attacking the United States with biologi-
cal agents. Kerry said that there should be a Congressional
investigation, becauseit was not clear whether Bush acted on
poor, distorted, or politicized intelligence.

In a July 13, 2003 CNN interview, Kerry said that he
did not consider that the Iraq intelligence question had been
settled by making Director of Centra Intelligence George
Tenet thefall guy. While noting that some people wanted war
with Iran, Syria, North Korea, he did not name names. He
said that he had voted for war with Irag expecting that the
Bush Administration would not act unilaterally, but seek sup-
port from Russia, Germany, and France.

On Sept. 29, 2003, Kerry called for the creation of a
special counsdl to investigate the Administration’s actions
concerning Amb. Joseph Wilson and hiswife, Valerie Plame.
Kerry said, “This is more than another example of politics
driving the Bush Administration. The bottom line is that
outing a CIA agent endangers lives, threatens national secu-
rity, and breaks faith with those who put their lives on the
line to protect this county. . . . Thisinvestigation should be
immediately removed from the palitics of the Department
of Justice. Too many serious questions exist to risk allowing
any potential for political intervention. The track record of
John Ashcroft and this Justice Department do not adequately
assure Americans that legitimate questions will be answered
fully without any political bias. A specia counsel should be
appointed immediately so that we can find out how George
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Bush let this happen and hold those responsible ac-
countable.”

John Edwards

Response to 9/11: On Sept.
14, 2001, asamember of the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelli-
gence, EdwardsproposedtheAir-
port and Seaport Terrorism
Prevention Act to improve se-
curity.

Buildup for war: Edwards
supported the Senate resolution
authorizing military force against
Iragin Fall 2002.

Cheney's role; On Sept. 30, 2003, Edwards called on
Bush to crack down on former administration officialslobby-
ing for sweetheart government contracts and proposed a new
independent panel to overseethenearly $20billioninfundsto
rebuild Irag. “Vice President Cheney’s Halliburton receives
morethan $2 billionin Irag reconstruction contracts,” hesaid,
and Bush’ s campaign manager, Joe Allbaugh, has started his
own consulting firm to profit from thewar in Irag.

JoeLieberman

Senator Lieberman (R.l.) is
the leading Democratic spokes-
man in the Senate for the Cheney
neo-conservative war policy.

In 1998, according to hiscam-
paign website, “he and Sen. John
McCain cosponsored the lragi
Liberation Act, which—when
signed by President Clinton—
madeachange of regimein Bagh-
dad official United States policy
and provided assistance to forces
within Irag seeking to depose Saddam’ s brutal dictatorship.”

Responseto 9/11: On Oct. 11, 2001, Lieberman and Sen.
Arlen Specter (R-Pa.) jointly proposed the creation of a Cabi-
net-level Department of Homeland Security.

Buildup for war: In 2002, Lieberman wasthe lead Senate
sponsor of the resolution giving the President the authority to
use military force, if necessary, to disarm Saddam.

On Jan. 13, 2003, in Stamford, Conn.: “1 felt from the
end of the Gulf war that the U.S. made amistakein not going
to Baghdad and taking out Saddam Hussein whilehismilitary
wasindisarray.” He added that, since 9/11, he hasfully sup-
ported what President Bush has done, up until now, but that
“there was some uneasy news out of the administration, last
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week, which seemed to have raised some questions about
whether President Bush was going to stay the course with
regard to Saddam.”

The New York Post, Feb. 25, 2003, reported: Speaking at
an lowaevent organized | ast week by alocal labor leader who
opposes the war, Lieberman said that the 1991 Persian Gulf
War, which he had co-sponsored a resol ution to conduct, had
left Iragi President Saddam Hussein in power. Lieberman
added, “| worried then and throughout the ’ 90s that we were
allowing Saddam to become a ticking time bomb. I’m not
going to oppose a policy [of regime change] that I’ ve sup-
ported for 12 years just because the person who happens to
be the Commander in Chief of the United States today is
aRepublican.”

OnMarch 17, 2003, Lieberman embraced the war drive.
“It’ s time to come together and support our great American
men and women in uniform and their commander-in-chief,”
he said. “If military action is necessary, the fault will clearly
be Saddam Hussein's.”

Dick Gephardt

Gephardt, thentheHouseMa-
jority Leader, in Fall 2002 voted
infavor of theresol utionauthoriz-
ing the use of military force in
Irag. When criticizing Adminis-
tration policy, he hasfocussed his
fire against Bush, letting Cheney
off the hook.

On June 18, 2003, Gephardt
jumped on the neo-con band-
wagon and blamed the Saudisfor
9/11, in a speech to the Silicon
Valey ManufacturersGroup. “ Oil profitsfrom Saudi oil fam-
iliesliteraly helped to fund the ungodly attackson Sept. 11,”
hesaid. “Isthat wherewewant to send our hard-earned cash?’
Dependence on Saudi ail, he said, “is the reason the [Bush]
administration never spoke out about the clear evidence that
Saudi citizenswere funding Al-Qaeda.”

InaJuly 8, 2003 campaign press rel ease on theincorrect
intelligence statement about Iraq and Niger, in Bush's State
of the Union address: “President Bush's factual lapse in his
State of the Union address can not be simply dismissed as
an intelligence failure. The President has a pattern of using
excessive language in his speeches and off-the-cuff remarks.
This continued recklessness represents a failure of presiden-
tial leadership.”

Wesley Clark
The former NATO Supreme Commander and retired
four-star general has blown hot and cold on Iraq policy.
Response to 9/11: In an interview with NBC “Meet the
Press’ on June 15, 2003, Clark revealed that on 9/11, while
he was doing television interviews, people around the White
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House asked him to blame Saddam Hussein for the attacks.
“Therewasaconcerted effort during the Fall of 2001, starting
7 immediately after 9/11, to pin 9/
1 11 and the terrorism problem on
v Saddam Hussein. It came from
people around the White House. |
gotacall on9/11—I wasonCNN,
and| gotacall at my homesaying,
‘You've got to say this is con-
nected—this is state-sponsored
terrorism. This has to be con-
nected to Saddam Hussein.” And
| said, ‘but I'm willing to say it,
but what' s[the] evidence? And |
never got any evidence. And these were people who were
Middle East think-tanks and people like this. | mean, there
was alot of pressure to connect this, and there were alot of
assumptions made. But | never personally saw the evidence,
and didn't talk to anybody who had the evidence to make
that connection.”

Clark did not expose this Administration pressure on him
until long after 9/11, indeed after the war against Iraq was
(supposedly) over.

In Clark’ s2002 book Winning Modern Wars, he saysthat
in November 2001, “one of the senior military staff officers
[told me] . ... wewere still on track for going against Irag.
... Thiswas being discussed as part of afive-year campaign
plan, ... and there were atotal of seven countries. .. Iraq,
then Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Iran, Somalia, and Sudan. . . . |
left the Pentagon that afternoon deeply concerned. | moved
the conversation away, for this was not something | wanted
to hear. And it was not something | wanted to see moving
forward, either.”

The website www.blackcommentator.com pointsout, “ If
Wesley Clark isto bebelieved, he kept this Pentagon conver-
sation—and his deep concern—to himself for nearly two
years, going public only when it suited his purposes as a
purveyor of books and newly-hatched Democratic candidate
for President.”

Cheney’srole: OnNov. 12, 2003, Clark wasasked, “ What
about Cheney?’ at acampaign event at Plymouth State Col-
legein New Hampshire. Hereplied, “ Oh, Cheney, don’t pick
on him. There are people who tell me we should fire
Rumsfeld; | am not going to get into that. | think we should
blame it on the President’s policies and defeat him in the
next election.”

DennisKucinich

Kucinich has been a consistent opponent of the war, and
has gone further than any candidate except LaRouche, in put-
ting aspotlight on Cheney’srole.

On March 21, 2003, after the war against Irag began, he
said: “Thisis asad day for America, the world community,
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and the people of Irag. Tonight, | hope and pray for the safe
return of our troops and the end to this unjustified war.

“President Bush haslaunched
an unprovoked attack against an-
other country. Iraq does not pose
an imminent threat to the U.S. or
any of its neighboring nations.
Irag was not responsible for the
terrorist attacks of Sept. 11. To-
night, President Bush has com-
manded U.S. forces to go to war
in violation of American tradi-
tions of defensive war that have
lasted since George Washington.
This war is wrong; it violates the Constitution and interna-
tional law.”

OnApril 1,2003, inaspeech ontheHousefloor, Kucinich
said: “ Stop the war now. As Baghdad will be encircled, this
isthe timeto get the UN back in to inspect Baghdad and the
rest of Iraq for biological and chemical weapons. . . . Thiswar
has been advanced on lie upon lie. Irag was not responsible
for 9/11. Iraq was not responsible for any role al-Qaeda may
have had in 9/11. Irag was not responsible for the anthrax
attacks on this country. Irag did not tried to acquire nuclear
weapons technology from Niger. Thiswar is built on false-
hood. . . .”

Cheney’srole:

During floor debate on June 26, 2003 in the House on
the 2004 Intelligence Authorization bill, Kucinich offered an
amendment to require the CIA Inspector General to audit
all telephone and electronic communications between Vice
President Dick Cheney and the CIA regarding | ragi weapons.
Kucinich cited aWashington Post story about Cheney travel-
ling often to the CIA to review Iraq intelligence and putting
pressure on CIA anaysts to make their assessments meet
Administration policy objectives.

Kucinich stated that “we now know that there were not
vast stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq when
the U.S. invaded and that, therefore, Iragq did not pose an
imminent threat to the United States, as the administration
claimed before the war.”

“The question remaining,” he continued, “is whether the
administration compelled the Central Intelligence Agency to
release raw, undisseminated information they knew to be un-
reliable” in order to try to make the case that “that Iraq posed
an imminent threat to the United States.”

“Did the Vice President play arolein making falseinfor-
mation become the public reason the President went to war
inlrag?’ Kucinich asked.

From a July 9, 2003 press release: “It is clear, that the
time hascomefor afull and publicinvestigation into therole
the Vice President played in the lead-up to the war in Irag.”
The title of the press release is, “What Else Was the Vice
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President Hiding? Vice President’ s Office Knew Niger Evi-
dence Was Unreliable Almost a Year Before the State of
the Union.”

On July 15, 2003, Kucinich sponsored a briefing at the
Rayburn House Office Building, featuring experts from the
Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity (VIPS). Kuci-
nich criticized President Bush and hisNational Security Advi-
sor Condoleezza Rice for putting the blame on CIA Director
George Tenet for theinfamous“ 16 words,” and omitting that
Vice President Cheney’s office learned of the forged Niger
evidence back in February of 2002. K ucinich a so pointed out
that Bush and Rice “have refused to divulge what happened
during Vice President Cheney’s multiple ‘unusua’ visits to
meet personally with CIA Irag analysts, in which they report-
edly felt ‘ pressured.’”

Al Sharpton

Sharpton’s website has noth-
ing on any of the issues here un-
der discussion.

Carol Moseley Braun

A consistent opponent of the
war, Moseley Braun has been
short on policy specifics, and has
had nothing to say about Cheney.

AtaSept. 19, 2003 presscon-
ference she said: “In the rush to
war, the Administration has ob-
scured thegoal s, dissimulated the
costs, disparaged our friends and
alies and branded as unpatriotic
ordinary Americanswho posele-
gitimate questions. It has squand-
ered the universal credit and sympathy American received
after 9/11, and it has damaged our aliances and the United
Nations.”

From Sept. 8, 2003, remarks on CNN’s Crossfire: “1 op-
posed this war. | thought that the Congress missed—abdi-
cated its Article |, Section 3-Section 8 authority under the
Congtitution by giving a President who had not gotten the
popular vote of the American people unilateral authority to
go in with a pre-emptive war in Irag. | didn’t think it had
anything to do with the war on terrorism. I've caled it a
misadventure. So we shouldn’t be there, in my opinion. But
having been—now that we're there, we've got young men
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and women in the field. We cannot abandon them. We have
to give them the support they need to get the job finished.
Americansdo not cut and run.”

Who Are the Neo-Cons?

LaRouche

LaRouche “wrote the book”
on the neo-conservative war fac-
tion, including the circulation by
hiscampaign of millionsof copies
of the pamphlet The Children of
Satan, and numerousarticles pro-
viding the historical background
necessary to understand why the
Cheney clique would launch a
foolish and unnecessary war
against Irag. In awebcast on July
2,2003, “WeAreNow at aTurn-
ing Point”:

“In the recent period, we' ve had something like the Ver-
sailles system [economic relations based on unpayabl e repa-
rations and debts], or worse: the floating-exchange-rate mon-
etary system, which is now disintegrating. This system has
inspired some people—like the fascists, the Synarchists of
the late 1920s and 1930s, who launched the Hitler effort—to
launch asimilar effort inside the United States. The effort is
centered on those we call the ‘neo-conservatives.” Not only
the neo-conservatives inside the Republican Party, gathered
around Dick Cheney, the Vice President; but the neo-conser-
vatives, aso, who are their buddies, inside the Demaocratic
L eadership Council, and those corresponding sections of the
Democratic National Committee. . .

“Now, thisgroup hastwo levels: It hasapolitical level of
agents, and peoplelike Cheney, thefollowers of Leo Strauss,
the so-called neo-conservativesin the United States, today—
whether in the Republican Party or in the leadership of the
Democratic Party. The DLC [Demoacratic Leadership Coun-
cil], for example—are Synarchists, of this category, U.S. of-
ficial category: ‘Synarchist/Nazi-Communist,” dating from
the 1920s, 1930s, 1940s. They still exist.

“Behind the people like the Cheneys and so forth, who
are the tools of this group, are groups of bankers, financial
interests, dating back from the 14th-Century fondi of the fa-
mous Lombard bankers, that caused the crisis of that period.
These small groups of people, faced with afinancia crisis,
and with great power leverage from behind the scenes, will
say, that in acrisis of thistype, such asthe Versailles system
collapse, or the present collapse, that they know that govern-
ments, pressed, will tend, under pressure of the peopl e, to take
measures which are consistent with the general welfare of the
people and the sovereignty of nations. Therefore, they say,

-
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'we have to prevent that.” And the way to prevent that, isto
install a dictatorship, which will control the situation, under
those kinds of financial conditions.

“That was the case in 1928-1933. That is the case today.
Small groupsof financier interests—and | know many of them
by name, and they're in New Y ork and elsewhere, today—
the same groups, that were behind the Hitler campaign then.
And these are the groups whom the neo-cons represent.”

Howard Dean

The Dean campaign gives no
recognition of the existence of
neo-con networks and menace ei-
ther today, or historicaly. More-
over, the Dean website explicitly
advocates a return to the princi-
ples of Harry Truman, a toady-
figure installed in office by the
utopian forbears of today’s neo-
conwar faction, who deliberately,
and needlessly dropped the
atomic bombs on Japan as a
“shock and awe” act.

The Dean website states, “Fifty-five years ago, President
Harry Truman delivered what was known as the Four Point
speech. Init, he challenged Democrats and Republicansalike
to come together to build strong and effective international
organizations, to support arrangementsthat woul d spur global
economic recovery, to join with free people everywhere in
the defense of human liberty, and to draw upon the genius of
our people to help societies who needed help in the battle
against hunger and illness, ignorance, and despair. Harry Tru-
man believed that aworld inwhich even the poorest and most
desperate had grounds for hope would be a world in which
our own children could grow up in security and peace not
because evil would then be absent from the globe, but because
theforces of right would be united and strong.”

Others

None of the other candidates websites carry any state-
ments, analyses, or policiesfor dealing with the neo-conser-
vative faction gripping the Administration.

Foreign Policy: Getting Out of Iraq

LaRouche

A Nov. 24, 2003 campaign press release, “LaRouche:
‘I'm for the Immediate Withdrawal of U.S. Forces From
Irag,”” was the opening of his answer to a question at his
Nov. 20 campaign event in Detroit, Mich. LaRouche said:
“First of all, U.S. troopsin Iraq are now absolutely useless,
because of the crimes that have been committed by our
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government. That we havelost al credibility inthe situation.
So | wouldn't want a single American in that area, at this
time.. ..

“Now ... | would go to our
friends in Europe, in particular,
and our friendsin the Arab world,
around lrag, especialy Egypt,
Syria, and so forth, and | would
propose that, through the United
Nations Security Council, we es-
tablish the arrangements, under
which Iragq was restored as a na-
tion, rebuilt as a nation. Chiefly
with Iragi labor, and whatever
facilities are required to assist
that. This would be taken over by people who are not the
United States, because | don’t think we should be there. Our
very presencethere, isgoing toincitereaction fromthe hatred
wehaveincurred by theway we' vehandled thesituation since
1991...”

OnNov. 28, 2003, the candidateissued astatement on the
withdrawal of U.S. forces from the deteriorating situation in
Irag, titled, “Restore Iraq's Constitution” (see EIR, Dec. 5,
2003). The statement was prompted by the “continued floun-
dering of my putative rivals on the matter of U.S. military
disengagement from Iraq . . . and isalso intended to signal to
President GeorgeW. Bush, Jr., someof hisimmediate options
for liberating the President from the sucking quagmire into
which Vice-President Cheney’s brutish, anti-constitutional
blundering and fraudulent interventions have plunged the na-
tion and its military forces.”

The statement gives three steps: 1) how to withdraw,
and bring in the assistance of the United Nations Security
Council; 2) to restore “the outstanding, historically rooted
congtitution:” of Irag, and foresee the establishment of a
provisional government under that constitution as rapidly as
possible; and 3) “Free the notable Tariq Aziz from captivity
immediately, that he might assume his obvious, and interna-
tionally respected role of influence as the most typical repre-
sentative of the ecumenical spirit of Iraq's constitutional
sovereignty.”

Howard Dean

The Dean campaign website
as of Nov. 25, provided no new
statement on the situation in Iraq,
whilein mid-November the guer-
rilla resistance escalated against
U.S. occupationthere. OnNov. 2,
Dean responded to an incident of
attacks on U.S. troopsin Iraq, by
vowing to bring the perpetrators
“tojustice.”

The specifics offered for Irag
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‘Wal-Mart—Not a Business, It's an Economic Disease
LaRouche: ‘With 10,000 Youth, I'll Become President’
Senate Investigation Has Cheney on the Hot Seat

‘U.S. Is Losing the War’:
Lessons From Iraqi History

Asthe United States was sinking deeper into the quagmire of
ongoing war in lrag, LaRouche stated plainly on Nov. 2, “ Thisis
not a mismanagement problem: The United Satesislosing the
war! And it’slosing that war in the same degreethat it lost the war
in Indo-China.”

policy on the Dean campaign websiteinclude:

* A NATO-led coalition should maintain order and guar-
antee disarmament. Civilian authority in Iragq should betrans-
ferred to an international body approved by the UN Security
Council.

» The UN’s ail for food program should be converted
into an Oil for Recovery program, to pay part of the costs of
reconstruction and transition.

» The United States should convene an international do-
nors conferenceto helpfinancethefinancial burden of paying
for Iraq’ srecovery.

» Women should participate in every aspect of the deci-
sion-making process.

* A means should be established to prosecute crimes
committed against the Iragi people by individuals associated
with Saddam Hussein's regime and a democratic transition
will take between 18-24 months, although troops should ex-
pect to bein Irag for alonger period.

Dean said, “| believe that we need a very substantial in-
creasein troops. They don’t have to be American troops. My
guess would be that we would need at least 30,000-40,000
additional troops.”
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John Kerry

Asof November 2003, Kerry
wants to turn the country over to
the Iragis, and bring U.S. troops
home “as soon as possible,” and
affirms that his leadership would
be superior to Bush’s.

John Edwards

Edwards, who voted for the
war, reiterates that fact on his
website, in November 2003,
along with a general statement
about wanting internationa
“help.”

On Oct. 14, 2003, Edwards
announced that he would vote
against Bush’' s$87 hillion supple-
mental request: “Our troops will [ =
not be safe and this mission will
not succeed until this President
does three things: first, put forward a credible plan for the
rebuilding and self-governing of Irag; second, engage our
allies in a meaningful way; third, take steps to assure the
American people that the rebuilding of Irag will not be ex-
ploited as ameansto give insider sweetheart dealsto Bush's
friends. . ..

“Ridding theworld of Saddam Husseinwastheright thing
todo, and | stand by my vote.”

Joseph Lieberman

Speaking at the Council on
Foreign Relations on Sept. 10,
2003, Lieberman gave Bush “60
days’ to remove occupation vice-
roy Paul Bremer, and replace him
with“aninternationa administra-
tor.” Hesaid, “| didn’t support the
war in lraq so that Americacould
control post-Saddam Iraq. | sup-
ported it to overthrow Saddam
and to turn control of lraq over
to the Iragis.” He said the Bush
Administration has squandered its victories, where “every
step forward has been matched by a stumble,” and that the
Administration “has hoarded authority . .. bungled diplo-
macy . . . pushed alliesto the margin, and has divided rather
than multiplied the strength we need to win the war on ter-
rorism.”

On Oct. 5, 2003, on “Fox News Sunday,” Lieberman
beat the drum for the neo-con campaign against Syria, com-
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paring the Isragli strike against Syria to the U.S. strikes
against al-Qaeda bases in Afghanistan after 9/11. Calling
Israel “our most steadfast dly in theregion...anadlyina
new way since September 11—we're both the victims of
terrorism,” he said, “Unfortunately, the Syrians have contin-
ued to refuse American demands that they break up terrorist
bases and headquartersin their country. And what the Israelis
appear to have done in attacking Syria is not unlike what
we did after September 11 in attacking training camps of
al-Qaeda in Afghanistan.”

Dick Gephardt

From a July 22, 2003 cam-
paignpressrel ease; “ Dick Gepha-
rdt warned that the U.S. has‘won
thewar in Irag, but we'rein seri-
ous danger of losing the
peace.’... Gephardt, an early
supporter of the war in lraqg,
slammed Bush'’s go-it-alone ap-
proach to foreign policy. ‘It's as
if the Bush-Cheney crowd never
met an ally they didn't want to
turninto an adversary,” Gephardt
said. ‘' If | werePresident, I’ d ask NATO tojoinwith usimme-
diately, to secure peace and stability in post-war Irag. I'd go
to the UN right now and ask for a Security Council mandate,
so countries like India and Russia and France and Germany
will joinus.””

OnOct. 15, 2003, Gephardt supported the Bush Adminis-
tration’s $87 billion supplemental budget request for Irag,
“because it isthe only responsible course of action. We must
not send an ambiguous message to our troops and we must
not send an uncertain message to our friends and enemies

inlrag.”

Gen. Wesley Clark

Clark’s detailed “program”
on lrag can be summarized with
his oft-repeated phrase “Early
exit means retreat or defeat.”
Clark calls for considering send-
ing more troops, aswell as coun-
terinsurgency measures,  etc.
Clark callsfor “transforming the
military operation in Irag into a
NATO operation.” His website
states, “General Abizaid, com-
mander of US forces in the Mid-
dle East, would remain in charge of the operation, but he
would report to the NATO Council, as General Clark did as
commander of NATO forcesin Kosovo.”

In aNewsweek interview, July 14, 2003, Clark said: “On
what to do now in Irag, | would define it politically. Put in
place some kind of Iragi government that [has] some sem-
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blance of demaocracy. The first thing I’ d be doing right now
[is] calling provisiona national, regional and local councils
together from all partiesbeforeelectionsareheld. . . I'dtry to
get the Iragisincreasingly involved intaking responsibilities.
Put an Iragi face on all the actions that you can and as much
of the decision making as possible.”

» “[T]heUnited Nationsshould have beeninvolved. Y ou
need the UN for legitimacy, to get nationsto cough up forces
... they want some credit for it from their electorate. And
they’re not going to get any credit by saying, ‘Hey, we're
really good friends with George W. Bush.’ It has to be the
United Nations.”

» “Seek the strongest possible linkage with Europe. | see
a strong transatlantic alliance as the key fulcrum for all else
America doesin the world. I’'m not sure the Administration
seesit that way.”

When he announced his candidacy, on Sept. 17, 2003,
Clark said: “We need to be changing the regional framework
inthe Middle East. Otherwise, wewill certainly end up going
into Syria, Lebanon, Iran, Libya, Sudan, and Somalia. We
don’t havetheforcestodoit. It snot wheretheterrorist threat
is....lwouldn’t[signontoathreat] tostrikelranat thispoint.

“We may need some more [troops in Irag]. It may not
be—idedlly it wouldn’t be American. We'd like to get some
international troops, bring the Iragi security forces up as rap-
idly aspossible. .. .”

On Sept. 18, 2003, Clark said that he would “probably”
have voted for the war authorization, and compared his posi-
tion to that of Kerry and Lieberman in wanting to put maxi-
mum pressure on Saddam. But he corrected that on Sept.
19: “I would never have voted for this war. I've got a very
consistent record on this.”

DennisKucinich

In aNov. 25, 2003 campaign
press release, Kucinich said:
“While various candidates pos-
ture and pretend to have opposed
thewar on Irag more consistently
than they did, they are missing
the opportunity to oppose the oc-
cupation. Holding a debate
months from now over who sup-
ported the occupation more than
another will do nothing for the
livesthat will be lost in the com-
ing days and weeks. The time to begin the end of the occupa-
tion is now.”
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