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Campaign 2004: Where They Stand

Military Policy: Detense of the Nation
In a Time of Global Economic Crisis

The following isPart 3 in a series of documentary compari- policy fight in a Dec. 12, 2003 webcast from Washington,
sons of the views of the 2004 Democratic Presidential conb.C.:

tenders. The topics are those raised by Lyndon LaRouche’s “I'd been working on this since 1977. The idea was that
candidacy since Jan. 1, 2001, and therefore we place hinif the United States and Soviet Union could agree on the
first. The other candidates are listed in the order of the numbedevel opment of certain technol ogies which existed scientifi-
of their itemized campaign contributions. (LaRouche is numeally, that in itself would not prevent a nuclear attack, but
ber two by this countfart 1, in EIR of Dec. 12, 2003, dealt the fact that they had agreed to develop such systems would
with the Irag War and the Cheney neo-conservative coup (wehangethepolicy away from Mutual and Assured Destruction
touch on Iraq policy in what follows below, but see Part 1 toanew policy. Andthiswouldwork, particularly if wewould
for more details);Part 2, in EIR of Dec. 26, 2003, was on use these technologies—which had multiple uses, shall we
economic policy. Marcia Merry Baker, Roch Steinbach, andsay—to help developing countries as well as benefit in terms

Susan Welsh prepared this report.

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

LaRouchehasfor threedecades
been a unique spokesman for a
Classical conception of strategic
defense, asthe cornerstone of mili-
tary policy for the United States.
Strategic Defense combines eco-
nomic and scientific/technological
progress; the developing skill lev-
els of the population; and aforeign ‘a
policy based onfosteringacommu- -
nity of sovereign nation-states, to form a coherent military
policy which is the opposite of the currently predominant
“utopian” conception.

LaRouche was the conceptual author of the policy which
became known as Ronald Reagan’ s Strategic Defense I nitia-
tive. LaRouche had elaborated a program for anti-ballistic
missile defense, based on technologies using “new physical
principles,” which would involve cooperation between the
United States and Soviet Union, to end the Cold War—the
age of Mutual and Assured Destruction (MAD)—andreplace
it with a doctrine of Mutual and Assured Survival. This, he
conceived asa* science-driver,” whichwould revivethemor-
ibund economy of the Soviet Union; shift theeconomiesof the
West toward high-technology, capital-intensive production;
and raise the skill levels and living standards of the Third
World.

Most recently, LaRouche discussed the history of that
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of military application. Reagan, who, apart from all his other
problems, was actually a Roosevelt Democrat by breeding,
was struck on this.

“On economics, hewas unreachable. Y ou couldn’t touch
him on economics; he was just gone. And also, of course, he
adapted to Truman and the right wing, in Hollywood, fa-
mously, in the post-war period. But on thisthing, the SDI, he
agreed. There hasto be an alternative to MAD.

“So, | wasthen put in asituation of back-channel discus-
sion with the Soviet Union on exploring this possibility.
Reagan at some point—I don’'t know exactly what point, |
think it might have been around January of 1983—finally
decided to go with it, and had a meeting with people to make
sure that he would say in his speech—in a five-minute seg-
ment of hisMarch 23, 1983 speech—that hewould say in that
speech exactly what | had been saying to the Soviet govern-
ment in these back-channel discussions. He said it.

“Well, Andropov turned it down.”

Preventive War

In an Oct. 22, 2003 webcast, from Washington, D.C.,
LaRouche also addressed strategic defense policy, denounc-
ing the doctrine of preventive, or pre-emptive war:

“Instead of the lunacy of nuclear preventive war, espe-
cially the preventive nuclear war policies revived by Vice-

President Chenewemustreturntothat principle of strategic
defensewhich was introduced by Carnot and employed by
Scharnhorst, a principle that has been the policy of al of our
great Presidents and military commanders, such as MacAr-
thur and Eisenhower, since. Among these lessons learned
were the emphasis upon the role of an Army Corps of Engi-
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neers, and the importance of shifting the training of soldiers
and sail orsto the principle of mission-orientation introduced
under Scharnhorst.”

Asymmetric Warfare, “ Mini-Nukes’

Since the announcement of a pre-emptive warfare strat-
egy by the Bush-Cheney Administration—including pre-em-
ptive nuclear war—L aRouche has discussed the measures of
“asymmetric warfare” that nationsthat are possibletargets of
such warfare will take, in their own defense. He outlined the
generd idea in an Aug. 17, 2003 campaign policy paper,
“World Nuclear War When? McAuliffe’ sDeadly Delusions:
or, How Harry Truman Defeated Himself”:

“Take one relatively obvious example of the kind of sys-
tems and their measures presently in the making,” he wrote.
“Take relatively very small, very quiet submarines, much
quieter than today’s nuclear-powered military submarines,
smaller submarines loaded with small objects to deposit in
placesrelatively most difficult for defensesto detect. Or, con-
sider very, very deep-diving submarineswhich can do special
tricks. Meanwhile, nuclear and thermonucl ear devices can be
produced in awide range of effects, many of these relatively
small. Also, there are possibilities for producing global ef-
fects, which we, then involved in the proposed SDI, had con-
sidered, back during the mid-1980s, in our defining of the
requirementstoalter theenvironment for short, but significant
intervals of time; that, on arelatively large scale.

“The point being illustrated by the references made, is
that there are many ways in which the U.S.A. nuclear Triad
can be made relatively, asymmetrically obsolete; as by, in
effect, bypassing it with warfare in a different technological
space than it is designed to fight. Thisis not a matter of a
particular weapons-system, but it could beamatter of athreat-
ened adversary’ sdreaming up afeasi bl etechnol ogical dimen-
sion which you, perhaps, had simply not thought about. . . .

“The rampant incompetence in military and related mat-
ters shown by Bush Administration economists generally,
and by Cheney’s and Rumsfeld’'s pack of neo-conserva
tives—and, in that context, in events such as the recent, not
really very secret meeting in [Offutt Air Force Base] Ne-
braska—demonstratesthat any notion of an assumed invinci-
ble strategic doctrine in the intentions of these characters, is
such that any capable, otherwise weaker nation, is intrinsi-
cally capable of discovering how to defeat it, if they have not
already defined such solutions.”

In a speech on Nov. 1, 2003, LaRouche spelled out the
danger of the Cheney policy, and particularly the Pentagon
discussion of using mini-nuclear weaponstoday: “Welivein
a world,” he said, “in which thermonuclear weapons, and
related things, define an environment of Mutual and Assured
Destruction, really. Now, what isCheney talking about, there-
fore? What' s the problem we' re living under? What Cheney
istalking about, and othersaretal king about—theneo-cons—
is: Let’shaveasub-Mutual and Assured Destruction regime.
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L et us conduct nuclear warfare, in such away, that we never
go to full-scale thermonuclear war, but that we use mini-
nukes, and other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, in
order to find alevel between what used to be called ‘ conven-
tional warfare —pre-nuclear warfare—and thermonuclear
warfare, generally. So therefore, to find a ‘middle area’ to
fight limited nuclear warfare, as preventive nuclear warfare;
to establish aworld empire; to eliminate all nation-states, and
establish imperial control over the planet, by this method.”

Universal Service

LaRouche has been an opponent of the “all-volunteer
Army” sinceitsinception, and an advocate of universal mili-
tary service. AsaDemocratic Presidential contender back in
1979, heissued aPresidential Campaign Paper titled Military
Palicy of the LaRouche Administration, inwhich hedescribed
the al-volunteer army as “the most lunatic approach” to the
strategic threatsfacing the United States, and called for “con-
structing apyramid of reserve capabilities, withthebaseof the
pyramid provided by anational organized militiagroundedin
universal military training.” Citing the experience of Lazare
Carnot and Gaspard Mongein France during 1793-1804, and
of West Point under Commandant Sylvanus Thayer, heelabo-
rated: “Every person not disqualified by physical or mental
disahilities, should enter universal military training at the age
of eighteen, following some significant degree of pretraining
as part of secondary-school programs. Universal military
training should be based on acombination of university UMT
programs plus two-year engineering-academy training, in-
cluding a twenty-five percent or greater military-training
component. . .. The national militia reserve is interchange-
ablewiththereserveforcesof anational Corpsof Engineers.”
He explained that, except for the purely military aspects of
theprogram, UMT should cost the nation nothing in net, since
it would provide enormous gains in productivity, relative to
the costs of the engineering training, by raising theskill levels
of theworkforce.

Thisconcept hasfeaturedin LaRouche’ swork throughout
the intervening years.

In an Oct. 22, 2003 webcast, from Washington, D.C.,
LaRouche announced:

“Itisaso my present intention, that during thefirst hours
of my Presidency, | shall present aproposed bill to Congress
restoring national military service of qualified citizens. We
may recall, that it wasthelunaticfolly of theso-called preven-
tive U.S. war in Indo-China which led to the destruction of
national military service of citizens. Aswe have seen lately,
the reform ending the draft did not solve the problem we
experienced in Indo-China, but actually made it worse, as
we have seen the same great folly re-enacted in Afghanistan
and Irag.

“Ithasbeenlargely forgottenthat national military service
was the tradition upon which our constitutional republic was
founded.”
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Nation-Building/Army Cor ps of Engineers

At his Oct. 22, 2003 webcast, LaRouche stressed: “De-
spite our healthy abhorrence of war, national military service
isanintegral part of citizenshipinafunctionally sound repub-
lic. The urgent need for building up the Army Corps of Engi-
neers at thistimeisarelevant example.

“We have a socia problem of first magnitude of impor-
tance among the generations of young Americans who have
little or no qualification for the kind of productive employ-
ment in which they could expect to support a normal family
household. In Franklin Roosevelt’s time, we attacked this
kind of problem with the quasi-militarized Civilian Conser-
vation Corps. On my first day in office, | shall take aseries of
related actions on this problem.

“The fundamental solution for the present bankruptcy of
our nation, liesin halting the cutting of general level sof good-
producing empl oyment i nthe mi sused name of bal ancing bud-
gets, and, instead, expanding the level of total productive
employment, up to the point that the value of the goods pro-
duced exceeds the costs and expenses currently incurred for
the operation of the national economy. We must bring the
level of productive employment up, such that current output
exceeds the current component of costs of maintaining the
nation. The measures we must take immediately to bring this
problem under control, must include measureswhich remedy
the lack of competence for good productive employment
among avery large ration of young Americans.

“Our experience with World War |1 war-time selective
service, when combined with the experience of the CCCs,
shows us the road to transforming presently marginally-em-
ployableyoung Americansinto aquality of employablelabor
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An Army Corps of Engineers
dam construction project in
Portland, Oregon. “ Despite
our healthy abhorrence of
war,” said Lyndon LaRouche,
“national military serviceisan
integral part of citizenshipina
functionally sound republic.
The urgent need for building up
the Army Corps of Engineers at
thistimeisarelevant
example.”

force needed for a successful national economy recovery ef-
fort overall. Snce more than half of the economic recovery
effort neededtoday will bein basic economicinfrastructureat
the Federal, state, and county/municipal level, the combined
role of an Army Corps of Engineers with auxiliaries resem-
bling the CCCsisan obvious leading element of the national
€CONOMI C-T eCOVery process.

“These forces, both military and civilian, shall function
under a principle of mission-orientation. The orientation will
proceed from the role to be accomplished for the nation and
its economy as a whole, by the infrastructure-building pro-
gram as a whole; and from the integral importance of the
function of the particular project to which they are currently
assigned. We must shift theidea of labor, back to the per sonal
satisfaction of the worker in getting the job well done which
is needed for the nation.”

Iraq Policy

A Nov. 24, 2003 pressrel easefrom the LaRouchein 2004
campaign is headlined, “LaRouche: ‘I'm for the Immediate
Withdrawal of U.S. ForcesFrom Irag.’ ” He emphasized that
“U.S. troops in Iraq are now absolutely useless, because of
the crimesthat have been committed by our government. We
havelost all credibility inthe situation. So | wouldn’t want a
single American in that area, at thistime.” He proposed that,
through the United Nations Security Council, weestablishthe
arrangements under which Iraq could be rebuilt as a nation.

“My withdrawal planisvery simple: can we get them all
out overnight? Physically? No. Y ou haveto movethem. How
do you move them? What you do is, your policy saysyou're
going to withdraw your troopsinto certain areas of concentra-
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The U.S occupation of Iraq is feeding the neo-conservatives
doctrine of a“ clash of civilizations” (shown here, a search for
weapons near Kirkuk). Among the Democratic candidates,
LaRouche and Kucinich are calling for immediate U.S.
withdrawal, and turning over to the United Nations, the transition
to Iraqi sovereignrule.

tion for withdrawal. So you pick these territories, and your
little hedgehogs, and you begin to fly the troops out. And the
other forces or whoever comes in to assist the Iragis, will
replace them. So, effectively, on the day the ordersare given,
they will be effectively on the way out. The order will be
believed, and it will beasrapidly aspossible. They will with-
draw to positions which are predetermined as places of con-
centration. And they will be removed, as units. And the other
nations will take over responsibility.”

Veterans

At his Oct. 22, 2003 webcast, from Washington, D.C.,
titled, “ Preparing for the Post-Cheney Era,” LaRouchepriori-
tized military policy under the topic, “Honor the Veteran.”
He began hisdiscussion of this, saying, “Itisa so my present
intention, that during thefirst hours of my Presidency, | shall
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present aproposed bill to Congressrestoring national military
service of qualified citizens. .. .” The principle involved in
this, and the related points he then made about building up
the Army Corps of Engineers, and other measures, all serve
the purpose of restoring the economy of the United States.

In early January 2004, LaRouche commissioned work
for amass-circulation policy document on the economic cri-
sis, andthecrisisof military personnel—activeduty, reserves,
and veterans, saying, “ The time has come to end the turning
of our military into unpaid mercenaries.”

During his campaign, LaRouche has stressed the mea-
sures necessary to assure asound economy, with an adequate
infrastructure base (hospitals, medical corps) and institutions
(Veterans Administration system, pensions) in order to pro-
videfor thelivelihoods of veteransand civiliansaike—jobs,
housing, medical care. Among the points he specified on Oct.
22, for example, was hedlth care. He said, “| shall aso take
immediate action, within the power of the Executive, and by
proposed legislation to the Congress, to fully reactivate the
Veterans Hospital System.”

For health care, LaRouche hasrepeatedly focussed onthe
need to restore a full-service system of VA facilities, and to
stop theshutdown and denial of health care. Hecallsfor repeal
of the HMO system, and all the various forms of “managed
care” being promoted in the military. He callsfor areturn to
the principles of the post-World War 11 Hill-Burton Act, to
provide adequate medical facilities for al (referring to the
1946 bipartisan national hospital-building program).

On Oct. 28, 2001, at the time of the anthrax attacks,
LaRouche issued adocument, “Building a National Defense
Against Germ Warfare,” which called for building up public
health and hospital capabilities, onthebasisof military princi-
ples of logisticsin depth. This has been atheme for decades.
In 1983, in a 15-page paper on the SDI, LaRouche wrote a
detailed profile of the principlesinvolved, under the heading
of “Tasksof Civil Defense,” stressing, “apracticablecivilian
defense medical assistance system will be one modeled on
military medical organizations.” (Fusion, September-Octo-
ber 1983)

Earlier in 2001, LaRouche waged an international effort
toprevent theshutdown of D.C. General Hospital inWashing-
ton, and his campaign pointed out the disastrous process of
destruction of both the military and community facilities
across the nation. Significant health-care infrastructure was
lost when 100 bases in 28 states were closed under the Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 and 1990; then even
more, over the past decade. In Washington, D.C., the Walter
Reed Army Medical Center was designed to treat 1,260 pa-
tients. Asof 2000, it had eliminated all but 240 beds.

In another issue of urgent concern to veterans,
LaRouche' s campaign committee on Sept. 15, 2003 put out
apressrelease stating that when he entersthe White Housein
January 2005, “he will launch a full probe into the circum-
stances surrounding the sinking of the U.S.S. Liberty, during
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the June 1967 Arab-Israeli War. He added that he would call
on President Bush and on all other candidates in the 2004
Presidential race to join him in endorsing such an officia
probe, so that there would be no need to wait for 16 months
to get the investigation moving—while many key witnesses
aredtill aliveand ableto provide their eyewitness evidence.”

Howard Dean
Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense
Howard Dean’'s major

speeches and campaign website
present hisview of military policy,
almost entirely in terms of defend-
ing against terrorism and lowering
the threat of weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD), through improv-
ing “intelligence,” and otherwise
undertaking individual combat ac-
tions. Heindicatesno grasp of stra-
tegic military principles, nor history.

On Dec. 15, 2003, he gave an overview speech, titled,
“Fulfilling the Promise of America: Meeting the Security
Challenges of the New Century,” to the Pacific Council on
International Policy, in Los Angeles. He identified the “ cen-
tral challenges’ as defeating global terrorism and curbing
weapons of mass destruction.

“Firgt,” he said, “we must strengthen our military and
intelligence capabilities so we are best prepared to defend
Americaand our interests. When the Cold War ended, Ameri-
cans hoped our military’s job would become ssimpler and
smaller, but it has not. During the past dozen years, | have
supported U.S. military action to roll back Irag’' sinvasion of
Kuwait, to halt ethnic cleansingin Bosnia, tostopMilosevic's
campaign of terror in Kosovo, to oust the Taiban and al-
Qaedafrom control in Afghanistan. AsPresident | will never
hesitate to deploy our armed forcesto defend our country and
itsallies, and to protect our national interests. . . .”

Dean’ s specifics about how to strengthen the military in-
volve*keeping promises about pay, living conditions, family
benefits, and carefor veterans,” and providing “the best lead-
ership, the best training, and the best equipment.”

Dean stresses building allianceswith other nations, rather
than taking unilateral action; he denounces “makeshift coali-
tions that have to start from scratch every time the alarm
bell sounds.”

In terms of force deployment, Dean uses the concept of
“prevention” efforts abroad. From his website: “Governor
Dean would increase military, intelligence, and police focus
on offensive operations against terrorists operating overseas.
With increased support of our allies, Governor Dean would
provide a multi-layered defense to deter and defeat such at-
tacks. Handin hand asanintegral pieceof our overall national
security strategy, homeland security ‘prevention’ efforts
abroad would be designed to ensure that no terrorist ever
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reaches the U.S. homeland and that al terrorists are denied
accessto any WMD capacity.”

Dean statesthat oneof hisprioritiesisto expand theNunn-
Lugar program for Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR), for
dealing with the“vast nuclear, chemical, and biol ogical mate-
rial inventory left over from the Soviet Union. . . . Weneed a
global fund to combat weapons of mass destruction, not just
in the former Soviet Union, but around the world—that is
much larger than current expenditures. ..."” He calls for
spending $30 billion over ten years—triple current rates; and
for alliesto match that, for atotal of $60 billion, for a“ global
alliance to defeat terror.”

From an undated item on the Dean website: “A Dean
Administration would be guided by the notion that CTR and
related programs are a more urgent priority than National
Missile Defense and would transfer $1 billion per year from
theover $8 billion ballistic missile budget to CTR and rel ated
programs. AsPresident, Howard Deanwill increaseour intel -
ligence, police, and military specia-forces capabilities
abroad to thwart and disrupt terrorist operations. . . .”

Preventive War

From his speeches and website, Dean appears to not rec-
ognize that key figures of the Bush Administration back an
explicit policy of “pre-emptive” or “preventive” war. Dean’s
characterizations of the Bush Administration military policy
remain in the category of general negatives, as stated in
Dean’sDec. 15, 2003 speech (above): that the Administration
isfollowing, “ago-it-alone approach,” a“new radical unilat-
eralism,” and “abrash boastfulness.”

In that speech, he hinted at the issue of “mini-nukes’ and
similar technologies, when hesaid, “| alsowill get America's
defense spending priorities straight, so our resources are fo-
cussed more on fighting terrorism and weapons of mass de-
struction and honoring commitments to our troops and less,
for exampl e, on devel oping unnecessary and counter produc-
tive new generations of nuclear weapons® (emphasis added).

Universal Service
Deanisnot calling for aresumption of the draft.

Nation-Building/Army Corps of Engineers

Dean indicates no recognition of the West Point tradition
of military engineering, the Army Corps of Engineers, and
so on. He makes passing references to nation-building. For
exampl e, to attack Bush over thedebacleinIrag, Deansaidin
hisDec. 15, 2003 speech: “When heranin 2000, thisPresident
expressed disdain for ‘ nation building.” That disdain seemed
to carry over into Irag, where civilian officials did not ade-
quately planfor, and have not adequately supported, the enor-
mouschallenge—much of it borneby our military, of stabiliz-
ing the country.”

In the same speech, Dean called for the United States to
act to narrow the“ now widening gap between rich and poor”

EIR January 16, 2004



in the world, because “ignorance, poverty, and disease” trap
people. “Their misery is a breeding ground for the hatred
peddied by bin Laden and other merchants of death.”

For the U.S. domestic economy, Dean offers unscientific
“post-industrial” proposals for increased energy indepen-
dence as away to combat terrorism, calling for wind power,
ethanol usage, etc. “We must also reduce our over-depen-
dence on Midesast oil. Until we devel op alternative sources of
energy, wewill continueto send billionsof dollarsevery year
tocountriesthat financeradical educational systemsthat teach
young people to hate Christians, Jews, and Americans. Al-
though these obj ectives cannot bereached overnight, wemust
begin to implement an aggressive diplomatic strategy and
rational energy policy that will be necessary to achieve suc-
cesson these fronts.”

Iraq Policy

Dean said in his Dec. 15, 2003 speech, two days after the
announcement of the capture of Saddam Hussein: “Let mebe
clear: My position onthewar hasnot changed. Thedifficulties
and tragedieswe havefaced in Iraq show that the Administra-
tion launched the war in the wrong way, at the wrong time,
with inadequate planning, insufficient help, and at unbeliev-
able cost. An Administration prepared to work with othersin
true partnership might have been able, if it found no aterna-
tiveto Saddam’ s ouster, to then rebuild Iraq with far less cost
and risk.” As of December 2003, Dean continued with these
generalities, making no specific mention of the Cheney/Halli-
burton policy nexus, or other differentiations.

Veterans

Dean hasbeen confronted on where he standson veterans,
because of his 1995 backing for Newt Gingrich’s neo-con
Contract on America. In January 1995, Dean said that the
Congress had become “fossilized,” and the Conservative
Revolution meant, “now we have an opportunity for historic
change, and the question is, how far are we going to go?’
Dean subsequently favored many of the proposed sweeping
program cuts, including for defense and veterans.

On Sept. 28, 2003, Bob Schieffer, onthe TV show “Face
the Nation,” read aquote from Dean from 1995: “Theway to
balance the budget is for Congress to cut Socia Security,
move the retirement age to 70, cut defense, Medicare, and
veterans pensions.” Schieffer asked Dean, “ How about veter-
an’'s pensions? Do you want to cut veterans pensions now”
Deanreplied, “No, | do not. | want to restore the health bene-
fits of President Bush’s cut to veterans.”

Dean’s“Empowering Veterans® statement now callsfor:
1) legidation to fully fund the VA hedlth care system; 2)
ending the “Disabled Veterans Tax” by legidlation to autho-
rizefull concurrent receipt; 3) “return the Department of Vet-
erans Affairstoitsmission of serving veterans, and educating
them about their rightsto quality health carerather than hiding
their rights from them”; 4) full funding for VA programs
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treating mental illness; 5) provideresourcesfor homelessvet-
erans, 6) legidation for sufficient G.I. Bill funding for putting
vets through college or vocational school; 7) “enforce veter-
ans preference statutes applicable to all executive branch
agencies.”

John Kerry

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Senator Kerry most often ad-
dresses defense in terms of how to
deal with the threats of “global ter-
rorism,” and in particular, he
stresses using diplomacy, not re-
sorting to warfare. In 1997, Kerry
wrote The New War, described on
his campaign website as, “an in-
depth assessment of the national se-
curity issues facing the United
Statesin the 21st century.”

In aspeech on Dec. 16, 2003 in Des Moines, lowa, titled,
“Foreign Policy in a Post-Saddam World: Rebuilding Our
Alliancesand Irag,” Kerry stated some general points on de-
fense, without addressing military strategy as such. He said:
“1 believed then [ayear and a half ago], and | believe now,
that Americans deserve better than a false choice between
force without diplomacy, and diplomacy without force. To
provide responsible leadership, we need to take the third path
in foreign policy—a bold, progressive internationalism—
backed by undoubted military might—that commits America
to lead in the cause of human liberty and prosperity. . . .

“Nowhereisthat clearer thaninlrag. . . . The Administra-
tion’s reluctance to share power and responsibility is al the
more stunning because it prevents them from investing Eu-
rope and Middle Eastern neighbors in their own self-interest
not to have afailed state on their doorsteps and borders. . . .

“Thethreat of terror continuesto reach from the streets of
Baghdad and the Middle East to the streets of Asia, Europe,
and America itself. We must not waste this opportunity to
rebuild aliances, both in Irag and against global terrorism.

“We owe this kind of internationalism first of all to our
troops. . . . We need tools of diplomacy equal to the tools of
war” (emphasisintheoriginal).

On Sept. 25, 2003, in an interview on CNN with Paula
Zahn, he said that Defense Secretary Rumsfeld should resign
over hisfalled Irag policy. Kerry accused him of rushing to
war without adequate planning. “Our military is weaker to-
day; they’re overextended.”

The future of the U.S. military is referenced on Kerry's
website, in an undated item titled, “Priorities—Giving Our
Military the Tools and Support It Needs.” Kerry says: “It is
up to Democrats to understand and prepare for the Fourth
Generation Warfare—fighting unconventional forcesin un-
conventional ways—so our nation can be better prepared to
wage and win the new war. ... A modern military means
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smarter, more versatile equipment; better intelligence; ad-
vanced communications; long-range air power; and highly
mobile ground forces.”

Healso callsfor supporting members of the armed forces
with “quality health care, housing, and competitive wages,”
and similar measures. He was co-sponsor of an amendment
to the Department of Defense Authorization Bill to allow the
military to transport family members of those service people
wounded in active duty.

Preventive War

OnJunel7,2003,inaninterview for MoveOn.org, Kerry
was asked whether he would repeal Bush's pre-emptive war
doctrine, and replied, “I spoke out against it during the Sen-
ate's Iraq debate, stating that we should not be ‘ giving Bush
carte blanche to run roughshod over every country that
poses—or may pose—a potential threat to the U.S.’” Bush's
positionisablanket doctrinethat can easily be misinterpreted
and misapplied. AsPresident, | will useforcewhenitisneces-
sary to defend core American values and interests against
imminent threats.”

In October 2002, Kerry voted in favor of the Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force Against Irag Resolution.

Mini-Nukes

Kerry usestheformulation, “ Fourth Generation” warfare,
to refer to “unconventional” combat with unconventional
weapons, but, on his website, he does not differentiate, nor
denounce those in the Administration today, who seek mini-
nuclear weapons and pretextsfor war.

He supports more international weapons control, stating,
“Itistimefor themost determined, all-out effort ever initiated
to secure the world’ s nuclear material s and weapons of mass
destruction.” He fought against U.S. withdrawal from the
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

Universal Service

On Oct. 16, 2003, in Franklin, New Hampshire, a voter
asked Kerry if hewould re-ingtitutethe draft, in order to make
theburden of military serviceequal, because, “ the poor people
fight the war, while the rich people stand by.” According to
the Union Leader coverage, “Kerry said he wouldn't bring
back the draft to deal with the situation in Irag, and would
consider it only in a situation where there was a much larger
war. He said, if the draft were re-instituted, he would want to
seeit administered ‘without politics and favoritism.” ”

On Dec. 2, 2003, at a speech at Boston University, Kerry
said he does not believe there isaneed to re-instate the draft,
which Kerry described asasource of conflict during the Viet-
nam War.

Nation-Building/Army Cor ps of Engineers

Kerry' swebsitehasnoreferencetotheU.S. military tradi-
tion and role of engineering for infrastructure provision for
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nation-building. On May 19, 2003, he called for creation of
“A New Army of Patriots’ for “a nationwide commitment to
national service” for civilians. Functions cited include fire-
fighting, police-work, and other functions, some potentially
connected to security of infrastructure.

Iraq Policy

In his Dec. 16, 2003 speech, Kerry outlined four main
points on Irag: 1) give the UN authority in the rebuilding
process, and development of a new Iragi constitution and
government. “Ambassador Bremer and the coalition Provi-
sional Authority should be sincerely thanked for their ser-
vice—and replaced by a UN Special Representative in Iraq
who will remove the stigma of foreign occupation from our
presencethere.” 2) Increasethe size of the U.S. forcein Irag.
“In the face of grave challenges, our armed forces are spread
too thin.” 3) Set atimetable for transferring political power
and responsibility for reconstruction, over to the people of
Irag; and also, arrange for atrial for Saddam Husseinin Iraq,
in which international participants (jurists, prosecutors, and
investigators) work alongside Iragis. 4) Restore “a sense of
basic order” in Irag. Lawlessness undermines civil society.
For order, “Thejob properly belongsto the new Iragi security
forces. And the United States and the allies we enlist need to
do afar better job of training them—and then transferring
authority to them.”

Veterans

Kerry listsnine priorities: 1) mandatory funding of veter-
ans' health care; 2) granting full concurrent receipt todisabled
veterans (to receive both military retirement pay and disabil-
ity compensation); 3) making the Veterans Administration
responsive; 4) proper financial compensation for soldiersand
their families; 5) full accounting for POW/MIAsS; 6) combat-
ing homelessness; 7) supporting members of the National
Guard and Reservists; 8) protecting family memberswholose
aloved one; 9) not overstretching the military. For the last
point, Kerry calls for a temporary increase of about 40,000
active-duty Army troops, to last out the remainder of this
decade.

John Edwards

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Edwards' website doesnot dis-
cuss military policy as such, but
only under the rubric of Homeland
Security, and specific foreign pol-
icy/military situations such as Iraq
and Afghanistan.

Since 9/11, he has given con-
Siderable attention to the issue of
protection of ports, airports, etc. On
Sept. 14, 2001, he proposed the
Airport and Seaport Terrorism Prevention Act; and on Oct.
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9, 2001, heintroduced to the Senate, with Sen. Charles Hagel
(R-Neb.), abill to provide $1.6 billion in funding to increase
the ability of the “first responders’ at the state and local level
to prepare for apossible bioterrorist incident.

Edwards gave acomprehensive speech on Homeland Se-
curity onDec. 18, 2002 (beforethelragWar), at the Brookings
Ingtitution in Washington. Among his points were: We must
do more for disarmament, including to support many pro-
grams aready in place to dismantle weapons and prevent
access to weapons-grade materials in the former Soviet
Union. We need a new relationship with Saudi Arabia that
doesn’tignore its “tolerance of terrorism.”

The bipartisan Hart-Rudman Commission said recently
that Americaremains dangerously unprepared to prevent and
respond to a catastrophic terrorist attack. That isintolerable,
Edwards said.

He supported the creation of the Department of Homeland
Security, but said it has gotten mired down in bureaucracy,
andisnot doing itsjob. Meanwhile, the Administration gives
tax breaks to the super-rich. Congress passed legislation to
strengthen border security, port security, cybersecurity, and
guard against bioterrorism, but for the most part they’ re not
being funded theway they should be. Bush hasvetoed billions
of dollarsfor domestic defense, “and heisrefusing to release
$1.5 billion that should go to police, firefighters, and first
responders who face layoffsas| speak.”

Major new initiatives are required in four basic aresas,
Edwards said: finding and tracking terrorists, border security,
target protection, and domestic readiness. His proposals in-
cludetheformation of anew homelandintelligence agency—
aproposal that had been put forward by Democratic L eader-
ship Council President Bruce Reed and Senior DLC Policy
Advisor Jose Cerda, in the July-August 2002 issue of the
DL C' s Blueprint magazine. According to this argument, the
FBI, asalaw enforcement agency, isnot properly trained and
equipped to serve anintelligence function, and isbotching its
effortsto deal with domestic security post-9/11. Edwards has
proposals for better securing ports, container shipping, nu-
clear plants, chemical facilities, and others. He says that the
administration was moving toward a commonsense sol ution
to protecting chemical facilities, but after lobbying by the
chemical industry, that approachwasabandoned. Onceagain,
corporate special interests have trumped the interests of ordi-
nary Americans.

He proposesto solve manpower shortagesin many home-
land security professions, likepublichealthand cyberdefense,
by offering young peopleadeal: “ If you'll servefor fiveyears,
we'll pay for your college.”

Under the rubric of “economic security,” he stresses “a
return tofiscal discipline.” Thiscan be done by measuresthat
include eliminating 10% of government employees outside
national security, cutting wasteful spending, closing tax loop-
holes, and putting off tax cuts only for the most fortunate
Americans. He claims these measures would save over $1.6
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trillion over 20 years.

Under Defining America’ sRolehehasthisblooper, equat-
ing theopposed policiesof FDR and Truman: “Inthetradition
of PresidentsFranklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman, Edwards
believes that we must seize this opportunity to define how
America uses its power—whether it's defending against
threats, promoting prosperity and freedom, or giving help to
those who need it. We must strengthen international institu-
tionsand alliances to help America meet these challenges.”

Preventive War

On Dec. 15, 2003, Edwards gave a speech, “ Strategy of
Prevention, Not Pre-Emption,” in Des Moines, lowa, whose
preparedtext, onthewebsite, saysthat today’ smain challenge
istodiminishthethreat of WMD, especially nuclear weapons.
He states that to “win the global war on terror, America does
not need anew doctrine of pre-emption; we need anew strat-
egy of prevention.” Hecallsfor anew “Global Nuclear Com-
pact” to aid the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty processin
preventing legal civilian nuclear programs from being
adapted for military use: “We cannot accept the false choice
between the admini stration’ sdangerous doctrine of pre-emp-
tion, and a multilateral regime that isn’'t up to the current
challenge.”

However, Edwards namesno names nor networksin gov-
ernment in connection with the “doctrine of pre-emption.”
For example, onVicePresident Dick Cheney, themost promi-
nent backer of the doctrine, Edwards’ website offersonly his
Sept. 26, 2003 statement, “ It' s Time Cheney Put the Peopl€e’s
Interest First,” denouncing Cheney for potentially violating
Federal ethics standards by mis-representing his Halliburton
connections. The statement concludes, “Heis Vice President
of the United States of America—not of Halliburton—and
it's time he put the people's interests ahead of his old
employer’'s.”

Nation-Building/Army Corps of Engineers

Edwards mentions on his website that he has proposed
a bipartisan plan to improve America’s efforts to achieve
stability, democracy, and growth in war-torn societies, but he
does not say what hisplanis.

Irag Policy

Edwards voted for the Senate resolution authorizing the
use of military force in Iraqg, in Fall 2002, and continues to
support the war, while taking a swipe now and then against
Bush Administration policies linked to “corporate greed,”
such as Halliburton's contracts in Irag, tax breaks for the
super-rich while homeland security needs are underfunded,
etc.

Veterans

Edwards says he will put an end to mismanagement in
veterans' health care, by using technol ogy to strengthen man-
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agement controls and holding managers accountable for
meeting benchmarks for quality and access of care.

JoeLieberman

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

On the Lieberman campaign
website, there is no separate de-
fense, military, nor any related stra-
tegic category among his 24 issues,
except for “lrag,” “lsrael and the
Middle East,” and “Veterans Is-
sues.” Lieberman most frequently
addresses military defense in asso-
ciationwithU.S. security regarding
terrorist threats, and statements ex-
pressing generalities about freedom and morality. On Sept.
10, 2003, in an address to the New Y ork Council on Foreign
Relations, hesaid, “ AsPresident, | want tolead Americaback
to safety—withamight that isexpressed through our military,
but also through our moral purpose and the moral purpose
of every nation that shares our values and the vital cause
of freedom.”

Lieberman has served for many years, in tandem with
Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), as national spokesman for the
warhawk faction, demanding war on Iraq, support for Israeli
Prime Minister Sharon, and potential warfare elsewhere. His
theme has been to call for more military actions, faulting the
Bush Administration and othersfor flawsin their implemen-
tation.

On Oct. 2, 2002, in the countdown to the Congressional
votefor the Bush resolution authorizing forceon Iraqg, Lieber-
man appeared for a photo opportunity in the Rose Garden
with President Bush, to signify bipartisan backing for the
Iraqg War. McCain was by his side; also present were Dick
Gephardt, House Minority Leader, aswell as other Republi-
cans, Senators Lott and Warner.

On Sept. 4, 2003, Lieberman said in the Democratic pri-
mary debate, “L ook, long before George Bush became Presi-
dent, | reached aconclusion that Saddam Husseinwasathreat
totheU.S. andtotheworld, and particularly to hisown people,
whohewasbrutally suppressing. | believethat thewar against
Saddam wasright.”

In the last few years, Lieberman and McCain have led a
Congressional delegation to the Wehrkunde annual defense
conference in Munich—an annual gathering of military offi-
cials and political and business leaders. On Feb. 8, 2003,
speaking at the Munich Conference on Security Policy, asit
is now called, Lieberman said that NATO nations must be
aggressive in “ protecting peace in the world.” They should,
in particular, be supporting the United States and UN to put
“backbone”’ into mandates against Saddam Hussein in Iraq.
He faulted the Bush Administration for refusing NATO's
offer of help in Afghanistan. He said that the present Ameri-
can policy on Irag was actually based on ajoint initiative by
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McCain and himself—the Iraq Liberation Act: “Y ou might
therefore say that when it comes to Irag, President Bush is
just enforcing the M cCain-Lieberman policy.”

Preventive Warfare

On a Dec. 15, 2003 MSNBC campaign special, Lieber-
man was questioned by Chris Matthews about the pre-emp-
tive warfare doctrine. Citing Lieberman’s longstanding de-
mand for war on Irag, Matthews asked Lieberman to provide
a “consistent standard” for when and where “pre-emptive
war” is justified—something, Matthews said, suitable for
printing in a“first grade textbook.” Lieberman replied circu-
itously, eventually using the formulation of “imminent
danger.”

On Oct. 5, 2003, Lieberman appeared on Fox News Sun-
day, praising the Israeli bombing strike on Syria. He likened
Israel to the United States—"we're both victims of terror-
ism”—saying, “What the lsraglis appear to have donein at-
tacking Syriaisnot unlikewhat wedid after Sept. 11 in attack-
ing training camps of al-Qaedain Afghanistan.”

Universal Service and Nation-Building/Army Corps of
Engineers

There is no indication on the Lieberman website of any
policy onthedraft, or any recognition of theroleandtradition
of military involvement in either U.S. or other nation-
building.

Iraq Policy

Lieberman’s website gives a chronology covering more
than 12 years of his record in demanding warfare to disarm
and remove Saddam Hussein, because, “it was a matter of
national security to demand that Saddam declare and destroy
his illegal weapons of mass destruction—weapons that, ac-
cordingtotheUnited Nations, had been hiddenfromtheworld
for over adecade.”

OnNov. 12, 2003, in aninterview with Starsand Sripes,
hedeclared, “1 supported thewar. | believed it wasvery much
theright thing to do.” Lieberman calls himself “the lead Sen-
ate sponsor of the legidation authorizing force against Irag,”
initiated in January 2002, and he supported many other reso-
lutionsinyearsearlier. It wasLieberman, not Senate Majority
Leader Tom Daschle, who stood next to President Bush at the
White House signing of the Congressional resol ution author-
izing war on Irag, in October 2002.

On Dec. 15, 2003, after the capture of Saddam Hussein,
Lieberman called for an Iraqgi tribunal to try Saddam, to let
him “face the death that he' s brought to his own people.”

Veterans

Lieberman lists seven points under a program called,
“Keeping Our Promiseto Veterans’: 1) Setting up a Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, “with more than abillion dollarsin
extrafunding”; 2) “Improving V eterans Benefits,” including
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providing thearmed forceswith the* same quality health care
asother Federal employees’; 3) “Fighting for Full Concurrent
Receipt” for disabled veterans who retire after full careers
in the military; 4) “Expanding Job Opportunities,” for those
discharged, by legislating “tax credits to employerswho hire
veterans living in poverty”; 5) “Expanding Educational Op-
portunities,” through a bill called the Veteran Higher Educa
tion Opportunities Act; 6) “ Supporting Military Spouses,” by
measuresincreasing the annuity to surviving spouses aged 62
and over; 7) “Keeping Veterans Mobile”’ by letting disabled
vets use surplus space on military aircraft.

Dick Gephardt

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Gephardt’ swebsitehasnothing
onmilitary policy assuch; theissue
is discussed in terms of Homeland
Security, the Irag War, and thewar
against terrorism.

In Fall 2002, it was Gephardt,
as House Minority Leader, who
broke the back of Democratic op-
positionto Bush’slrag War resolu-
tion. On Oct. 2, 2002, in the count-
down period to the Congressional vote, Gephardt appeared
with Bush in the White House Rose Garden, to show biparti-
sanship for authorizing force against Irag. Thisand other ac-
tions by Gephardt, undercut Senate opponents of the war,
including Senate Mgjority Leader Tom Daschle (D-S.D.).

Gephardt has continued to defend his own support for the
war, while castigating the Bush Administration for * unilater-
alism,” failuretowork constructively withallies, andfor lying
to the American people in the matter of the “16 words’ in
Bush’s 2002 State of the Union speech falsely alleging that
Iraq tried to buy uranium “yellowcake” from Niger.

In aspeech to the San Francisco Bar Association on July
22,2003, titled “ American Engagement and the War Against
Terror,” Gephardt accused the Admini stration of treating“ our
own allies like so many flies on the American windshield.”
He said he advocates a strong military, that it isalie to say
that Democratsare not pro-defense, since“it wasthe Clinton-
Goremilitary that defeated the Taliban after September 11th.”
Thetroopsdeployed in Iraq are“the finest in the very history
of conflict.” He said he stood with Bush's efforts to disarm
Saddam Hussein. “1 believed then, and | believe now: either
Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction or compo-
nents[!] of weapons of massdestruction.” He boasted that he
crafted the resolution that helped lead the President to make
his case at the UN, when he eventually did so.

Pointing out that even NATO was not asked to play a
formal role in post-war Irag, Gephardt said that if he were
President, he would ask NATO to join usto secure peace and
stability there.

He joined the neo-con campaign to bash Saudi Arabia,
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charging that “the Bush-Cheney Administration remains
shackled to Saudi il producers. . . . I’ ve proposed an aggres-
sive plan to achieve total energy independence within 20
years. This administration needs to stop behaving like the
United Statesof Saudi Arabiaand it needsto start mobilizing
international pressure to get Saudi Arabia to stop funding,
training and breeding global terror in thefirst place.”

Onthe“16words’ inthe Stateof the Union speech, hesaid
Bushisto blame, and doesn’t mention Cheney’ sguidingrole.

InaDec. 1, 2003 speech in Cedar Rapids, lowa, “Home-
land Security We Can Count On,” Gephardt continued his
drum-roll against Saudi Arabia, saying that while the Justice
Department was rounding up anyone of Mideastern descent
who seemed even remotely suspicious, the Administration
wasallowing relativesof Bin Laden“and other wesalthy Saudi
Arabians’ to leave the country on chartered aircraft. “To put
the interests of Saudi Arabia before the safety of American
citizensis appeasement for the sake of ail.”

The President, he said, had abandoned key elements of
his own homeland security package for the sake of atax cut
for the wealthy. Bush froze funding for “first responders’;
there’ sno new funding for port security grants, and amost no
funding at al to hire additional immigration or customs staff.

Gephardt said that he had fought side by sidewith Senator
McCain to enhance airline security with Federal screeners,
but they had had to fight Tom Delay, Dick Armey, and
George Bush nearly every step of the way. We have 15,000
chemical production and storagefacilities, but Bush hasdone
nothing to secure them, he charged.

Gephardt enunciated thebasi c principlesof hisHomeland
Security plan: promoting stability and democracy abroad by
raising living standards through fair trade and social reform;
building consensuswith other nations; eliminating our depen-
denceon Persian Gulf oil and confronting countrieslike Saudi
Arabia; and heading off problems like nuclear proliferation,
by improving our foreign intelligence.

Hecharged that Bush haspolarized our country and alien-
ated theworld community, such that it will now be extremely
difficult for any President to rally support when the next rogue
regime threatens our security. “No one will believe us when
we say another dictator is an imminent threat and must be
stopped.” Short-sighted rhetoric about an axis of evil helped
provoke North Korea and Iran into dangerous games of nu-
clear escalation.

Gephardt called for the creation of a Homeland Security
Trust Fund—3$20 billion per year for five years, to give states
and local communities the resources they need. Out of this,
he would establish a First Responder Grant Program, to hire
and train first responders, and provide equipment and sup-
port services.

How do we pay for this? He said he has co-authored
legislation with John McCain to form a Corporate Subsidy
Reform Commission, to weed out special interest provisions
and pork from the Federal tax code. Corporate welfare costs
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our country $150 billion in lost tax revenue every year,
he said.

Preventive War

In his speech of July 22, 2003, Gephardt attacked “the
Bush-Cheney policy known as ‘pre-emption,” ” on the
groundsthat “it isup to them, and them alone, to decide what
will congtitute a threat even five, 10 years from now; when
they don’t even recognizethe val ue of consensusamong like-
minded nations. it isan invitation to abuse. . . .” Rather than
“pre-empting” threats, he said he would work to prevent
threats from emerging in the first place, by securing nuclear
materials and facilitiesworldwide, aswe began to do in post-
Cold War Russia—"afar cry from this administration’s ap-
proach to North Korea.”

Universal Service and Nation-Building/Army Corps of
Engineers
Thereisnothing on the website on these issues.

Iraq War

On Nov. 3, 2003, Gephardt gave this reply, during an
online Q& A by Concord Monitor/Washingtonpost.com, to a
guestion about why he supported the Irag War, and what
was his disengagement policy: “I supported the Resolution
because | gained information from the CIA and other former
Clinton security officials that Iraq either had weapons, or
components of weapons of mass destruction. | have been
severely critical of President Bush's inability or unwilling-
ness to get more international UN help in Irag. Getting that
help isthe only way we can succeed.”

Veterans

Gephardt saysthat as President, he would reverse efforts
to reducefunding for critical programs, and ensurethat veter-
ansreceivethehealth care, retirement, and other benefitsthey
were promised. He was a cosponsor of the bill that elevated
the Department of V eterans Affairsto aCabinet-level agency.

Wedley Clark

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Wesley Clark, a retired four-
star general with service as Com-
manding General of the U.S.
Southern  Command (1996-97),
and Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe (1997-May 2000), does not
offer on his website, his view of
strategic defense, nor evenlist mili-
tary or any related topic among his
“issues.” Hehaswritten two books,
Waging ModernWar (2001), about the K osovo war, and Win-
ning Modern War (October 2003). Thefirst defined “ modern
war” as coercive diplomacy, or the use of force to persuade
other nationsto do what you want them to. Not modern at al,
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itissimply the barbarism of medieval “cabinet warfare.”

Restoring NATO is amajor theme of Clark’s today. On
Nov. 20, 2003, he gave a speech to the Council on Foreign
Relations, inNew Y ork, on*“ Restoring America sAlliances,”
in which he called for rebuilding relationships, especially
NATO. “The use of military force is our last resort, not our
first,” he said. He opened this speech with high praise for
Winston Churchill’ sdemand for joint actioninthe Cold War:
“Fortunately, in those fateful days, Americalistened to Win-
ston Churchill. Together webuilt NATO and weled theworld
to security and peace.” And he praised Tony Blair for asking
for U.S. partnership today.

This bears on Clark’ s role during the 1999 Kosovo War,
while he was both NATO Supreme Commander and U.S.
Commander in Chief for Europe: He was drawn into the
scheme of a British-centered faction, supported by U.S. neo-
cons, which demanded aNATO land invasion of Kosovo and
a ground war there, contrary to U.S. policy and any sane
approach. When he found he couldn’t win this fight within
the U.S. government, Clark took to the world’s airwaves in
behalf of that ground war. Newsweek, in a feature on Clark
in September 2003, reported that finally, Defense Secretary
William Cohen had to order Clark, through Joint Chiefs of
Staff Chairman Gen. Hugh Shelton, “Get your f—ing face
off of TV!”

British Gen. Michael Jackson's subsequent refusal to
carry out Clark’ sorder to seize Pristinaairport from the Rus-
sians, with the words, “I’m not going to start World War 111
for you,” iswell known.

At long last, General Shelton was forced to fire Clark,
because of what Shelton recently characterized as* character
and integrity issues.” Lyndon LaRouche responded: “That's
fair. This is one thing | would certainly agree with Hugh
Shelton on. That’s my opinion, too.”

In general, Clark today, as candidate, identifies terrorism
and nuclear weapons as today’ s strategic threats. On Dec. 9,
2003, at aNew Hampshire candidates debate, he was asked
about the danger of Russian nuclear weaponsfalling into the
handsof terrorists, and calledit “ asignificant national security
problem.” He points to legislation put together by Senators
Nunn and Lugar, funded at a billion dollars or so a year, to
work on the problem. “Y ou can get awholelot more security
for the United States of Americain nonproliferation out of a
billion dollars spent on this program than by putting another
billion dollarsinto Iraqg.”

Universal Service

On Dec. 3, 2003, in Exeter, New Hampshire, Clark said,
“l don't want a draft. | don't believe in military universal
training.” Clark spoke in response to a question from an €l-
derly veteran, who asked about how level sof servicewould be
maintained, under the Iraq War circumstances where people
don’t want to re-enlist, and tours of duty are being extended,
andsoon. Clark said, “1’m not into the draft. We' renot bring-
ing it back.”
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Nation-Building/Army Cor ps of Engineers

General Clark’s campaign website provides no recogni-
tion of thetradition of the military engineering corpsrole, for
theUnited States, or the Balkans, or el sewhereabroad, though
heisaWest Point graduate of 1966.

He callsfor a Civilian Reserves corps, as part of hisplan
for * A New American Patriotism,” which heannounced at an
Oct. 14, 2003 speech at Hunter College, and is elaborated
on his website. It includes attention to repairing domestic
infrastructure, by ranks of volunteers. As of Nov. 27, 2003,
as described on the website, the plan is intended “to expand
opportunitiesfor national service to address day-to-day chal-
lenges like crumbling schools and securing the homeland.”
Elements include voluntary enrollment, open to all over age
18.

Then, in times of crisis, members of the Civilian Re-
serves would be asked to volunteer for military duty. But,
“if sufficient volunteers were not available, the President
would have the authority to call up as many as 5,000 Re-
serves, through a lottery of the Reservists with required
skills,” with service to last up to six months. Deployment
for domestic or international needs might include: fighting
forest fires, “ contributing to nation-building” in Afghanistan,
Irag, or elsewhere.

Clark backs the Kennedy/Bayh legislation for “Call to
Service Act of 2003,” which has components of short-term
enlistment for civic functions.

Iraq Policy

Clark has called for considering sending more troops to
Irag, as well as counterinsurgency measures. He advocates
“transforming the military operation in Iraq into a NATO
operation.” Hiswebsite states, “ General Abizaid, commander
of U.S. forcesin the Middle East, would remain in charge of
the operation, but he would report to the NATO Council, as
Generd Clark did as commander of NATO forces in Ko-
sovo.” Hecallsfor the UN to beinvolved.

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 pressureon Saddam. But on Sept. 19, 2003, hecorrected
that, saying, “1 would never have voted for thiswar. I’ ve got
avery consistent record on this.”

Veterans

Clark’s website presents, “A Veterans Security Plan,”
with seven main points: 1) call for aNational SoldiersMemo-
rial; 2) adequately fund veterans' health care, beginning with
$2 billion more than proposed by Bush; 3) expand access to
health coverage for National Guard and Reservists, through
the same system that serves members of Congress; 4) protect
the Tricare system by protecting Medicare from cuts; 5) pro-
tect schools on military bases; 6) care for homeless vets; 7)
eliminate the “ Disabled Veterans Tax,” which bars concur-
rent receipt of both retirement and disability pay.
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All the Presidential candidatestalk about “ honoring our

veterans,” but the litmus test for a meaningful policy is, who knows
how to rebuild the nation’s economic infrastructure, including
health care; and who knows how to prevent foolish and
unnecessary wars?

DennisKucinich

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Kucinich’ swebsite containsno
military policy, apart fromtheissue
of Irag; hehasbeen aconsistent and
outspoken opponent of thewar, not
hesitating to identify Dick Che-
ney’sroleinlying to the American
peopleon Iraq salleged threat (ter-
rorist support, weaponsof massde-
struction).

In his March 19, 2003 state-
ment following the American attack on Irag, he described the
war as“in violation of American traditions of defensive war
that have lasted since George Washington.”

On anti-ballistic missile defense and the issue of “Penta-
gonspending,” hetakesaleftist line. Inapress conferenceon
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Sept. 7, 2000 following a seminar on “Reviving the Idea of
U.S-Russian Strategic Partnership,” he denounced the
Reagan Strategic Defense Initiative, which he called “anidea
in search of an enemy” and “adisaster on a scale that hasn’'t
been seen in this country with respect to trying to maintain
American leadership for peace in the world.” Referring to
strategic defense astheideaof “ peace through proliferation,”
he called it an “ Orwellian construction which defies credibil -
ity; that you cannot tell theworld, aswe arein anew millen-
nium, that the way that we can achieve peace is through an
armshbuildup.” Claiming that the concept of strategic defense
is“technically impossible,” hecalledit “anideathat, for some
reason, like the movie, The Alien, just when you think it's
gone, Ahh!—it comes out of some compartment.”

In July 8-9, 2003 speeches on the House floor, Kucinich
caled for cutting the “bloated” Pentagon budget in order to
fund education. In the debate on the $368 billion Defense
Department Appropriations Bill on July 8, he singled out the
F22 fighter plane, the V22 Ospry, and “other unnecessary
weaponssystems.” OnJuly 9, hecalled for passing the Ready
ToTeach Act, spending $300 million onteacher preparedness
and retention, which everybody agreeswe need; but the Presi-
dent wantsonly $90 million. “Y esterday we passed aDefense
spending bill that spends $8.9 billion on the National Missile
Defense system that doesn’t work, and today we will passan
education bill that, if fully funded, would work. But wewon’t
fully fund it. ... National Missile Defense doesn’t work.
Teachers do. They work for our children, they work for
America, and they work for our future.”

On April 9, 2003, hereintroduced legislation for the cre-
ation of a Cabinet-level Department of Peace. It would pro-
mote non-violence as an organizing principle in our society,
domestically and internationally. “It would analyze foreign
policy and makerecommendationsto the President on matters
pertaining to national security, including the protection of
human rights and the prevention and de-escalation of un-
armed and armed international conflict.”

Universal Service

In astatement on Nov. 7, 2003, Kucinich opposed draft
registration for women, on the grounds that he opposes the
Irag occupation and does not want to see anybody drafted to
fight there. “I am not prepared to accept the loss of asingle
lifefor any ail in Irag or the profits of Halliburton,” he said.

Iraq Policy

In a speech to the Democratic National Committee on
Oct. 3, 2003, he described himself as having led the Demo-
cratic effort in the House against the Bush Administration’s
march toward war, resulting in 126 Democrats voting agai nst
the war—"nearly two-thirds of our caucus went against our
own leadership and voted against the war.” But, having thus
defied the DNC for amoment, hethen went ontotoethe DNC
line, in writing Lyndon LaRouche out of the campaign, with
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thisblatantly fal sestatement: “No oneelse, noone, inthisrace
for the Democratic nomination actually organized against the
war bothinthe Congressand around the nation or persistently
challenged the Bush Administration’s attemptsto tie Iraq to
9-11, or put thelieto the Bush Administration’ s claims about
Iraq’'s alleged weapons of mass destruction. Of the members
of Congress in this race, only Senator Graham and | voted
against thewar. No other members of Congress voted against
thewar, against the money for occupation, nor will they join
me in voting against the $87 hillion. Nor did they join mein
speaking out against the now widely despised ‘ Patriot Act.” ”

In a campaign speech on Dec. 18, 2003 at Mt. Vernon,
lowa, Kucinich said that most Presidential candidates and
people in the Administration, including military officials,
have resigned themselves to along occupation of Irag. This
iswrong; we need to bringin UN peacekeepersand bring our
troops home. He proposed going to the UN with anew plan:
1) United States gives up ambitions for the control of the oil
of Irag; 2) United States hands over to the UN the contracting
process. No more Halliburton sweetheart deals; 3) United
States must give up ambitionsto privatize the Iragi economy,
in violation of international law; 4) United States must turn
over to UN the business of helping the people of Irag develop
anew consgtitution.

At the Dec. 9, 2003 New Hampshire campaign debate,
Kucinich stressed that Iraq “is actually what this debate is
about.” Our entire domestic agendais at risk because of our
occupation of Irag, he said, and $400 billion in the bloated
Pentagon budget meanswe don’t have money for health care
and housing and education.

Veterans

Kucinich emphasizesthat “ somethingisinherently wrong
with theway the current Administration istreating our veter-
ans. They have sent troops into battle one day, and slashed
their benefits the next.” He underlines his support for veter-
ans hedlth care.

Al Sharpton

Sharpton’s campaign website
does not present the candidate’s
military policy, but from mediare-
ports of his comments attacking
President Bush, the following are
hisviews on the relevant points:

Military Doctrine; Strategic
Defense

On May 2, 2003, in an inter-
view with TheState.com, Sharpton
said, “Bush’simperialistic go-it-alone military-oriented for-
eign policy is shortsighted, unworkable, and will be too
costly—in money, lives, good will, and sound international
relations. A UN-ignored, but U.S.-led, pre-emptive policy
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of invasion in Iraq has weakened the United Nations, the
structures of collective security and international law.” Be-
forethe Iraq War, Sharpton said on Fox TV, Mar ch 6, 2003,
“1 would work with the Security Council. | would work with
alies. | would not be telling Americans, let’s get ready for
war. I'll be warning reporters and families and others to get
out of Irag, but, at the same time, I'm going to engage in
dialoguein North Korea.” He said on Mar ch 4, 2003, to The
News Hour with Jim Lehrer, on the grounds for deploying
military force, “I don’t know of anyone that thinks Saddam
Husseinisagreat head of state. | think that we have to estab-
lish what is meant when we say that heisanimminent danger
to the United States that would warrant military action. My
priority as President would be to capture Bin Laden and al-
Qaeda, who has aready attacked us.”

Preventive War

In an interview on June 17, 2003, with MoveOn.org,
when asked whether hewould repeal Bush' spre-emptivewar
doctrine, Sharpton said, “It's a dangerous and traditionally
un-American doctrine. We cannot pre-emptively attack Iraq
using shaky intelligence, by using ‘facts' and ‘an imminent
threat theory’ that was not convincing to most of the rest of
the world. Within the framework of the UN, if an attack on
the United States is imminent, we aready have the right of
pre-emptive self-defense under existing international law.”

Iraq War

OnNov. 5, 2003, Sharpton said, inaQ&A ontheConcord
Monitor/WashingtonPost.com, “We must go back to the
United Nations. | would say that Bush waswrong and that we
arewillingto sumittoamultilateral redevelopment plan. That
will set the tone for the world community to come in. The
reluctance of theworld community isthat weinsist they come
in under our directives and under our coordination with our
sweetheart deals in place. If we took a different attitude we
would get a different result and take our troops out of
harm’sway.”

Sharpton does not appear to differentiate the networks
in the Bush Administration—Dick Cheney, Paul Wolfowitz,
and others, in terms of responsibility for the Irag War policy.
Hefocusses on Bush. For example, on June 17, 2003, Sharp-
ton said to MoveOn.org, “| have challenged the Bush Admin-
istration—one of the most closed and secretive in our his-
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tory—to explain the apparent discrepancies in itswords and
deeds. It said Iraq was an ‘imminent’ threat to U.S. national
security. That appears not to have been the case. it said U.S.
intelligence ‘knew’ that Iraq had weapons of mass destruc-
tion, including nuclear weapons.”

Carol Moseley Braun

Apart from her consistent op-
position to the Irag War, the only
statement regarding military policy
on her websiteisa call for an end
to the abuse of women cadetsat the
Air Force Academy. Fromthetele-
vised campaign debates, and media
reports of her comments, Moseley
Braun’s views on the relevant top-
icsarethefollowing.

Military Doctrine/Strategic Defense

Inthe New Hampshire debate on Dec. 9, 2003, discussing
thefight against terrorism, she emphasized the Constitutional
issue: “Articlel, Section 8 saysthat it isthe Congress' job to
make decisions about when we go to war. And the practice of
just passing resolutions saying the President can make these
decisions unilaterally has got to stop. It puts us on a slippery
slope toward arbitrary, unilateral, pre-emptive war, shooting
first and making decisions that have no relation to protecting
the domestic security of the American people.”

Preventive War

InaJune 17, 2003 interview with MoveOn.org, Moseley
Braun said, “ Since World War 1| the Congresshas essentially
abdicated the power to declare war by passing resolutions
authorizing the President to decide. The Congress erred in
giving Bush that authority. Repealing the resolution is a bit
like closing the barn door too late, but | believe that Bush's
claim of aright to start a war based not on aggression but
on suspicion is dangerous and ought to be rejected by the
American people.”

Iraq War

AttheSept. 9, 2003 Black Caucusdebate, Moseley Braun
said, “The problem was caused in the first place when Con-
gress abdicated its Article 1, Section 8 authority under the
Constitution and gave a President the right to go on a free-
for-all with apreemptory attack in Irag. But that’s behind us.
Bush frittered away internatioanl goodwill, our international
ingtitutions, our friends around the world. So now we'rein a
position of having to go back to those alliesthat thisAdminis-
tration thumbed its nose at, and asked for help and burden
sharing. We need to go back and make up. We don’'t have to
relinquish command and control. But at the same time, we
have every responsibility to engage a multinational force to
help us out of the quagmirein Irag.”
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