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Why We Fight

Many reasons have been given for why we fight amdyouth must die in Iraq. The reasons now givan f
why we must continue this war bear no resemblamdtleet reasons given to gain the support of the Araer
people and the United States Congress prior taneasion in March of 2003. Before the war, we weld
we faced an imminent threat to our national segfmim Saddam Hussein. This rationale, now proven
grossly mistaken, has been changed. Now we'rewtelthust honor the fallen by “completing the mission
To do otherwise would demean the sacrifice of tiwase have died or been wounded. Any lack of sujppor
for “completing the mission” is said, by the promst of the war, to be unpatriotic, un-American, and
detrimental to the troops. They insist the onlywae can support the troops is to never waveherpblicy
of nation building, no matter how ill-founded thpadlicy may be. The obvious flaw in this argumenthat
the mission, of which they so reverently speak,dmged constantly from the very beginning.

Though most people think this war started in MatB003, the seeds were sown many years before. Th
actual military conflict, involving U.S. troops agat Iraq, began in January 1991. The preludaiso t
actually dates back over a hundred years, whewnalue of Middle East oil was recognized by the
industrialized West.

Our use of troops to eject Saddam Hussein from Kumes the beginning of the current conflict with
Muslim fundamentalists who have been, for thedasiade, determined to force the removal of American
troops from all Muslim countries-- especially theiee Arabian Peninsula, which they consider holy.
Though the strategic and historic reasons for muslvement in the Middle East are complex, the irdiai
reasons given in 2002 and 2003 for our invasiolnaof were precise. The only problem is they wexe n
based on facts.

The desire by American policymakers to engineeinmeghange in Iraq had been smoldering since tke fi
Persian Gulf conflict in 1991. This reflected ambatic shift in our policy, since in the 1980s waimained
a friendly alliance with Saddam Hussein as we tegilsim in his war against our arch nemesis, thueidn
Ayatollah. Most Americans ignore that we providesistance to this ruthless dictator with biologgcad
chemical weapons technology. We heard no comglainie 1980s about his treatment of the Kurds and
Shiites, or the ruthless war he waged against I@ur. policy toward Irag played a major role in emting
Saddam Hussein he had free reign in the Middle, Bast the results demonstrate the serious shomgsnaf
our foreign policy of interventionism that we h&edowed now for over a hundred years.

In 1998 Congress capitulated to the desires oCthreon administration and overwhelmingly passesl ltlaq
Liberation Act, which stated quite clearly that @alicy was to get rid of Saddam Hussein. Thisnaatle it
official: “The policy of the United States to suppefforts to remove the regime headed by Saddam
Hussein.” This resolution has been cited on nuogeoxcasions by neo-conservatives as justificdtiothe
pre-emptive, deliberate invasion of Iraq. Whenrésolution was debated, | saw it as a significiep
toward a war that would bear no good fruit. Natiaetate national security concerns were cited ffas t
dramatic and serious shift in policy.
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Shortly after the new administration took officeJanuary 2001, this goal of eliminating Saddam Euss
quickly morphed into a policy of remaking the eatMiddle East, starting with regime change in Irddns
aggressive interventionist policy surprised son@pjee since the victorious 2000 campaign indicated
should pursue a foreign policy of humility, no watibuilding, reduced deployment of our forces ovass
and a rejection of the notion that we serve asdvoolicemen. The 9/11 disaster proved a catabyptish for
invading Iraq and restructuring the entire MiddesE Though the plan had existed for years, ttldquiwas
recognized that the fear engendered by the 9/atlkattcould be used to mobilize the American peapte
Congress to support this war. Nevertheless, s@aptegitimate reasons had to be given for theaaly
planned pre-emptive war, and as we now know theeffigence had to be fixed to the policy.”

Immediately after 9/11 the American people werettedelieve that Saddam Hussein somehow was
responsible for the attacks. The fact that Saddassein and Osama bin Laden were enemies, notifjen
was kept from the public by a compliant media atazg Congress. Even today many Americans sgll ar
convinced of an alliance between the two. ThétisitSaddam Hussein never permitted al Qaedariadp |
out of fear that his secular government would kalehged. And yet today we find that al Qaedeaows nery
much present in Iraq, and causing chaos there.

The administration repeatedly pumped out alarmnogpg@ganda that Saddam Hussein was a threat tathus wi
his weapons of mass destruction, meaning nucledogdical, and chemical. Since we helped Saddam
Hussein obtain biological and chemical weapons@n1t980s, we assumed that he had maintained a large
supply-- which of course turned out not to be trlibe people, frightened by 9/11, easily acceptedd
fear-mongering charges.

Behind the scenes many were quite aware that lsiaélience on our foreign policy played a roldneShad
argued for years, along with the neo-conservatiicgsan Iragi regime change. This support waslpice
coordinated with the Christian Zionists’ enthusigemthe war.

As these reasons for the war lost credibility amgb®rt, other reasons were found for why we hddyta.

As the lone superpower, we were told we had a greasponsibility to settle the problems of the ldidest
someone else gets involved. Maintaining and exipgnalr empire is a key element of the neo-conseera
philosophy. This notion that we must fight to smtémerican goodness was well received by these
neo-Jacobins. They saw the war as a legitimat@lncansade, arguing that no one should be allowed t
stand in our way! In their minds using force toes democracy is legitimate and necessary.

We also were told the war was necessary for ndtse@urity purposes because of the threat Saddassditu
presented, although the evidence was fabricatadd&n Hussein’s ability to attack us was non-emistaut
the American people were ripe for alarming predrtsi by those who wanted this war.

Of course the routine canard for our need to fifjhnce, and meddle around the world ever sinee th
Korean War was repeated incessantly: UN Resolutiadsto be enforced lest the United Nations be
discredited. The odd thing was that on this oczatiie United Nations itself did everything possitd stop
our pre-emptive attack. And as it turned out, SaddHussein was a lot closer to compliance thanrayo
dreamed. It wasn’t long before concern for thedhof Saddam Hussein became near hysterical, digwn
out any reasoned opposition to the planned war.

The one argument that was not publicly used byethwdso propagandized for the war may well be thetmos
important-- oil. Though the administration in 199@ted briefly that we had to eject Saddam Huskeim
Kuwait because of oil, the stated reasons forebatflict soon transformed into stopping a potertigler

and enforcing UN resolutions.

Publicly oil is not talked about very much, but ehthe scenes many acknowledge this is the reabrewe
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fight. This is not only the politicians who saysth American consumers have always enjoyed chasglige
and want it kept that way. The real irony is et war has reduced Iraqi oil production by ond-tmllion
barrels per day and prices are soaring-- demomgjrahother unintended economic consequence of war.

Oil in the Middle East has been a big issue sihedridustrial revolution, when it was realized ttheg black
substance bubbling out of the ground in placesliikg had great value. It's interesting to notat ih the

early 20N century Germany, fully aware of oil's importanedied itself with the Turkish Ottoman Empire
and secured the earliest rights to drill Iragi dihey built the Anatalia railroad between Baghdad Basra,
and obtained oil and mineral rights on twenty ki&iars on each side of this right-of-way. World War
changed all this, allowing the French and the &mito divide the oil wealth of the entire MiddlesEa

The Versallles Treaty created the artificial natodrirag, and it wasn’t long before American oihgpanies
were drilling and struggling to participate in tt@ntrol of Middle East oil. But it was never smioghiling
for any occupying force in Iraq. After WWI, theissh generals upon arriving to secure “their” said:
“Our armies do not come into your cities and laasi€onquerors or enemies, but as liberators.” |ohaf
afterward a jihad was declared against Britain erehtually they were forced to leave. The moreghi
change, the more they stay the same! Too badevedatibetter at studying history.

After World War 1l the U.S. emerged as the #1 wartdver, and moved to assume what some believed was
our responsibility to control Middle East oil inropetition with the Soviets. This role promptedasise

our CIA, along with the help of the British, to ¢wlemocratically elected Mohammed Mosadeh from powe
in Iran and install the Shah as a U.S. puppet.

We not only supported Saddam Hussein againstwarglso supported Osama bin Laden in the 1980s--
aggravating the situation in the Middle East anasgag unintended consequences. With CIA assistarce
helped develop the educational program to radiedilamic youth in many Arab nations, especiallaudi
Arabia to fight the Soviets. We even provided alear reactor to Iran in 1967-- which today leassau
threaten another war. All of this has come badkatont us. Meddling in the affairs of others has
consequences.

Finally, after years of plotting and maneuverirgg heo-conservative plan to invade Irag came béfare
U.S. House in October 2002 to be rubber-stampéubudh the plan was hatched years before, and the
official policy of the United States government viesemove Saddam Hussein ever since 1998, various
events delayed the vote until this time. By Octdhe vote was deemed urgent, so as to embarrgsaean
who opposed it. This would make them politicaliynerable in the November election. The ploy wdtke
The resolution passed easily, and it served tleeasts of proponents of war in the November elactio

The resolution, HJ RES 114, explicitly cited thagirLiberation Act of 1998 as one of the reason$ae to
go to war. The authorization granted the Presittense force against Iraq cited two precise restson

1. “To defend the national security of the U.S. agaihse continuing threat posed by Irag and”
2. “Enforce all relevant United Nations Council regauas regarding Iraq.”

Many other reasons were given to stir the emotadriee American public and the U.S. Congress, 1easo
that were grossly misleading and found not to be.trThe pretense of a legal justification wasansh

The fact that Congress is not permitted under twes@tution to transfer the war power to a presiaess
ignored. Only Congress can declare war, if we vieskned to follow the rule of law. To add instidtinjury,
HJ RES 114 cited United Nations resolutions asfications for the war. Ignoring the Constitutiaunile
using the UN to justify the war showed callous elggrd for the restraints carefully written in the
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Constitution. The authors deliberately wanted akenwar difficult to enter without legislative dééaand
they purposely kept the responsibility out of tlaadhs of the executive branch. Surely they nevegirded an
international government would have influence awarforeign policy or tell us when we should enteo
armed conflict.

The legal maneuvering to permit this war was tragiwatch, but the notion that Saddam Husseirhird t
world punk without an air force, navy, and hardlyaamy or any anti-aircraft weaponry-- was an qnri
threat to the United States six thousand miles atelg you how hysterical fear can be used toymies
policy of needless war for quite different reasons.

Today, though, all the old reasons for going to hare been discredited, and are no longer usecbtidyj
continuing the war. Now we are told we must “coetlthe mission,” and yet no one seems to knowtkgxac
what the mission is or when it can be achieved.c@yrast, when war is properly declared agairmstuatry
we can expect an all-out effort until the countiyrenders. Without a declaration of war as thedfitution
requires, it's left to the President to decide whestart the war and when the war is over. Wedzatl
experiences with this process in Korea and espeamaY/ietnam.

Pursuing this war merely to save face, or to cldism way to honor those who already have diedesn
wounded, is hardly a reason that more people shaialdWe're told that we can’t leave until we have
democratic Irag. But what if Irag votes to hav@haite theocracy, which it looks like the majontsants as
their form of government-- and women, Christiams] &unnis are made second-class citizens? It's a
preposterous notion and it points out the severe@mings of a democracy where a majority rules an
minorities suffer.

Thankfully, our founding fathers understood theagjidangers of a democracy. They insisted on a
constitutional republic with a weak central goveemnand an executive branch beholden to the I¢igisla
branch in foreign affairs. The sooner we realizecan’t afford this war the better. We’'ve gottemselves
into a civil war within the Islamic community.

But could it be, as it had been for over a hungesats prior to our invasion, that oil really is diréving issue
behind a foreign presence in the Middle East?réttker ironic that the consequence of our interearhas
been skyrocketing oil prices, with Iragi oil prodion still significantly below pre-war levels.

If democracy is not all it's cracked up to be, andar for oil is blatantly immoral and unproductiviee
guestion still remains-- why do we fight? More@sely, why should we fight? When is enough kdlin
enough? Why does man so casually accept war, visniogs so much suffering to so many, when selitl
achieved? Why do those who suffer and die sornwiljyi accept the excuses for the wars that neetienot
fought? Why do so many defer to those who areusetth about war, and who claim it's a solution to a
problem, without asking them why they themselvesiofight? It's always other men and other men’s
children who must sacrifice life and limb for theasons that make no sense, reasons that are s&tw
patriotic duty to fight and die for. How many ussd wars have been fought for lies that deserved no
hearing? When will it all end?

Why We Should Not Fight

Since no logical answers can be given for why \gbtfiit might be better to talk about why we shoodd
fight. A case can be made that if this war dodsend soon it will spread and engulf the entireareg
We've already been warned that war against Iramisption that remains on the table for reasonsoie
reliable than those given for the pre-emptive stagainst Iraq. Let me give you a few reasons tvisywar
in Iraq should not be fought.
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It is not in our national interest. On the congrgoursuing this war endangers our security, irsgedhe
chances of a domestic terrorist attack, weakenslei@nses, and motivates our enemies to join tegath
opposition to our domineering presence around thrdw Does anyone believe that Russia, China li@md
will give us free reign over the entire Middle East its oil? Tragically, we're setting the stégea much
bigger conflict. It's possible that this war cowdolve into something much worse than Vietnam.

This war has never been declared. It's not a d¢atishal war, and without a proper beginning theae be
no proper ending. The vagueness instills doub#dl iAmericans, both supporters and non-supporésrso
what will be accomplished. Supporters of the wanitotal victory, which is not achievable with ague
mission. Now the majority of Americans are demagdin end to this dragged-out war that many fetlr wi
spread before it's over.

It's virtually impossible to beat a determined giller resistance to a foreign occupying force. ekf80 years
the Vietnam guerillas, following unbelievable suiifg, succeeded in forcing all foreign troops framir
homeland. History shows that Iragi Muslims haweagis been determined to resist any foreign power on
their soil. We ignored that history and learnethimgg from Vietham. How many lives, theirs andguare
worth losing to prove the tenacity of guerilla fighs supported by a large number of local citizens?

Those who argue that it’s legitimate to protectr‘oil’ someday must realize that it's not our @i matter
how strong and sophisticated our military is. Wiew the war so far has played havoc with oil pricesl
the market continues to discount problems in tiyeorefor years to come. No end is in sight regagdhe
uncertainty of Middle East oil production causedluyg conflict.

So far our policies inadvertently have encouragpeddevelopment of an Islamic state, with Iranidiedl
Shiites in charge. This has led to Iranian supfoorthe insurgents, and has placed Iran in a jposf
becoming the true victor in this war as its allieanwath Iraq grows. This could place Iran and Ilties in the
enviable position of becoming the oil powerhousthmregion, if not the world, once it has contreér the
oil fields near Basra.

This unintended alliance with Iran, plus the berteflOsama bin Laden’s recruiting efforts, willthe end
increase the danger to Israel by rallying the Aaall Muslim people against us.

One of the original stated justifications for thantas been accomplished. Since 1998 the statiey pb

the United States government was to bring abouneghange and get rid of Saddam Hussein. This has
been done, but instead of peace and stability we kawn the seeds of chaos. Nevertheless, theofoal
removing Saddam Hussein has been achieved amg@san to stop the fighting.

There were no weapons of mass destruction, nodia@bor chemical or nuclear weapons, so we can be
assured the Iraqgis pose no threat to anyone, ggrtaot to the United States.

No evidence existed to show an alliance betweenpdral al Qaeda before the war, and ironically our
presence there is now encouraging al Qaeda andasan.aden to move in to fill the vacuum we créate
The only relationship between Irag and 9/11 is thatpolicy in the Middle East continues to incedse
likelihood of another terrorist attack on our hoarel.

We should not fight because it's simply not wotth\ivhat are we going to get for nearly 2,000 ssidieaths
and 20 thousand severe casualties? Was the $860 hiorth it? This is a cost that will be passedto
future generations through an expanded nationdl d#lbbet most Americans can think of a lot ttvays
to have spent this money. Today’s program of gurtsbutter will be more damaging to our economy tha
similar program was in the 1960s, which gave ussthgflation of the 1970s. The economic imbalances
today are much greater than they were in thosedésca
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Eventually, we will come to realize that the Wilsammidealism of using America’s resources to pramot
democracy around the world through force is a sehoflawed policy. Wilson pretended to be spragdi
democracy worldwide, and yet women in the U.Shat time were not allowed to vote. Democracy, wher
the majority dictates the rules, cannot protectamiies and individual rights. And in addition,ing force to

impose our will on others almost always backfir&sere’s no reason that our efforts in thét%ntury to
impose a western style government in Iraq will bg more successful than the British were after \&/avlar
l. This especially can’t work if democracy is omly excuse for our occupation and the real reasm@nieft
unrecognized.

It boils down to the fact that we don’t really haavgy sound reasons for continuing this fight. dhginal
reasons for the war never existed, and the nevomeamren’t credible. We hear only that we mustyocamn so
those who have already suffered death and injuly’ddo so in vain. If the original reasons faarsing the
war were false, simply continuing in the name afsii fallen makes no sense. More loss of life @uen
justify earlier loss of life if they died for falgeasons. This being the case, it's time to reasd® policies
that have gotten us into this mess.

What does all thismean?

The mess we face in the Middle East and Afghanjstad the threat of terrorism within our own bosjerre
not a result of the policies of this administratedane. Problems have been building for many yearg
have only gotten much worse with our most recefitypof forcibly imposing regime change in Irag. eW
must recognize that the stalemate in Korea, theilo¥ietham, and the quagmire in Iraq and Afghtamisll
result from the same flawed foreign policy of in@mtionism that our government has pursued for @@6r
years. It would be overly simplistic to say thereat administration alone is responsible for thessin Iraq.

By rejecting the advice of the Founders and ouygaesidents, our leaders have drifted away frben t
admonitions against entangling alliances and ndtiolding. Policing the world is not our calling our
mandate. Besides, the Constitution doesn’t patmlndeclared wars have not enhanced our national
security.

The consensus on foreign interventionism has beerapive. Both major parties have come to accapt o
role as the world’s policeman, despite periodic jgaign rhetoric stating otherwise. The media irtipalar,
especially in the early stages, propagandize iarfafwar. It's only when the costs become prahibiand
the war loses popular support that the media @#ithe effort.

It isn’t only our presidents that deserve the blavhen they overstep their authority and lead thenty into
inappropriate wars. Congress deserves equallyeeviéicism for acquiescing to the demands of the
executive to go needlessly to war. It has beemknibroughout history that kings, dictators, anel th
executive branch of governments are always oveadgeto go to war. This is precisely why our foersd
tried desperately to keep decisions about goingatioin the hands of the legislature. But this psschas
failed us for the last 65 years. Congress routihak rubber stamped the plans of our presidentgaen the
United Nations to enter into war through the backrd

Congress at any time can prevent or stop all ufaheggn entanglements pursued by the executivechran
merely by refusing to finance them. The curreat| iwar, now going on for 15 years, spans the
administration of three presidents and many cosgsesontrolled by both parties. This makes Cosgres
every bit as responsible for the current quagnsrtha president. But the real problem is the aecee by
our country as a whole of the principle of meddlinghe internal affairs of other nations when Uesed to
our national security. Intervention, no matter heell intended, inevitably boomerangs and comes bac
haunt us. Minding our own business is not onlynemoical; it's the only policy that serves our natb
security interests and the cause of peace.
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The neo-conservatives who want to remake the eMidele East are not interested in the pertinestdny of
this region. Creating an artificial Iraq after WWb¥Var | as a unified country was like mixing waserd oil.

It has only led to frustration, anger, and hostiit- with the resulting instability creating cotdins ripe for
dictatorships. The occupying forces will not pdramy of the three regions of Irag to govern thduese
This is strictly motivated by a desire to exertttohover the oil. Self-determination and indepemck for
each region, or even a true republican form of gawent with a minimalist central authority is never
considered-- yet it is the only answer to the diffi political problems this area faces. The retatind
accidental independence of the Kurds and the Shntéhe 1990s served those regions well, and iotdsu
terrorism existed during that decade.

The claim that our immediate withdrawal from Iraqudd cause chaos is not proven. It didn’'t happen i
Vietnam or even Somalia. Even today, the milibathe Kurds and the Shiites may well be able tintain
order in their regions much better than we canettily. Certainly the Sunnis can take care of treves,
and it might be in their best interests for aleggroups not to fight each other when we leavee @ing for
sure: if we left no more young Americans would hawelie for an indefinable cause.

Instead, we have been forcing on the people ofdrage of democracy that, if implemented, will mesan
Islamic state under Sharia’ law. Already we retadiss of barbers no longer being safe shavingdsear
Christians are threatened and forced to leavedhstry; and burgas are returning out of fear.
Unemployment is over 50%, and oil production i#§ stgnificantly below pre-war levels. These rdsidre
not worth fighting and dying for.

In this war, like all others, the propagandists pramoters themselves don't fight, nor do theitdrien. It's
always worth the effort to wage war when otherstrsuffer and die. Many of those who today pump the
nation up with war fever were nowhere to be fourgtmtheir numbers were called in the 1960s-- when
previous presidents and Congresses thought sodittbut sending young men off to war. Then it inabeir
best interests to find more important things to diespite the so-called equalizing dratft.

The inability of taxpayers to fund both guns-andtéuhas not deterred those who smell the gloryant
Notoriously, great nations fall once their appefaieforeign domination outstrips their citizengility or
willingness to pay. We tried the guns-and-butfgraach in the 1960s with bad results, and the saithe
happen again as a consequence of the currentpbtitecision not to cut back on any expenditureyektic

or foreign. Veto nothing is current policy! Tabqrrow, and print to pay the bills is today’s contrenal
wisdom. The problem is that all the bills evenltyiatust be paid. There’s no free lunch, and ne fxar.

The economic consequences of such a policy arekweln and documented. Excessive spending leads to
excessive deficits, higher taxes, and more borrgwimd inflation-- which spells economic problematth
always clobber the middle class and the poor.

Already the suffering has begun. A lackluster vy, low paying jobs, outsourcing, and social stre
already are apparent. This economic price we glapg with the human suffering, is an extravagaitegfor
a war that was started with false information aod s prolonged for reasons unrelated to our nation
security.

This policy has led to excessive spending overarddeglect at home. It invites enemies to attacland
drains the resources needed to defend our homatahdare for our own people. We are obligateeaon
something from the tragedy of Katrina about theaffasation of funds away from our infrastructurethe
rebuilding of Iraq after first destroying it. Ier there was a time for us to reassess our pofibyreign
interventionism, it is today. It's time to lookward and attend to the constitutional needs ofpewple, and
forget about the grandiose schemes to remake thd wmoour image through the use of force. Thdtarts
not only are doomed to fail, as they have for thstjpne hundred years, but they invite economic and
strategic military problems that are harmful to oational security interests.
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We've been told that we must fight to protect aeetioms here at home. These reasons are givesik® m
the sacrifices more tolerable and noble. Withoubhanorable cause, the suffering becomes intolerabl
Hiding from the truth, though, in the end is no @eea for a war that promises no peace.

The most important misjudgment regarding Iraq thast be dealt with is the charge that Muslim tester
attack us out of envy for our freedoms, our pro$peand our way of life. There is no evidencestis the
case. On the contrary, those who have extensigsBarched this issue conclude that the #1 reascides
terrorists attack anywhere in the world is becdhsé land is occupied by a foreign military power.
Pretending otherwise and constantly expanding olitany presence in more Arab and Muslim countass
we have since 1990 has only increased the dangeoi attacks on our soil, as well as in those t@m
that have allied themselves with us. If we dengy thuth we do so at our own peril.

It's not unusual for the war crusaders to condemase who speak the truth in an effort to end arecessary
war. They claim those who want honest reasongh®enormous sacrifice are unpatriotic and un-Acaer;i
but these charges only serve to exacerbate thal sooest. Any criticism of policy, no matter hd\awed
the policy is, is said to be motivated by a laclspport for the troops. Yet it is preposterousuggest that
a policy that would have spared the lives of 198®isemen and women lacks concern for the welldpein
our troops. The absence of good reasoning to putss war prompts the supporters of the war toaiene
the skeptics and critics. They have no otherrdefe

Those who want to continue this war accuse thoselagt loved ones in Irag, and oppose the warsofgu
the dead for personal political gain. But whatlde war proponents do when they claim the reasomust
fight on is to honor the sacrifice of the militgzgrsonnel we lost by completing the mission? Tibe b
difference is that one group argues for savingslivehile the other justifies more killing. And that logic,
the additional deaths will require even more kglto make sure they too have not died in vain. r&foee,
the greater number who have died, the greateeisittivation to complete the mission. This deloggc.
This argument to persevere has been used througtsboty to continue wars that could and shouldehav
ended much sooner. This was true for World Wandl ietnam.

A sad realism struck me recently reading how ouriivs in Afghanistan must now rely on donkey
transportation in their efforts at nation buildiagd military occupation. Evidently the Talibarals/e and

well, as Osama bin Laden remains in this regiont ddesn’t this tell us something about our naive
assumption that our economic advantages and tedlkmowledge can subdue and control anybody? We're
traversing Afghan mountains on donkeys, and lobugg daily in Baghdad with homemade primitive
bombs. Our power and dominance clearly is limiigdhe determination of those who see us as oc@jpie
proving that just more money and sophisticated weapvon't bring us victory. Sophisticated weapand

the use of unlimited military power is no subsegtfidr diplomacy designed to promote peace whilerxésg
force only for defending our national interests.

Changing our policy of meddling in the affairs dfiers won't come quickly or easily. But a few satgto
indicate a change in our attitude would go a loag @ bringing peace to a troubled land.

1. We must soon, and Congress can do this throughutiget process, stop the construction of all
permanent bases in Iraq and any other Muslim cgumtthe region. Think of how we would react if
the Chinese had the military edge on us and laitnd to the Gulf of Mexico, building bases within
the U.S. in order to promote their superior wajifef Isn’t it ironic that we close down basesdat
home while building new ones overseas? Domestiebmight well promote security, while bases in
Muslim nations only elicit more hatred toward us.

2. The plans for the biggest U.S. embassy in the waeddting nearly 1 billion dollars, must be
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canceled. This structure in Baghdad sends a mesdagthe military bases being built, that we
expect to be in Iraq and running Iraq for a lomgetito come.

3. All military forces, especially on the Arabian Pesila, must be moved offshore at the earliest time
possible. All responsibility for security and canitof the oil must be transferred to the Iraqigrrthe
United States as soon as possible, within monthgeass.

The time will come when our policies dealing withdign affairs will change for the better. Buttthall be
because we can no longer afford the extravaganeiof This will occur when the American peopleliza
that war causes too much suffering here at hontethanbenefits of peace again become attractiues @l.
Part of this recognition will involve a big dropiine value of the dollar, higher interest ratesl lmpant
price inflation.

Though these problems are serious and threateinematoms and way of life, there’s every reason dokw
for the traditional constitutional foreign polidyat promotes peace over war, while not being tedate
mold the world in our image through force. We ddmot forget that what we did not achieve by raiijt
force in Vietham, was essentially achieved withgkace that came from our military failure and ditiwal
of our armed forces. Today, through trade andgdacS. investment and economic cooperation has
westernized Vietnam far more than our military o

We must remember initiating force to impose ouf il others negates all the goodness for which we
profess to stand. We cannot be fighting to securdreedom if we impose laws like the Patriot Aot a
national ID card on the American people.

Unfortunately, we have lost faith and confidence¢hie system of government with which we have been
blessed. Today too many Americans support, at iedke early stages, the use of force to spread o
message of hope and freedom. They too often arfeised by the rhetoric that our armies are neealed t
spread American goodness. Using force injudiciqguebtead of spreading the worthy message of Ararric
freedom through peaceful means, antagonizes ouniesgalienates our allies, and threatens personal
liberties here at home while burdening our economy.

If confidence can be restored in our American trads of peace and trade, our influence throughttoait
world would be enhanced just as it was once wetejethe military approach in Vietham.

This change in policy can come easily once the lgeofthis country decide that there is a bettey toa
conduct ourselves throughout the world. Whendwepeople turn against war as a tool to promoticer
beliefs, the war ceases. That's what we need todlagn we can get down to the business of sediing
example of how peace and freedom brings prosperday atmosphere that allows for excellence andeir
to thrive.

A powerful bureaucratic military state negatese#ibrts to preserve these conditions that haveeserv
America so well up until recent times. That is whiat the American dream is all about. Withoghange
in attitude, the American dream dies: a simple gedhat restates the principles of liberty enslariimeour
Constitution will serve us well in solving all tipegoblems we face. The American people are upddadabk; |
hope Congress is as well.
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