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For the men and women of the armed forces of the United States of America, past, present, and future. For the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines, for it is you “whom we shall send.” God bless you, your families, and your service to our country.






Wherein lies our security? It is the American man at arms. From personal experience I know how well he guards us. I have seen him die at Verdun, at St. Mihiel, at Guadalcanal; in the foxholes of Bataan, in the batteries of Corregidor, in the battle areas of Korea; on land, on sea, and in the air; amidst jungle and swamp, hot sands and frozen reaches, in the smoldering mud of shell-pocked roads and dripping trenches.


He was gaunt and he was ghostly; he was grieved and he was loused; he was filthy and he stank; and I loved him.

 



He died hard, that American fighting man. Not like a dove which when hit, folds its wings gently and comes down quietly. But like a wounded wolf at bay, with lips curled back in a snarl.

 



He left me with an abiding faith in the future of this nation; a faith that our beloved land will once more know the serenity of hope without fear; a faith in the course of our destiny as a free, prosperous, and happy people.

 



—General Douglas MacArthur, as quoted by General Alexander M. Haig at the Nixon Library, Yorba Linda, California, on July 29, 2003







INTRODUCTION


by Thomas S. Winter, president and editor in chief of HUMAN EVENTS


White House political advisor Karl Rove created a stir on Capitol Hill in January 2002 when he told a group of Republicans that the GOP should use national security as an issue in the upcoming midterm elections.

“We can go to the country on this issue,” Rove said, “because they trust the Republican Party to do a better job of protecting and strengthening America’s military might and hereby protecting America.”

Democratic House Minority Leader Dick Gephardt of Missouri immediately condemned these remarks as “shameful,” adding, “I hope the president will set the record straight. This is not a partisan issue.”

Rove had violated a new principle that liberals now want everyone in politics to embrace uncritically: that in the post-September 11 world, it is going too far to question the other party’s commitment to national security.

Yet when it comes to such an important issue as national security, sensitivity and comity between the political parties are obviously less important than actual results. The question is not whether Rove was insensitive, but whether Rove was right: Are Republicans really that much better on the issue of national security? And conversely, are Democrats so bad on the issue that they can never be trusted to defend America?

In this strongly argued book, Lieutenant Colonel Buzz Patterson (U.S. Air Force, Retired), answers with a resounding “Yes.” I must agree with his assessment. In my forty-three years of covering policy and politics in Washington, D.C., for Human Events, I have seen this thesis borne out again and again on nearly every defense issue, vote after roll call vote. It is not a question of how many historical examples one can give of liberal weakness on national security issues, but rather of how many one can fit into a single book.

It is no exaggeration to say that the United States won the Cold War despite the best efforts of the American Left. Beginning especially with the Vietnam era, liberals have consistently done everything in their power to ensure America’s military defeat. And despite their frequent active alliances with America’s Communist enemies throughout the Cold War, many liberal Democrats have successfully duped much of the American public into supporting them politically. Each election, Democrats ask for still more of the same power they have repeatedly demonstrated they are not worthy of exercising.




THE DODGER PRESIDENT 

If there was ever any doubt about the truth of this conclusion, the Clinton presidency sufficiently answered it for all time. It is difficult enough to forgive Bill Clinton for dodging the draft and making some other young man from Hope, Arkansas, serve and perhaps die in his place in Vietnam. It is outright impossible, however, to forgive him for gravely abusing his power as commander in chief—using the military for political ends, dramatically cutting back the size of our forces to pay for wasteful social programs, and turning what should be an elite fighting force into a laboratory for social experimentation.

Despite lacking any clear mandate after his plurality victory in the election of 1992, (a fact that would only come crashing down on him later in the GOP electoral sweep of 1994), Clinton, once in office, immediately moved to undermine military morale and effectiveness by trying to force acceptance of homosexuality on the military. In  doing this, Clinton again showed that all too often liberals’ top priority is not to strengthen the military, but rather to force political correctness on America’s soldiers.

Along these lines, Clinton made it a priority to put women in situations closer and closer to actual combat. In 1994, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin revoked the so-called “risk rule,” which barred female soldiers from roles in which there was substantial risk of capture. This culminated in the Nasiriyah incident in Iraq last year, in which two women service members were captured and one killed. These women—two of them single mothers and the other a mere girl of nineteen years—were in maintenance roles close behind the front lines, in a place they never would have been had the Clinton administration not altered the rules for women in combat. The fact that women were serving in that specific location did not make America’s military any stronger—quite the contrary, in fact—but it did serve to further a social goal of the Left: to obliterate sex roles, even at the expense of American security and strength.

Clinton also introduced sex-integrated training into the Army—a policy frowned upon as “not efficient” in a January 2003 study by the Army itself. Although co-ed training does not improve the military’s strength, the study stated, it “improved female performance... increases acceptance of women in the Army” and “provides shared training experience.” All very nice, but hardly the way to build military might in an age of global terrorism.

Of course, given that human nature is real—not the societal construct that leftist theorists claim—a more highly sex-integrated military produces increasing rates of pregnancy in the services (especially aboard ships at sea) as well as aberrations such as the sadistic, pornographic photographs and videos that have come out of the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. It is noteworthy that as the first explanations of the prison abuse incident trickle out of Iraq, we learn that the co-ed guard staff was practically running a sex club right under the nose of their incompetent female commander, Brigadier General Janis Karpinski.

The liberals accompanied their social experimentation on the armed forces with an outright dismantling of America’s military might. In the 1990s, as American servicemen were undergoing sensitivity training thanks to Clinton’s leadership, the commander in chief was cutting the armed forces nearly in half. As Republican House Armed Services chairman Duncan Hunter of California told Human Events’ Terry Jeffrey last October, “We had eighteen Army divisions in 1991. Today we have ten. So, when Bill Clinton left the White House we had cut the Army at that point almost in half. We had twenty-four active fighter air wings in the Air Force. Today we have thirteen. So we cut our tactical airpower almost in half. We had 546 ships in 1991. Today we are down to three hundred. So we cut the ship force massively.”

By the time terrorists hit the United States on September 11, 2001, America was in a desperate situation and needed an enormous boost in military funding just to rebuild. “I think it’s clear that we’ve cut our force structure too deeply, and that’s being reflected in the op tempo and personnel tempo that are required now to support our commitments around the world,” said Hunter.

Later in his presidency, Clinton showed a sick and cynical knack for using the military to suit his own political ends. Take, for example, his famous diversionary missile strikes of August 20, 1998, to distract Americans on the same day Monica Lewinsky testified in the Paula Jones sexual harassment trial, and three days after his own mendacious testimony. It was a sickening case of life’s imitating art—namely the 1997 movie Wag the Dog. Fourteen months later, the administration was still defending its missile strikes on an aspirin factory in Sudan that, as it turns out, had no readily discernable connection to the terrorists who were supposedly the real target.

Then came the Kosovo conflict, a truly shameful episode in the history of our foreign policy. This aerial bombardment of Yugoslavia was more about giving Clinton a legacy than it ever was about serving American interests. In the end it accomplished nothing positive, but it did simultaneously inflame anti-American sentiment worldwide  and help Albanian Islamic extremists gain a base of support in southeastern Europe.

When Clinton had a chance to do something good for America’s security—capture Osama bin Laden, retaliate effectively for the attack on the USS Cole and the African embassy bombings, or pursue the international terrorist organizations behind the 1993 World Trade Center bombing—he inevitably passed it up. He continues to lie about his opportunity to apprehend bin Laden, even though he was caught on tape in 2002 explaining why he turned down the terrorist leader when Sudan’s government offered him up in 1996.

Of all American presidents, Clinton was the least mindful of national security. His law enforcement apparatus was too often occupied in operations such as Waco, and his military was stretched thin, performing peacekeeping missions of questionable value for American interests in a variety of places, including Bosnia and Haiti.




A NEW MCGOVERN 

As bad as Bill Clinton was, this year’s election may be showcasing a candidate who rivals even George McGovern in his unworthiness to hold the position of commander in chief. That Democratic senator John Kerry of Massachusetts is all but certain to be the Democrats’ official nominee for president this year speaks volumes about just how powerful the remnants of the 1960s radical anti-American Left remain within the Democratic Party.

As Patterson demonstrates, Kerry has a long history of proposing and voting for bills that would slash military and intelligence funding, sometimes gutting or eliminating key weapons systems. In 1997, Kerry said, “Now that [the Cold War] struggle is over, why is it that our vast intelligence apparatus continues to grow?” Naturally, this did not stop Kerry from complaining after September 11 of the failure of America’s intelligence agencies to prevent terrorism.

On March 29, 2004, Human Events chronicled several of Kerry’s votes on defense issues, comparing his record to that of a fellow  Vietnam veteran, John McCain, Republican senator from Arizona. The contrast is very striking, despite the fact that McCain is not considered a strong conservative by any stretch of the imagination. Kerry’s anti-soldier, anti-military bias shines through again and again in his votes to take money away from the military for use in social programs. As icing on the cake, in the course of passing the 1993 motor-voter legislation, Kerry even voted against an amendment that would have helped new enlistees register to vote.

Perhaps more important, John Kerry has a long history of collaborating with America’s enemies. He got to where he is today only by falsely besmirching the reputation of his country and undermining American morale during the Vietnam War. After returning from his very brief stint in Vietnam, Kerry became a stateside apologist for Communism. Kerry’s former comrade-in-arms Robert Elder said it best about the anti-American activities Kerry engaged in after his return from Vietnam: “We didn’t lose the war on the ground in Vietnam. We lost it at home, and at home John Kerry was the field general.”

As Patterson notes, Kerry’s April 22, 1971, testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee bears the unmistakable scent of Communist propaganda, treating that vicious totalitarian system as if it were just another form of government, and dismissing as “bogus” the idea that it represented any threat to the United States and our freedoms.

On top of Kerry’s radical rhetoric came the slanders that will surely dog him in this year’s presidential election: his uncritical repetition, under oath, of undocumented, dubious allegations—many of them later discredited—of atrocious daily war crimes by American servicemen in Vietnam. Patterson shows how Kerry painted a picture of the American soldier as cruel and sadistic, asserting that there were somehow “200,000 a year who are murdered by the United States of America” in Vietnam. Kerry decried America’s “hypocrisy in our taking umbrage in the Geneva Conventions and using that as justification for a continuation of this war, when we are more guilty than any other body of violations of those Geneva Conventions.” He also made  the claim—immediately retracted under questioning because of its sheer absurdity—that “a lot of guys, 60, 80 percent, stay stoned twenty-four hours a day” in Vietnam order to deal with the war.


Human Events has aggressively covered the story of Kerry’s testimony, which came at the same time Republican congressman Sam Johnson of Texas was suffering as a POW in the so-called “Hanoi Hilton” prison camp. “When [Kerry] testified against the war, his testimony was un-American and untrue, and I think he lost all credibility as a real military man,” Johnson recently told a Human Events reporter. As Kerry was decrying the U.S. as the world’s worst violator of the Geneva Conventions, Johnson and other brave men such as Republican senator Jeremiah Denton of Alabama were experiencing true violations of the Conventions at the hands of their captors. (For all we know, aged, missing POWs might still be suffering, thanks to Kerry’s offhand dismissal, when he served as chairman of the Senate Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs, of thousands of examples of evidence that American servicemen remained captive in Vietnam.)

In the same Senate testimony, Kerry predicted that upon America’s withdrawal from Vietnam, perhaps a few thousand anti-Communists might have to be evacuated from the country in order to escape retribution. He could not have been more wrong. America’s early flight led to the brutal murder of millions in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos at the hands of the Communists.

There is even more to the story of Kerry’s activist group, Vietnam Veterans Against the War (VVAW). Contrary to the story the mainstream media have peddled in this election year, VVAW was not in any sense just a group of concerned veterans who had returned from the war and had some reservations about its conduct. In addition to the fact that several of the group’s “veterans” were later exposed as frauds who had lied about their service records, FBI files and eyewitnesses suggest a more nefarious organization. Patterson rightly draws attention to a November 1971 Kansas City meeting at which some of VVAW’s leaders discussed a plot to murder pro-war U.S. senators.

While FBI informants’ accounts contradict each other on some details, they agree that John Kerry was present at that meeting, a fact that has been bolstered by subsequent eyewitness accounts. Earlier this year, Kerry tried to deny he was there, but has since claimed memory loss in the face of overwhelming evidence that he was. And after attending this amazing meeting, he remained a member of VVAW and apparently did not even report this treasonous activity to the relevant authorities.

Kerry also acknowledged in his 1971 Senate testimony, under oath, that he had personally met in Paris with representatives of the North Vietnamese government and the Communist “provisional government” of South Vietnam to “negotiate” a private diplomatic solution for American withdrawal. As a Naval Reservist at the time, subject to the Uniform Military Code of Justice (Section 904 Article 104), Kerry could have faced the death penalty for this unauthorized contact with the enemy.

Instead, he could now become president of the United States.




QUESTION THEIR PATRIOTISM 

The scariest thing about watching the Vietnam era end and roll into the 1980s is that many of those who did the most to hurt our soldiers and help our enemies suddenly became respected political figures in the Democratic Party. It is almost amusing to hear the now-fashionable protestation, “How dare you question my patriotism?” coming from politicians who actually collaborated with our enemies only a few decades ago.

Unfortunately, the public has such a short attention span that most Americans remain largely unaware that many of our elected officials come from this collaborationist brood.

If you find Kerry’s constant self-serving references to his Vietnam service annoying today, you should look back to 1985, when the newly elected senator traveled to Nicaragua to help the Soviet-backed Communist regime there. A Washington Post reporter memorialized  Kerry’s April 18 landing in Managua: “‘Look at it,’ Kerry said as their plane touched down here Thursday night. ‘It reminds me so much of Vietnam. The same lushness, the tree lines.’”

And, as Kerry would try to portray it, the same quagmire and the same war atrocities. Kerry’s trip to Managua was intended to score a propaganda coup against Ronald Reagan, who had just been reelected in a landslide. Reagan had been backing a counter-insurgency to keep the Soviets from exploiting the strategic foothold his predecessor, Jimmy Carter, had given them in the Americas.

Predictably, Kerry and Democratic senator Tom Harkin of Iowa took the other side of the debate from Reagan. They went to Managua to meet with Communist dictator Daniel Ortega and negotiate a “cease-fire” that was contrary at the time to American policy and interests. Kerry, who would denounce the anti-Communist fighters as “death squads” while visiting and cavorting with America’s enemy, sought a “peace” agreement favorable to the Communists that he could take back to Washington and throw in Reagan’s face. The White House denounced it as a “propaganda initiative.”

The following week, after his return, Kerry would praise this phony plan he had brought back, which would have cut off all funding for the anti-Soviet resistance, handing total victory to the Communists and leaving America vulnerable in its own hemisphere.

“I share with this body the aide-mémoire which was presented to us by President Ortega,” he said of the pro-Communist peace plan. “Here is a guarantee of the security interest of the United States.... My generation, a lot of us grew up with the phrase ‘give peace a chance’ as part of a song that captured a lot of people’s imagination. I hope that the president of the United States will give peace a chance.”

Fortunately, Reagan ignored this advice from the Democratic senators. His intransigence caused Harkin to complain of the administration, “They just have an ideological fanaticism with respect to Nicaragua that goes beyond any bonds of reasonableness.”

Four years later, Reagan’s fanatical unreasonableness would erase the Communist threat from the earth, despite the efforts of Harkin, Kerry, and others to prop it up and keep it alive.

The story of Democratic senator Ted Kennedy of Massachusetts goes even further to demonstrate liberal disloyalty. Unfortunately, many conservatives just laugh Kennedy off as a demagogue “whose car has killed more people than my gun ever will.” Others remain angry at the thought of the Chappaquiddick incident thirty years ago, in which he left a young woman to drown after he drove his car off a bridge.

But how many of them know about Ted Kennedy’s active collaboration with the KGB, the Soviet intelligence apparatus? No, this is not the stuff of conspiracy theory. It was revealed during the 1990s with the opening of the Soviet archives after the collapse of the Russian Communist dictatorship, and by files brought to U.S. intelligence services by courageous Soviet defectors.

As anti-Communist expert Herb Romerstein reported in Human Events last December, these files show that Kennedy used the KGB to advance his political ambitions and the business prospects of his friends, all at the expense of U.S. national interests.

The KGB files show that on March 5, 1980, using former Democratic senator John Tunney of California as an intermediary, Kennedy offered to speak out against President Jimmy Carter and his (albeit weak) condemnation of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

In May 1983, the KGB again reported to their bosses that Kennedy was offering to “undertake some additional steps to counter the militaristic policy of Reagan and his campaign of psychological pressure on the American population.” Kennedy requested a meeting with Yuri Andropov, the general secretary of the Soviet Communist Party, for the purpose of “arming himself with the Soviet leader’s explanations of arms control policy so he can use them later for more convincing speeches in the U.S.”

It is no surprise, then, that as Kennedy was secretly working with America’s enemies, he and his friends on the Left were overtly undermining America’s intelligence apparatus.

As Patterson notes, the intelligence sabotage by the likes of Kennedy and other liberals in Congress in the late 1970s unmistakably culminated in the terror attacks of September 11, 2001. Democratic senator Frank Church of Idaho, who famously described the CIA as a “rogue elephant,” led the committee that created an absolute separation between the activities of domestic law enforcement and foreign intelligence investigations.

Kennedy and others helped pass the 1978 Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA), which for the first time prevented the executive branch from monitoring foreign enemies operating in the United States without first demonstrating to a special court “sufficient specific and articulable facts to indicate that the individual’s activities are in preparation for sabotage or international terrorism.” This was an unprecedented restriction. President Franklin Roosevelt had freely wiretapped Nazis and Communists operating in the U.S., which only made sense, and his successors enjoyed the same inherent power.

But the liberals carried the day in 1978. Twenty-three years later, the FBI arrested Zacarias Moussaoui on immigration charges and wanted to search his computer. But thanks to the stringent statutory restrictions on our law enforcement personnel—a veritable wall—created by Kennedy, Church, and other liberals, their request for a warrant was rejected.

Attorney General John Ashcroft testified on this incident before the independent 9-11 Commission on April 13, 2004, and cited a note written by one frustrated FBI investigator at the time—and this was just weeks prior to September 11: “Someday someone will die—and wall or not—the public will not understand why we were not more effective and throwing every resource we had at certain ‘problems.’”

Don’t expect Ted Kennedy to apologize any time soon. He’s already out there demanding to know why the FBI failed. A look in the mirror would explain a lot.




SHOOTING DOWN MISSILE DEFENSE 

As President Ronald Reagan reached the end of his second term in 1988, he argued in favor of George H. W. Bush’s candidacy by recalling the disastrous defense policies of his predecessor Jimmy Carter and the harm they caused to America’s safety and world standing.

“Our national defense had been so weakened that the Soviet Union had begun to engage in reckless aggression,” said Reagan. “The world began to question the constancy and resolve of the United States. Our leaders answered, not that there was something wrong with our government, but that our people were at fault because of some malaise.”

Reagan’s election in 1980 changed all of that. Unlike his predecessors—and certainly unlike his leftist adversaries—Reagan believed that the Cold War could be won, and he set out to do it. Today we take for granted Reagan’s success, but nearly everyone has forgotten the lengths to which the Left went to prevent him from effectively countering the Soviet threat.

One of the clearest examples of this—well described by Patterson—is the fight by Kerry, Kennedy, and a whole host of other leftists to adopt a so-called “nuclear freeze” policy. This was a disastrous idea that would have put the United States at the mercy of an overwhelmingly superior Soviet nuclear power.

When Reagan entered office, there was great concern that the Soviets would permanently take the lead in the nuclear arms race and “bury” the free world, just as Nikita Khrushchev had promised in his famous diplomatic address of 1956. Between 1973 and 1983, the United States had increased its number of nuclear warheads only slightly, from 1,754 to 2,100. The Soviets, on the other hand, had  quadrupled their nuclear arsenal—from 1,527 to 6,000—and aggressively deployed missiles in Europe, training them on Western capitals.

Meanwhile, at the behest of their Soviet backers, the American Left began to advocate a bilateral “nuclear freeze” that essentially amounted to surrender. Their plan would have left Russia with a commanding numerical advantage in warheads. Naturally, Soviet premier Yuri Andropov loved the idea, and spoke in its favor in a January 1983 interview with Pravda. The American “peace movement,” bankrolled and controlled by the Soviets, staged rallies and marches in several American cities in support of this plan.

House Democrats even passed a nuclear freeze bill in 1983, but President Reagan ruled out such a move, instead beginning his own nuclear buildup of intermediate-range Pershing II nuclear missiles. By deploying these missiles throughout Western Europe to counter the Soviet missiles, he immediately created a more favorable starting position for nuclear negotiations. In March 1983, Reagan went even further, unveiling the beginning of work on the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)—a national missile defense system. Reagan argued that it was morally superior to defend the nation against nuclear attack rather than to base the nation’s defense on mutually assured destruction.

“I know this is a formidable technical task, one that may not be accomplished before the end of this century,” Reagan said in a nationally televised speech. “It will take years, probably decades, of effort on many fronts.... But isn’t it worth every investment necessary to free the world from the threat of nuclear war?”

This did not sit well at all with the Soviets, who stood to lose the nuclear threat they then held over the American people. And so their left-wing allies in the U.S. Congress jumped at the chance to oppose it. Kennedy derisively denounced “the misleading red scare tactics and reckless Star Wars schemes of the president.” (Recall that Kennedy was in contact with the KGB at this time.)

Reagan pressed on anyway, and successfully pushed SDI through Congress over strenuous Democrat objections. The program became  a key part of negotiations with Soviet premier Mikhail Gorbachev in 1986, giving Reagan a clear upper hand in these talks. As Gorbachev himself would later declare, Reagan’s tough SDI stance signaled the beginning of the end for Soviet Communism. Still, throughout the 1980s, Reagan and his successor would have to battle liberals such as Kerry, Kennedy, and Harkin to preserve the missile defense program and resist what Reagan called a move “back toward the weakness and accommodation of the 1970s.”

Since that time, national missile defense has come closer to reality, and its great need is accentuated by the threat of terrorists and rogue states such as North Korea, which has long-range missiles and a demonstrated willingness to use them. Yet liberals continue to oppose missile defense. They even argued that the September 11 attacks prove that a missile defense system is unnecessary, because the terrorists did not use ballistic missiles!

As Human Events reported exclusively in July 2002, Democratic Senate Armed Services chairman Carl Levin of Michigan led an effort to kill the missile defense program without leaving fingerprints by quietly removing key funding provisions without which the rest of the program would not function. As Republican senator Phil Gramm of Texas said at the time, “It’s just like a guy who takes the ignition out of a car and says, ‘Well, you’ve got 98 percent of your car.’”

To head off Levin, Republicans had to make secret plans to wheel ailing Republican senator Jesse Helms of North Carolina—still recovering from heart surgery—onto the Senate floor to cast the fiftieth vote in favor of full missile defense funding. Levin blinked, and the vote never took place, but his anti-defense crusade illustrates the problems Americans will always face as long as they entrust his ideological allies with the security of our nation.




BETRAYAL AGAIN 

Many Americans believed in the weeks and months following the terror attacks of September 11, 2001, that the nation’s politics would never  be the same again. In the aftermath, it appeared that liberals would join conservatives in supporting military operations and domestic law enforcement aimed at decreasing the terror threat against America.

Unfortunately, the post-September 11 debate on Capitol Hill has only confirmed that liberals lack the will to fight America’s enemies. Even the destruction of the World Trade Center and much of the Pentagon has not changed the permanently partisan nature of the Democrats on national defense issues or caused the liberals to back off their politically correct obsessions. Just as before, there is still only one increased military capability that Democratic legislators support in substantial numbers: to make taxpayers fund and military doctors perform abortions on our overseas bases.

In the war against the terrorists around the world, the bulk of America’s leftists are not aligned with our enemy, as they were during the Cold War. Yet at best they are very uncomfortable with fighting a war against the Islamic fanatics who destroyed the World Trade Center and murdered three thousand Americans.

For one thing, the War on Terror makes them nervous because it threatens the very foundations of their “Blame America First” philosophy. The Left cannot stomach the possibility that other nations and cultures (besides our own) could somehow be deficient and inherently harmful to our peace and security.

This is why, just over one year after terror attacks ravaged our nation, Senator Kennedy, Democratic senator Russ Feingold of Wisconsin and Democratic congressman John Conyers of Michigan were already working to eliminate funding for what was at the time one of the most effective homeland security programs established after September 2001—the National Security Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS), which required the fingerprinting and registration of foreign visitors entering the United States from certain Muslim countries and state sponsors of terrorism.

In January 2003, Kennedy cleverly and quietly—with no one noticing—inserted an amendment to a spending bill that removed NSEERS  funding from a supplemental spending bill. Kennedy, Feingold, and Conyers then wrote a joint letter calling the program “a second wave of roundups and detentions of Arab and Muslim males disguised as a perfunctory registration requirement.”

Of course, they assumed this was a bad thing. In fact, NSEERS had by that time (after just four months of operation) led directly to the apprehension of seven terrorists and 341 other “law enforcement threats” trying to enter the United States, a Justice Department spokesman told Human Events at the time. Among those arrested were convicted drug traffickers, other felons (including a convicted Iranian child molester), and previous immigration violators.

Yet a survey of Democratic lawmakers by Human Events found almost universal opposition to this highly effective program. Political correctness, it turned out, was more important than national security.

“To the extent that it looks like racial profiling, I’m not in support of that,” said Democratic congresswoman Denise Majette of Georgia.

“I think it’s a very discriminatory policy,” said Democratic senator Maria Cantwell of Washington.

“Just visualize this,” said Democratic congressman Dennis Kucinich of Ohio. “Give me your tired, your free, your huddled masses—your fingerprints!”

Amazingly, even as liberals were seeking to end NSEERS, Democratic senator Hillary Clinton of New York was attacking the Bush administration for supposedly dropping the ball on homeland security. “Somewhere along the line, we lost our edge,” she said. “We let our guard down.”

Fortunately, Republicans later restored funding for NSEERS, which was later replaced by a more comprehensive immigration and visitor tracking system. But the lesson should be clear: When in power, liberals will leave our nation open to attack.




HOMELAND PORK AND ECO-WAR 

It would seem almost tautological that money from the new Department of Homeland Security should be used to prevent future  terrorist attacks. Unfortunately, Democrats don’t see it that way. They have a strategy for Homeland Security money that has nothing to do with securing the homeland.

Their funding formula goes like this: political power, pork, and votes—not national defense. As Republican congressman Chris Cox of California wrote in the May 19, 2004, edition of The Hill: “Forty percent of the total state terrorism preparedness grants are being allocated with no regard for the threat of a terrorist attack, the vulnerability of key assets, the terrorists’ known capabilities and intentions, or even state or regional population.” The current funding levels, he continued, are “based not on threat assessment, nor on need, but on political formulas.... Homeland security is the essence of our national security. It cannot be burdened with pork and political formulas that fail to address our needs rationally.”

Indeed, this is one of the most under-reported scandals of the post-September 11 era, mostly because Democrats have successfully concealed their disregard for public safety behind a façade of concern for “rescue workers” and “first responders.” Unfortunately, these brave individuals can only help in the aftermath of a horrific terror attack. Yet rather than investing in a system of tough border enforcement, deportation of aliens who threaten our security, and expanded military strike capabilities to deter and combat terrorism, liberals prefer to pad the patronage payrolls of police and fire departments in rural Vermont, which will almost certainly never suffer a terrorist attack. Thanks to the hard work of pork-barreling Democratic senator Patrick Leahy of Vermont, the funding formula is set up such that Vermont will receive far more “homeland security” money on a per-capita basis than New York or California, which are far more likely to be targeted for such an attack.

In many cases, the programs to which liberals wish to dedicate anti-terrorism funding have nothing to do even with “first responders,” and everything to do with certain lawmakers’ desire to be reelected. In the spring of 2002, the Democrat-controlled Senate passed a so-called “emergency” supplemental spending bill for counter-terrorism that  provided $2.5 million for mapping Hawaiian coral reefs, $11 million to bail out New England fishermen, $26.8 million for the U.S Geological Survey to map U.S. cities, $1 billion for Pell grants and $2 million for the Smithsonian to build a new warehouse for animal specimens preserved in formaldehyde.

Liberals also clearly show the low priority they put on national security as they repeatedly try to limit or abolish military training capabilities through imposition of draconian environmental laws. Human Events associate editor Joseph D’Agostino has extensively documented this abuse of environmental laws at the expense of national security. He noted in May 2003, for example, the Army’s warning that “environmental laws now affect in some way 84 percent of the training land at Fort Hood, Texas, and that on 77 percent of the land, training practices are actually affected because of it.”

At other bases, endangered species have become an issue, and liberals are always there to make a federal case of it. Environmentalists at the Natural Resources Defense Council are still suing to eliminate the training grounds of the 1st Marine Division at Camp Pendleton, near San Diego, California. As we reported in February 2003, they are trying to impose through litigation a 2000 proposal by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “to designate 57 percent of the territory at that base as ‘critical habitat’ for creatures listed as threatened or endangered under ESA.” The case is still pending, but a ruling against the Marines would be devastating for their training capabilities on the West Coast.




IRAQ: SAME OLD STORY 

In 2002, the United States had every reason to take a tough diplomatic tack with Saddam Hussein and clear up, one way or another, the issue of his illicit weapons programs. Ever since 1998, there had been a strong bipartisan agreement that Hussein was a threat and that he had in his possession weapons of mass destruction.

President Bush was still seeking to settle the score with Hussein through diplomacy in 2002, but it did not help America’s cause when  three prominent Democratic lawmakers went to meet with Hussein and lend aid to his propaganda campaign against Bush. Democratic congressmen David Bonior of Michigan, Jim McDermott of Washington, and Mike Thompson of California went to Baghdad and then publicly called the president a liar, arguing from Iraqi soil against his aggressive policy toward Hussein.

Interviewed from Baghdad by satellite, Congressman McDermott told ABC’s This Week in late September 2002, “I think you have to take the Iraqis on their value—at their face value.” He also said, “I think the president would mislead the American people.”

In other words, mass murderer Saddam Hussein could be trusted, but not George W. Bush. It was a singularly repulsive statement that smelled of treason, not even matched by Hillary Clinton’s “Troop Demoralization Tour,” recounted by Patterson in this book.


Human Events spoke with McDermott upon his return from Baghdad; he refused to back away from his pro-Hussein, anti-Bush remarks. McDermott remained completely unconcerned with whether his freelance foreign policy exploits—like those of John Kerry and Tom Harkin in 1985—were undermining and weakening U.S. government policy.

“Well, you know, the issue here is not those remarks,” he said. “It’s the issue of whether or not we’re going to take the president’s excuses for going to war rather than settling things diplomatically.”

The same week, Republican congressman J. D. Hayworth of Arizona made it clear that it was not McDermott’s antiwar position, but his ready embrace of an enemy’s propaganda that made his remarks especially poisonous: “I’m very disappointed in Congressman McDermott,” said Hayworth. “Not that people don’t have the right to dissent, but that he would go to a foreign, hostile capital and express his disdain and distrust of the president of the United States, I find thoroughly despicable.”

The phrase “thoroughly despicable” also describes the liberals’ decades-long record on national defense and national security. As  Hayworth noted, dissent from government policy can indeed be patriotic. But anti-American sabotage—a term that often aptly describes liberals’ consistent disdain for our nation’s defense—is not.

Liberals have had enough chances to lead and to show their mettle, and they have failed. As Patterson argues convincingly, it is not time to put them back in control.





CHAPTER ONE

A SOLDIER KNOWS


“I do not know the dignity of their birth, but I do know the glory of their death. They died unquestioning, uncomplaining, with faith in their hearts, and on their lips the hope that we could go on to victory. Always for them: Duty, Honor, Country.”

—General Douglas MacArthur




More than an act of terrorism, September 11, 2001, inaugurated a world war. Radical Islamists, as we know, killed Americans in New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania. They have killed Westerners in housing compounds in Saudi Arabia, in synagogues in Turkey and Tunisia, and on the railways of Spain. They have killed French sailors in Pakistan, Western tourists in Bali, Israelis in Kenya, and Russians in Moscow and Chechnya. They have killed American and allied troops on the battlefields of Afghanistan and Iraq. Their terrorist cells stretch from Pakistan to London to the Philippines to Detroit. A chemical weapons attack orchestrated by al-Qaeda, using weapons of mass destruction funneled through Syria (possibly originating in  Iraq), potentially killing tens of thousands, was thwarted in Jordan. Bomb plots have been foiled in England, France, Saudi Arabia, and the United States. And the war continues. As al-Qaeda operative Maulana Inyadullah put it, “The Americans love Pepsi-Cola, we love death.”

The war was ongoing before September 11, but the Clinton administration didn’t fight it, and many Americans barely noticed it. It took this second Pearl Harbor to shake every American out of the “roaring ’90s” economic prosperity, the Nintendo-induced coma of affluence, the foolishness of believing in the “end of history.” But soldiers knew; they always know. Our politicians—at least the ones who aspire to be statesmen—should know, but, as we’ll see, an entire party in American politics, the Carter-Clinton-Kerry Democrats, never know, because they never focus on America’s enemies. Instead, they always assume the enemy is us: America, her armed services, and her intelligence operations. This book is about these Democrats, about their reckless disregard for American security, and reveals that we cannot afford their mistakes again.

I write as a retired Air Force officer, a former White House military aide who carried the “nuclear football” for President Bill Clinton, and as an officer who has been ordered into harm’s way by American presidents. I don’t believe that we can any longer trust the Democratic Party of Carter-Clinton-Kerry with these life-and-death decisions; the Democratic Party has a demonstrated record of failure and irresponsibility when it comes to national security. September 11 helped bring that home to me. Everyone has his or her own September 11 story. But perhaps I should tell mine, because it was the fulfillment of a warning I personally witnessed given to President Clinton in the White House.

By then, I was a commercial pilot. I picked up my pilot kit and the black travel bag with red and blue embroidered Delta Air Lines logo, kissed my wife and daughter goodbye, and started toward the door. In my new position as a first officer on Delta’s MD-88 aircraft, my  flights would take me from Atlanta’s Hartsfield Airport to LaGuardia in New York, back to Atlanta, and finally to West Palm Beach, Florida, for a layover.

I passed the living room television on the way to the car. A commercial airliner had slammed into one of the World Trade Center towers. The plane had erupted in flames and torched the top ten floors. The grayish black smoke characteristically produced by burning jet fuel billowed from the tower. Decades of training, thousands of hours of flying, and hundreds of safety classes do not prepare you for that instant when you see an aircraft crash.

Katie Couric, liberal America’s sweetheart, was panicked, straining to comprehend and explain what had just occurred. She speculated that it might be pilot error or a failure on the part of the air traffic controllers. “No way,” I thought. There was not a chance in hell that a commercial jet would inadvertently hit this tower on such a clear, cloudless, crystal blue sky day. Even in the very busy airspace of the New York metropolitan area, it was impossible.

I set my flight bags down and fell to the couch to watch. I still had an hour or so until my required sign-in at Delta’s pilot lounge. I stared at the growing plume of smoke and wondered what airline this was. Were these pilots my friends, my peers? How many passengers were on board? How many people were working in the tower? What happened?

Unbelievably, in that instant, another jet appeared from the right of the screen and collided with the second tower. “What in the hell is going on?” I asked myself. I yelled for my wife to join me.

I immediately called Delta and was greeted by one of the flight operations managers. “Are you guys watching this?” I asked. “What do you want me to do? Should I come in?”

“Stay where you are until we call you,” he said curtly.

As I watched the chaos in New York and Washington, D.C., I recalled being in the White House and retrieving a briefing paper given to President Clinton—it was the Presidential Daily Briefing—that  described how the Filipino police had cracked Operation Bojinka (“loud bang” in Serbo-Croatian), an al-Qaeda plot to employ commercial airliners as weapons. That was in 1996. The Clinton administration had four years to act on this intelligence about al-Qaeda’s methods. Operation Bojinka, I remembered, had implicated al-Qaeda bomb-builder Ramzi Ahmed Yousef, who had also been implicated in the first World Trade Center bombing in 1993. Yet nothing constructive had been done to prevent what I now saw on television—in fact, the idea of “profiling passengers” had been explicitly rejected by the Federal Aviation Administration during the Clinton years because of political correctness. The FAA, Vice President Al Gore, and the Janet Reno Justice Department did not want to single out people on the basis of “racial profiling.” Such political correctness—and neglect about the intelligence information and its national security implications—cost three thousand lives.

I remembered the many terrorist attacks on American citizens during the 1990s. The first World Trade Center bombing, the attack on the U.S. military training center in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, the bombing of the American military barracks in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, the simultaneous bombings of the American embassies in Tanzania and Kenya, and the deadly attack on the USS Cole. The tragic scenes in New York City and at the Pentagon in Washington, D.C. were the horrible price we paid for President Clinton’s reckless disregard for America’s national security, and for the Democratic Party’s decades of hostility towards the CIA and FBI that had left our intelligence operations toothless and legally restricted from sharing information.

Was the White House the next target? The President’s Emergency Operations Center (PEOC) in the East Wing basement must be humming. I knew the protocol. They would be in crisis mode now. Because the president was out of town, Vice President Dick Cheney would be sequestered there, along with key senior staff members. The vaulted doors to what had been the White House World War II bomb shelter would be closed tight. The White House would be in “lock down.”

I thought of the military aide with Bush right now and what was racing through his or her head: evacuation scenarios, the continuity of government (COG) plan, possibly breaking into the “nuclear football,” and on and on.

I had been in that aide’s shoes, and I thought of my brothers and sisters on active duty. I knew that President Bush would not treat this attack the way President Clinton had treated previous terrorist attacks. This was not a law enforcement matter alone; it was war. Our military would be launching into action.

The phone rang, jerking me from my numbed state. It was Delta Flight Operations. All flights were cancelled, most likely not just for today but for several days. “Stay home until we get back to you” were my orders.

The FAA was clearing the skies, ordering several thousand aircraft safely onto the ground in a matter of minutes—an event never contemplated before this day. It was a “national war emergency,” the air traffic controllers claimed.


This is my generation’s Pearl Harbor, I thought. How will we respond?


[image: 002]

We have the answer now, from a president who has not flinched from the hard decisions, and from the courage and skill of the U.S. armed forces: the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines who have volunteered for the fight. Today’s soldier thinks of Khost, the Khyber Pass, Fallujah, and Ramadi, as his predecessors thought about the Ardennes, the Chosin Reservoir, Hue City, and Khe Sanh. On the battlefield, our soldiers are invincible; they know their enemy and can defeat him. But too many politicians will never understand the nature of the war we are in or what it means to lead.

The Constitution of the United States, Article II, Section II, declares “The President shall be Commander-in-Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States [the Air Force was established in 1947], and of  the militia of the several States when called into the actual service of the United States.” In time of war especially, the presidential job description requires a strong leader committed to our nation’s defense. Liberal Democrats are not qualified.

The record of the last forty years shows that the Democratic Party cannot be trusted with the nation’s defense. The party of George McGovern, Ted Kennedy, Jimmy Carter, Michael Dukakis, Bill and Hillary Clinton, Al Gore, and John Kerry treats America’s national security—and the fortunes and fate of the American fighting man—with reckless disregard.

Strong words, I know, but I say this with no party animosity—it is a simple fact. I was born into a family of Southern Democrats. As a career Air Force officer, I was trained—in fact, legally bound—to refrain from engaging in partisan politics until retired and out of uniform. In my twenty years of active duty with the Air Force, I served under presidents of both parties, and I did so always with a sense of professionalism grounded in loyalty and patriotic faith in my country. That’s what soldiers do.

The Democrats’ record is clear and unmistakable: from the fiasco of John F. Kennedy’s handling of the Bay of Pigs to Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson’s disastrously managed intervention in Vietnam; from the humiliating Iranian hostage crisis during the administration of Jimmy Carter to the botched rescue attempt at Desert One; from President Clinton’s spasmodic and pointless interventions in Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, and Bosnia, to the litany of terrorist attacks against which he ordered no effective response.

All of these, and other ill-fated episodes under Democratic presidents, undermined America’s national security in a variety of ways. All of them share this common theme: Democratic presidents placed American fighting men and women in harm’s way without the resolve to support them, without the moral authority and courage to command them, and without clear mission objectives for them to achieve.

Democratic Congresses were just as bad. In the waning days of the Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal, liberal elements of the Democratic Party began the emasculation of our national defense. The Church Committee, led by Democratic senator Frank Church, the Pike Committee, led by Democratic congressman Otis Pike, and the antiwar liberals and partisans of the American Left “reformed” our intelligence services to the point of impotency. At the time, Church famously characterized the Central Intelligence Agency as a “rogue elephant rampaging out of control.” The CIA was gutted and intelligence operations were neutered for the next thirty years. Today, congressional commissions scratch their heads and wonder why we didn’t have “actionable” intelligence on al-Qaeda and the threat before September 11, 2001.

After the Democrats wrecked our intelligence services, President Jimmy Carter, the president who won’t go away, assumed office and immediately slashed post-Vietnam military capabilities and, through his vacuous leadership, shattered military morale. Under his command, Americans were first introduced to the concept of the “hollow military.” His “soft power” appeasement approach toward the Soviet Union and his repeated capitulations in Cold War negotiations led to instability in Central America (Nicaragua) and the Near and Middle East (Afghanistan and Iran). Most disastrous was when Carter turned his back on a longtime American ally, the shah of Iran, and watched the Ayatollah Khomeini create an “Islamic Republic.” In doing that, Carter permitted the creation of state-sponsored Islamic fundamentalist terrorism that specifically targeted America as “the Great Satan.”

In 1980, Henry Kissinger summarized Jimmy Carter’s foreign policy: “The Carter administration has managed the extraordinary feat of having, at one and the same time, the worst relations with our allies, the worst relations with our adversaries, and the most serious upheavals in the developing world since the end of the Second World War.”

President Bill Clinton was Jimmy Carter’s natural successor and will be remembered as the most incompetent of all commanders in chief. He  entered office an avowed draft dodger with a self-professed “loathing of the military.” He left eight years later having as his legacy the most extreme and ill-advised defense reductions in our nation’s history, the devastation of military morale across all branches of the armed forces, and, through his philandering and unscrupulous behavior, the complete abdication of his moral authority to lead men and women in uniform.
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