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Fellow citizens of the United States and of the civilized world, my name is Troy C. Giersdorf.  I am not a candidate.  I am not running for any office.  I merely hope to help you understand, in the limited time that I can hold your attention, that we are at a critical juncture in our history and in the history of the world.  In 1960 our president, John F. Kennedy, put the 21st century on the launch pad by declaring that the United States would put a man on the moon by the end of the decade.  In spite of his having been assassinated, Kennedy’s vision persisted and on July 20, 1969 Neil Armstrong stepped onto the lunar surface.  Since then we have been living in the Space Age.<p>

Today our president, George W. Bush, has a new vision for America’s future.  He has declared that we WILL go to war with Iraq.  President Bush wants to relaunch the 12th century, demanding the authority to execute a first strike against Iraq, regardless of what anyone else in the world has to say about it.  Our congress has granted that authority.  As responsible citizens we must act now to prevent a course of action that could last as long as the crusades and put the entire world back into the dark ages.<p>

I don’t know if, like the first Persian Gulf war, this is simply a war over oil.  I don’t know if this is a personal vendetta that has been turned into a national policy – “that man tried to kill my father.”  Perhaps this is just a pissing contest to see who has the biggest … ego.<p>

But seriously, when is the United States going to stop trying to tell the rest of the world how to run their own countries?  When we have cured all of our own social evils, when we have eliminated poverty, ignorance, crime, suicide, rape, robbery, kidnapping, murder, drunk driving and congressional pork barreling then we won’t even have to tell anyone about it.  Our example will speak for itself.  As Denis Waitley says, “I’d rather watch a winner any day than listen to one.”<p>

This desire to attack Iraq is an offshoot or extension of the War on Terrorism campaign that was set off by the attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon on September 11, 2001.  Let’s look again at the World Trade Center tragedy of 9/11.  Enough time has passed that we ought to be able to speak about this with candor.  As a result of the efforts of the Al-Qaeda suicide teams, 3,000 people died at the World Trade Center, the Pentagon or in Shanksville, Pennsylvania.  With no desire to offend any survivors of this tragedy or the memory of their loved ones, and with no desire to diminish the significance of these deaths as deaths, I want you to ask what this tragic event really means in the over all picture of tragedies that take place in the United States every year.  We need the proper perspective.<p>

It is comforting to be able to say that in many cases the incidences of violent crimes have diminished to levels not seen since the 1960’s.  Nevertheless, in the year 2000 there were approximately 256,000 incidences of Rape, attempted Rape or Sexual assault (700 per day); 950,000 incidents of Robbery or attempted Robbery (2,600 per day); at least 2 million incidences of domestic violence against women (5,500 per day) and 880,000 incidents of maltreatment of children or child abuse (2,400 per day); 15,000 murders (40 per day) and, what’s worse, 29,000 suicides (80 per day); and 41,000 motor vehicle fatalities, approximately 16,000 of them alcohol related (112/43 per day).  That’s almost 12,000 serious acts of violence committed in the United States every day, not to mention the thousands more that don’t fit into these categories.  So I would say that the suicide teams on September 11, 2001 did nothing more than squeeze an extra six to twelve hours of violence into that 9:00 o’clock hour on the morning of September 11, 2001.  They didn’t even manage to add a whole extra day to our normal calendar of violence.  If we want to concern ourselves with terrorists, let’s look more closely at domestic violence and drunk driving.  Those are terrorist threats worthy of our attention.  Friends don’t put friends in the position of having to force them not to drive in order to prevent them from becoming murderers.  Until we can deal with these problems effectively, we are fools to throw away billions of dollars fighting wars across the globe for oil or any other reason. <p>

Please hear me, my friends.  Why do you let CNN terrify you with cries of Wolf, about new potential threats from the Al-Qaeda?  There is nothing that the Al-Qaeda, or Saddam Hussein, or any other foreign agent or agency can do to us here in the United States that we don’t do to ourselves every day.  May I remind you that 168 people – many of them children were killed in the bombing of the Federal building in Oklahoma City.  This act was committed by a Caucasian American.<p>

Your neighbor or the new guy driving down the street that you haven’t seen before, or the woman you have seen every day for the past ten years is more likely to kill you than some dark skinned foreigner on jihad.  Before 9/11/01 everyone was aware that every day that they set foot outside of their home and walk across the street they could be killed instantly, or worse as some believe, crippled for life.  And we all took it in stride and carried on with our day.  Why do you now let the fact that some foreigners want to play our game of death terrify you?  Let all the suicide jockeys from the middle east who feel compelled to carry out Osama bin Laden’s fatwa, or edict, of February 1998 come on over to the United states and give it their best shot.  Even if they succeed once in awhile, by the time they are all dead, the increase in the population of the United States (33,000,000 from 1990 to 2000) will more than make up for the lives they have taken.  They will be dead and gone and we will be alive and thriving – if we don’t allow CNN to scare us to death.  I say that is a small price to pay to be rid of such a nuisance.<p>

If, in fact, this is a war over oil, see if this makes sense to you.  This is American Business/Political logic at its best:  We could buy all the oil that we need from our dear friends and neighbors in Canada - whatever we can’t produce yet from our own vast reserves.  This would improve their economy and our trade relations and it would eventually drive down their crude oil prices.  Sure it would mean a temporary increase in consumer gas prices, but that would only give the industry and the consumer more incentive to try the new hybrids and electric cars, which would benefit our immediate as well as our overall environment.  <p>

What are we doing instead?  We are buying our crude oil at a lower price from nations in the Middle East, most of whose citizens are taught to hate us from birth.  A portion of every dollar we spend on their oil is redirected to support our enemies around the world, through their Cleric religion/governments, in their terrorist efforts against the hated Nazrani (Christians), while those who profit from our dependency – not on oil but – on CHEAP oil, pray to Allah for our demise, some even going so far as to kill themselves in their attempts to do us harm.  And they are doing this firm in the belief that they are carrying out the will of their god, for which they will be sumptuously rewarded.<p>

Now I ask you, when the royal families of Saudi Arabia paid a ransom, or baksheesh, to Osama bin Laden so that he wouldn’t attack his own kin, and bin Laden spent that money to train and equip his suicide teams to attack the World Trade Center, how is that different from Saudi Arabia paying Osama bin Laden to attack the United States?  I don’t see the difference.  It all sounds like convenient alibis to me.  The current Administration needs to pay closer attention to the recent Rand report and stop worrying about currying favor with our enemies.<p>

It is high time that the United States began giving its business to its allies, those nations whose philosophy coincides with our own, instead of to its enemies.  It is time that the United States focused on solving its own problems instead of trying to draw our attention away from these problems by looking overseas for someone else’s problems to solve.  Maybe if we let other people from other cultures solve their own problems in their own ways, we might have an opportunity to learn something about ways to solve our own problems from a perspective and point of view that we could never have considered before.  It is time that the United States stopped exporting arms and other means of destruction and murder across the globe.  It is time that the United States eliminated its dependence on products provided by those who hate everything about us - who we are, what we are, what we cherish, what we value, and what we stand for, thus putting an end to the process of financing (in addition to equipping) attacks against ourselves.<p>

What do we stand for anyway?  It is well past time that the United States decided what it stands for.  We used to know what we stood for, but things have gotten muddled up somehow.  It may be true, for nations at least, that the love for money IS the root of all evil.  Lord, the things this nation does in the name of and for the sake of that almighty dollar.<p>

This is the 21st century.  The cold war days of Spy vs. Spy, covert ops, subversion and overthrow are ghosts of a dead past that should have been put to their final rest when the Berlin wall came down.  Let’s not resurrect them.  If we haven’t learned from the fall of Communism, that ideological warfare can only be won by the strength of the right idea, and NOT by the strength of arms – overt or covert – then we deserve the one hundred years holy war that our president seems intent on pushing us into.  How does that saying go?  Those who refuse to consider their past are doomed to repeat it.<p>

 We are on the verge of two critical elections.  One is already upon us, the other is two years off.  I urge you to make a statement and do all you can to get everyone within your sphere of influence to make a statement with their vote.<p>

Determine with absolute certainty whether or not your Senator or Representative who is up for re-election, this week and in two years, voted to support President Bush’s demand for the authority to go to war against Iraq.  

See these web sites:<p>

 http://clerkweb.house.gov/cgi-bin/vote.exe?year=2002&rollnumber=455 <p>

for your Representative’s vote and <p>

http://www.senate.gov/legislative/LIS/roll_call_lists/roll_call_vote_cfm.cfm?congress=107&session=2&vote=00237 <p>

for your Senator’s vote.<p>

In the House the final vote was 215 Republicans voting Yea and 6 voting Nay with 2 not voting, 81 Democrats voting Yea and 126 voting Nay with 1 not voting, and 1 Independent voting Nay.  In the Senate the final vote was 48 Republicans voting Yea and 1 Republican voting Nay, 29 Democrats voting Yea and 21 voting Nay with 1 Independent voting Nay.  The result of this is that the bill passed the House and the Senate and was signed into law by President Bush on October 16, 2002.  We now have on the books, Public Law No. 107-243, titled “To Authorize the use of United States Armed Forces against Iraq”.

If you are against the idea of the United States declaring war and launching a first strike attack against a sovereign nation, in this case Iraq; if you agree that this is NOT what the United States stands for, then you MUST vote AGAINST the incumbent who voted to give a single man this power, contrary to the purposes and designs of our founding fathers and authors of the constitution.

On the other hand, if you believe that what President Bush wants to do reflects what you think the United States should stand for; If you don’t mind that two years after our president launches us into a one hundred years holy war against the Islamic world he will be able to wash his hands of the whole affair and let someone else cope with the aftermath; then by all means vote AGAINST the incumbent who voted against the President’s bill.  But be prepared to stand behind your action.  Be prepared to revisit the dark ages of believers and infidels, of crusades and jihads.  Bring on the 100 years holy war.  Maybe after you are long dead, your great-grandchildren will be able to think more clearly.<p>

Let your congressmen and especially the President know by your vote exactly what you think the United States should stand for.  If the majority wants war with the Islamic world, then after November 5, the President will have the go ahead and there will be no point waiting to see what the United Nations can accomplish or what they have to say about it.  But God have mercy on those of us who disagree with you.<p>

If the majority believe as I do that the United States should stand for Peace and Goodness and Righteousness; that the diplomatic solution is the only solution in a nuclear age; that it is better to do the right thing than the expedient thing, even though it may seem more expensive in the short term; that in the long term, doing the right thing is always the right and profitable thing to do; then after November 5, the new congress ought to repeal Public Law No. 107-243: To Authorize the use of United States Armed Forces Against Iraq.  And the President ought to acknowledge the will of the people by signing the bill repealing this law.<p>

It is possible, perhaps even likely, that the majority of Muslims view Osama bin Laden as a radical extremist who went too far on September 11, 2001.  But if we attack Iraq, we will prove bin Laden right and justify his actions, in the minds of all Muslims.<p>

“For more than seven years, the United States has been occupying the lands of Islam in the holiest of places, the Arabian Peninsula, plundering its riches, dictating to its rulers, humiliating its people, terrorizing its neighbors and turning its bases in the peninsula into a spearhead through which to fight the neighboring Muslim peoples. The best proof of this is the Americans' continuing aggression against the Iraqi people, using the peninsula as a staging post, even though all its rulers are against their territories being used to that end, but they are helpless.”<p>

“...These crimes and sins committed by the Americans are a clear declaration of war on God, his messenger and Muslims. And ulema [Muslim scholars] have throughout Islamic history unanimously agreed that the jihad [Holy War] is an individual duty if the enemy destroys the Muslim countries.”<p>

During the Persian Gulf War we got to witness precision bombing on (inter)national TV, courtesy of CNN.  No doubt, to a nation of armchair quarterbacks, war seemed like a video game we could not lose.  DO NOT DECEIVE YOURSELF!  A first strike attack against Iraq in declaration of war will be viewed as an attack on Islam.  This will be tantamount to the signing of the death warrant for every American citizen (and possibly every citizen of every nation allied to the United States) living or working in an Islamic country, if not every American citizen residing outside of the United States in a country where there are Muslims living nearby. This is inevitable because this attack will instantly elevate the late Osama bin Laden to Martyr status, making him the new Mohammed.   The direct result of this transformation will be that it will no longer be just a few radical zealots on the fringe who obey bin Laden’s fatwa of 1998.  Rather, the entire Muslim nation will take up the cry of Jihad, and obey the edict: <p>

“The ruling is to kill the Americans and their allies is an individual duty for every Muslim who can do it, in order to liberate the Al Aqsa mosque [Jerusalem] and the Holy Mosque [Mecca]... This is in accordance with the words of Almighty God...  We call on every Muslim who believes in God and wished to be rewarded to comply with God's order to kill the Americans and plunder their money wherever and whenever they find it.”  <p>

Check out this website: http://www.september11news.com/OsamaBinLaden.htm 

This will be no video game war that you can enjoy from the comfort of your lazy-boy, while you chug your beer and stuff your face with pizza and hot wings.  This will be at least 100 years of blood in the streets, blood in the skies, blood on the seas, or else it WILL be Armageddon.  Once we commit to a first strike attack against one Islamic country, there will no longer be any need for restraint on the part of the Muslim supporters of Palestine.  Israel will cease to exist.<p>

As Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak stated August 27, 2002, in an address to students in Alexandria, Egypt, “We have reservations on Iraq, but that doesn’t justify a strike killing civilians.  I said to the U.S. administration, ‘If you harm the Iraqi people while the Palestinians are still suffering, it would only fuel the anger of the Arabs.’  No leader in the Arab world would be able to stop people from expressing anger at such a move.”<p>

On August 30, 2002, Israeli Defense Minister Benjamin Ben-Eliezer stated, “I certainly believe our friends the Americans have to take that into consideration, and certainly the whole world should understand that no one has the right to ask us not to defend our country or our people."<p>

And what will all of this have been for?  For cheap oil?  For vengeance against an attempt to kill the commander in chief of the armed forces arrayed against a nation at war? For personal vendetta?  For vengeance against a man who dared try to assassinate our President?  How many Presidents have our own citizens attempted to assassinate?  Worse yet, how many heads of sovereign nations have our citizens attempted to assassinate abroad in the past 50 years?<p>

Ultimately the question we must all ask ourselves as citizens of the United States is, “What does the United States stand for?  What do I stand for?”  If you stand for nothing you will fall for anything.  It has been said that all it takes for the forces of evil to prevail is for enough good men and women to do nothing.  For your own sake do something.  For your nation’s sake do something.  For God’s sake DO SOMETHING!<p>

A few weeks ago I told a coworker that I thought renowned prize fight promoter, Don King, ought to spend about 30 or 40 million dollars to renovate the Coliseum in Rome.  Bush and Hussein should each get twenty of their cronies who are willing to fight and die for them.  King can sell tickets to fill the Coliseum and sell the Pay per View rights to HBO and the video game rights to one of the top software producers.  Place the two factions at opposite sides of the Coliseum and bar all exits from the arena floor.  Place a pile of blunt and bladed weapons in the middle of the arena – no firearms or projectile weapons – this has to be a bloody, in your face melee.  When the horn sounds, come out fighting.  When the dust settles, if either Bush or Hussein alone is alive, then they get a percentage of the event’s gross receipts and their country gets the oil and bragging rights.  If they are both dead, then nothing changes except, of course, the leadership of each country.  I couldn’t help laughing when I saw on CNN, a couple of weeks afterward, that one of Iraq’s leaders suggested that the two men should have an old fashioned duel.<p>

Less than a week after the World Trade Center tragedy of September 11, 2001 I was back in the air, as everyone should have been – shame on you for succumbing to the fear, which is the only weapon the Al-Qaeda has against you in this country since 9/11/01 - flying to Spokane, Washington for a business conference.  One of the guest speakers at the conference was noted business Futurist and author of “futureconsumer.com”, Frank Feather.  Mr. Feather is a Canadian with a British background.  It was natural for him to draw the comparison that prompted him to say at the beginning of his presentation, “… from what I saw from last night, I believe that you have just found your Winston Churchill.  Because, your President is everybody’s president.  He’s my president, too.  And he has the support of everybody who wants this to be corrected.  As he says, ‘you’re either with us or against us’.”   <p>

His observation seemed reasonable to me at the time and for some time afterward.  President Bush dealt with the threat of Osama bin Laden and the Al-Qaeda quickly and effectively.  That organization has been powerless to act against the United States for over a year.  In fact, I would say that the only weapon they have been able to wield in the U.S. is CNN.  Unfortunately, CNN seems to have been only too willing to be the tool of our enemy in their efforts to spread fear in this country over the past year.  As a concept, the War on Terrorism is probably long overdue, and needed something like the World Trade Center tragedy to bring the international community into sympathy with U.S. aims.  However, there is a world of difference between a War on Terrorism and a war against a sovereign nation.<p>

I voted for George W. Bush in the 2000 election, but in January, our president began to discuss limited nuclear strike scenarios against specific countries, including Iraq, and in March, the President began to push for the authority to launch a first strike against a sovereign nation on the other side of the world, namely Iraq.  At this time I began to question my earlier estimation and my judgment in voting for the man.  These actions on the part of our president made me believe that perhaps we had found our Greg Stillson rather than our Winston Churchill.  Greg Stillson is a character from the Steven King novel and Film, “The Dead Zone”.  I have enclosed a copy for your review/Here is a brief excerpt.<p>

******************************************

<p>

When the film the Dead Zone was released, it became a hit in part because it was a Stephen King story, of course, and in part because of the cast, including  Christopher Walken and Martin Sheen.  But, it also became a hit because it sought to identify with a feeling shared by most of the audience, that a man who sought to be president, whose future included launching a nuclear first strike against the Soviet Union, ought to be stopped because he was obviously a madman on the order of Adolph Hitler.<p>

What has happened in the past twenty years that this same audience would give President Bush a 50% to 70% approval rating for a course of action that involves a first strike against a sovereign nation on the other side of the globe, especially after this nation has been identified as a potential target for a limited nuclear strike?  Have we forgotten what war is?  Do we now think that war is a video game to watch on CNN?<p>

Will you tell me that our outlook has changed as a result of what happened to the World Trade Center in New York on September 11, 2001?  Maybe we need to take an honest look at what really happened that day.  Not what was painted by the Administration and the Media, but what really happened.<p>

Everyone knows that in the United States, the concept of neighborhood used to mean something.  When I was a child in Sunnyvale, California, thirty years ago, in fourth, fifth and sixth grade, all of the kids in the neighborhood played in the street, swam in the pool at the end of the subdivision, and walked to school six blocks away.  Our parents knew one another for the most part.  Today I have lived for eleven years in the same small apartment complex and I couldn’t tell you anything significant about any of the tenants who have come and gone over the years.  Now this is my own personal neglect, but it is also typical of society today.  This is just one of the dramatic changes in society over the past thirty years.<p>

In 1983, a young woman was gang raped in a bar by a bunch of local patrons while other patrons not only failed to stop the gang rape, but many cheered it on.  This was so shocking to the American public that a film, titled “the Accused” was made about the incident. And yet, the unwillingness of people to get involved when someone is in danger nearby is still so prevalent that it has become cliché in American society.<p>

In addition to this “I don’t want to get involved” mindset, many years ago after airplane hijackings began to be a frequent occurrence, our society, prompted I guess by the appropriate law enforcement agencies, adopted a response scenario that consisted of meek compliance, that is, a complete lack of resistance, and a wait until we come and rescue you frame of mind.

On September 11, 2001 a group of foreigners took a gamble.  They made two bets with themselves.  Number 1) they bet that Americans had been so well trained by Law enforcement, the media and the movies, that they would do nothing about being hijacked in general, regardless of the weapons (or lack thereof) used to commandeer the aircraft.  Number 2) they bet that they could threaten the lives of passengers with the simple sort of bladed instruments that would pass current security regulations and none of the neighboring passengers would lift a finger to stop them, regardless of the inadequate nature of the weapons used.

As it turns out, these foreigners’ assessment of American psychology and temperament in this situation was exactly correct and they won both bets.  For the price of twenty coast to coast tickets, these foreigners purchased four weapons of mass destruction, disguised as fully fueled jetliners.<p>

Here is the critically point that must be acknowledged: Any twenty people could have done the same thing.  These twenty people, unfortunately, happened to be the followers of an avowed enemy of the United States and its Allies – one who had gone so far as to publicly declare war against the United States in 1998 and call for all of his devout countrymen to kill and loot American citizens wherever in the world they might be found.  (I am still wondering why we didn’t learn about this last fact until 2002).   These twenty hijackers happened to be members of an organization dedicated to a love of death and a hatred of the United States.  <p>

Not until the passengers of the fourth hijacked plane understood, thanks to modern communication devices, that they were already flying corpses, did anyone attempt to thwart the design of the hijackers.  Every one of these hijacked planes could have been diverted from their intended destination, just as number four was, except that it was psychologically and temperamentally impossible for the passengers to conceive of doing so.<p>

Today this could not happen again, because American citizens now know that anyone attempting to hijack a public conveyance has already decided to kill all of the passengers.  Since dead men have nothing left to lose, the passengers will no longer be willing to sit still and let some lunatic take them to their death without a fight. <p>

The plot of 9/11/01 succeeded NOT because of any inadequacy in airport security, but because of the combination of the two behavioral habits detailed above:  number 1) the habit of lack of caring for one another resulting from an absence of community consciousness – the cold indifference that allows someone to stand idly by while the person sitting next to them is killed before their eyes. And number 2) the trained habit – through law enforcement, media and the movies – of believing that hijack victims should not resist, but wait to be rescued.<p>

I recall once boarding a flight on the West Coast about fifteen years ago.  I had, among those things in the tray when I emptied my pockets to go through airport security, a little key chain about two inches across and about a quarter of an inch thick shaped like a little six-shooter.  This was a key chain, not a weapon.  It could not shoot any projectiles whatsoever.  The fellow ahead of me in the security line had a Buck knife, with a four or five inch blade, in the tray with the rest of the contents of his pockets.  In order to board the airplane, I was required to mail the key-chain back to my home address while the fellow in front of me boarded the airplane with a lethal weapon in his pocket.  I couldn’t believe that they confiscated a trinket and passed a lethal weapon, but those were the security guidelines in effect at that time.  There was nothing wrong with airport security that day.  The security staff were simply following the guidelines in effect.  By the same token, THERE WAS NOTHING WRONG OR INADEQUATE ABOUT THE SECURITY AT THE BOSTON AIRPORT on 9/11.  The security staff merely allowed those items that were permitted to be taken on board according to the regulations in place at the time.<p>

Because of the huge success of the terrorist attack on 9/11, the Administration, which had failed to prevent it, needed someone to blame, so they fixed the blame on Airport Security.  If there has been one blunder made by the Bush administration since 9/11/01 (and the press has followed their lead), it has been this constant harping from the very beginning about inadequacies in airport security, which of course made nearly everyone afraid to fly.  The public allowed themselves to be convinced of the inadequacy of airport security in general.  Because this became a major focus of the Administration and the media, people began to feel that they were not secure flying and this had a drastic impact on the Service Industry sector of the economy, just when the economy was vulnerable due to the recent settling of the technology and internet sectors.  I reiterate: there was nothing wrong with Boston’s airport security on 9/11/01 and I truly believe that if we had been willing to focus on these facts instead of seeking someone to blame, we could have significantly reduced the economic impact of the WTC tragedy.<p>

I was speaking with my aunt and uncle about all of this a couple of weeks ago and my aunt asked, “What ever happened to the Monroe Doctrine?”  Now, I know what the Monroe Doctrine is because twenty years ago I read a book titled, “The Monroe Doctrine, Its Modern Significance” by Donald Marquand Dozer, the father of one of my University professors.  I thought at that time that the only thing wrong with U.S. foreign policy is that we don’t take the philosophy of the Monroe Doctrine and apply it to ourselves when we begin to think about meddling in the affairs of sovereign nations.  I am sure there are others from my aunt and uncle’s generation who know at least vaguely what the Monroe Doctrine is, but I wonder if very many people 40 or even 50 years old and younger know that the Monroe Doctrine has been the foundation of U.S. foreign policy for 180 of our 225 years as a nation.  I will be quoting some passages from Dr. Dozer’s book presently.<p>

In 1823, almost 50 years after the signing of the declaration of Independence, some of the great Constitutional minds were still very much alive.  President James Monroe (1817-1825), sought the advice of Thomas Jefferson and John Quincy Adams on the very important issue of U.S. foreign policy, in light of events taking place in Europe at that time.  This was Jefferson’s reply, quoted by Former Secretary of State, Former Secretary of War, and Nobel laureate, Elihu Root during an address as President of the American Society of International Law, at its annual meeting on April 22, 1914:<p>

“The question presented by the letters you have sent me is the most momentous which has ever been offered to my contemplation since that of independence.  That made us a nation; this sets our compass and points the course which we are to steer through the ocean of time opening on us.  And never could we embark upon it under circumstances more auspicious.  Our first and fundamental maxim should be never to entangle ourselves in the broils of Europe; our second, never to suffer Europe to intermeddle with cisatlantic affairs.”

pg. 53, pb., TMDIMS, ed. by D. M. Dozer<p>

And from John Quincy Adams:

“Considering the South Americans as independent nations, they themselves and no other nation had the right to dispose of their condition.  We had no right to dispose of them either alone or in conjunction with any other nations.  Neither have any other nations the right of disposing of them without their consent.”  pg. 57<p>

Here’s how it was presented by President Monroe in his message to Congress on December 2, 1823:<p>

“… as a principle in which the rights and interests of the United States are involved, that the American continents; by the free and independent condition which they have assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers.”

“We owe it to candor, and to the amicable relations existing between the United States and those [European] powers, to declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere, as dangerous to our peace and safety – “<p>

also that the United States would view as an unfriendly act, 

“any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them – the Latin American republics – or controlling in any other manner, their destiny by any European power.”  pg. 189, 190<p>

This declaration by President James Monroe, in 1823, became known as the Monroe Doctrine.  Although it was addressed to a specific issue between the United States and Europe at a specific juncture in European history; due to the soundness and universality of its underlying principles, and despite many reinterpretations by various presidential administrations, The Monroe Doctrine has remained the cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy for nearly 180 years.

140 years before Gene Roddenberry introduced the world to the Prime Directive, through the Star Trek saga, our founding fathers understood and expressed that the best foreign policy is a policy of non-interference with the political and social evolution of sovereign nations.<p>

In the address by Elihu Root, quoted in part above, Mr. Root quotes a letter written by Secretary of State William H. Seward to the French Minister of the time:<p>

“… The practice of this government from its beginning is a guarantee to all nations of the respect of the American People for the free sovereignty of the people in every other state.  We received the instruction from Washington.  We applied it sternly in our intercourse even with France.  The same principle and practice have been uniformly inculcated by all our statesmen, interpreted by all our Congresses, and acquiesced in without practical dissent on all occasions by the American people.  It is in reality the chief element of foreign intercourse in our history.”  pg. 58<p>

We haven’t always adhered to these principles, and that fact cost us much good will in Latin America until Franklin Delano Roosevelt inaugurated his “New Deal” and the Good Neighbor Policy in December of 1933, returning U.S. foreign policy to the principles upon which the Monroe Doctrine was originally founded.

F.D.R. solemnly declared that,<p>

“… the definite policy of the United States from now on is one opposed to armed intervention.  The maintenance of constitutional government in other nations is not a sacred obligation devolving upon the United States alone.  The maintenance of law and of the orderly processes of government in this hemisphere is the concern of each individual nation within its own borders first of all.  It is only if and when the failure of orderly processes affects the other nations of the continent that it becomes their concern; and the point to stress is that in such an event it becomes the joint concern of a whole continent, in which we are all neighbors.”  pg. 173, 174<p>

Unfortunately, the excellent trade relations which developed between the United States and Latin America between 1933 and 1944, as a result of the Good Neighbor Policy, died on the vine as the U.S. eliminated virtually all trade with Latin America, in order to rebuild postwar Europe.  It is unfortunate that our leaders felt that they had to choose only one or the other.  By aborting the burgeoning economies of Latin America, we opened wide the door to Communist subversive activity, the rise of dictators, military coups, and basically destroyed our chances of influencing these nations toward the adoption of democratic republicanism, undoing all of the good done by F.D.R. in the 1930s.

From 1945 on, due to our adoption of the CIA over the FBI as the intelligence gathering agency in Latin America, and our rabid anti-communism obsession, we found ourselves embroiled in Latin American upheavals right and left until the fall of the Soviet Union, after which our rabid obsession in Latin America became the War on Drugs.  I can’t help but believe that this whole war on drugs could have been averted by continuing our trade relations with Latin America at or above the normal pre-WWII levels.  Instead, we cut the economic legs right out from under our Latin American neighbors just when they were learning to walk, so to speak.<p>

In discussing the Monroe Doctrine in his 1941 article in “Desfile”, titled “Monroismo Economico”, Nobel Laureate, Carlos Saavedra Lamas, during his tenure as president of the National University of Buenos Aires, commented, 

“… The best guarantee of autonomy in law and of full sovereignty is in the increase of production, in internal progress, with its corresponding aggrandizement.  Legal autonomy then will become autonomy in fact.  Economic Monroeism ought to strengthen, raise, and consolidate the economic progress of all America. …”  pg. 157<p>

Unfortunately the reverse of this proved itself to be true when the U.S. stopped trade with Latin America after the end of World War II.  Cutting off trade to Latin America proved to be an overwhelming blow – creating vulnerabilities in the autonomy of many Latin American nations, due primarily to the decrease in production and, necessarily, in internal progress.<p>

As late as 1962 when the Cuban Missile Crisis erupted, the Monroe Doctrine was reaffirmed as the foundation of U.S. foreign policy.  This being the case, how is it that almost every recent President of the United States, upon being elected to office, gets it into his head that he is number 1) a military genius who must demonstrate his prowess by some military action outside of the United States; and number 2) a socio-political genius who knows exactly what is best for every culture other than his own, regardless of how divergent it is from the Judeo-Christian based American system of Free Enterprise Capitalism and Constitutional Republican Democracy? <p>

While Nancy Reagan was telling the children of our nation to “Just say No” to drugs, one of her husband’s right hand men was running drugs in Latin America to pay for the guns and other supplies to support his boss’ illegal war there.  Speaking of guns and drugs and Contras, is there any American who does not understand that when we put the Shah of Iran in power, and our CIA trained his secret police, we created the circumstances that made the overthrow of our Embassy in Tehran an inevitability? <p>

The only instance I can think of where the United States got involved in a foreign society’s internal workings and did not create both an enemy and a catastrophe is Japan.  I do not believe that it was anything the United States did right.  Rather, the success of Japan stands as a testimonial to the determination and strength of the Japanese people and the power that an economy can have when it isn’t mired in Defense spending.  Just imagine what the United States and the Soviet Union could have accomplished in space and within their own societies if the bulk of their physical and intellectual resources had not been poured down that bottomless pit for 45 years.  Everywhere other than Japan, we seem to not only create enemies who later turn on us, but they do so after we have equipped them and trained them in all the modern methods of destruction and mayhem.<p>

The United States has a bad habit of putting men in control of some sovereign nation, either directly or indirectly, and then when they don’t do exactly what we want or else we discover that we made a poor choice, our old Friend becomes our new Enemy.  We helped make it possible for Fidel Castro to overthrow the dictatorial regime of Fulgencio Batista in Cuba in the Spring of 1959.  Of course, we forgot to ask him, beforehand, if he was a communist sympathizer; so when his position became secure and he began to establish his political alliances, imagine our surprise when we realized that the iron curtain had been drawn around a new nation little more than 100 miles from our shore.  As the Soviet military buildup in Cuba increased in 1961 there was open debate in Congress on how best to overthrow Castro’s Communist Republic.  These debates are a part of the Congressional record.<p>

Our new President was opposed to the pervading invade and overthrow mentality and was assassinated for his opposition.  But while he still lived he faced the greatest crisis to confront a President of the United States since the secession of the confederate states.  This was a genuine threat to the peace and security of the United States and the whole Western Hemisphere.  This threat was real, it was immediate, and it was right on our border.  Many of the voices heard at the time were for air strike and invasion, but our President and Attorney General insisted that there must be an economic and diplomatic solution.  With the help of their often reluctant staff, they found such a solution, and averted a nuclear World War III.  Part of that solution involved the assurances of the United States that Cuba would never be invaded.  <p>

The threat posed by the introduction of first strike nuclear capability into Cuba by the leadership of the Soviet Union was a threat far more real and immediate than any threat currently posed by Iraq.  I have no doubt that if George W. Bush had been our President in October of 1962, he would have launched the air strikes and the invasion of Cuba and, just to be on the safe side, a first strike against the Soviet Union, which would have precipitated the nuclear exchange that would have brought an end to civilization as we know it.  The purported threat posed by Saddam Hussein of Iraq barely measures up to the threat faced by J.F.K. in 1962.  This threat, so acutely felt by our president, isn’t perceived by any other intelligence gathering world power to the degree that it is perceived by President Bush.  Why isn’t that significant to anyone?  This threat isn’t imminent.  It isn’t a threat on our border or boundaries or anywhere near them.  And it is actually questionable whether this threat is even real.  But if it is real, we created it.  We gave Hussein the Anthrax when he was still one of our old “Friends”.<p>

Isn’t it time that the United States got out of the business of exporting death?  You have to know that if we give weapons to Pakistan or Afghanistan, five years from now the opposing faction, then in power, will try to use those very weapons against us or our allies.  I would hate for any other country to have to go through even the miniscule experience that we went through with Anthrax last year.  But if another country should have this experience and some of their citizens should die, and the victim nation is able to determine that the Anthrax used came from Iraq, I hope that the victims and their government will have the guts to seek redress from the United States, since we gave him the stuff.<p>

It all comes back to the question, “What does America stand for?”  Here are the pertinent excerpts from the recent film “Thirteen Days” which depicts the period in October 1962, which history refers to as the Cuban Missile Crisis.  They were able to avert the crisis.  Will we have the courage to stand up and tell our President, “NO”, so that we may avert the crisis as well?<p>
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