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My Endorsement for President

“Politics reminds me very much of the measles.  The measles don’t hurt much if you will take a little saffron [herbal] tea or something else to keep them on the surface.  But if they once set in on you, they turn your hide yellow and sometimes make you cross-eyed.  So do not let politics set in on you.”   - Heber J. Grant (former president of LDS Church)
The fact that I’m writing a political e-mail probably suggests that I’ve let politics set in on me a little too much.  Some of you might claim I’ve gone cross-eyed when you hear what I have to say.  However, I want to send you my thoughts on the current presidential election.  

I’m a flip-flopper:  Four years ago I voted for George Bush, but this year I’ll be voting for John Kerry.

How did a nice guy like me become a crazy liberal?  Well, actually I still consider myself to be moderate.  In fact, less than 3 years ago I was a fan of President Bush.  I cheered his victory over Al Gore in 2000; I applauded his stem cell compromise in the summer of 2001; and like almost everyone else in this country and in the rest of the world, I rallied around him after September 11, 2001 and supported the war in Afghanistan.

I mainly voted for President Bush because 1) he stood for family values, 2) he campaigned as a uniter, and 3) I was tired of sleazy politicians and Clinton half-truths.  There were other, less important Republican sort of issues that I favored:  I don’t like paying taxes, I think the government should be financially careful, the environment is important but environmental protection shouldn’t be taken to extremes, I want my mutual funds to do well, etc.  

I’m not going to focus on these other issues; suffice it to say I haven’t been too happy with Bush’s policies.  He is too extreme for me.  I’m glad my taxes are a little less, but our national debt is higher than it’s ever been.  He’s not exactly careful when it comes to balancing the budget.  Bush’s policies are too pro-business, anti-environment for me – and I believe for most people.  But even with his pro-business stances, the economy doesn’t appear all that strong.
I do want to focus on the three reasons I voted for Bush in 2000:

1)  I still agree with most of President Bush’s views on the family.  Sometimes I think Bush and company go out of their way to display their stance on family values, so that people like me feel obligated to vote Republican, even though we disagree with most of Bush’s other policies.  There are so many other issues over which the president has more control.  But yes, President Bush still stands for family values.

2)  It is now obvious that President Bush is not a uniter.  Three years after everyone rallied around him, our country is more divided than it has been anytime during my lifetime.  Sure, it’s not all George Bush’s fault, but he’s not a uniter.
3)  Sleazy politics.  Have you ever read anti-Mormon literature?  Hopefully you haven’t.  Most of it is comprised of statements or actions taken out of context and publicized in a twisted manner.  Following the Bush campaign is like reading anti-Mormon literature.  There are so many half-truths and twisted statements taken out of context.  Sure, Democrats and Kerry are not innocent.  But the Bush-Cheney campaign is centered around this garbage.  Let me give you a quick example.  After the first debate, the Bush-Cheney campaign jumped on Kerry’s choice of the words “global test.”   Here’s a direct quote from Bush:

He said that America has to pass a global test before we can use American troops to defend ourselves. That's what he said. Think about this. Senator Kerry's approach to foreign policy would give foreign governments veto power over our national security decisions. I have a different view. When our country is in danger, the president's job is not to take an international poll.
Here’s what John Kerry actually said at the debate, including the sentence prior to his using the words “global test:”
No president, through all of American history, has ever ceded, and nor would I, the right to preempt in any way necessary to protect the United States of America. But if and when you do it, Jim, you've got to do in a way that passes the test—that passes the global test—where your countrymen, your people understand fully why you're doing what you're doing, and you can prove to the world that you did it for legitimate reasons.

Based on the entire quote it is obvious that Kerry’s foreign policy would not give veto power to other nations over our national security.  (Don’t you actually agree with Kerry’s point?)  But naturally, the Bush-Cheney campaign grabs the two words “global test” and runs with them, assuming people won’t look up the entire quote.  Unfortunately, this works.  And this is just one example of many (see a few more examples in my Appendix).  Both sides do it – I also cringe when I hear it from Kerry.  But I believe it is more prevalent in the Bush-Cheney campaign, which particularly bothers me.  This type of politics is dishonest.  Isn’t honesty a family value?

Finally, this takes me to what I believe is the most important issue this election, the war in Iraq and Bush’s approach to terrorism.  President Bush claims this to be his greatest strength.  I believe it is his greatest weakness.  His reasons for going to Iraq ended up being exaggerated and false.  His coalition of the willing was much too small.  And his handling of the war since the fall of Baghdad has been extraordinarily bad.  Sure, I don’t expect perfection.  But it’s not just liberal Democrats who think we’re doing a poor job in Iraq.  Republican Senator Chuck Hagel of Nebraska:  “I don’t think we’re winning…The fact is, a crisp, sharp analysis of our policies are required.  We didn’t do that in Vietnam, and we saw 11 years of casualties mount to the point where we finally lost.  The fact is, we’re in trouble.  We’re in deep trouble in Iraq.” 

Senator Richard Lugar, a Republican from Indiana who is chair of the Senate Foreign Relations and Intelligence committees said:  “We have an emergency problem now.  And we had one in July, and we had one before that….Our committee heard … from the administration prior to the war and people outside the administration, what I call the ‘dancing in the street crowd,’ that we just simply will be greeted with open arms.  The nonsense of all of that is apparent.  The lack of planning is apparent.”  

Of the $18.4 billion Congress approved last year for Iraqi reconstruction, only $1.14 billion has been spent because of violence and other problems.  Referring to this, Lugar said, “This is the incompetence in the administration.”  Hagel called that record “beyond pitiful and embarrassing; it is now in the zone of dangerous.” 

Bush doesn’t seem to acknowledge the critical problems we’re facing in Iraq.  He keeps saying we’re making significant progress.  It is good to be optimistic.  But he sounds like a coach who keeps talking about his team’s improvement despite the fact that his team keeps losing.  When does being optimistic become misleading? 

I believe the war in Iraq has created more terrorists than it has killed.  Anti-American feelings are higher now than they’ve ever been.  It is amazing to me that Bush can use Iraq and his handling of the war on terrorism as a strong point in his re-election campaign when based on what I see, it’s a perfect example of his failure as a leader.

So that’s why I’m not voting for Bush.  Why am I voting for Kerry?

First of all, he’s a bright man.  Sure, Kerry comes across sometimes as a little stiff and a bit aloof, but I’m voting for America’s president, not our homecoming king.  I’m tired of having a president who acts like he’s one of us, but who stubbornly makes decisions that I cannot support.  
I like the fact that Kerry can see more than one side of an issue.  Some people call it flip-flopping.  I call it being in the Senate for a long time, having to vote for or against many complicated bills, and being willing to change positions when circumstances and evidence changes.  My opinions also change over time.  Don’t yours?  He may also have changed his position a few times for political reasons.  But there’s no way you can tell me Bush hasn’t (Bush initially opposed a Department of Homeland Security and the 9-11 Commission, to mention a few political flip-flops). 

Kerry is more in line with me on the big issues.  I agree with his perspective in Iraq.  We’ve made a mess, but we can’t leave now.  We need to clean it up and succeed.  And we cannot succeed unless we get more nations involved in the process.
Kerry is of course painted as a liberal Democrat.  My mother, who I find to be very open-minded, recently told me she thinks Bush has done very poorly with the economy and with Iraq, but that she hesitates to vote for Kerry because of his stance on gay marriage.  Do you realize that Kerry’s stance on gay marriage is the same as Dick Cheney’s?  They’re both against it, but are not in favor of passing a constitutional amendment banning gay marriage.  This opinion is far from extreme – I would say it’s the opinion of most Americans.  However, if you believe passing a constitutional amendment banning gay marriage is the most important issue of this election, then vote for George Bush.
I don’t believe Kerry is as liberal as Republicans try to tell us.  This election Kerry has bent over backwards trying to appeal to moderates.  Maybe it’s all just a façade to try and win the election, similar to Bush’s appeal to moderates in 2000 as a compassionate conservative.  However, the fact that Kerry was willing to seriously consider John McCain (a moderate Republican) as a running mate is evidence to me that he’s not going to ditch moderates as soon as he gets elected.  He hasn’t proposed big tax increases (contrary to what the Bush-Cheney campaign would have you believe); instead he’s proposed repealing Bush’s tax cuts to those Americans making more than $200,000 and giving more tax cuts to the middle class.  That’s hardly a liberal stance.
Finally, I believe Kerry is a dedicated and capable American who loves his country and has served it for most of his life:  during Vietnam, testifying after Vietnam, and as a Senator for two decades.  I don’t agree with all of his positions nor do I believe he’s the magical fix to all our nation’s problems.  But I trust his dedication and am confident he will do his best serving us as president.
So that’s why this practicing Mormon is voting for Kerry.  Thanks for taking the time to read this.  If you study the issues and end up voting for George Bush because you really believe that his policies and leadership as a whole are better for America, then I respect your decision.  As for me, I believe our national government can do much better than it has during the past 3 years, and I’d like to see someone new as president.
APPENDIX:

There is so much to say about the Presidential race.  Yet, I know people don’t want to read a lengthy document.  In fact, I’ll be lucky if most people made it through the previous few pages.  But I wanted to elaborate on a few of the points I previously made without boring the casual reader.  Here they are:

Sleazy Politics:
I served a mission for the LDS Church from 1994-1996.  We would commonly meet with people who were looking for something in life who weren’t completely satisfied with their church.  When they met with us, they’d usually heard a little bit about the Church – often some negative information passed down by their friends or pastor, but they were still interested to meet with us.  And then we’d have a great discussion, they’d feel the Spirit, and we’d have a wonderful experience.  Far too often, the next time we’d come back we’d find their countenance changed.  They’d talked with their pastor or some other member of their church and learned all these bad things about Mormons:  that we worship Joseph Smith, that we aren’t Christians, that we don’t believe in the Bible, etc.  Of course, we’d try to convince them otherwise, but typically we couldn’t overcome the negative information they’d been fed.

I know the analogy is not perfect (for one thing, of course, Kerry’s message is definitely not the restored Gospel), but I see similarities between this situation and what I’ve seen in politics.  There are many people out there who are not very happy with the current direction of this country.  But the Bush-Cheney plan is to say a lot of bad things about Kerry, so that even though people aren’t satisfied with the current state of affairs, they won’t vote for Kerry.  When people see Kerry and hear what he has to say, it often makes sense and they like what they hear.  I read an article that claimed Kerry received a large bounce in the polls after the first debate because Bush-Cheney had been so successful at portraying a negative image of Kerry.  When people heard Kerry and realized that he wasn’t as bad as Bush said he was, that he actually told things straight, that he didn’t sound that liberal, and quite frankly that he looked more presidential than the president, they started to lean more towards Kerry.  Naturally, the Bush campaign now wants people to forget what they saw and felt at the debates and is throwing out more sleaze:  Kerry will raise your taxes, he will make health care government owned, he’s immoral, we’ll be struck by another terrorist attack if he’s president, etc.

George Bush is a very good politician.  How else could he be doing so well in the presidential race, despite the fact that Iraq and the economy are doing so poorly?  I believe that Bush’s greatest political asset is that he is able to make himself look un-political – like he’s just a normal American like the rest of us.  Obviously, Bush is not politically naïve.  And he has a group of people around him who are very good at mud-slinging and publicizing not completely true information.  I quote the following from the Washington Post, May 31, 2004:
Three-quarters of the ads aired by Bush's campaign have been attacks on Kerry. Bush so far has aired 49,050 negative ads in the top 100 markets, or 75 percent of his advertising. Kerry has run 13,336 negative ads -- or 27 percent of his total. The figures were compiled by The Washington Post using data from the Campaign Media Analysis Group of the top 100 U.S. markets. Both campaigns said the figures are accurate.


…..

Scott Reed, who ran Robert J. Dole's presidential campaign that year [the Republican nominee in 1996], said the Bush campaign has little choice but to deliver a constant stream of such negative charges. With low poll numbers and a volatile situation in Iraq, Bush has more hope of tarnishing Kerry's image than promoting his own. 

"The Bush campaign is faced with the hard, true fact that they have to keep their boot on his neck and define him on their terms," Reed said. That might risk alienating some moderate voters or depressing turnout, "but they don't have a choice," he said. 

I’m one of those moderate voters who has been alienated by Bush’s tactics.  As I said earlier, following the Bush-Cheney campaign is often like reading anti-Mormon literature:  there are so many statements taken out of context.  Here are just a few more examples. 
I quote this first one directly from the same Washington Post article:

In early March, Bush charged that Kerry had proposed a $1.5 billion cut in the intelligence budget that would "gut the intelligence services." Kerry did propose such a cut in 1995, but it amounted to about 1 percent of the overall intelligence budget and was smaller than the $3.8 billion cut the Republican-led Congress approved for the same program Kerry was targeting.

The Bush campaign has made similar statements over and over and over again.  A favorite one, repeated in a keynote address at the Republican National Convention by Senator Zell Miller is that John Kerry voted to stop making weapons such as the M-1 tank, the Apache helicopter, the F-14, F-16, and F-18 jet fighters.  Kerry never voted to kill these weapons, but he did vote against two defense appropriation bills, one in 1990 and another in 1995, where some of the money used would be for these weapons.  Of course, the Bush campaign doesn’t mention that at the same time Dick Cheney (who by the way spoke just after Zell Miller at the Republican Convention) was favoring even larger military budget cuts as the first President Bush’s secretary of defense.  Here’s Dick Cheney testifying before the Senate Arms Services Committee on Jan. 31, 1992:

Overall, since I’ve been Secretary, we will have taken the 5-year defense program down by well over $300 billion. … Congress has let me cancel a few programs.  But you’ve squabbled and sometimes bickered and horse-traded and ended up forcing me to spend money on weapons that don’t fill a vital need in these times of tight budgets and new requirements. … You’ve directed me to buy more M1s, F14s, and F16s – all great systems … but we have enough of them.
By the way, I don’t think these statements make Cheney weak on defense.  But don’t you see the dishonesty in the campaign:  accusing Kerry of cutting weapons when back then he was accused by the same people of not cutting enough.  Here’s another one, which again I quote from the Washington Post:

On March 30, the Bush team released an ad noting that Kerry "supported a 50-cent-a-gallon gas tax" and saying, "If Kerry's tax increase were law, the average family would pay $657 more a year." But Kerry opposes an increase in the gasoline tax. The ad is based on a 10-year-old newspaper quotation of Kerry but implies that the proposal is current.

There are so many similar half-truths out there.  And sleazy politics work.  For example, there is no question that John Kerry volunteered for Vietnam and was to at least some extent a war hero, yet his service has effectively come under assault due to smear tactics told by the Swift Boat Veterans for Truth.  In contrast, it is pretty well accepted that George Bush received some favored treatment to jump over a waiting list and make it into the non-combat National Guard during Vietnam; and Bush has a hard time accounting for 6 months of his service.  Yet, some idiot left wing fanatic tried to forge concrete evidence of Bush’s favored treatment but wasn’t smart enough to use a word processor old enough to make their documents believable.  The upshot of it all:  the entire Vietnam issue, one of Kerry’s powerful arguments for being a better leader than George Bush was neutralized.

As I said before, Democrats and John Kerry are not innocent.  For example, Bush’s supposed “ban” on stem cell research isn’t really a “ban,” but rather limited funding to existing stem cell lines.  There are also several statements made by liberal groups which I find dishonest.  But looking directly at the candidates and their campaigns, I believe the Bush-Cheney group is winning the prize for most sleaze.
Anyway, please don’t just vote for Bush based on anti-Kerry ads or statements put out by Kerry’s political enemies.  (And don’t just vote for Kerry based on anti-Bush ads or statements put out by Bush’s political enemies.)
Not a uniter:

Of course Democrats say that the extreme partisanship is caused by Republicans and Republicans say it is caused by Democrats.  And they’re both correct.  However, a few things in particular demonstrate the administration’s unwillingness to compromise.

Early in 2001 a long-time moderate Republican, Senator James Jeffords of Vermont, actually left the Republican Party to become an Independent.  The reason he left the party:  He was tired of the pressure on him to vote with the conservative right and to support the administration’s agenda.  Since 2002, Republicans have controlled both Congress and the White House and have had little need for compromise.  In my opinion, Republicans have decided to do what they want and said to heck with anyone else’s opinion.  This attitude has encouraged partisanship.

Iraq, Terrorism, and Foreign Policy:

The biggest issue for me is the war in Iraq and Bush’s approach to terrorism.  Many of you know that I disagreed with the war in Iraq and I still think our invasion was a bad idea.  When Bush first proposed attacking Iraq, I didn’t know what to think (see the first of my two attached letters to President Bush).  But as time wore on and it seemed like the Bush administration was ignoring the advice of most of the world and was set on going to Iraq no matter what, I started to oppose the war.  There is part of me that wants to liberate other nations from evil dictators and spread democracy.  But that’s not why we went to war.  We went to war to protect ourselves from Saddam Hussein.  Bush and Cheney argued that Saddam’s threat was imminent, that he had weapons of mass destruction, and that there was a link between Iraq and al Qaeda.  In hindsight, it’s apparent that Saddam’s Iraq wasn’t much of a threat to us – or at least no more of a threat than a dozen other countries.  
Bush's two main reasons for going to war -- weapons of mass destruction and links to al Qaeda have been proven false by the president's own weapons inspectors and by the 9/11 commission.  Bush would argue that after 9/11 he’s not willing to take that chance and that the intelligence available to him at the time (most of which has turned out to be bogus) suggested Saddam was a danger to the US.  I would argue that Bush should have paid more attention to the international community which clearly did not believe that Saddam was an imminent threat.  He should have let weapons inspectors finish their work.  He should have questioned his intelligence more closely.  He should have worked harder to find a peaceful solution.  And if, after doing all that, he still thought the threat was imminent, then a substantial number of other nations would have also agreed that war was necessary and would have joined the effort.  We have friends and allies; we’re not the only good guys out there.  One such person is UN secretary-general Kofi Annan who recently said,

“I hope we do not see another Iraq-type operation for a long time – without U.N. approval and much broader support from the international community…From our point of view and the [UN] Charter point of view it was illegal.” 

Let me pause to say that I’m not interested in the US winning an international popularity contest.  Nor do I want France and Germany to decide when we need to defend ourselves.  However, Americans don’t have a monopoly on wisdom.  Because of Bush’s pre-emptive actions, America has lost credibility in the world.  We squandered an opportunity after 9/11 when nearly all countries were standing alongside the US in the battle against terrorism.  Instead of isolating the terrorists, Bush isolated us.  Bush’s Coalition of the Willing is comprised almost entirely of US troops and funds.  Naturally, most of the non-Iraqi casualties in Iraq have been Americans.  

The campaign in Iraq is Bush’s centerpiece in the war on terror.  I agree that it has become the main front in the war on terror, but it shouldn’t be.  Iraq has been a diversion from the war against al Qaeda.  The terrorists we’re fighting in Iraq are for the most part terrorists who we’ve created or strengthened thru our actions in Iraq.  Bush supporters would argue that we’d rather fight terrorists on their own soil than in the United States (a sort of not-in-my-backyard argument).  But what about the innocent thousands who’ve been killed in Iraq because we’re fighting in their backyard?  The problem is, we’re creating more and more terrorists as we’re trying to get rid of the current terrorists.  It’s a vicious cycle.  The number of international terrorists is rising and Islamic extremism in the Middle East is expanding.  Our Israel-like response to terror is getting a Palestinian-like response back.  Haven’t we learned yet that this approach doesn’t work?
People can disagree with this opinion.  There are lots of people who disagree and I respect their opinion.  But don’t call me weak on defense or unpatriotic.  Don’t try to manipulate people into agreeing with the war in Iraq by playing political games, preaching fear, and telling half-truths.  Anyway, I find President Bush’s claim of being strong on terror rather ridiculous.  I don’t believe we’ve made America safer by going to war against Iraq.
OK, so it’s clear I didn’t think attacking Iraq was a good idea.  However, now that we’re there we’ve got to make the best of the situation.  I don’t want to come across as a gloom and doom sort of person.  Of course it’s going to be a long process and struggle for Iraq to become a democratic nation.  President Bush rightly tells us so.  However, the president’s current plan doesn’t seem to be working too well.  This is another fact that’s painfully obvious.  Just read the newspaper or watch the television news.  The Right’s favorite counter then is that the liberal media doesn’t show all of the progress that’s going on.  True, the media tends to focus on bad rather than good – they do the same reporting local news in the US.  But it’s been so easy to report bad news:  American citizens beheaded, prisoner abuse scandals, rebel insurgents gaining control of Fallujah, roadside bombs, bombs in the “Green Zone,” an American soldier or two dying every day, dozens of Iraqis dying each day, and so on.  Iraq has become a magnet for terrorists and problems.  

This administration’s plan for making Iraq into a free and sustainable nation is obviously not going well.  More comments from Republicans:  Paul Bremer, the former US civilian administrator in Iraq said, “We paid a big price for not stopping it [the looting] because it established an atmosphere of lawlessness.  We never had enough troops on the ground.”  An intelligence report, the National Intelligence Estimate, prepared for Bush in July predicted one of three scenarios for Iraq:  tenuous stability, political fragmentation, or civil war.
As I said before, Bush doesn’t seem to acknowledge the critical problems we’re currently facing in Iraq.  Naturally, once the intelligence report got out to the public he and his administration criticized the report as “guesswork.”  (Without fail, whenever an opinion or study comes up contradicting Bush’s policies it’s suppressed or attacked or else the blame is passed to someone else.  We can see that happened with regards to pre-war intelligence failures and we can see it happening now with regards to the current state of Iraq, not to mention costs of Bush’s Medicare program, environmental reports on global warming, etc.)  Bush is optimistic in Iraq’s future, but he offers no new solution or change of course.  I hope you heard or watched the first debate.  When asked about the situation in Iraq, he just kept repeating over and over again that you can’t lead in Iraq when you’ve said that it is the “wrong war, in the wrong place at the wrong time.”  So that’s why we shouldn’t vote for Kerry, but why should we vote for you, President Bush?  What plan do you have to improve the situation?  Bush’s Iraq policy is more of the same.  And it’s not working too well.
Anyway, it is amazing to me that Bush can use Iraq as a strong point in his re-election campaign when based on what I see, it’s a perfect example of his failure as a leader.  But obviously not everyone agrees with me.  
Putting it all Together:

I apologize for only focusing on a few of the negative things I see in Bush.  As I said before, there are positives.  He proposed and gave $15 billion to fund AIDS research and prevention.  The “No Child Left Behind Act” appears to have been a good piece of legislation (although the federal government hasn’t provided adequate funding for it to be as effective as it should be).  I agree with his stance on abortion.  I think his stem cell compromise was a good decision (although given our current knowledge, I think it should be re-evaluated).  I think he has a great family and I believe his religious beliefs are sincere.
But when choosing a president I have to sum all the good and all the bad together and make a decision.  From Bush’s politics and his pre-war statements, I don’t trust his integrity.  From his inability to find and admit mistakes, I don’t believe his humility.  Based on his foreign policy decisions, I find him stubborn and out of touch with the rest of the world.  From the large national debt, I find him fiscally irresponsible.  And when I look at the war in Iraq and Bush’s handling of terrorism, I find him naïve and misguided.  Simply put, I cannot find enough good to justify voting for him. 
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