Kerry Can Win If He Can Prove

That He Is Different From Bush
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As part of its strategy for sending its nominee John Kerry to the White House, the Democratic Party is relying in part on the Republican candidate and current occupant of the White House, George W. Bush, to contribute to his own political demise. But the Democratic strategy also consists of fostering confidence in a leader who is wise, strong, and open to the world; a leader who understands diplomacy, fulfilled his military duties, and fought in Vietnam; a leader who is not ideologically and religiously rigid, who does not mislead or rush into unnecessary wars, who believes in honesty, is receptive to the opinions of others, and is curious to learn; a leader who is optimistic for a strong, globally-respected America; a leader named John Kerry. According to Democratic Party strategy, his mission is one of preparedness--preparedness to rescue America from the deep waters in which she finds herself drowning because of the actions of George W. Bush. John Kerry is, according to Democrats, the captain navigating the rescue ship. He is Lieutenant Kerry who knows how to protect his nation and combat terrorism without isolating America from the rest of the world. This same Democratic Party, which the Republican president has succeeded in uniting and giving life and vigor, knows that in the upcoming elections George W. Bush will be defeated and so too will the ideology-driven philosophies that control him and that he wishes to impose on the rest of America. These are the elections of standing up to the hawks and neo-conservatives and telling them that America rejects their extremism and the time has come for America to say farewell to the clique that has embroiled her in her current predicament and lost the respect and love of Americans. What might happen afterwards is another matter. The Democratic Party has not laid out the details of its alternative policies—global or domestic—because it remains hostage to America’s Iraq and Afghanistan wars, to the fear that continues to dominate Americans, and to a mood of patriotism and nationalism that makes difficult maintaining a balance between national security and protecting civil rights. Thus the congruence between the positions of John Kerry and those of George Bush—a congruence that the Democratic Party refuses to acknowledge, choosing instead to focus on the character differences of the two men and the contrasting ideologies of the two parties, while also stressing the need for change.

The administration of George W. Bush has instilled fear in the hearts of Americans and has used this fear as a means to promote its policies. The Democratic Party considers Republican policies and the character of George Bush as reason for fear in their own right. The fear-factor will play a crucial role in the upcoming American presidential elections. The Democratic Party has decided to steer away from fear-mongering and instead present itself as the party of trust.

The Democratic Party Convention taking place in Boston this week has avoided beating the drums of war and the dangers of terrorism and has chosen not to dwell on George W. Bush’s handling of Iraq. The Convention has purposely refrained from sharp criticism of Bush and his policies as much as it has from discussing the details of the foreign policy that John Kerry as president would adopt in the wars against terrorism and in Iraq.

Among the reasons for avoiding foreign policy issues is that John Kerry voted to authorize the Iraq war and has failed thus far to articulate a policy counter to Bush’s policy in Iraq. Another reason goes back to a fundamental division between the Democratic establishment and the delegates participating in the Democratic Convention. The prominent Democrats at the Convention have decided to mask this division with a precedence-setting message of unity among Democrats and an excitement that is bound to send the Democrats to the White House.

To some extent, there is a kind of "deception" of a Democratic majority that wants to go beyond replacing the occupant of the White House to bringing about substantive change in positions and policies. This majority is opposed to the war in Iraq and wants a timeline for withdrawing American troops from Iraq. The demands of this majority have not been met by John Kerry nor have they been part of the official Democratic Party platform.

What John Kerry has offered in terms of a political agenda and a policy toward Iraq George W. Bush has already beaten him to by going to the UN Security Council and adopting a unanimous resolution to "end" the occupation. George Bush has even been clearer than Kerry in specifying the conditions and time frames for American troop withdrawal from Iraq, training of Iraqis, and for garnering international support for Iraqis as they tackle the challenges to come.

Both Kerry and Bush have stressed the need for stabilizing the security situation in Iraq but have yet to find a way to do so. Both want American troops to remain in Iraq--Bush until the political process there is completed by the end of 2005, and Kerry according to an indefinite timeline.

Both men speak of the need for responsible action in Iraq and the need to protect American interests in the region. Both seek to bolster American military capabilities and to achieve victory in the war on terror by any means necessitated by US national security.

Kerry and Bush are almost identical in their positions vis-a-vis the American-Israeli alliance. They differ only in their methods of dealing with the Arab-Israeli conflict but not in their assessments of the substantive demands of a final solution. The American and Israeli perspectives are in conformity, for the most part. Kerry wishes to return to the approach adopted by the former president Bill Clinton, who turned his attention to the Arab-Israeli issue seven years into his presidency, devoting himself personally in an attempt to rescue himself from the Monica Lewinsky scandal. Bush has sought to implement a Road Map envisioning the establishment of two states--Palestine and Israel—but the vision has been made hostage to the coupling of the Israeli and American wars on terror and the relegating of Palestinians to the rank of al-Qaeda.

Kerry is looking more and more like Bush, even in his position on the preemptive doctrine--a doctrine that the Democratic "political platform" has sharply criticized. Kerry is "prepared as president to go get them before they get us," with or without the consent of others. He goes on to say: "I will never allow any other country to veto what we need to do, and I will never allow any other institution to veto what we need to do to protect our nation," an implicit reference to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Kerry insists on not having to wait on a green light from the outside when it comes to protecting the United States.

This rhetoric makes John Kerry an equal to George Bush vis-a-vis a preemptive doctrine that served as the main impetus for the Iraq war. Such rhetoric is bound to cast suspicion on the Democratic candidate, especially when he waves the banner of international outreach, cooperation, and consultation—reducing such rhetoric to mere "lip-service." Such rhetoric will not reassure America’s allies nor will it cultivate new friendships.

Even the ideological differences between Democrats and Republicans, which the Democratic Party claims are fundamental, seem minimal when John Kerry engages in the discourse of the preemptive doctrine.

Furthermore, the Democratic Party, like the Republican Party, seeks to win the "hearts and minds" of the world without having the courage to bring about fundamental change in the American policies that contributed to weakening trust in America as a champion of justice and fair leadership around the world. Foremost among these policies is a US policy towards the Palestinian-Israeli conflict that undermined the voices of moderation in Arab and Islamic worlds, amassed hatred towards the US, and in effect contributed to strengthening extremism and terrorism.

The Democratic Party and John Kerry are unlikely to have the courage to implement the "vision" of the former Democratic president Jimmy Carter, for Kerry's vision is a "realistic" one. In his speech at the Democratic Convention, Carter said that the US has "inadvertently gratified its enemies by proclaiming a confused and disturbing strategy of preemptive war." He called for a "global alliance against terrorism while avoiding unnecessary wars." He also said that "our credibility has been shattered and we are left increasingly isolated" because of a "trust" that has been "violated" and because of a "virtually unbroken series of mistakes and miscalculations" and "unilateral acts and demands" that have "isolated the United States from the very nations we need to join us in combating terrorism."

Carter dared to challenge extremism in his speech at the Democratic Convention. He held the Republican administration accountable for the repercussions from the "extremism" it has adopted and that has "cost our nation its reputation." He said that defining America's global leadership role will depend on whether it will abandon its "extremist doctrines" and "manipulation of the truth."
Carter's speech satisfied the Democratic popular base but does not serve as a guidepost for the Democratic establishment.

This establishment is reluctant to move away from the "center" and concerned about Kerry being accused of the "curse" of liberalism and viewed as a man seeking idealism at the expense of realism. And so this establishment will not permit policies that are radically different from George W. Bush's for fear that the courage to engage in change might backfire on Kerry. This is a time that calls for extreme caution and the implementation of a winning presidential campaign strategy.

Such a strategy requires tight control and careful "orchestration" of the speeches made at the party's convention at the Fleet Center in order to emphasize John Kerry's diplomatic, military, and leadership qualifications and win people's trust in him and his vice presidential nominee John Edwards as the team of optimism and determination, of strength and wisdom, a team of optimism in a future of greater security at home and respect abroad.
But the Democratic establishment risks losing the vote of the American voter who is looking for substantive, not superficial, change--a voter who sees a decisive role for the upcoming elections in the clash of ideologies. This voter is becoming increasingly frustrated with Kerry's core positions and might very well decide to vote for the Independent candidate Ralph Nader in protest should that voter find himself a victim of deception.

The challenges facing Kerry and Edwards are thus monumental. They find themselves walking a tight rope as they try to find a balance between security and freedom, between the aspirations of the American public for fundamental change and the shackles of "realism."

The final say will go to that hesitant voter struggling over the ever-increasing convergence between Kerry and Bush. This voter might not go so far as succumbing to the view that "the evil you know is better than the good you have not yet encountered," but this voter might decide to teach the Democratic Party a valuable lesson should it continue to take him and his principles lightly while casting him in an elections "spectacle."

Present indicators point to an American mainstream view that the time has come to teach George Bush a lesson by denying him the next presidency. The extremism perpetuated by the likes of Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and his deputy Paul Wolfowitz has proven unpopular with Americans, and so has the religious extremism of George Bush.

Americans are unforgiving of those who mislead them, once they become certain of being misled. The Iraq war has exposed the lies of the George W. Bush administration to a large segment of the American public, so they have scrutinized the man and his associates, and have come to fear him. Their fears are made worse by the prospect that re-electing him would lead his clique to embarking on more unnecessary and preemptive wars.

Democrats might benefit from building on such popular fears, and the establishment is thus grooming John Kerry to be the candidate who restores peace and calm.
Democrats are hungry for control of the White House and are angry because of their current predicament. They are determined to win, and might very well succeed.
Only a few months ago the re-election of George Bush seemed the more likely scenario. Now the picture is different. Many independent experts even predict that Kerry will win the elections comfortably.

A Kerry presidency might be another disappointment for Americans should he continue on the path of wrongful policies. If this happens, the American voter will have learned an important lesson--that of insisting on rectifying wrongful policies and of realizing the importance of American foreign policy. America will never be able to live without fear if she does not have the courage to seek justice or if she remains afraid of acknowledging her subjugation to Israeli control. America will not find peace as long as her biases continue to breed enemies, and she will not win the battle for "hearts and minds" as long as she fails to effect fundamental change in her Middle East policies.

At this juncture on the road to the presidential elections, apprehension collides with the zest for change, and optimism finds itself at odds with voter insecurity and fear--fear that has become a determining factor in American elections. And fear might continue to reign supreme and manipulate the American voter for elections to come.

Raghida Dergham – Boston

RaghidaDergham.Com
