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Maine protesters criticize senators' votes
April 30, 2007 6:00 AM

PORTLAND, Maine (AP) — About 200 people gathered in downtown Portland on
Saturday as leaders of an Iraq war protest criticized votes by Blanemoderate
Republican senators.

Tom Andrews, national director of Win Without War, took aim at Sens. Olympia Snowe
and Susan Collins for voting against a bill calling for the withdrawal of U.S. troops as
early as July 1 and no later than Oct. 1.

Win Without War, which organized Saturday's event with the Maine People's Alliance,
sent nearly 100 volunteers into Portland after the rally to collect signaturas dpen
letter to the senators.

Andrews, a former Maine 1st District congressman, called on Snowe and Collihato se
specific date for withdrawing troops from Iraq. Both senators say they oppcsgeRte
Bush's plan earlier this year to boost the number of troops in Irag. Reprigssrdéiboth
senators also said they are working to find political solutions that would allowidemer
troops to leave Iraq, but they oppose setting a specific date for a pullout, fearguddt
benefit the enemy.
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Editorial Blunders leave troops with no hope of success
Sunday, April 29, 2007

It is time to bring our troops home from Iraq.

This stand represents a shift in the newspaper's editorial position. Until ndwayere
supported the military mission in Iraq, though at times we have been harsbé} of
President Bush in his role as commander in chief.

Now, it is our opinion that major U.S. military operations in Iraq should cease, though
not because the decision to invade was inherently flawed.

Ridding the Middle East of Saddam Hussein's rule in Irag could have helped combat
global Islamic terrorism. Toppling Saddam and replacing him with a denwocrat
government was not beyond our military and diplomatic capabilities.

Even if the Bush administration exaggerated the threat posed by Saddapuasvea
programs and hinted disingenuously at a link between Iraq and the Sept. 11, 2001, terror
attacks, the mission still made sense. That's because the threapohsvemass

destruction and a potential Irag-al-Qaida link were never the best reasons for the
invasion. By themselves, the strategic advantages to be had from Saddamanoliste
creation of a more pro-Western government in Iraq were worthy and obtaguoaiide

But in supporting this war, we made a tremendous error. We believed the president and
his team possessed the skills and judgment needed to make the mission a success. We
were wrong.

The president has so botched the job in Iraq that it has become clear to all but the most
stubborn observers that a military victory there is unlikely. Even if one belieges t

United States has the resources to turn things around, the president's performance ha
been so poor that he has lost the confidence of the American people. As such, it will be
impossible for him to rally the support necessary for a costly and sustairizdyneitfort

in Irag.

It should therefore be the officiall policy of the United States to withdrawiitge$ from
Irag in an orderly fashion.

THE WRONG REASONS

Consider these words, appearing in this space on Jan. 23, 2003, just weeks before the
invasion: "War with Iraq is not solely about weapons of mass destruction.dfat then
America would be on the brink with North Korea over that country's nuclear program. It
isn't solely about oil either. If that were the case, Bush would be readgimg for
intervening in Venezuela, where a crisis in confidence in the governmenetizeat

major oil exporter.



"An important component to combating global terrorism is bringing stabilityeto t
Middle East. That means an all-out effort to settle the Israeli-iradastonflict. It
means pushing allies like Saudi Arabia to combat terrorism and become more
democratic. It means, too, getting rid of Saddam."

And, consider this, from an editorial on Feb. 7, 2003: "Indeed, the Bush administration
hasn't explained how such a (democratic Iraqgi) government would be established i
first place, let alone who would be part of it.

"What about security immediately following the war? If there aneifsognt stockpiles of
weapons of mass destruction as (Colin) Powell suggests there might be, thierg skeeur
country is going to be a huge challenge.

"What about Iraq's long-term stability? To be the productive and stable desntiatc
many in the administration hope Iraq can become will take billions of dollars in
investment. It will also take a long-term commitment from the UnitectStat United
Nations to keep the peace there."

We did not fall into lockstep on the march to war as many in the media are accused of
doing. We did ask critical questions before the invasion.

Still, we were sucked in and blinded, not by White House rhetoric, but by the tremendous
upside to removing Saddam from power. We should have paused to think what it meant
that the president hadn't made his best case for the war or hadn't thought about the
obvious challenges going in.

Those were warning signs that this administration lacked the competeessargc
succeed in Iraqg.

MARCH OF MISTAKES

Once the invasion started, the march of mistakes by Bush was relentless. The
administration chose a "lightning-strike" strategy to topple Baghdad. Tharynwas
not told to methodically secure territory as it worked its way to the capital.

The army and police force were disbanded out of a mistrust that extended to the front
lines of the Iragi military. To see the folly in this, think of Cuba. If we toppled Fide
Castro, would we then disband the army and fire all the police in Havana? Or, would we
work with moderate elements on the faith that front-line officers and foot solubéa

little loyalty to totalitarian leaders?

Those mistakes laid the foundation for an Iraqi insurgency that has only grown in
strength in the years since.

Whether staged by the White House or not, the president stood beneath a "Mission
Accomplished" banner soon after the fall of Baghdad. In doing so, Bush put himself in a



political corner at home. After declaring victory, ramping up operations to teell t
insurgency would have amounted to admitting a mistake -- a taboo in this White House.
When the situation grew dire in the year leading up to the 2006 midterm electiohs, Bus
again refused to admit a mistake and change course in Iraq. Yes, it's true ic&l polit
opponents would have pilloried him had he done so. But in choosing not to do so, the
president made keeping Congress in Republican hands a more important priority tha
succeeding in Iraqg. Ironically, Bush lost Congress anyway, and he is about tttel ogzr

as well.

And finally, after the election, the bipartisan Iraq Study Group presentguidsieent
with a reasonable plan for getting out of this quagmire as well as political co\ger f
change in direction. The president stubbornly refused this lifeline.

It should be noted that the failure in Iraq has nothing to do with the influence of the
president's opponents at home. Bush was given broad and sustained support for this effort
by the American people. If this war is lost, it is solely because thiglprésivas not up

to the job of winning it.

Besides exhausting public support, Bush's blunders have exhausted the military. Our
recent reports from Iraq by columnist Bill Nemitz and photographer ShawokPatri
Ouellette make clear that our military is drained and discouraged in Irayeploating
played a central role in our rethinking this issue.

WITHDRAWAL RISK REMAINS

The very real concern expressed on these pages days ago that a withdrainebdaal
Irag becoming a haven for terrorists remains. If that happens, Americawlivibs put
at greater risk at home.

But staying in Iraq to contend with that risk assumes there remains a chaunceded.
The obstacles to that success -- the largest of which is the president’peteee -- are
simply too daunting.

Instead, it is better to bring our troops home in a phased, but steady withdrawal. This
does not mean the war on terror is lost. It means that we must make a stetitegic@and
change our approach.

Efforts by congressional Democrats to legislate a target davatfatrawal are
understandable given the president's stubbornness. But those dates don't makensense fr
a military standpoint. It's just a bad idea to give one's enemies that atimnm

As the issue plays out, a hopeful course is for Maine Sen. Olympia Snowe's degire to se
benchmarks for success or failure in Irag to become a vehicle for compromise.

The United States should have a clear plan for withdrawal that leaves sortiititerr
military leaders to craft the best possible strategy. While the tiougbt to be flexible,
the policy shouldn't be. Our primary goal in Iraq should be to bring our troops home.
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Pressuring Snowe and Collins; Poll, rally aim to sway

Maine senators on war votes

Bob Kalish@TimesRecord.Com
04/27/2007

BRUNSWICK — "One of the ways out of Baghdad leads through Maine." That's the
battle cry being sounded by Win Without War, a national coalition formed to pressure
Congress to remove U.S. combat forces from Iraqg.

The poll , conducted by Lake Research Partners, took place between April 9 and 11 and covered
401 "likely" Maine voters. They were asked if the United States should or should not set a
timetable for withdrawal of troops from Iraq that would see most troops out within a year's time.

The public relations offensive heated up Thursday, when the group released a poll
showing that more than 50 percent of Mainers support setting a timetablehdrawial

of U.S. troops from Irag. Win Without War will follow the poll results with a second
wave of pressure — aimed squarely at Maine's two Republican U.S. senators,a0lympi
Snowe and Susan Collins — with rallies in Portland at 10 a.m. Saturday and later in the
day in Bangor.

The rallies, in turn, are intended to kick off a statewide letter-writingpeégn to

encourage Snowe and Collins — who on Thursday both voted against a war funding bill
that includes a timeline for troop withdrawal — to join Republican Sens. Chuck Hagel of
Nebraska and Gordon Smith of Oregon in opposing the Bush administration's "stay the
course" strategy in Iraq.

The anti-war group is being led by former Maine 1st District U.S. Rep. Tom Wadre
who told an editorial board at The Times Record on Thursday that the coalition's
immediate goal is to "put pressure on our senators to support an end to the war."

Ret. Brig. Gen. John Johns flew from his home in Virginia to join Andrews in making the
pitch that Mainers should press Collins and Snowe to vote in a way that removes U.S.
fighting forces from what he calls "the catastrophe in Irag."

The poll, conducted by Lake Research Partners, took place between April 9 and 11 and
covered 401 "likely" Maine voters. They were asked if the United States shohioubd s
not set a timetable for withdrawal of troops from Iraq that would see most troops out
within a year's time. Fifty-three percent voted "should" and 36 percent "should not."

"There's a change occurring in Washington," Andrews said. "There will iberfurt
opportunities coming up in the House and Senate to change our direction. We need to be
prepared. Sens. Collins and Snowe speak critically of President Bush's faibgdrpoli



Irag while in Maine, but in Washington they continually support binding legislation to
keep our troops there."

Johns, a retired career military officer who taught war college classes
counterinsurgency for 15 years, is convinced that U.S. policy in Iraq is unworkable.

"We discovered in Vietham — the French discovered in Vietnam and Algeria — that
foreign combat forces cannot conduct nation-building,” he said. "Deploying combat
forces only turns people against us. It will not work."

Johns said the 78-point Iraq post-invasion strategy plan crafted under the direction of
former Secretary of State James Baker and former Democratic U.S.dedgamilton
offers "the best option among a number of undesirable options."

"They called for an organized withdrawal from Iraq and gaining support of oth#s i
world community,” Johns said. "I think it's worth trying because there is rit@anyil
solution to this, it must be political."

Johns served in the U.S. Army for 26 years, retiring in 1978. He continued as a civilian
employee of the Defense Department until 1995. During his Army career, hd asrve
senior adviser to the Political Warfare School in Vietham and authored two stugtles us
as guidance for developing counterinsurgency doctrine.

"l voted against the conference report today because it included a dangerauos fionel
withdrawal of U.S. troops," Collins wrote in a statement after Thursday's vdieliéve
that an immediate and rapid withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq could have a host of
negative consequences for Iraq and the surrounding region."

Johns dismissed a similar argument made by his former classmate antlRepeblican
presidential candidate Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., pointing to the fact that the Bush
administration for four years has issued statements on what it calls "troojlonans,"”
which Johns argues would have the same effect on the enemy's strategy asaavalithdr
timetable.

The Win Without War coalition includes diverse groups such as the National Associati
for the Advancement of Colored People, the National Organization for Woman, the
National Council of Churches and the Sierra Club.
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Portland Paper Shifts Gears: Calls for Iraq Pullout

By E&P Staff
Published: April 29, 2007 6:55 PM ET

NEW YORK While many newspaper editorial pages have long been critical of the conduct of the Iraq war,
few have actually come out and called for a U.S. withdrawal, slow or speedy, despite public support for such
a position. A few papers have taken that step lately, however, the latest the Portland (Maine) Press Herald.

The editorial published today also in the Maine Sunday Telegram, opens with a bang: "It is time to bring our
troops home from Iraq." Then it explains: "This stand represents a shift in the newspaper's editorial position.
Until now, we have supported the military mission in Iraqg, though at times we have been harshly critical of
President Bush in his role as commander in chief.

"Now, it is our opinion that major U.S. military operations in Iraq should cease, though not because the
decision to invade was inherently flawed."

Excerpts from the rest of the editorial follows.

*

Ridding the Middle East of Saddam Hussein's rule in Iraq could have helped combat global Islamic
terrorism.

Toppling Saddam and replacing him with a democratic government was not beyond our military and
diplomatic capabilities.

Even if the Bush administration exaggerated the threat posed by Saddam's weapons programs and hinted
disingenuously at a link between Irag and the Sept. 11, 2001, terror attacks, the mission still made sense.
That's because the threat of weapons of mass destruction and a potential Irag-al-Qaida link were never the
best reasons for the invasion. By themselves, the strategic advantages to be had from Saddam's ouster and
the creation of a more pro-Western government in Irag were worthy and obtainable goals.

But in supporting this war, we made a tremendous error. We believed the president and his team possessed
the skills and judgment needed to make the mission a success. We were wrong.

The president has so botched the job in Iraq that it has become clear to all but the most stubborn observers
that a military victory there is unlikely. Even if one believes the United States has the resources to turn
things around, the president's performance has been so poor that he has lost the confidence of the
American people. As such, it will be impossible for him to rally the support necessary for a costly and
sustained military effort in Iraqg.

It should therefore be the official policy of the United States to withdraw its forces from Iraq in an orderly
fashion.

Consider these words, appearing in this space on Jan. 23, 2003, just weeks before the invasion: "War with



Iraq is not solely about weapons of mass destruction. If it were, then America would be on the brink with
North Korea over that country's nuclear program. It isn't solely about oil either. If that were the case, Bush
would be readying plans for intervening in Venezuela, where a crisis in confidence in the government
threatens a major oil exporter.

"An important component to combating global terrorism is bringing stability to the Middle East. That means
an all-out effort to settle the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It means pushing allies like Saudi Arabia to combat
terrorism and become more democratic. It means, too, getting rid of Saddam."

And, consider this, from an editorial on Feb. 7, 2003: "Indeed, the Bush administration hasn't explained how
such a (democratic Iragi) government would be established in the first place, let alone who would be part of
it.

"What about security immediately following the war? If there are significant stockpiles of weapons of mass
destruction as (Colin) Powell suggests there might be, then securing the country is going to be a huge
challenge.

"What about Iraq's long-term stability? To be the productive and stable democracy that many in the
administration hope Iraq can become will take billions of dollars in investment. It will also take a long-term
commitment from the United States or United Nations to keep the peace there."

We did not fall into lockstep on the march to war as many in the media are accused of doing. We did ask
critical questions before the invasion.

Still, we were sucked in and blinded, not by White House rhetoric, but by the tremendous upside to removing
Saddam from power. We should have paused to think what it meant that the president hadn't made his best
case for the war or hadn't thought about the obvious challenges going in.

Those were warning signs that this administration lacked the competence necessary succeed in Iraq....

Besides exhausting public support, Bush's blunders have exhausted the military. Our recent reports from
Irag by columnist Bill Nemitz and photographer Shawn Patrick Ouellette make clear that our military is
drained and discouraged in Iraq. That reporting played a central role in our rethinking this issue.

The very real concern expressed on these pages days ago that a withdrawal could lead to Iraq becoming a
haven for terrorists remains. If that happens, American lives will be put at greater risk at home.

But staying in Iraq to contend with that risk assumes there remains a chance to succeed. The obstacles to
that success -- the largest of which is the president's incompetence -- are simply too daunting.

Instead, it is better to bring our troops home in a phased, but steady withdrawal. This does not mean the war
on terror is lost. It means that we must make a strategic retreat and change our approach.

Efforts by congressional Democrats to legislate a target date for withdrawal are understandable given the
president's stubbornness. But those dates don't make sense from a military standpoint. It's just a bad idea to
give one's enemies that information.

As the issue plays out, a hopeful course is for Maine Sen. Olympia Snowe's desire to set benchmarks for
success or failure in Irag to become a vehicle for compromise.

The United States should have a clear plan for withdrawal that leaves some flexibility for military leaders to
craft the best possible strategy. While the timing ought to be flexible, the policy shouldn't be. Our primary
goal in Irag should be to bring our troops home.



Mainers Rally For Troop Withdrawal From Iraq

Web Editor: Matt Bush, Online Content Producer
Last Updated: 4/29/2007 6:19:54 PM

Two campaign rallies in Maine were meant to put pressure on Senators Collins and Snowe to vote for a date
for troop withdrawal from the war.

Saturday petitions in Bangor were circulated to impeach President Bush. But the featured speaker was
former Maine Congressman Tom Andrews. He was in the state to kick off the 'Open Letters' campaign.
Andrews says the majority of Maine voters want a timeline for troop withdrawal, but that votes by Senators
Collins and Snowe do not reflect that.

"If they can move forward, if they begin the process of stepping up and standing up to the president and get
us out of this war, we will be that much closer to the tipping point that's going to get this nation back on the
right course," said Tom Andrews, former congressman.

Next weekend campaign supporters will meet at their local post office to mail their letters to Senators Collins

and Snow. The same campaign is moving to other states. Tom Andrews says voters are not being heard.
NEWS CENTER



