SUGGESTED ANSWERS FOR TOUGH QUESTIONS ABOUT JOHN KERRY

This is an unofficial, unauthorized document, designed to help independent grassroots volunteers answer critical questions about Kerry that undecided voters may pose. These suggested responses are not meant to supercede any official instructions you may be given by a campaign or organization, but to provide guidance in case you have not been provided with assistance in this regard. Always defer to your team leaders to ensure maximum message penetration. 

This document is not meant as a hand-out, but for your private use to help you prepare for voter interaction.

Keep in mind that Kerry doesn't have the luxury to respond to Bush's lies and distortions point-by-point, as it would knock him off-message and take pressure off of Bush. You can complement Kerry's attempts to go on the offensive by helping play defense at the grassroots level.

Documents of this nature can always be improved. If in your experiences you find that certain answers didn't work out well, suggest revisions to contact@liberaloasis.com.

TAXES

Q. I'm worried about my taxes going up with Kerry. I hear he's voted to raise taxes 98 times.

A: That's actually been proven to be a bogus claim. For example, that stat counts 16 votes -- such as amendments and procedural measures -- related to just one bill, Bill Clinton's 1993 deficit reduction package, which raised taxes on the wealthy, restored fiscal responsibility, and the laid the foundation for the booming economy of the 90s.

(Source: http://www.factcheck.org/article.aspx?docID=247)

In fact, Kerry's economic team includes many of the same people that advised Clinton, and Kerry has a similar plan, reducing the tax burden on the middle class and having those that make more than $200,000 a year contribute their fair share. That way, we can cut the deficit and grow the economy again.

[NOTE: Offering the factcheck.org document cited above as a leave-behind may prove helpful, if someone wants more detail about the other "votes".]

Q. Kerry supports raising gas taxes. Gas prices are already through the roof.

A: Bush has been spreading that Kerry believes in a 50 cent gas tax hike, but in reality, Kerry has never sponsored legislation or voted for such a thing, and there is no such tax hike in his current platform.

Interestingly, it was Dick Cheney, who as a congressman in the 80s, supported an oil import tax that would have raised the price of gas. 

He said at the time "Let us rid ourselves of the fiction that low oil prices are somehow good for the United States."
(Source: NY Times, 4/6/04, "Cheney Tax Plan From '86 Would Have Raised Gas Prices")
IF PRESSED: It is true that there was a small 4.3 cent gas tax hike as part of the Clinton's larger deficit reduction bill, which Kerry and the Democrats voted for. It was a tough vote, and the Democrats probably lost the Congress because of it, but the overall package got the economy back on track in the 1990s.

Q. George Bush says that since the fat cats will hire attorneys and accountants to avoid payer higher taxes, Kerry's tax hikes will fall on the rest of us.

A: Under Bush's logic, why bother asking the rich to contribute at all? And in fact, that's what his policies have done, reduce the tax burden on the rich, increase it for the middle-class.

Now, Bush is discussing a flat tax or a national sales tax, and either of those would further shift the tax burden to the middle-class and the poor -- shifting the burden from wealth to work.

OR

A: A lot of these same charges were thrown at the Democrats in 1990s, but taxes on the wealthy were raised, the budget was balanced, and the economy flourished, benefiting Americans across the economic spectrum,

Q. George Bush says since Kerry can't pay for his additional spending with just raising taxes on the wealthy, then taxes will eventually go up on me.

A: Bush often inflates the real costs of Kerry's proposal when making this charge, but the truth is, rolling back the tax cuts on those earning more than $200,000 a year will pay for his education and health care proposals. 

He has also said that he will impose spending caps, so if Congress can't control spending on its own, across-the-board cuts will automatically kick in. By keeping spending down, we can get back to cutting deficits again.

Bush, on the other hand, turned a five trillion dollar surplus into a two trillion dollar deficit. And his current platform has a three trillion price tag, and he hasn't said how he would pay for it.

IRAQ

Q: Kerry seems to go back and forth on the war. I don't know where he stands.

When Kerry voted in 2002 to give Bush the authority to use force if necessary, he said on the Senate floor:

"In giving the President this authority, I expect him to fulfill the commitments he has made to the American people in recent days.

"To work with the United Nations Security Council to adopt a new resolution setting out tough and immediate inspection requirements, and to act with our allies at our side if we have to disarm Saddam Hussein by force.

"If he fails to do so, I will be among the first to speak out."
And that's what happened. Bush failed to let the inspectors do their job and failed to rally allies to our side. Even worse, he misled the country about the threat of weapons of mass destruction.

So while Kerry is pleased that Saddam is out of power, he would have handled the situation differently. He wouldn't have rushed to war, and he would have had a plan to win the peace. And we wouldn't be in the mess we're in.

Q: I agree Iraq is kind of a mess, but what plan does Kerry have to fix it?

A: Unfortunately, Bush has lost a lot of credibility with foreign leaders, and hasn't been able to put a real coalition on the ground. 

Since the coalition is basically just us, a lot of Iraqis think we want to exploit the country, not liberate it. And that feeds the insurgency.

A new president will wipe the slate the clean, so Kerry will have a much better chance of getting international involvement. Bush has been pessimistic about getting more involvement, but he hasn't given it a serious effort.

Once we get troops from other countries in, do a better job of training Iraqi forces, and stabilize the country, Kerry will start bringing troops home. He has set a goal of four years to do that.

Q: Bush says that by saying we'll leave in four years, then the terrorists will just hang back until we leave.

A: Kerry isn't saying he'll leave in four years no matter what. He's saying once he gets more international troops in and Iraqi forces are properly trained, and it is determined that the country is stable enough, then he'll start withdrawing troops. Four years is just the goal for when to get that done by.

Q: Kerry said the question of whether to support troops in combat was "complicated"

A: Bush often puts words in Kerry's mouth, that's just one of things he claims Kerry said that isn't true.

Bush equates the vote for $87 billion, mainly for Iraq, as a vote to support the troops. 

But even though Bush got the money he asked for, the troops still don't have enough body armor, and families have been holding bake sales to raise money for armor.

The question for Bush is, what was so complicated about getting the troops the armor they needed?

Q: Why did Kerry say he voted for the 87 billion before he voted against it?

A: That's another case where Bush only gives you a part of a quote and strips out the context.

Kerry was wary about giving Bush an effective blank check without a change in strategy that could avoid a quagmire, but he was willing to compromise and support a version that paid for it by repealing tax cuts for the rich. 

After voting for that version, which failed to pass, he voted against the final bill registering his disapproval of the strategy.

Bush also wasn't willing to support just any $87 billion bill. He threatened to veto the version Kerry supported. 

It wouldn't be fair to say Bush thinks tax cuts for those that make more than $200,000 is more important than supporting the troops. 

And it's not fair to say Kerry wouldn't support the troops just because he wanted a better strategy and shared sacrifice.

DEFENSE AND TERROR

Q: Kerry voted to cut all these weapons programs that we're using today.

A: It's an old trick to distort the meaning of votes on big bills that involve lots of items.

In fact, an investigation into the cited votes by Slate magazine found "there was no vote on those weapons systems specifically."
And it also noted that in 1992, former president Bush and Dick Cheney were pushing hard for some of the defense cuts that they're hypocritically  attacking Kerry for now, including money for B-2s, M-1s, F-14s, and F-16s.

(Source:  http://slate.msn.com/id/2096127/ )
[NOTE: This is another good article to offer as a leave-behind]

Q: Kerry said he only wait until we're attacked to respond, when we need to go after the terrorists where they live.

That's another case of Bush and Cheney not telling the full story. In fact, Kerry said this back in April:

http://www.johnkerry.com/pressroom/news/news_2004_0414.html
"The most important weapon in our arsenal is knowing who they are, what they are, what they're planning and being able to go get them before they get us. And the most important ingredient in doing that is to have the best cooperation we've ever had with all of those other countries, which this administration does the worst"

And he made similar comments in his acceptance speech: " we need to rebuild our alliances, so we can get the terrorists before they get us."

It's true that Kerry also said, " Any attack will be met with a swift and certain response." But Bush and Cheney have made that out to mean that's all Kerry would do, which is not true.

Q: Kerry said he wants to fight a sensitive war on terror. We can't negotiate with terrorists.

A: No one's proposed negotiating with terrorists since the Iran-Contra scandal.

And Kerry never said we should treat Al Qaeda sensitively. That's another case of Bush and Cheney being disingenuous and hypocritical.

Kerry said we should be more sensitive to our allies so we'll get the cooperation we need to get the terrorists before they get us.

In fact, many members of the Bush Administration have said similar things

For example, soon after 9/11, Rumsfeld said " Our task is to certainly be sensitive to the views" in the Afghan region, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Richard Myers also said we need to be "culturally sensitive."

(Sources: http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/2001/t11052001_t031cjcs.html, http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/2001/t11042001_t1104pak.html, http://www.liberaloasis.com/archives/080804.htm#081304 )
GENERAL

Q: I just don't know where Kerry stands on anything, he shifts in the wind too much. At least with Bush, I may not agree, but he takes a clear position and knows how to lead.

Keep in mind that Bush regularly distorts Kerry's words and positions, and you can't trust the media to report anything straight these days. 

I've gone to his website to read Kerry's own words for myself and I find him to be very consistent and principled, as well as thoughtful and decisive. That's a big reason why I'm supporting him so strongly.

And you might be surprised with how much Bush has flip-flopped on this issues. 

He opposed a 9/11 Commission then supported it, opposed a Homeland Security department then supported it, supported steel tariffs then opposed them, opposed campaign finance reform then supported it, said he wouldn't tolerate a nuclear North Korea, then did nothing when they built as many as 6 nukes.

The list goes on, just put "Bush flip flops" into Google. [OR offer this document: http://www.americanprogress.org/site/pp.asp?c=biJRJ8OVF&b=42263 ]
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