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an avid student of the "Literature of Freedom'.
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legdl defense for Michael New, as well as aworld-wide public education effort to teach
concerned citizens about what is happening to nationd sovereignty. They have one
documentary video available, GOOD CONDUCT, The Story of Michael New.
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| ntr oduction

On October 10, 1995, the 1/15 Battalion of the 3rd infantry Divison of the U.S. Army cameto
attention at 0900 in Schweinfurt, Germany. All but one of the 550 soldiers were wearing a sky-blue
basebd|- style cap with a United Nations insignia on the front. One was wearing the olive-drab flat cap
that is authorized to be worn with the Battle Dress Uniform. With this smple act of disobeying adirect
order, Spc. 4 Michael New set the stage for alegd battle that has profound implications for the future of
American soldiersinto service of the United Nations without the condtitutional permission of Congress.

Americastands at a crossroads in history. Will we face the future as an independent Republic? Or
will our grandchildren grow up in aNew World Order governed from New Y ork City, wherewe asa
Member State, can be consistently outvoted by a hundred other countries who do not share our hertitage,
our vaues, and our interest? Thislegd case may wel determine the future of our nation.

Michadl and Claudia New with Michagl’ s attorney retired Col. Henry Hamilton.



Chapter 1

“1 Think I’'m Going to be Court-Martialed.”
August 21, 1995

The cdl was unexpected. Michad, cdling from Germany, where he was stationed, had phoned us
over the weekend, and we didn't think he would be calling again on aMonday morning.

“Dad,” he said, “1 think I"’'m going to be court-martiaed.”

These words stuck into me like aknife. “What on earth have you done,” | asked.

“I haven't done anything,” he sad. “It's for something I'm not going to do. They’ve told me that |
have to wear the United Nations uniform on our coming deployment into Macedonia, and | told them |
have a problem with that order.” Later, he added, “You know, Dad, if they can force me to wear that blue
helmet in Europe, then what's to keep them from forcing me to wear it someday in Texas or some other
date? The red question is one of authority -- where do they get it?”’

These gatements put Michae right in the middle of a debate which continues over the meaning of
his oath, which conggs of the following:

“I do solemnly swear that | will support and defend the Constitution of the United States against al

enemies, foreign and domestic; that | will bear true faith and alegiance to the same; and that | will obey the

orders of the President of the United States and the orders of the officers appointed over me, according to
regulations and the uniform code of military justice. So help me God.”*

I’'m often asked if we are bitter or angry over our son Michael being prosecuted for refusng to
wear a United Nations uniform and refusing to report to a foreign military commander. Some people think
we ought to be completely disgusted with a sysem tha punished my son, a soldier with an excdlent
sarvice record and a promising military career, for standing up for America, his oath, and againg United
Nations control of our troops. | wouldn't be honest if | didn't say that I've shaken my head in disbdi€f,
even dismay, over how our nation has come to this point. But we hope and pray that the case of Army
Specidist Michae New can help to turn our country around. It will take years, but I'm convinced that if
the American people agppreciate and understand this case, there will be a growing tide of oppostion
againg the pretenders in power who are subverting our congtitutiona republic.

My own father, Clyde New,? used to emphasize that standing up for freedom is the responsibility
of dl citizens, and is not an action or an event — tha it is indead a lifestyle — a commitment upon which
our nationd freedom depends. If enough citizens just go dong to get dong, “go with the flow,” and take
the easy road, then this Republic will die.

These are not empty words. They are a recognition of what this case represents. All of our most
cherished vadues -- freedom, family, service, sacrifice, sovereignty and independence - are wrapped up in
this case. | recognize there are those who believe that it smply involves a case of a soldier who was
punished for disobeying an order. But | chdlenge those holding this beief to take another look — to
unders¢and who Michad is, and who we ae — his family, friends, dlies and supporters. We are the
American people. And we want our country back.

There are those who expect that the treatment of Michadl has shaken our faith in America and its
indtitutions. But, because our fath is in a Supreme Creator, and because we understand the sinful nature
of a fadlen mankind, we are not surprissd when men assume power and then quickly find themsdves
wallowing in the corruption which Lord Acton so accuratdly predicted.

Ly our Oath. Defending the Constitution. Our Common Bond.” Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, The Pentagon,
Washington, D.C. 20310.
2 Clyde Wayne New, USMC 1942-1945. American patriot. Eighty years old as this book is written.



The arogance of this adminidration in turning over our sovereignty is not the only controversy
that has drawn attention to the fact that corruption has infected our governmentd inditutions. It would
take more than a chapter just to list them, and there are books upon books available on that subject. The
Clinton-Gore Adminigtration has raised arrogant lawlessness to an unprecedented level.

What has happened to Michad New is part of a pattern. An Administration which orders a young
soldier to report to the U.N. will sdl our sovereignty to the United Nations and security to China. Indeed,
if the U.S. Congress had come to the defense of Michad New in a more forthright manner, we might have
been spared some of these other foreign policy scandds, in which foreign interests have been placed
above American interests.

But the treatment of Michael New has made White House corruption into a very persona meatter
for us. The controversy has caused me, my wife Suzanne, and our entire family extreme anguish. But the
anguish is not amply for Michaed New. It's for our dying Republic. Yes it's panful to look into
Miched’'s eyes, knowing that his promisng military career was cut short, and that his bad conduct
discharge has left him, as Geoffrey Botkin so doquently dated, “...with a sigma that will follow him dl
the res of hislife”

Suzanne and | have mingled our prayers and our tears for Michad. But we dso cry for our country
— and for future generdtions. We are encouraged by the example that he has set in sacrificing his military
career in the hopes that Americas sons can once again serve an Americanled and American-controlled
military.

When Suzanne was being interviewed for the videotape, Good Conduct, about Michael’s case, she
sad, “This has been a hard time for our family to go through because parents don't like to see their
children suffer. We suffer when they suffer. However, we're redly proud of Michad for standing up for
principles that we taught him. We're proud of him for having firm mord convictions based on truth —
what is right. We're proud of him for being willing to sand up againg a lot of oppogtion. It's not easy
when your case is named the United States Government vs. Specidist New. That's rather daunting. |
rely hope and pray that Michad’s stand will in some way awaken the American people to recognize that
our nation seemsto bein peril.”

| remain optimigtic, and | am not afraid to say so publicly. At a naiond conference sponsored by
the American Sovereignty Action Project, organized by my friend and book collaborator Cliff Kincaid,
| sad, "Don't fed sorry for Michadl New. He gets to stand up with Patrick Henry, Nathan Hale, and
George Washington and say, 'l love my country.™

By taking his sand againg the U.N., Michad certainly didn't give his life or shed his blood on a
battlefield. But his decison, taken dfter careful consideration, consutations, and with divine guidance,
was neverthdess momentous. Trying to put aade my sdf-interest, | truly believe that years from now, the
cae of Michad New will be viewed in higoricd terms as a condiitutiona criss -- one that bears on the
fate and future of our nation in the same way that our founders took their sand againgt King George.

The truth is, | have never been more inspired by any person in American higory than my own son.
To some, this may sound like over-heated rhetoric from a proud father. And certainly a father's pride
enters into such a statement. Michadl is a human being, and we recognize that he is not perfect. But his
case, which is on-going and by no means settled, has the potentid to ater the course of higtory, to serve as
a ralying cry for Americans today as we are faced with coming to grips with “old-fashioned” concepts
such as naiond independence, freedom and sovereignty. It's far bigger than the individuds involved. It
has the potentid to dter the course of higtory, to serve as a ralying cry for Americans today as we are
faced with coming to grips with “old-fashioned” concepts such as national independence, freedom and
sovereignty.

% The documentary video, GOOD CONDUCT, The Story of Michael New, is available through the Michael New Action Fund,
P.O. Box 100, Iredell, Texas 76649.



The outcome of the case, though disgppointing in SO many respects, has aso been a pogtive
experience. It proved that Michad, who was taught love for country and love for God, had become "a
bright light in a dark place" From the persond point of view of a father, can there be any greater reward
than for a son or daughter to do what is right? In this day and age, when so many young people have lost
hope, direction and vison, Michad exhibited courage, faith and patriotism. Isn't this what we as parents
and grandchildren want from our children and grandchildren?

Yet Michadl’s courage was not welcomed in the ranks of the military, the government or even the
media He had focused the gpotlight on a policy that was being caried out largely behind-the-scenes.
Media coverage of the case is particularly interesting.

My Lai and Hugh Thompson

Dde Robetson, Adminigrative Trustee for the Michad New Action Fund, points out that,
“...[Wlhile many dements of the liberd media trested Michad with disdain or contempt, they have
ceebrated Hugh Thompson as a hero” Thompson is the former U.S. Army helicopter pilot who, on
March 6, 1998, received the prestigious Soldier’s Medd for his efforts to halt the bloodshed at the My La
massacre in Vietham nearly 30 years ago. He's been called “The Forgotten Hero of My La” in a book
about the case. What he did was rescue a least 10 Vietnamese civilians and threaten to use deadly force
agang Americans troops who were gpparently willing to obey an illegd order -- an order to kill those
cavilians

In presenting the award to Thompson and door gunner Lawrence Colburn a the Vietnam Veterans
Memorid, Army Mgor Generd Michael Ackerman described the My La massacre as “one of the most

shameful chaptersin the Army’s higtory.” )

The treatment of Specidist Michael New is another shameful chapter.

It B important, however, to recal what hgppened a& My La, a village in Vietnam, and what this
means for the U.S. Armed Forces today. My La was the scene of a horrible massacre -- killings that
gckened dl Americans Platoon leeder Army Lt. William Cdley was convicted and sentenced to jal for
his role in the massacre. But despite what the media have said about My Lai, what happened there did not
involve typicd soldiers who had been trained to kill innocent people. My La didn't represent U.S. palicy.
It was an aberdion. A formd Army inquiry determined that the troops went out of control largey
because of poor training. Company C of the 11th Infantry Brigade had been sent to Vietham a month
ealy, which meant cutting the find traning period from eght to four weeks. The unit lacked order,
discipline and cohesion.

My La dands as a reminder of what can go wrong in war, even when our own beloved American
soldiers are involved. It dso stands as a reminder that our soldiers are not under any obligation to obey
illegd orders. Indeed, the lesson is that they should not obey such orders, that they have a sacred and
mord respongbility to rgect such orders. The massacre & My La took place in the context of American
soldiers who were obvioudy angry a the desths and mamings of ther comades. The enemy in Vietnam
was a vicious and sometimes invisble foe. But what those troops did was mordly wrong, and they had to
be held accountable.

Michael New did not intervene to stop a massacre, and | don't argue that he deserved any
particular award for what he did. But he certainly should not have been court-martiaed. In retrospect, the
Army, though under White House pressure, should have recognized that his cause was both legaly and
mordly right. The facts demondrate that he disobeyed an order, but it was an illega order. This is

4
www.archive.abcnews.com/sections/us%5Cdailynews/vietnam



gpparent to anyone who serioudy and objectively examines the facts of this case. The blunt truth is that he
was ordered to participate in an illegal and uncondtitutiona foreign military operation.

But as Hugh Thompson was honored 30 years after the fact for his sand a My La, perhaps it will
take 30 or more years to recognize what Michagl has accomplished.

Readers of this book should understand that Thompson received his Soldier's Medd only after a
concerted campaign was waged on his behaf. Congressiona letters helped put pressure on the Army to
review the case. We have to see comparable pressure exerted on the Armed Forces in Michadl’'s case,
dthough ultimatdly the resolution may take place in the Congressond arena. Michad’s military career is
over, but we want justice for Michael because of what it will represent for those who remain in the Armed
Forces, and for those who come after him. Finad judtice in the Michae New case will mean tha the
character and integrity of the Armed Forces will have been restored.

One dement of the short-term tragedy is that because of what happened to Michagl, we can no
longer recommend military service for any of our sons. | have encouraged them to refuse or postpone
enligment in the Armed Services until such time as we can find out what they are going to be serving. |
give this advice, publicly, to young people who ask me about enlisting, and then | ask them to be sure and
tell their Congressmen what they have done.

The sacred oath of a soldier doesnt mean anything if it can be taken and put on a shdf and then
you can be forced to do something else. Under the Clinton-Gore Adminidration and a compliant
Congress, this dtuation 4ill exists. A U.S. soldier can Hill be ordered a any time to drop his dlegiance to
the U.S. Condtitution and function as a mercenary for the U.N.

It is with a heavy heart that | offer this advice to young people today. Obvioudy, we need soldiers
to defend America. But if they are not going to defend their own country, their own borders or their own
nationd interests, then why should we encourage our young people to join? This is the dilemma we
currently face as a people and a country. Our national security and sovereignty are on the line. How have
we come to this point in our history?

A Pentagon booklet about the oath says, “Twenty-three of the fifty sgners of the Conditution
were veterans of the Revolutionary War. After diginguishing themsdves in combat, they went on to serve
in the newly established government, as patriots and leaders. When taking the oath, you accept the same
demands now that American soldiers and army civilians have embodied since the Revolutionary War. The
oah deds with vaues ad ethics..These citizen soldiers embodied another set of vaues including loydty,
duty, sdfless sarvice, and integrity. These dtributes are collectively refered to as the Army ethic. By
indilling these four indLvidud vadues within each soldier and Army civilian, we can drengthen the

professond Army ethic.”

To Michad, an order to wear a U.N. uniform, the uniform of what is undeniably a foreign power,
Is a drike at the very heart of freedom. He was faced with a criticd decison. One thing he knew was that
his oath was sacred.

The U.S. Conditution carried this patriotic impulse one step further, declaring in Article 1, Section
9 that no U.S. officid or officer “shdl, without the consent of Congress, accept any present, Emolument,
Office, or Title, of any kind whatsoever, from any King, prince or foreign state” This was a categorica
satement designed to prevent our Armed Forces and other U.S. officids from coming under the influence
or control of a foreign state or entity. The acceptance of foreign badges or foreign titles was viewed as a
dgn tha the individud wearing them was switching alegiance and losng fiddity to the United States.
The Condtitution was clear that an exception could be made only with the consent of Congress.

One may notice that the sacred nature of the oath -- the phrase “So help me God” -- has remained
consgent. In “An Officer's Oath,” an aticle in the Military Lawv Review of July 1964, Lt. Col. Thomas

5. .
Ibid.



Reese explained that the oath “is a pledge to peform an act fathfully and truthfully..The attestation
involves the principle of invoking God to witness that which is announced as the truth, and implied is the
invocation of His vengeance, or renunciation of favor, in the event of fdsechood.” Reese noted the
religious dgnificance of the oath by quoting a Biblical passage which declared that “if a man..swear an
oath to bind his soul with a bond; he shal not bresk his word, he shdl do according to al that proceedeth

out of hismouth.” °

Hence, al soldiers, induding Michaed, take a sacred oath which invites divine judgment if they
faled to carry out thar duty and obligation. This made the oath very specid to him. While they may just
be words to many who take such an oath, they had meaning to Michadl. It Fes been a characteristic of our
family that we prefer to serve our Creator and our Savior first and foremost, and let the approvd of men
be secondary.

There is no dispute that Michadl was given an order to wear the U.N. uniform. And it is aso true
that he disobeyed this order. The key question in Michad’s case was whether the order was legd or
illegd.

The same question applies to U.N. deployments of U.S. troops today. The overwheming evidence
which has been assembled in Michadl’s case demondrates thet such an order was and is illegd. What is
agtonishing is not that Michad took his stand but why more soldiers have not followed his lead.

One explanation, of course, lies in the fact that the “bat-and-switch” — of U.S. soldiers being
deployed as U.N. troops — happens in a way that is not supposed to provoke controversy. Another factor is
the need for more and better education of our young people, especidly on the law and the Condtitution.
This is something that will certanly change as more people, including those in our Armed Services,
become aware of the true facts in the Michael New case. Our hope is that this book will find its way into
the hands of many of the very patriotic Americans ill serving in our Armed Forces.

The oath expresses a level of support for the Congtitution that is not conditiond. In other words, it
does not say that a soldier supports the condtitution depending on whether certain conditions are met.
However, the reference to following orders is conditiond. It doesv't say that a soldier obeys dl orders,
period. It says a soldier obeys orders “according to regulations and the Uniform Code of Military Jugtice.”
In other words, the orders have to be lawful and consstent with the congtitution.

The question is frequently asked: how did Michad know it was an illegd order? Further, as one
military judge put it, “Why did he think it was patently illegd?” Sometimes, the quedtion is asked in a
manner that is intended to suggest that Michag had no reason on earth to doubt the legality of this order.
In other words, how could a young soldier have had the state of mind to question such a command? Who
did he think he was? | think the quedtion is sometimes asked out of embarrassment because others,
induding high-ranking military officers, didn't ask it before, and they should have. Indeed, it's a sad
commentary on the state of our uniformed services that it was left to a 22 year-old Army specidigt, to ask
such abasic and profound question.

A Question of Obedience

Clearly, a soldier cannot pick and choose the orders he wants to obey. Good order and discipline
are absolutely necessary to a professond military unit. If lives are on the line, orders that seem designed
to save lives are presumed to be lawful. On the other hand, a soldier should not have to be told that he can
question an order only if he has years of legd traning and the mind of a Supreme Court judice. In
Michadl’s case, his doubt about the order was prompted by a combination of factors, including ingtinct,
training, education, background and knowledge of the military.

° Cliff Kincaid, “Oath of Uncertainty,” The Amercan Legion Magazine, July 1996, p.50.
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Another factor was his Chrigtian orientation. Michael had a basc understanding that the order was
wrong. Was God taking to him? Was his decison-making process guided by God? Had God somehow
sdected Michad to make a stand not only for America but for the Lord Himsdf? These questions might
drike some as wild and irrdevant. But we bdieve that God works in myserious ways in the lives of
individuas and nations. In this case, | do not think it is an understatement to say that Michad was and is
peforming a sacred misson. Today, of course, the issue has grown far beyond the particular
circumstances of one soldier. Since Michad’s case garnered nationd and even internationd  attention, the
maiter of the U.N.s growing authority and power in foreign affars has taken on more urgency and
sgnificance.

U.N. Secretary-Generd Kofi Annan even refers to the U.N. being the “ultimate powe™” in the
world, with U.S. troops functioning as U.N. “peacekeepers.”

On a criticd levd, of course, any soldier or veteran knows tha the military uniform is extremely
important in severa different ways. Firg, it represents the Armed Services of the United States and on€'s
branch of service. Second, it contains he awards and medds and other identification that are unique to
that American soldier. Scandds have occurred over the unauthorized use of such awards and medds,
undermining and even ruining military careers. Even without consulting lav books, Army regulations or
the conditution itsdlf, Michad understood thet an order to dter that unifoom was of monumenta
sgnificance. Every soldier knows this.

“A lot of good men have bled in the same uniform for my country and I’'m nat willing to teke it off
now to fight for some foreign government that doesn't have my ideds a heat,” Michad recaled about
the order to wear the U.N. uniform. “I think that's disrespectful to al the veterans al the people who died
fighting for America”

In Michad’s case, he was ordered to make dgnificant dteraions in his Army Baitle Dress
Uniform. He was ordered to remove his United States Flag patch from the dominant right shoulder and
place it on the left shoulder. The U.S. flag was to be replaced by a United Nations patch. This was a
message to our soldiers that the U.S. Army had become, in effect, a unit of the U.N. Army. He was dso
ordered to wear various other U.N. accessories, including a blue cap, beret or helmet, and a blue scarf.

Michedl knew that the Army’'s Béttle Dress Uniform (BDU) he had been wearing was authorized.
But he had no evidence to believe or suspect that the changes he was ordered to make in tha uniform
were authorized. Furthermore, he understood that removing a U.S. flag and replacing it with a symbol of
another organization would undermine the sacred oath he had dready taken in joining the Army in the
firg place. Common sense told him that the Army had not aandoned the Stars and Stripes. These
consderations were reason enough to question the order.

Not only was Michagl being ordered to wear a U.N. uniform, he was being ordered to deploy to
Macedonia, pat of the former Yugodavia, where he would be under the control of General Jehu
Engstrom of Finland. Generd Engstrom had said about his pogtion, “This is a very unique and higtoric
opportunity. Before Macedonia, a nonrAmerican or non-NATO officer has never before had command of
an American battdion doroad” Clearly, Generd Engstrom recognized the sgnificance of the moment.
He was taking command of Americans, putting them a his digposd. The U.S. Army clamed he was only
assuming “operational control” of U.S. troops, a vague formulation that confuses the issue. This is mere
semantic wrangling.

For his part, Michad was supposed to wear the uniform of a foreign organization and take orders
from a foreigner. How on earth could such an order be legad or conditutional when directed at a soldier
who had teken a sacred oath to defend the U.S. Congdtitution? On its face, the order was illegd, even
petently illegd.

As Michad sad, “I was taught and beieve that the Conditution is the fundamenta law of
America, and if there is any ambiguity or conflict with the U.N. or any treaty or internationd agreement
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or organization, than the U.S. Condituion would dways prevall. My Army enligment oath is to the
Condtitution. | cannot find any reference to the United Nations in that oath.”

When he enliged into the Army in February of 1993, the Army recruiter in Conroe, Texas, had
never mentioned U.N. command, foreign officers or wearing a U.N. uniform. Indeed, he was told that he
was sgning up for the U.S. military.

| have sad that if the U.N. wants to recruit our soldiers, it should do so openly by setting up
recruitment centers in our cities and towns. Then we could see, openly and above-board, whether our
young people want to serve their own country, or as U.N. mercenaries. But | was being facetious in this
remark. | doubt that it would be legd, and Americans who volunteer to serve in the foreign military of
any power, says the Condiitution, risk losing their American citizenship. In any case, Americans should
not be tricked into serving the U.N. after they have voluntarily signed up for the U.S. Armed Forces.

The year 1998 is the 25th anniversary of the dl-volunteer Army. A vigt to the Army web Ste
(Wwww.goarmy.com) in June of 1998 discloses that recruits are ill not being told that they may be caled
upon to serve the U.N. In the section on recruitment, young men and women are told that they will “make
a contribution to the nation’s defense,” but there is nothing about the U.N. There are, however, references
to dgning up for the Army and getting an education, adventure, and money. A photo on the web Ste,
which was dso featured in Army rewspaper advertisements, depicted eight Army soldiers -- none of them
in U.N. uniforms.

Even though the order to serve the U.N. struck Michad as flally wrong, he immediately went to
his superior officers asking for the authority or judtification for the order. He was told to study the U.N.
Charter, to disabuse him of the notion that the world body represented a foreign power, organization or
government. But this backfired and only reinforced Michad’s postion and concern. Michael sudied the
document and concluded that the U.N. was, indeed, very much like a world government, with a legidative
body, courts, and sources of funding.

Before the court martia, Michad said, “Two additiond eements the U.N. needs to become the
One World Government are (1) world taxes, which are dready in the works, and (2) a world army.” He
continued, “And that’s what they’re trying to make me.”

At one point, Michad was told the order to wear a U.N. uniform was lawful because, “The
President says 0, therefore it is” But nobody provided a legitimate, legd or rationale basis for the order.
Eventudly, a battdion briefing about the deployment offered the judification that, “We wear the U.N.
uniform because it looks fabulous” Michad smiled without humor as he recdled that briefing, “1 didn't
think that was very funny.”

Indeed, it was an atempt to mock and intimidate an honest citizen-soldier who had asked a
legitimate question, to coerce him into dropping his objections and fdling in line. It is truly a tragedy that
the issue of mantaining ones dlegiance to the U.S. Conditution should earn one such scorn from
officers who themsdlves took a smilar oath of dlegiance.

“In about two months time,” Michad recalled, “no one gave me an answer and so on October 10,
the day we were supposed to be in formation in our U.N. uniforms, | showed up in my regulation U.S.
Army uniform.” However, some 549 U.S. Army soldiers did show up in formation, wearing a United
Nations emblem on ther baby-blue caps and U.N. patches on their right shoulders Michad was
immediately removed from the parade ground, where he was informed that he would be facing a court-
martid. He was read his rights. And this began the chain of events that continues sending shock waves
around the country and the world.

After Michad was removed from the formation, the remaining U.S. soldiers came to atention and
sduted Generd Jehu Engsrom, of Finland, ther new commanding officer for the next sx months.
Genera Engstrom, like other U.N. officers, had taken a pledge of dlegiance to the U.N.

This criticd piece of information bears repeeting: the Army faled over a period of sSx weeks to
rationaly explain why the order was legdl. Instead, it resorted to absurd claims and harassment.
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Besides the absurd rationale that the U.N. uniforms “look fabulous” Michael was subjected to a
whispering campaign. One sergeant reportedly referred to him as a “spindess wimp,” suggesting that his
rea objection to carrying out the order was fear of possbly seeing military action. Michad’s compatriots
knew this was completdy fase. Until he heard of the uniform switch, Michad had been looking forward
to the deployment. At the time, Macedonia was conddered to be close to military action in the former
Yugodavia, where the civil war in Bosnia had taken thousands of lives, and some military hodtilities had
been reported in the area. But it was not directly in awar zone.

It was, of course, never Miched’s intention to avoid a military conflict. Indeed, he had been
decorated for his service in a Persan Gulf deployment caled Operation Southern Watch to Kuwait in
1993. Although this occurred efter the end of the Persan Gulf war, it was Hill a volaile area. This
deployment aso demonstrated another critical fact -- that Miched’s key objection was not to serving in a
U.N.-authorized operation but in a U.N.-controlled operation. Operation Southern Watch was authorized
or endorsed by the UN. but Michad sarved in an American uniform under an unbroken chan of
American command.

It is dso important to remember that Michag’s decison not to wear the U.N. uniform was not life-
threatening to himsdlf or anybody else. There was no possible way that it could be argued that his action
was risky or hazardous. He didn’t announce this decison during the heat of baitle when lives were on the
line.

What's more, Michael was prepared to accept a transfer to another unit or an honorable discharge.
Nevertheless, the Army decided to make an example out of him. | believe that this decison had to be
approved a the highest levels of the U.S. Government, probably in the White House itsdf. If Presdent
Clinton did not persondly approve Michad’s prosecution, then the decison was taken by other White
House and dvilian and military officdds who clearly understood tha this was the “politicaly correct”
thing to do. They had to redize that this one young man was danding in the way of the “New World
Order” that so many people have been taking and warning about. This explans why they could not
permit him to trandfer to another unit or take an honorable discharge. If any soldier could refuse induction
into the U.N. Army, the floodgates would be opened and others -- hundreds if not thousands -- could
follow hislead. So they determined to make an example of Michagl New.

Michadl’s court-martiad proceeded on the bads that he had violated Article 92 of the Uniform
Code of Militay Jugice (UCMJ) by disobeying a lawful order. During the court-martid, the Army
findly offered a rationde for cdaming the order was legd. It cited Article 11, Section 2 of the
Condtitution, edtablishing the presdent as Commander-in-Chief; the U.N. Paticipation Act; and the
Foreign Assgance Act. However, there is nothing in any of these conditutional provisons or statutes
which judtify ordering our troops to wear U.N. uniforms and serve U.N. commanders. Indeed, as
Miched’s lawyers have convincingly argued, the Conditution, the U.N. Paticipation Act, and the
Foreign Assigtance Act ether prohibit such deployments or do not authorize them. What's more, there is
no authorization for dl or any pat of the U.N. uniform in Army regulations. These are absolutely criticd
facts.

In any event, the criticd thing to keep in mind is tha when Michad went on trid, all of the
evidence assambled by his lawyers demondrating that he was judified in disobeying an unlawful and
uncondtitutional order, was excluded. The judge didn't want this evidence presented to the jury.
Furthermore, the military judge determined for himsdf and the jury that the order was lawful. Having
been told that they could not look at the evidence, the jury did the only thing they could under the
circumstances — they found him guilty of disobeying an order. But rather than give him a dishonorable
discharge, they gave him a bad conduct discharge (BCD). This may have reflected their uneasiness over
the trid itsdf, and their nagging suspicion that they weren't being told the whole truth about the matter.
Incredibly, in the military gppeds court, the U.S. Government has not contested the unlawfulness of the
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order. Ingtead, it has argued tha the question of its legdity is a politica issue and that it only needs to
prove that Michael violated an order.

What is happening here? The bottom line is that the courts, both civilian and military, do not want
to address the most critical issue -- that Presdent Clinton has violated the law and the Conditution. In
short, they don’'t want to come to grips with the fact that we are in the midst of a condtitutiond criss. By
labeling it “palitical,” they hope they don't have to ded with it -- a least for now. In a crucid sense, of
coursg, it is politica. Congress has the congtitutional  responsibility to hold Presdent Clinton accountable
through impeachment proceedings. The question that we will ask throughout this book is, why hasn't he
been held accountable?

Miched’s case, which is ill dive in the courts has to be fought through to its ultimate
concluson, even if it does have political implications.

In our case, we knew we had to fight it, and that we had to assemble the best legd minds that were
avalable. Within a few minutes after Michag had cdled, tdling me of his predicament, | sat down a my
desk and asked mysdf where | might turn for advice. My stomach was churning. | asked mysdf, “Where
can | find someone with

(1) military experience;

(2) legd experience; and

(3) whoisnot afrad to disagree with the government?”

Suddenly, the radio blurted, “Stay tuned for G. Gordon Liddy.” | didn't know if this was a
message or what, but | decided to cdl the program, and went through on my firs try. To my amazement,
Liddy took my cdl, the firs of the morning, and said, “This has the makings of a threshold case, but it
will cogt a lot of money. If you aren’'t prepared to go al the way to the Supreme Court, spending more
money than you ever dreamed of, and taking a maor share of your life, then forget it now. Because this
case can only be decided in the Supreme Court.” This statement has turned out to be prophetic. The case
continues, and it may well end up in the Supreme Court. | was certain that we had to fight it.

The next sep was to find legad representation. | began to phone friends, who recommended
lawyers. They al sad, “Money.” We had no money. Within a week or so, | received a cadl from Mgor
Chuck Johnson (USMC. Ret.), who recommended Rondd D. Ray, a retired Marine colond, practicing
law in Kentucky. Colone Ray had served under President Reagan as a Deputy Assstant Secretary of
Defense, and was wel aware of the implications of disobeying an order. But he dso understood the
implications of forcing Americans to wear aforeign uniform.

| caled Colond Ray. He asked for a few days to check out the story. He caled back and said, “I'll
take the case” We had not discussed money so | brought the issue up, “We don’t have any money to pay
you.” “I didn't ask you for any money,” he replied. “This case is about the sovereignty of the United
States of America” I appreciate your patriotism,” | eplied, “but this is going to teke a lot of time and
money to fight. If people want to help, | want to send you some money.” Colond Ray sad, “That’s fine.
If people donate money, you send it. But we can't let the lack of money prevent this case from being
fought in the proper way.”

Following that conversation, we began a whirlwind of activity, traveling to Kentucky and setting
up a Defense Fund. Ron Ray and his wife, Eunice, worked countless hours during that firs year,
dongsde our own family, getting the story out and preparing for the court martia. Colond Ray put
together alegd team to fight the case on both military and civilian fronts.

Both Ron and | did scores of media interviews on the subject. In an interview with the Washington
Post, Ron was asked to counter clams by some that Michadl was given an order that he disobeyed and
that he had to be punished for it. “It is a crime in the military to show up for duty out of uniform,” Ron
told the paper. “People are routindy prosecuted for putting on decorations they didn't earn.” This was
precisely the point: Michae was given an illegd order to wear a foreign uniform. He could not legdly or
mordly comply.
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Even though Col. Ray has since returned to his private practice, we have continued to use the legd
team that he helped us put together through five court appearances over the past three years. For the court-
martia, we needed someone with specific Army experience. We were fortunate to find Henry Hamilton,
retired Lieutenant-Colond in the Army’s Judicid Advisory Group, now a private atorney in Columbia,
South Carolina “Hank” Hamilton had actudly served in Germany for the finad years of his career, knew
the layout, knew the individuds involved in the prosecution, and has done a wonderful job in meeting the
Army requirements of the case. We also accepted the pro-bono offer of Michad Farris on the civilian Sde
of the case. Mike is a Virginia attorney, founder and head of the Home School Lega Defense Association,
and a former candidate for lieutenant governor in  Virginia This team will continue to evolve as
conditions change, but each individud has made a vduable contribution both to our family and the
protection of congtitutiond rights in this country.

Convinced that the law, the Cordtitution and military regulations are dl on his Sde, Mike Farris
believes that Michad will eventudly win the case if it gets decided on the merits. “This is not a case of a
soldier refusng to ped potatoes,” he points out. Indeed, this is a case of asolder who refused to follow
orders that contradicted his sacred oath, the law, the Condtitution and military regulations.

I’m proud of my son. | wish | were as proud of my gover nment.
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Chapter 2
“Obey God, Serve Mankind, Oppose Tyranny”

Michael New will go down in American history as the first American soldier to refuse to wear the United
Nations uniform. He will not be the last.” We pray that his example will serve to educate other soldiers about the
stakes involved, and that they will take appropriate action.

In Michadl’s case, | have been asked on many occasions, “Did you influence your son to do this or did he
do it by himself?” My answer is“Yes,” and, “Yes.”

| should hope that, as his father, | influenced my son. (It's aimost a reflection of what this nation has
become that such a question is asked.) After al, my grandfather taught my father, my father taught me, and |
taught my son. We were al taught to serve our country. Members of our family have served in every American
war, dating back to the first American War for Independence.® 1t's a proud tradition. It's the American way. Great
Americans gave their al to bring our nation into existence, and further sacrifices have maintained our nationa
independence and security. All of thisisnow at risk.

At the same time, having been taught to think for himself, Michael New did not call home and ask what to
do. Instead, he called us and told us of the decision he had made and that his objection was adready lodged with his
chain of command. Anyone who knows our children knows that they are not puppets or wimps unable to think for
themselves.

The chapters in this book are designed to educate the American people about how our sovereignty is being
eroded, and what steps can be taken to reverse course. But let’s face it: it's imperative that the next generation
understand these lessons as well. Since we somehow ingtilled in Michael a fundamenta appreciation of America's
unique contribution to world history, many have asked me how he turned out this way. Was there a “secret” in
raising ayoung man in this fashion?

There' s nothing secret about it. Suzanne and | raised Michael, Gabriel and Gamdlid, along with their four
sisters, Kyria Rae, Rebecca, Rachel and Halcyon, to expect to serve our fellow man and our country.

This doesn't necessarily mean that a young man or woman has to go into military service. But when
Michadl joined the Army in 1993, we understood the implications. We both recognized that he might be required to
give his life. We understood that. He understood that. We believe these things are fundamental to a strong nation —
awillingnessto serve.

We regard it as a God-given responsibility to defend one's family and on€e's country.® It is no privilege to
die in service to some country that hates us or our values, nor to serve a governmenta power that is inherently anti-
Chrigtian. The United Nations is anti-Christian. Thisisirrefutable.

The decision to join the service was a momentous one. And the military, with its good order and discipline,
was expected to be an extremely positive experience. He worked very hard to be a good soldier. He was decorated
for meritorious service, including the saving of lives on maneuvers.

But whether Michael had joined the military or had gone into the private civilian sector, we had the same
high expectations of him. We expected him to serve, to set high standards and be an example to others, to do what
is right, and to fear God. Suzanne and | prayed virtualy every single day that Michael would be, “a bright light in a
dark place” We had no idea how bright a light, nor how dark a place it would be. We never anticipated that
Michad would have to take his stand inside the military, and that the military establishment, under the
administration of President Bill Clinton, would come down on him like aton of bricks.

Michael’s view — and our view — has frequently been distorted by the press. | was asked at one point what |
thought about Michael becoming a “cause celebre for isolationism.” But our position has never been isolationist. In
fact, we think America should strive to export Freedom around the world. America stands as a shining example to

"We already have areport of another soldier who has refused to serve under UN command. He was sent home with an
honorable discharge!

8 There has been no declared American war since 1945. That isto say, there has been no legal American war since that date.
® Aslong as a country servesits citizens by protecting their freedoms, in particular the freedom to worship as we choose. We
don’t regard it as aduty to serve a power that is anti-Christian — in fact, we consider it impossible for aChristiantodo soin
good faith.
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other nations. We smply believe in the sovereignty of our country. And we're still trying to figure out when, and
how, that became a crime.

We believe that America ought to further American national interests, not those of the U.N. or the rest of
the world. We are just ethnocentric enough to think that America, in many ways, redly is superior to most other
countries, in spite of its many imperfections. We believe our faith in God is something other countries need. And
before they can assume the facade of a republican form of government, they must first build a foundation which we
believe comes straight out of the Bible. As1’ve said in many speeches around the country, the “Cradle of Liberty is
not Lexington and Concord Bridge. It is the preceding 150 years of fathers reading the Bible to their children every
morning and every evening.” These views, which are not universa today in America, were universa at the
founding of our country.

Michael himself was prepared to serve the U.S. military and American interests in any country. Indeed, he
even served in a U.N.-authorized (Americantled) military operation in the Persan Gulf after the conclusion of the
Gulf War. He didn’t like it, and neither did we. But a soldier does not have the privilege of “picking and choosing”
the orders he wants to obey. Michagl’s persona “line in the sand” came when he was told he would have to serve
U.N. interestsin a U.N. uniform under a UN commanding general.

There are those who believe that Michagl took his stand against the U.N. because he had lived a sheltered
existence and was isolated from the outside world. Nothing could be further from the truth. Michad was very much
exposed to the outside world, far more than most kids. As missionaries, we lived and worked in Papua New Guinea,
in New Zedand, and in The Philippines. He was exposed to many different cultures and peoples. He speaks fluent
Tagalog and used to spesk Tokpisin of PNG. In fact, it was because of the foreign culture exposure we were
experiencing that it became even more of a responsibility for us to ingtill in our children an idea or concept of what
it meant to be an American.

Home Schooling

It was during this period of time, when our children were in their most formative years, that we found
ourselves home schooling them out of necessity. Home schooling involves an informa learning amosphere
between parents and children that is not appropriate for everyone. Some parents are happy with the education their
children are getting from government, private or parochia schools. But home school redly fits our lifestyle and our
vaue sysem. We found that home schooling facilitated the ability to teach the values we share, and to
communicate them to our children, and we don’t have to spend a lot of time deprogramming them daily from the
socia engineering going on in al governments schools today. *°

It's interesting to note that Michagl Farris, president of the Home School Legal Defense Association
(HSLDA), has taken on one of Michael’s court cases for severa reasons, including the belief that the U.N.
represents a threat to the growing home schooling movement. He points out that the U.N. has been trying to gain
control over our families through intrusive internationa agreements such as the U.N. Convention on the Rights of
the Child.

Home schooling is growing. In 1983, HSLDA had 837 member-families. By 1998, that had grown to
58,000 families. Currently, over 1.5 million children are being home-schooled in this country. It's good for students
spiritually and educationdly.'* The future leadership for Freedom will come from these students. No doulbt, the

10'_est I’'m ambiguous here, you may read “ social engineering” as“Marxist garbage.” But lest | offend one of those wonderful
teacherswho is still in the system, resisting the meltdown that every teacher over the past forty years has witnessed, let me
hasten to say that we admire missionaries, and regard a good teacher with Biblical values as a true missionary. No continent
has ever been darker than our own government school system. Many children don’t even know what the Ten Commandments
are. Some of these teachers are my heroes. But my children are not available to be sacrificed on the altar to Darwin and Dewey
that our government schools have become today .

™ Homeschoolers, on the whole, perform better on tests than children who attend government schools. Just asimportant, if not
more, they are being taught values that makes them individuals able to think for themselvesinstead of becoming little
automatons all programmed with the latest trend in politically correct thinking. Outcome Based Education cannot reach
homeschoolers, and that is one of two reasons why the National Education Association and the Educrats of this nation are
determined to destroy it by any means possible. The other, obviously, ismoney. A government school cannot properly educate
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future leadership for the “Brave New World” predicted by Aldous Huxley will come from the “Dewey Camps’
generally referred to as “public schools”™? Discerning American parents are waking up and redlizing that the
brainwashing taking place in government schools is carefully calculated to bring about a student that does not share
the values of his or her parents.*® Unfortunately, most of us wake up too late to repair the damage.

In spite of the many wonderful, Chrigtian teachers who daily try to help their students, the situation has
become poisoned with socidist planners above, and a humanist curriculum in their hands, so that the teacher who
tries to offset the system has become, indeed, a missionary to the dark continent of government schools.** Only one
quote to substantiate this claim will | put in the main text. The rest will appear among the footnotes.

"Among the elementary measures the American Soviet government will adopt to further the Cultura

Revolution are... [a] National Department of Education ... the studies will be revolutionized, being cleansed

of religious, patriotic, and other features of the bourgeois ideology. The students will be taught the basis of

Marxian diaectical materialism, internationalism and the general ethics of the new Socialist society."

Perhaps it was an error that we taught our children very little about the United Nations, but we have tended
to focus instead on teaching them to love their country, and to understand where these blessings of Freedom come
from. So, when Michael compared the U.S. Congtitution to the U.N. Charter, he understood the differences. This
lesson in world palitics, urged on him by his military superiors, reinforced the pro-American sentiments we had
ingilled in him. For many soldiers, the outcome might not have been so welcome. Michad himsdf points out that
soldiers in basic training are given very little, if any, appreciation of congtitutiona rights, obligations and provisions
asthey relate to the military.

This makes it even more urgent that we, as parents, ingtill these values in our young people. If there's a
secret, this is it. Students certainly aren’t getting this emphasis in government schools. Nor are churches ingtilling
patriotic values. The “separation of Church and State” issue has been abused and misused in a way that would
astonish our Founding Fathers. With the State unable to benefit from the mora influence of the Church, and with
the Church avoiding good citizenship as “politica,” both have suffered immensely.

In our view, parenting has become a lost art, patly due to the mobility of people today and the
“globalization” of the economy that has forced millions of women and young mothers into the work force to meet

half its students with a budget of $6,000 per year (much more in some states). A home schooling mother with abudget of $250
can do a better job, on average.

12 The first Humanist Manifesto was published in 1933. Co-author John Dewey, the noted philosopher and educator, callsfor a
synthesizing of al religions and "a socialized and cooperative economic order." Co-signer C.F. Potter said in 1930:

"Education is thus amost powerful ally of humanism, and every American public school is aschool of humanism. What can
the theistic Sunday schools, meeting for an hour once aweek, teaching only afraction of the children, do to stem the tide of a
five-day program of humanistic teaching? Source: Dr. Dennis Cuddy.

13 »Rather than adding my voice to those who urge us to go 'back to basics' | would argue that we need to move ahead
to the new basics...the arts of compromise and reconciliation, of consensus building, and of planning for interdependence, a
command of these talents becomes 'basic'...As young people mature, we must help them develop...the global servant concept in
which we will educate our young for planetary service and eventually for some form of world citizenship." --Sept. 1976, Phi
Delta Kappa printed "Americas Next 25 Years: Some Implications for Education,” by Harold Shane, Project Director for the
NEA Bicentennial Committee.
14 »Every child in America entering school at the age of five is mentally ill because he comes to school with certain allegiances
to our founding fathers, toward our elected officials, toward his parents, toward a belief in a supernatural being, andtoward the
sovereignty of this nation as a separate entity. It isup to you asteachersto make all of these sick children well -- by creating
the international child of the future.”-- Dr. Chester M. Pierce, Professor of Education at Harvard, addressing the Association for
Childhood Education International in April, 1972. Quoted by Ruth Lovein ‘Drawing Line on FreedomAbuse,” Lebanon
News, April, 1985. Also by Bruce Wiseman, in hisarticle, ' Educational and Socia Ruin,” inDestroying Lives, Psychiatry
Education’ s Ruin, as published by the Citizens Commission on Human Rights, 1995. CCHR International, 6362 Hollywood
Blvd., Suite B, Los Angeles, CA 90028
15 William Z. Foster, Toward Soviet America, 1932. When one studies this issue and the literature published from Karl Marx to
John Dewey to the various Marxist and Socialist “revolutionary educators’ of the twenties and thirties, and compares them to
the books and articles coming to your local school system via the NEA today, there is clearly an ideological trail that can be
established. The documentation is complete to any who wish to review it, but it’ s outside the scope of this book.
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the financial needs of their families. As this trend continues, there will be additional pressure on families to rely on
schools or day-care centers for education and care of their children. Despite these pressures, we believe that parents
have to find the time to spend with their children to make sure they grow up with an appreciation of America’s
Christian heritage.

In our case, Suzanne does most of the day-to-day teaching. | focus on socia studies and government, and
outdoor skills and projects, along with curriculum planning. After the first year we found that we liked the ability to
select texts and workbooks from different companies, and even from used bookstores, where many great textbooks
and history books are gathering dust. Curriculum doesn’'t have to be expensive.

Suzanne and | aways fdt it was incumbent on us to ingtill in our children a mindset of respect and honor,
both for parents and for the Founding Fathers, who risked their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honor to
bestow the blessings of liberty to us, their posterity. The “Literature of Liberty,” including America's founding
documents, was an important part of my family’s library as | was growing up, and continues to be a central part of
the curricula that our children read today. For that | have my own parents to thank.

The heroes of the American War of Independence were inspirational to me. In addition, | grew up with an
appreciation of patriots such as William Wallace, the Scottish hero portrayed in the recent movie, “Braveheart.”
William Tdl stirred me over and over with his refusa to bow to a symbol of tyranny. We're convinced that thisis
the sort of literature parents ought to be looking for as they attempt to ingtill an appreciation of Freedom in their
children.

The Scots in William Wallace's day had a very strong sense of right and wrong, and of liberty. But they
had corrupt leaders who made dedls with the enemy, who betrayed their national sovereignty, and who considered
persona gain more important that their responsibility to lead their people. They had made tactica and strategic
aliances with the English to maintain their own positions of power and prestige and to gain territory. In return, they
had compromised and lost their freedom. Today, we are losing our freedom, our country, our national identity as a
people, and as well as our Christian heritage.

| believe Michadl was following in the footsteps of William Wallace as well as those of our own Founders.
Of course, Michagl was not required to sacrifice hislife, only his military career. But he was prepared, if necessary,
to go to prison, and redly without complaint. As he said at the time, “A lot of people have gone to prison for what
they believed in. I’d be in good company.” Later, only half in jest, he said, “I was prepared to go prison, but |
wasn't prepared to be famous.” The attention, the cameras, and the interviews have been overwhelming.

Michael New is not a person who acts in order to be appreciated. He knows who he is and is secure in that
knowledge. He doesn't seek the approval of the crowd. In fact, it has been painful to him to have standing ovations
for him for smply doing his duty. For that reason, he no longer accepts spesking engagements, stating smply,
“Actions speak louder than words. I’ ve acted. Others may talk about it.” He continues to stand up where it counts—
in a court of law. He may lose every round, but we are convinced that we are right, and must not be intimidated at
the odds, any more than the Founding Fathers were.

In order to appreciate Michael’s stand for America and recapture the spirit of this great country, we must
re-educate our young people, teaching them about the principles of salf-government and God-given rights that are
embedded in our Declaration of Independence, the U.S. Constitution, and the Bill of Rights. John Paul Jones, Paul
Revere, Nathan Hale and Patrick Henry are not just names. They are heroic figures whose contributions to
American history have to be conveyed to our children and grandchildren. Our schools, our entertainment media,
and television are not doing that.

We taught our children that the U.S is based on a Congtitution penned by men who believed in God, a
Divine Creator who gave us certain unaienable rights — rights which cannot be lawfully taken away by any
government. This is the critica difference between the American philosophy and the U.N. philosophy. Our
Declaration of Independence declares openly that our rights come from God. The U.N. Charter, by contrast, makes
no reference to a Creator, nor can it, since it was organized and has been run ever since by atheists who believe
there is only one higher thing than the evolved human, and that is the Collective. The individua has no rights that
might interfere with the “Human Rights’ of “the People.” Thiskind of rhetoric isright out of Marx and Lenin.

One of many examples of this comes from President Clinton’s recent visit to Communist China, where he
gave a speech at Bejing University and was praised by some for emphasizing human rights and standing up to the
Communists. The was a glaring omission in Clinton’s speech when he faled b mention government-sanctioned
infanticide, forced abortion and sterilization, dave labor, and many other abuses of Freedom in Red China.
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Instead, his performance included praise for the Communist bosses in Beijing having brought the “liberty”
of “economic security” to many Chinese people. Clinton said “economic security” was “an essential element of
freedom” because it “is recognized in the United Nations Covenant on Economic, Socia and Cultural Rights.”

However, no such “right” is found in the Congtitution or the Declaration of Independence. Economic
security is one of those so-called “rights’ which matters to socidist or communist governments which want to plan
the economy and control peoples lives and property. The former Soviet regime aso claimed that it had provided
“economic security” to its Soviet people. This notion of “economic security” is actually a smokescreen for denying
freedom to subjects who are regarded as dangerous for wanting the freedom of self-determination.

Clinton’s reference to the Chinese authorities giving their people “economic security” was a form of
pandering. An analysis of his speech shows that he devoted significantly more time and attention to U.N. treaties
than the U.S. Congtitution and the Declaration of Independence.

Rather than emphasize the unique nature of America s founding documents and the recognition that human
rights come from God, Clinton said that certain rights were “universal” and “enshrined in the United Nations
Declaration on Human Rights.” He said they were not uniquely American. One treaty Clinton did not mention was
the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Againg Women, which is supposed to guarantee
women’s rights. China has signed the treaty and clams to be in compliance, but its one-child per family policy
provesthat isahiglie.

It was noteworthy that Clinton referred to human rights being “universal,” whatever that means, rather than
God-given. Thisreveds hisred philosophy of life.

Ironically, as Clinton was traveling in China and downplaying our founding as a Christian nation, the
Library of Congress was sponsoring an exhibit caled “Religion and the Founding of the American Republic.”
Librarian of Congress James Billington unveiled the exhibit, saying, “The @minant role religion played in the
earliest days of this country is largely ignored by media, academics and others.” These comments did not make
front-page news. Rather, they ended up in a story on page nine of the second section of the Washington Post. The
Post, of course, is avery secular paper which treats Christmas as a holiday featuring Santa Claus rather than Jesus
Chrig. Still, the decison to play down James Billington's comments is extraordinary. To my knowledge, Billington
is not a member of the Christian Codlition. Yet here he was making a statement about religion, public life and the
media that could have come from the lips of a conservative Christian.

The Post story about the exhibit carried the subheadline, “Library of Congress Looks at a Cozier Erain
Church-State Relations.” Consider that phrase “cozier era” This is how the Post acknowledges that the founding
fathers envisioned a close relationship between religion and public life. The Post actualy reproduced the Liberty
Window, from Christ Church in Philadelphia, which depicted the Continental Congress praying in 1774. Some of
them were on their knees.

The Congress is still opened with a prayer every day, but can you imagine a mgority of its members
praying on their knees as C-SPAN cameras capture the event? Thisis nhot meant as a criticism of Congress but asa
recognition of how things have changed. But why have they changed? As Billington suggedts, it is clear that things
have changed because the media and other important elemernts in society have developed a bias against the
celebration of religious values. The surveys show that very few members of the Washington media even attend
church.

The Post story about the Library of Congress exhibit notes that it includes a letter President Thomas
Jefferson wrote in 1802 to the Dansbury Baptist Association in Connecticut. This is the letter in which the famous
phrase “ separation of church and state” appears. The Post noted that the phrase has been cited in severa Supreme
Court decisions snce the 1870s that attempt to make sense of the First Amendment. Today, the phrase is quoted as
if it were actualy part of the Congtitution.

What the Post does not make clear is the time-line -- that Jefferson’s phrase “separation of church and
state” was written 13 years after the First Amendment was ratified. What's more, Jefferson did not write the First
Amendment and wasn't even in the country when the Constitution was written. And the bottom line on Jefferson’s
famous phrase is that he was addressing the issue of the government interfering with churches, and not the other
way around.

A Dbetter judge of the meaning of the Firss Amendment was George Washington, president of the
Continental Congress and President of the country when the First Amendment was passed and ratified. Washington
is one of those leaders depicted in the Liberty Window knedling and praying to God.
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Suzanne and | have tried to pass on to our children an appreciation for America s founding documents and
a hunger for learning. At age 11, | remember asking my own father to explain to me the difference between
freedom and communism in terms | could understand. This gave rise to an emerging philosophy or worldview that
Suzanne and 1, in turn, would convey to al our children. | became an avid student of the “literature of freedom,”
and my parents supplied me with what seemed like an endless supply of materias explaining the founding and
history of America. Michael shared this enthusiasm. All of our seven children became avid readers.

My father, who served in the Marine Corp in World War 11,* reminded me of a letter | had sent to him
from The Philippines some years ago. In that letter, | told my father about how pleased | was that Michael had
asked me, at age 13, to “teach me more about the Declaration of Independence and the Congtitution...” Thisisthe
hunger for truth that we must convey to the next generation. We must pass it on through example. We should read
with our children, from our founding documents and the Bible.

| remember, while living in The Philippines, teaching the older children about feudaism, a legd and
politica system in which the people are servants of a ruling class. The people under feudalism were known as
vassals. The term “vassal stat€” grew out of this, to signify those countries which become subservient to larger
powers. | remember telling them that serving those rulers aso entailed being part of their armies at the beck and
cal of one's“lord.” 1 told them that anytime you could take the armed forces of one country and place them under
the control of aforeign power, that country is not, by definition, a free country.

In order to make this more relevant to our young people, we believe it is helpful and educationd to trace
family backgrounds and history. Many of us can trace our backgrounds to ancestors who came to America to
escape persecution and find freedom. Educating our young people about this history can open them up to a fruitful
discussion of how al of thisis now at risk because of our degpening involvement with the U.N.

Another important exercise can be coming up with a workable family motto — one that reflects your vaues.
Together, as a school exercise, we developed one for our family:

Obey God,
Serve Mankind,
Oppose Tyranny.

A motto can, on occasion, capture a whole philosophy of life, and it can stick with a young person
throughout his or her life.

The phrase “Obey God” is undoubtedly the most profound part of that motto. No one can serve two
masters. We truly believe that, in refusing to serve the U.N., Michael was being obedient to his conscience to obey
God firgt and only. He was speaking and acting as a Christian young man.

Another lesson we taught Michael was to resist peer pressure. We taught him that what rest of the crowd
does hes nothing to do with what is right. This lesson was important when Michael made that fateful decision not to
wear the U.N. uniform and fall into formation. He was scorned and ridiculed. They tried to embarrass him. It would
have been so easy for him to simply give up and join the crowd. Today we laugh when we consider the occasiona
charge that Michael was a coward who was afraid to deploy. | challenge anyone to deliberately choose his path and
stick it out and see what they’ re made of. It was not the easy path.

He was given another chance to “wise up” and put on the U.N. uniform, but he refused, despite the
pressure. He did what was right. And for that, we remain grateful and proud. God has blessed us. God has blessed
Michael. God bless America

America Respondsto the News

How Americans learned about Michael New, and what he had done, remains an incredible story in and of
itself, and | pray the reader will indulge me here, or else skip on to the next chapter.

After Mike' s phone call from Germany, we were more than a little anxious about the implications of what
he had done and where we might turn for help. | told Suzanne what had happened and we prayed.

18 Communications, Company H, 2" Battalion, 22" Regiment, which was |ater attached to the 6" Marine Division.
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| sat at my desk in my office, and began to articulate just exactly what qualifications did a person need to
have in order for them to be able to give us some advice. | concluded that we needed someone who (a) had a
military background; (b) had legal expertise; and (c) was not afraid to disagree with the federal government. Almost
as| finished that short list, the radio announced, “ Stay tuned for G. Gordon Liddy!” Was that an answer to prayer?
| don’'t know, but Liddy certainly met the requirements. | picked up the phone and dialed the toll-free number, and
like amiracle, | was the first caller through that morning! At this point | was beginning to suspect that | realy did
have Divine Intervention, because it’s virtually impossible to get on those programs, not to mention being the first
cdler, first try.

Mr. Liddy listened and gave us some advice we took very serioudy. He said, “My guessisthat you' re not
made of money, so I'll advise you now to have your son take his licks and get out of the Army and come home and
get ared job and get on with hislife.” That wasn't encouraging, but then he said, “On the other hand, thisis clearly
athreshold case. It may well be that if you fight it, and if you somehow find away to fund that fight, you just may
well change the course of American history.” As a caution, he added, “Don’'t start a fight you aren’t prepared to
finish, win or lose” We will always be grateful for the common sense G. Gordon Liddy ingtilled into our thinking
from the beginning, along with the encouraging words that this case is one of historic proportions.

Within an hour | sent a message via e-mail to agood friend, Joe Sager, who played around with a private
eectronic bulletin board. | told Joe that Michael seemed to have a problem, that he might well be court-martialed
for refusing to wear a United Nations helmet, and that if Joe had any advise for Mike, he might like to send it to
him in Germany. | included Michael’s APO address for Germany.

About three days later | came back to my computer to check my mail, which would normally have ten to
twenty messages in three days. Imagine my surprise to find over 300 messages waiting on me! As | watched them
come down, | thought the bulletin board computer had gone haywire.

Instead, Joe had put my message on the internet for any and all to read, and this was the first response.
Many told me they had aready written to Michael, written to their congressman, written to their editors, etc., and
wasn't there more they could do?

Thiswas around Thursday or Friday, and | felt obligated to get hold of Michael and warn him that some
mail was on the way. We had to go through the Red Cross, but we finaly found him. | told him he’'d be getting
some mail on Saturday, and he said, “No, | won't.” Why not? “Because they don't deliver mail on Saturday.”

“Oh. Alright,” | said, “then you'll be getting some mail on Monday.” (I didn’t want to scare him with
numbers, just “some mail.”)

Again hesaid, “No, | won't.” Why not? “Because Monday is Labor Day. No mail.”

“Alright, Wise Guy,” | was exasperated now, “whenever the mail does come, you' re going to get some, and
don’t blame me, blame Joe Sager.”

We waited through the weekend, and through Labor Day, for Mike to call on Tuesday. “Y ou were right,”
he said, “1 did get some mail.”

“How much?’

“l don’t know.”

“Why not?’

“I didn’t count it.”

“Why not?” | think the exasperation may have been coming through at this point.

“Because I’ ve been busy reading it. Look, | was carrying the second big mail bag of mail from the mail
room to my quarters, and | was dropping stuff, and the sergeant came along and wanted to know what | was doing,
besides littering up the place.” At this point | was beginning to get a picture. “I really don’t know how much mail |
got,” he continued, but he later estimated it at around 1,500 pieces of mail.

Over the following weeks he received thousands more, and the same people were calling and faxing both
Congress and one another, telling them of his plight.

Whilethe Media sat on the story

Did you initially read about this story in your local newspaper? No. Even though we gave the story to a
local reporter in Conroe, Texas, who filed it with Associated Press immediately, in Dalas, it was not released for
weeks. They sat on the story. Apparently it didn’t meet the politically correct dant that AP looks for in a story. No
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seX, no oppressed minority, no gender conflict, etc. Smply a story of an American standing up for the sovereignty
of the nation. Ho, hum.

But Americans weren’t bored with the story. Our phone began to ring. Radio talk show hosts wanted the
story. Where did they learn about it? From listeners who called them. There' s a poor fellow in Houston, Texas, a
painter by the name of Daniel New (probably a distant relative), who got about ajillion calls and who was gracious
enough to pass on our number to most of them. We began to do interviews with anyone who would call us. We
didn’t have time to pursue interviews.

Perhaps the largest show, early on, was the Chuck Harder show. It was instrumental in spreading the word
far and wide. People would call up and say, “Today | sent 300 faxes to my friends about Michael. What more can |
do?’ It was awesome. There were several syndicated shows, and several on short-wave, which gave nation-wide
coverage. We finally quit counting but in the past three years we' ve done over 1,500 interviews. It was fun while it
lasted, but we're grateful that the pace has slowed down.

Thefirst nationwide periodica to interview Michagl was The New American. William Norman Grigg
interviewed him by phone in Germany and got right on the story. They came out with a cover-page article that
sounded the alarm to all their readers. Right behind them was The Spotlight, which publishes weekly and, as a
result, managed to get their story into print first. Their front-page story helped stir up even more support. We are
grateful for those and al coverage, both objective and sympathetic. | must in al fairness mention that the Houston
Chronicle and the television and radio stations around Houston gave the story great coverage.

Part of the story, of course, is why the mainstream media steadfastly refused, then and now, to give this
story the time of day, while devoting hundreds of column inches to Kelly Flynn and Shannon Faulkner, both of
whom were “politically correct.”

When Carla Robbins, of the Wall Street Journal, came to Texas to cover my campaign for Congress, she
repeatedly asked me, “Where is the media on this story?’

| had to laugh. “Carla, you'’ re the reporter, you tell me.” | found it as humorous as she found it mystifying
that, whether or not they agreed with Michadl’ s position, it was a newsworthy story. | also found it interesting that a
libera reporter, amember of the Council on Foreign Relations, who disagreed with amost every position we held,
could write an article which was an objective work of journaism. I'm grateful to the editors of the Wall Street
Journal for their coverage and the front-page placement of the article.

From time to time, of course, some newspaper would run an article, and | could tell because my phone
would start ringing. When the story broke in Oklahoma City it was a Sunday, | recall, and my phone rang al day
long. Every one of those people who found us had to go to the trouble of going through an information operator.

When the story broke in Chicago it was the Sun Times which carried it on page 1-A, along with a reader
poll asking people their opinion. A few days later they published the results — 83% of Chicagoans agreed with
Michadl! The story suddenly disappeared from print in Chicago, asif it had never happened.

The amusing and interesting thing about this is that newspaper and television voices continualy lament
their own decline and publicly ponder, “What happened?’ The conventional answer is that technology is passing
them by, and they will go the way of the papyrus & quill, the clay tablet & stylus. There’'s an element of truth to
that. But the role of mainstream media has been highly managed, highly filtered, and highly controlled by a media
elite for decades. Now they cannot understand why the public is ignoring them as we find new and better ways to
get more information without the spin they’ ve traditiondly given us. The refusd by the mgor traditiona news
sources to give us honest journalism when they had alock on it, has resulted in their being abandoned by many
people today with asingle sigh of remorse.

An example of thisisthe recent criticism of Matt Drudge and the Drudge report, where mainstream
journalists are whining about his success and how there needs to be “filters’ to protect the people from raw
information. Raw information is truth, and no journalist should fear the people learning the truth. On the other
hand, every tyrant is afraid of an uncontrolled media

While on the air in various communities around the country, I’ ve had callerstell me, “Today | sent 300 fax
messages to my friends all over the country. What else can | do?’ This sort of “samizdat” journalism viafax and e-
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mail is changing the way politicians and bureaucrats have to do business, because stories can no longer be buried
the way they used to be."’

In the meantime, certain columnists have established themselves as va uable commodities, offering insight
and analysis to readers who might otherwise miss the stories, or who haven't read between the lines and seen a
particular angle. Charlie Reese of the Orlando Sentinel, Dr. Dennis Cuddy, an independent writer, and Samuel
Francis, then of the Washington Times, both wrote outstanding columns which are available in the appendices of
this book. Cliff Kincaid's coverage was aso worth mentioning, with articles in the American Legion monthly
magazine and others.

Newspapers and other mainstream media such as television and radio have reduced themselves to nothing
more than a collective medium of advertising and entertainment. They are no longer about “news.” They’ve done it
to themselves, and they deserve what happens to them.

All in al, the ability of Americansto get information quickly has undergone, and is undergoing such a
revolution that it offers tremendous possibilities in upsetting the status quo for those who have maintained power
through keeping the populace ignorant for as long a period as possible. If knowledge is power, then the loss of
control over information offers power back to the People, at the expense of the Elite who have had it their way for
too long.

17 samizdat — the underground newspapers of the Soviet Union kept people informed of facts and of developments that the
official presswould never cover.
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Chapter 3
Resistanceto lllegal Orders

Moved by Michadl’s stand, Americans have sent more than just letters of support. Many have told of their
own experiences in the military, or other bureaucracies, and how they stood aone. It fas made for inspiring
reading.

Many more have sent books and articles, documenting the growth of the coming One World Government
known as the United Nations. They’ve also documented some of the many warnings over the past fifty years from
various voices who have been warning the American public that national sovereignty and international authority are
mutually exclusive concepts.*®

Those voices have correctly pointed to the historical record that once a nation surrenders any portion of its
sovereignty, it is virtually possible to regain it. In the past decade the number of voices has increased. The
mainstream press has maintained a steady silence on the subject.

Michad’s stand for American sovereignty, which by necessity placed him in a position againgt the United
Nations, and therefore against our own official national security policy, would not have been possble without the
support of the many soldiers and veterans who recognized the validity of his cause. Literaly thousands have come
forward in his support. As this case continues to unfold, we want to extend an invitation to more of them to take a
stand. It is not too late. Indeed, the United States of America will not survive as an independent nation unless many
more Americans stand up and defend her sovereignty.

Major Charles Johnson, USMC, (res.)

Immediately after learning about Michadl’s position, | began to cal friends and friends of friends, looking
for advice. Someone gave me the name of Chuck Johnson, of Wisconsin. | diaed the number, got no answer, and
decided it was another dead end. But a few days later my phone rang and Johnson had heard the story and decided
to cal me.

| learned that Chuck Johnson had given up a career in the Marine Corps, over his intense disagreement with
President Clinton’s policy of alowing homosexuals to serve in the military. Spurning a penson, and with a family
to feed, he instead walked away from a career that was only a couple of years away from retirement.

Major Charles Johnson, (Resigned), is an American hero. Like most real heroes, he won't let me call him
that to his face. But he represents what makes, or rather made, America great. Johnson’s advice to me wasto call a
friend of his, Ronald Ray of Kentucky. | did. It was alife-dtering phone call.

Colonel Ronald D. Ray, USMC, (ret.)

Ron Ray is a retired Marine Colond and a highly decorated Vietnam veteran, who served under Ronald
Reagan as Deputy Secretary of Defense in the Pentagon. He understands how “the system” works. Ray deserves
special credit for mmediately recognizing the implications of the case, and accepting the chalenge of crafting a
legal defense.

From the beginning, our phones began to ring with requests that we discuss the case on loca radio talk
shows and even on some larger syndicated shows. Colonel Ray and | took to the airwaves to articulate to a national
audience why the Clinton Administration's pro-U.N. policy was unlawful and unconstitutional. He said the process
of building a case against the administration amounted to "breaking the code," a reference to the administration’s
use of a paper trail that attempted to obscure the fact that there was no lega or congtitutional basis for the
M acedonia deployment.

From the viewpoint of a human being and a combat veteran, Colonel Ray tdked about how Michael New
had consistently failed to get a satisfactory answer to a very basic question: “By what authority do you order me to
wear a United Nations uniform?’ He points out that, as a soldier, Michagl "had a duty" to ask the question and yet,
to this day, it has never been "substantively answered.”

18 See the Bibliography for alisting of afew of them.
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The reason, of coursg, is that the policy has not been implemented in accordance with the Constitution, nor
with statutory law, nor with Defense Department and Army regulations. "The reason they didn't answer it is that
there is no authority,” Colond Ray explains.

Nevertheless, because he merely asked the question, Michael "was threatened with jail, a court-martia and
a less than honorable discharge.” The Army tried "to coerce, intimidate, and to move Michadl into compliance,”
Ray said.

Explaining the significance of the case a a press conference in Germany, Colond Ray stated, "No soldier
in American history has ever been charged with a crime for questioning the wearing of a foreign badge, a foreign
inggnia, aforeign uniform — much less convicted and court-martialed and given a bad conduct discharge. Thisisan
historic case." Ray called the response to Michagl New an indication of how "compromised” the Army has become
— "the degree to which our military is willing to accommodate palitical pressures which do not stand constitutional
or lega scrutiny.”

David S. Sullivan, LTC, USMC (ret.)

Colondl Ray’s associate, David Sullivan, did much of the origina research into the case which conclusively
demonstrated the legal and congtitutional bankruptcy of Clinton’s pro-U.N. policy.

Dave, aformer CIA anayst and senior Congressiona staffer who is also a decorated combat veteran of the
Vietnam War, discussed the actua transformation of U.S. troops into U.N. personnel through the requirement that
they carry U.N. identity cards. This means they lose their status as American soldiers and American POWSs if
captured. With tears forming in his eyes, Dave has explained this issue in very persona terms, rnoting that his own
father was missing in action for some time during World War 11." It's a very emotional issue for all Americans," he
points out.

The issue of U.N. I.D. has major ramifications. American troops carry American Armed Forces
identification cards which entitle them to certain internationa rights and protections under the Geneva Conventions
on War of 1949. In Vietnam, of course, the Communists did not live up to these standards, and the U.S. was
reluctant to invoke the treaty to protect its POWSs. Nevertheless, the Geneva Convention is a "thread of hope" for al
U.S. troops.

Referring to reports that soldiers are now being required to give DNA samples to the military so the
government can "identify the pieces of you if you come back" from a war, Dave Sullivan points out: "However,
they're not so concerned about your live body because they're willing to transform you, in violation of your oath of
office as a member of the Armed Forces and in violation of your oath to the Congtitution, into a United Nations
soldier.”

In Michael New’s case, the Army has reluctantly admitted that the U.N. uniform for U.S. troops is required
under "U.N. guiddlines’ — not the U.S. Congtitution — and that the uniform includes a U.N. cap, beret or helmet, hat
badge, cloth soldier patch, armlet and scarf. The guidelines dso said, "While in trangt to and from the mission area,
contingent personnel must be in possession of identification in accordance with their nationa regulations. On
arriva [in the assigned theatre of operations], personne will be issued a U.N. peacekeeping force identification
card which will be the only identify document required within the area of operation.”

The Army has made a big deal out of refuting our contention that “American soldiers must give up their
American ID,” claming that we have misrepresented the case to the American public. While it’s true that we did
say that in an early press release, (because that’s what we were told), we quickly corrected it in al subsequent
releases, and have been careful to stick to the facts. But the Army, in the meantime, has been misinforming
Congressiond offices throughout this entire legd battle with this story, hammering on our misteke, and in the
process, obfuscating the entire issue. This has been a deliberate distortion of the truth.

In this case, American soldiers become "U.N. troops’ and are given "protection” under a meaningless,
unenforceable "Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations." There is a long history of rebel
forces scorning the authority of the U.N. and its documents. There remains today much more fear of the USA in the
minds of rebel leaders thereis of the U.N. This fact alone means that a U.N. hostage is usually far worse off than a
U.S. prisoner of war.
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"This is a man without a country,” Dave Sullivan explains, "covered by no lawv anywhere in the world. He
loses the protection of the Geneva Convention. He is not subjected to the Uniform Code of Military Justice of the
Armed Forces. Heisin legal limbo."

Dave notes that the Administration admits there's a problem here, and has sought passage of yet another
U.N. treaty, this one titled "The Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel.” However,
he said the U.S. hasn't even submitted it for Senate ratification. And even if it were to be ratified, it would amount
to getting authorization from the U.N. for a sdf-evident U.S. right to protect our own soldiers. The proper solution
isto simply stop the practice of forcing our troops serve the U.N.

Captain Eugene“Red” McDanid, AUS, (ret.)

Captain Eugene B. "Red" McDaniel has made a smilar plea for our soldiers. One of the most prominent
advocates of a full accounting of Americans missing in action or captured in foreign wars, Red was himself a
Vietnam POW for more than six years, becoming one of the most brutally tortured at the hands of the Communist
enemy in Hanoi. His position is forthright: “I'm very much opposed to putting U.S. troops under U.N. command. |
think they should be under U.S. command at all times.”

McDaniel notes cases of U.S. troops getting trapped in U.N. operations, including Marine Colond Rich
Higgins in Lebanon, and Army Chief Warrant Office Michael Durant in Somalia. Because of their U.N. status,
Higgins was labeled a "hostage,” not an American POW, when he was captured by terrorists. Durant was called a
"detainee’ when he was captured by the forces of Somali warlord Mohammad Farah Aidid. These designations
mean that the U.S. military had no authority to rescue our own citizens, and that the American State Department
was in charge of obtaining their freedom by talking about their plight and conducting “diplomacy.”

Higgins was brutaly killed and a videotape released by his terrorist kidnappers showed his lifeless body
hanging from a rope. His dead body was later dumped on the streets of Beirut, Lebanon, on the birthday of his
widow. Durant was eventually freed.

"My concern with the troops that are placed under U.N. command is that if they become prisoners, they do
not have the rights of the Geneva Convention,” Red McDaniel says. Not only does this mean they can be denied
basic standards of humanitarian treatment for POWs under the Geneva Convention, but their ambiguous legal status
means there's bound to be some impact on their morde. "As a POW," McDanid explains, "the only thing you have
going for you is the belief that someday your country is going to come to get you. But had | not believed that when
| was shot down, | could not have lived 6 years. | had to have absolute blind faith in my country. If | was asked to
go again, would | go? Not before asking alot of questions.”

Sergeant First Class Ed Rasor, AUS, Special Forces

Sergeant Ed Rasor was particularly incensed to learn what was happening to Specialist Michael New. Asa
sergeant, he was appalled that Michadl’s sergeants weren't going to bat for him. “Where are his sergeants?,” he
shouted! He discussed it among other Green Beret sergeants and found that he was not alone.

He made his points in a letter to Senator Jesse Helms, in the fal of 1995, informing the Senator that, as a
combat medic with twelve years service, that he was not going to serve in a blue beret, that he had a Green Beret
which he proudly wore. Furthermore, he stated that he would not deploy on any assignment with aforeign officer in
command. And on top of that, he said that he would not agree to serve under the United Nations under any
circumstances.

Even Ed was surprised when his fellow sergeants demanded that they be alowed to sign the letter too. So,
in the end, ten senior non-commissioned officers, signed that letter to the senator! All Special Forces. All top
sergeants. All patriots. All risking their careers on behdf of their country.

Ed was told in 1996 that he would be receiving an honorable discharge from the U.S. Army based
exclusively on his mora opposition to serving the United Nations. This means that other patriotic soldiers may be
able to follow Rasor out of the military services without having their reputations damaged by a bad-conduct
discharge, as with Michagl New.
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Finaly, Sgt. Rasor put in a request for the promised honorable discharge. In his “personnel action” request,
Ed had explained, “1 base this request due to my firm belief that the involvement of members of the United States
Armed Forcesin United Nations military operations is uncongtitutional.”

After Sgt. Rasor spoke at a November, 1995, Washington news conference on behalf of Michael, he found
himsef on a "hit lig" and was caled into a meeting where he was told that the White House and Army
headquarters were troubled by the exercise of his free speech rights against the U.N. That meant that his time was
up, and he knew it.

In a dramatic development, Sgt. Rasor was told that he would have to resign from the Army. He was
astounded. He told his Sergeant-Mgjor, “I’'m an enlisted man. Enlisted men cannot resign.” The sergeant-mgjor
responded, “ Sgt. Rasor, | thought the same thing until yesterday, when | was informed by visitors direct from the
White House that the Commander in Chief will be pleased to accept your resignation.”

First he resisted, then finaly accepted. Then the Army changed their mind. It was a confusing and
frustrating wait for Sgt. Rasor. He had previously withdrawn his application to Warrant Officer Shool, which had
already been approved. He began thinking about whether he himsalf could order, or even advise, soldiers to serve
the U.N,. and decided he could not do so. Yet his superiors were telling him that the U.S. military would be
completely under U.N. control within the next 10 or 15 years.

It is tragic, of course, that the Army has lost such an outstanding soldier as Sgt. Rasor, along with most of
the others who have refused to reenlist. A patriot who took his oath to defend the Congtitution serioudy, he had
been speaking out against the Army’s growing involvement in the U.N. for well over a year. His concern had been
intensified by an article in Special Warfare, an official Army publication, which openly talked about the U.S. Army

becoming a tool of “globa recongtruction” in a world dominated by the U.N.19 Rasor described the article as
advocating that Specia Forces be the "reconstruction tool for the New World Order."

Written by James J. Schneider, a professor of military theory at the School of Advanced Military Studies at
the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College in Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, the article said the following:

"...[T]he future will be dominated by a resurgent force that will change the nature of both the nation-state
and the national security system...

"We have yet to divine the full implications of the revolution in geopoalitics euphemigticaly caled the
new world order.

"For the Army, and for Special Forces, the future will be a period of global reconstruction.

"But there is another aspect of reconstruction that anticipates the future -- the Army's unique relationship
to the U.S. Condtitution.

"As an Army we are fortunate to have such arich historical tradition. But this experience is of little use if
it cannot be interpreted in light of future operations. In other words, to learn from the past we must
anticipate the future. And the future will be dominated by a single overwhelming presence -- the United
Nations.

"One of the key lega strands was the right of the state to declare and wage war. The growing power of
the U.N. is beginning dowly to erode this defining characteristic of the nation-state...

"Now, the U.N. has begun to redefine victory on its own terms.

"The U.N. redefinition of victory has also set the stage for redefining the purpose of a nation's armed
forces... . The reemergence of the United Nations has created a new formula: Under the new U.N.
arrangement of collective security, nations will strive primarily to compel peace.

"The U.N.'s central role in shaping the future during global reconstruction will persist, and its geopolitica
influence will likely increase...."

[emphasis ming]

The reference in this article to the Army’s “unique relationship” to the U.S. Constitution is strange indeed.
An accurate reading of the Congtitution and the soldier’ s oath would demonstrate that the Army’s current role in the
New World Order is incompatible with both. Thisis the critical fact that stared Ed Rasor in the face. At Fort Bragg,
where Ed was based, he said there are many more soldiers "hungry for the truth” but consider the U.S. Constitution

19
Schneider, James J. “Ambushing the Future,” Special Warfare. The Professional Bulletin of the John F. Kennedy Special
Warfare Center and School, April 1995, pp. 2-10.
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to be a controversid document that they would prefer to deal with as "underground literature.” This reflects the
pressure that is being brought to bear on soldiers to toe the pro-U.N. line

The Army’s delay in the case may have stemmed from a realization that the outcome could have had far-
reaching implications -- if it had been wel-publicized. Allowing patriotic anti-U.N. soldiers to leave the service
with an honorable discharge could have opened the door for more soldiers to follow Ed’'s example. Ed has said that
many of his colleagues share his opposition to the U.N.

If enough soldiers take the route blazed by Ed Rasor, it might force President Clinton and top military
officias to reevaluate their policy of integrating U.S. troops into U.N. military operations.

So why did Army officials findly grant Rasor’s request for an honorable discharge? It is likely that they
figured it best to get rid of him, rather than risk having him remain and serve as an example from within that others
might follow. They may also figure that his example will not be followed if the mgjor media continued to refuse to
cover the outcome of this extraordinary case.

In the meantime we are now getting word of other soldiers who have expressed a refusal to serve under the
UN, and for the time being, are being given an honorable discharge.

The transformation of our military, however, has been captured in sporadic media reports such as the
September 22, 1996 story that ran in the Staten idand (New York) Sunday Advance under the headline, “Army’s
new goa: Waging peace.” In astory about Fort Bragg, where Ed was stationed, the reporter said that soldiers were
“crammed into a classroom” studying “the art of negotiation” and how to “out-think and out-maneuver” an

adversary. One of the techniques was using the silent stare to unnerve your opponent.” °

Another such article appeared in the Washington Times under the headline, “Genera predicts high priority
for U.S. peacekeeping.” Bill Gertz reported that Pentagon leaders were discussing a “new defense strategy that
would raise peacekeeping and humanitarian operations to high priorities....”

Reflecting this accelerating trend, the Army issued field manua 100-23, “Peace Operations,” in December
1994. It declared,

“Peace operations have become increasingly common in the post-Cold War strategic security
environment. For example, in its first 40 years, the United Nations (UN) conducted only 13 such
operations, dl relatively smal, with the exception of UN operations in the Congo during the 1960s. Since
1988, the number of peace operations has more than doubled, with each succeeding one being more

complex than the last.” “

This field manual included excerpts from the U.N. charter, examples of U.N. resolutions and quotations
from U.N. officids.

To facilitate Army involvement in U.N. operations, the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute was established
a the U.S. Army War College at Carlide Barracks, Pennsylvania. The Army even supplies aides to military
advisersto the U.N. who are stationed at U.N. headquartersin New Y ork City. One of them, Mgj. Joseph F. Napoli,
wrote an article for Army Times in which he declared, “Far from a perfect organization, the United Nations does

not deserve the abuse it has received of late”

This was a strange view to take. At the time, the director of U.N. military activities was Kofi Annan, who
has since been elevated to the post of Secretary-General. Annan was a director and supervisor of the Somalia
mission that resulted in 18 of Napoli’s compatriots being daughtered in the streets. An investigation conducted by
Tom Farer, now the Dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at the University of Denver, identified
Annan as one of the "main strategists and operational directors’ at the U.N. of that failed “nation-building” scheme.
Farer's remarks were included in a September 29, 1995, bipartisan U.S. Senate Report on the debacle prepared by
Senators John Warner (R-Va)) and Carl Levin (D-Mich.).

Under Annan, the U.N. greatly expanded its military activities. Former Ambassador Frank Ruddy says
Annan "never met an opportunity for multilateral assertiveness he didn't like" The Earth Times, a pro-U.N.
publication, thought Annan's chances of becoming secretary-general were dead because he was "seen as wearing

2% bavid Wood, Newhouse News Service, “Army’s new goal;: Waging peace,” Staten Island Advance,
September 22, 1996.

*'EM 100-23. Peace Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, December 1994, pp. iv-v.

22 Joseph F. Napoli, “Current U.N.-bashing is way off base,” Army Times, April 10, 1995.
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Bosnia as an abatross.” In Bosnia as well as Somalia, U.N. peacekeepers were forced to withdraw under
humiliating circumstances. In Bosnia, of course, NATO then intervened.

Under Annan, the U.N.'s Office of Internal Oversight Services found that the U.N. "has lived without
independent and effective oversight for decades’ and that the peacekeeping area was plagued by waste. In atypica
case, 59 containers of food rations were shipped to the U.N. military mission in Haiti, got spoiled in the hot sun and
had to be destroyed at a cost of $40,000.

“The Army istherapid reaction force for the Global Village.”

Nevertheless, under Clinton’s orders, the Army got more deeply involved in U.N. activities, issuing a 1996
“Army Vision 2010" document calling for more involvement in peacekeeping operations. At a news conference
releasing the document, Army Chief of staff Gen. Dennis J. Reimer said that “we've done the Somdias, the
Bosnias, the Haitis, the security at the Olympicszg\nd the firefighting in the Western states.” He added, “The Army

is the rapid reaction force for the global village.”

What's worse, our future military officers are being given a sympathetic trestment of foreign ideologies,
including communism, &t our military academies. Self-proclaimed Communist Pete Seeger was invited to give a
1997 lecture at West Point on “The Meaning of Freedom.” Seeger had written a song celebrating North Vietnam
Communist dictator Ho Chi Minh, and his songs were described by columnist Stephen Chapman as “a weapon in
the service of a cause that has produced more suffering, destroyed more lives and piled up more corpses than any
other form of government.” Asked to explain Seeger’s appearance, a West Point spokesman said it was important
for cadets to give his views “respectful consideration.”

Not surprisingly, many soldiers can’t take this. Many, in fact, are leaving the services. In addition to the
objectionable nature of the globalist and even pro-Communist propaganda, so-caled “peacekeeping” is a
tremendous drain on the strength and morale of our soldiers. Colonel David Hackworth (Ret.), a decorated Vietnam
veteran who is now a columnist, notes that many of the 37,000 who were sent by Clinton into the Persan Gullf,
supposedly to threaten Saddam Hussein after he discontinued weapons inspections by the U.N., are burned out.

“Our warriors were rushed out there last February to do a job on Saddam Hussein,” he notes. “They’ve
been standing tall ever since. Besides being hot and sticky, they’re bored to death — and sick of being cooped up.
Their morale has plummeted from ‘good to go’' to ‘wanna go home.’” They fed like a fire department that was
rushed to afire only to find afalse darm, but then are told to ‘hang around, a fire might start sometime this year.””

“But should we expect anything else?” Hackworth asked. “This is the president who brought about the
disaster in the streets of Mogadishu, and when 18 warriors died there, called them ‘unfortunate casudlties;,” the
same commander in chief who invaded Haiti to support a tyrant, whose gang of monsters has turned that poor
idand back into a killing field; and the same master of military miscalculation who sent our warriors to Bosnia in

1995 for one year -- and three years later they’re ill marking time on Mission Impossible.” “
The Resister

Nevertheless, some soldiers have chosen to remain in the military and express their dissent in other ways. A
publication cdled The Resister, which openly opposes U.S. military involvement with the U.N., has emerged as an
outlet for many of these soldiers, who secretly write for it under various pseudonyms.

In an editorial entitled, “In Defense of Specidist Michael New,” the editors said:

“The Oath of enlisment is a sworn alegiance to the legd and philosophica foundations of this nation
represented by the Constitution and the writings of the Framers... . Adherence to contrary philosophies, support of
contradictory political systems, or advocacy of ingtitutions and organizations that undermine the Congtitution is, a
best, subversion. Actively working to advance contrary philosophies, promote contradictory political systems, and
participation in ingtitutions and organizations that undermine the Congtitution is nothing less than treason....

3 patrick Pexton, “Future seizes operations other than war,” Army Times, November 25, 1996, p. 8.
24
Colonel David Hackworth, (Ret.), “Bring the Fire Department Home, Soldier of Fortune, August 1998, p. 82.
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“The U.N. is a foreign power by definition, and it is a foreign enemy by its actions. In the United States,
persons who promote the U.N. and organizations that advance it are domestic enemies and traitors.

“Keeping the above in mind, any United States soldier who voluntarily promotes the U.N. and willingly
serves under U.N. command in any capacity is violating the oath he took to support and defend the Congtitution
againg ‘al enemies, foreign and domestic.” Any United States soldier who serves under U.N. auspices is serving a
foreign power under foreign command and therefore abrogates his status as a United States soldier. His loyalty has
been transferred and his oath has been negated....

“Speciaist Michad New...has demonstrated the mora integrity and principled action of a truly honorable
man....

“Specidist New's chain of command is not concerned with issues of mora integrity, honor or the
uncongtitutiondlity of transferring a U.S. soldier’s loyalty to a hostile foreign power againgt hiswill....

“The hypocrisy of SPC New’'s chain of command, and the injustice of the issue involved here, is that
officers have the option of resigning their commission in protest to orders they believe to be illegd or
uncongtitutional. Enlisted soldiers cannot resign. They either obey and compromise their mord integrity, or they
disobey and are punished.” *

The Resister, however, took a different approach than Michael. Some soldiers associated with this
magazine, which once advertised itself as “The Officia Publication of the Special Forces Underground,” did not
refuse orders to serve on U.N.-controlled missons. Rather, they decided to go on these missons and undermine
them from within. One member of the group told The American Legion Magazine, “No member of the Specia
Forces Underground is going to refuse an order to go anywhere or do anything. But what is going to happen is that,
in any U.N.-directed show, we'll do everything in our power to subvert those goas.” He added, “Our approach is
smply different than that of Michael New. We know it’'s a violation of our oath, so we're just going to make sure

the mission doesn't succeed.””"

Strong words, clearly demonstrating the depth of the anti-U.N sentiment that currently exists in the Armed
Forces, and particularly in the Specia Forces. Specia Forces troops don't get where they are by blindly putting
their brains in neutral and doing the day-to-day tasks. When you select men for their ability to think, you then have
to contend with the problem that they retain their ability to think. In atotaitarian State, thisis a mgor problem. In a
free country with citizen-soldiers, this is a mgor source of strength, even with the problems inherent in soldiers
who actually think. It's both a weakness and a strength.

U.S. forces in Haiti said to be associated with The Resister were linked in the press to opposition political

activities there. v The regime of Marxist President Jean-Bertrand Aristide had asked for the U.N. or the U.S. to
investigate these alegations. There is no question that coming under U.N. command in Haiti and restoring Aristide
to power was a bhitter pill to swalow for many of our Specia Forces soldiers. One wrote to Soldier of Fortune
magazine saying he was disgusted by what was happening:
“Not only did we fall under U.N. command, but we were made to trade in our green berets for blue.
That's right, we were stripped of the presidential award that distinguishes us from the rest and made to
wear head gear that robs everyone of their identity.
“Yesterday we were ordered to take down our Stars and Stripes becazlése we did not have a U.N.

flag to fly with it...We fed asif we have been sold out by our own command.”

Something smilar heppened in Bosnia, where the Los Angeles Times reported that the American flag was
banned. The truth was not quite so dramatic. It turned out that the Stars and Stripes continued to be flown over each
American base camp but was banned from vehicle antennas and tents. A Pentagon official explained that the red,
white and blue would detract from the “multinational” character of the mission.

While actions by soldiers associated with The Resister in these “multinationa” missons were
controversd, the publication itself found it was striking a chord. Some soldiers who were found with copies of it

25
26 “In Defense of Specialist Michael New, The Resister, Val. Il, No. 2
Cliff Kincaid, “ Oath of Uncertainty,” The American Legion Magazine, July 1996, p.50.

°! Douglas Farah and Dana Priest, “Haiti SaysU.S. Troops May have Helped Foes,” The Washington Post, December 8, 1995,
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were reprimanded. Yet, in an article in the Colorado Springs Gazette Telegraph, reporter Genevieve Anton noted
that the Army had no basis on which to suppress the publication because it does not advocate racism, illegal actions
or violence. In fact, the reporter said, a review of severa issues found “mostly intellectual discussions’ of various
issues.

The existence of The Resister stands as evidence of the serious impact the Michael New controversy has
had on the Armed Forces.

The blunt truth is that our civilian and military leaders are putting our soldiers into an untenable position.
After having enticed them into serving the U.S. military under the terms of a sacred oath to the Constitution, those
leaders are then ordering them to change their allegiance. If these leaders were being honest about it, they would
openly cdl for changing the oath to accommodate the interests of the U.N. But, of course, they won't do that.

L TC Guy Cunningham — 29 Palms Survey

These leaders won't come forward and advocate changing the oath because they understand that most of
our troops would not swear an oath to the U.N. A survey of soldiers conducted by Lieutenant Commander Ernest
G. “Guy” Cunningham (USN) revealed that more than 60 percent would never take an oath of alegiance to the
U.N. Cunningham’s thesis, “Peacekeeping and U.N. Operational Control: A Study of Their Effect on Unit
Cohesion,” was based on a survey of 300 Marines on May 10, 1994. It was perhaps the first, and remains the best
systematic analysis of whether our troops themselves believe involvement with the U.N. compromises their oaths as
American soldiers. Asked if they agreed or disagreed with the statement that, “1 fedl there is no conflict between my
oath of office and serving as a U.N. soldier,” fifty-seven percent disagreed. They were also asked if they would
swear to a U.N. code similar to their own military oath. The code said, “I am a United Nations fighting person. |
serve in the forces which maintain world peace and every nation’s way of life | am prepared to give my life in their
defense.” Sixty-nine percent said they would refuse.

There was some controversy at the time about whether Cunningham’s thesis was somehow designed to
further the U.N. agenda. Among certain groups that controversy lingers today. Much attention was focused on one
guestion in particular — Question 46 — whether U.S. troops on a U.N. mission would open fire on American citizens
“who refuse or resist confiscation of firearms banned by the U.S. Government.” Anti-gun control groups were
outraged that the question was even asked. But the answer was very informative. It found that 26 percent were
prepared to carry out such amission. Fortunately, most said they would not.

As James Pate reported in Soldier of Fortune magazine, “..several publications unfairly vilified
Cunningham as some sort of New World Order fiend.” But Pate, among others, met extensively with Guy, and
found him to be a committed patriot. Indeed, he comes from a family with an impressive military background,
having served in the military with his father and two of his brothers. A staunch anti-communist, he wanted to serve
in Vietnam but was assigned to the 101st Airborne when that unit was being withdrawn from the conflict. He
received Army medical training, joined Specia Forces in 1977, went into the active reserves, and then resigned and
went into the Navy, where he became a pilot and flight instructor.

Rather than being part of an effort to soften up our troops for U.N. duty, Guy Cunningham was blowing the
whistle from within. Guy was an insder who was able to study this issue from a unique vantage point. “| realized
my opportunity to do something that basically no one else could,” he said. “1 was in the right place at the right time.
My mission was to bring to a higher awareness, from a different perspective, the potential loss of American soldiers
identify that would result from the administration’s pro-U.N. policy.

In an article about Michael’s case, Guy went after those further up in the chain of command, noting:

“If the response of the chain of command down to New was a statement along the lines of ‘the significance

of this [U.N.] mandate never occurred to s, then this suggests ineptitude. If the response by the chain of

command acknowledges their understanding of this order, then this order represents another step toward the

progressive pogrom of the American fighting man’s identity.” *
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A variation of this problem occurs when the U.N. gets involved in a conflict or country in which American
soldiers have been involved. In 1991, when the American military was assisting a democraticaly-elected
government in El Savador, two of our soldiers, Lt. Colonel David Pickett and Cpl. Ernest Dawson, were shot
down, taken prisoner and murdered by Communist terrorists. Their killers were apprehended and jailed. But El
Salvador’s Supreme Court then ruled that a U.N.-brokered peace agreement had necessitated their release. Pickett’s
father, retired Colonel Edward F. Pickett, sought justice from the U.N. as well as the State Department. Both
claimed their hands were tied because El Salvador was a sovereign nation.

So justice was once again denied, with the confused lines of authority and control set up by the United
Nations. In this game, the U.N. hides behind the authority of a sovereign nation, while the sovereign nation hides
behind the authority of treaties with the United Nations.

This is smilar to the game Department of the Army lawyers have played, arguing in civilian courts that
Michael New cannot be tried there because thisis amilitary matter — “lack of jurisdiction.” At the same time, when
facing a military tribunal, they have argued that because there are politica implications in this case, it is “non-
judticiable,” or out of the jurisdiction of the military courts. In effect, Bill Clinton has rendered al armed forces
serving under the U.N. without a “swift and imperative legal remedy,” which virtualy leaves Michael New “aman
without a country.” Certainly he has, to date, been a man without Congtitutiona protection.

Chief Petty Officer Duane Thorin, USN, (ret.)

A generation ago, Duane Thorin, Navy helicopter pilot and former POW in Korea, spoke out forcefully on
thisissue. | am grateful to Mr. Thorin for his permission to used the following notes, which | have edited, from an
unpublished manuscript.

I 210 testimony before a U.S. Senate subcommittee, Thorin posed this question to Senator Symington, of
Missouri:

“When it is proposed that al nations shal provide military forces to the United Nations organization, it

should be made clear — and this is smple enough to say — whether or not American soldiers would then

owe prior alegiance to the dictates of te Secretary-General, or of the Security Council of the United

Nations, or whether they till would hold their prior alegiance to the Constitution of the United States.”
Symington replied,

“l am not sure | fully understood what the United States just presented to the world in its disarmament

offer. But it is my understanding that the ultimate goa was a world army that would control al countries. Is

that correct?’
Thorin responded,

“Well, gr, | cannot say whether or not that is correct. | will say this isaso my understanding. And frankly,

Senator, | don’t want our country controlled by any army. Do you?’

The Senator did not answer the witness' question, but was visibly shaken by it (and the question was
deleted from the published record of the hearings). After a few inane remarks and rhetorical questions, Symington
departed the hearing room. His ssimple, yet accurate categorization of the ultimate goa of the disarmament proposal
issued by the U.S. State Department in September, 1961, had been a hurried comment to evade more direct
response to this previous question posed by the witness:

No promoter or advocate of that 1961 “disarmament” proposal is known to have publicly answered
or even entertained that question regarding a soldier’s allegiance. Rather, whenever American servicemen
have been ordered into the service of the United Nations, the appeal has been to patriotism and/or national
pride.

“But the answer is now vividly apparent in the recent court-martial of U.S. Army Specialist Michael New.
His refusal to wear the uniform and insignia of the United Nations has resulted for him in a Bad Conduct
Discharge. That was handed down from “higher authorities’ via Lt. Col. Gary Jewell, who headed the military
tribunal without opportunity for Soldier New or hs attorneys to present to the panel of officers and enlisted men
any evidence or testimonies in defense of his actions.

30 April, 1962, hearings of the Special Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Committee of Armed Services.
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“Clearly, then, domestic promoters and minions of the “New World Order” — expresdy including the
current commander-in-chief of our Armed Forces, and at least some of the upper echelons thereof — regard an oath
to support and defend the U.S. Condtitution to be insgnificant — a mere formality, perhaps. Or, it may in come
cases indicate such ignorance of certain principles of the Congtitution that they don't realize what an oath thereunto
commits one to support and defend.

“In any case, they obvioudy regard a soldier with a sense of dedication to his country’s Congtitution — and
the courage to openly express it — to now be unsuited for service in our nation’s Armed Forces. Thereis some logic
here, since it is their intent that he ultimately shall serve some supranational authority®! based on political principles
directly contrary to those of our Constitution, and to which it is intended that our nation will be subordinated along
with al others.

“Service in a “world army” committed to control of al countries would not require loyalty to any political
or mora principles, but rather forbids it. It requires instead the rationale of a mercenary soldier — mindless
subservience and obedience to orders from whomever is in command. This is smilar to that level of obedience
expected of the Nazi guards at Auschwitz who pled at their trials in Nuremberg that they were only ‘following
orders when they forced innocent people into the gas chambers.”

Thorin has capably pointed out that much of the work for planning the end of our sovereignty had aready
been worked out at the famous Pugwash Conferences between 1955 and 1965.%

Duane Thorin has captured the essence of the problem by referring to U.S. troops as having being
transformed from “Defenders of Liberty” to “Keepers of Peace,” to “Enforcers of Peace.” The U.N. rolein these
conflicts compromises the ability of our fighting personnel to defend American interests and to be defended by
Americawhen they put their lives on the line.

In the eyes of Mr. Clinton and his State Department, the time for national sovereignty has come to an end,
and the time for the New World Order has dawned. Nationalism has become the new enemy of civilization.

No one would accuse Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., of being a member of some shadowy “right wing
conspiracy.” A long time left-wing voice for globa government, he recently wrote in Foreign Affairs:

"Can we want [the United Nations] to dwindle into impotence, leaving the world to the anarchy of

nation states, “We are not going to achieve a new world order without paying for it in blood as well

as in words and money.”

Schlesinger is not writing about his own blood. He's referring to the blood of my children and yours. | have
said on radio and in speaking engagements across this nation, “The blood of my children and grandchildren is not
available to be sacrificed on the dtar of the New World Order!” Time will tell how many Americans agree.

According to former U.S. Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick, ”"We are dipping into practices which enhance
only the power of the strongest. Is this what we want to do? Someone had better think through this question -- and

soon.” 34

31 |t needs to be noted that while the UN is prescribed to be the controlling agency in the State Department’ s 1961 disarmament
proposal, it is not essential to continuance toward transformation of our armed forcesinto part of that “world army” to control
al countries. Only some manner of supranational controlling agency would be required, no matter its name. The Bosnia
commitment as a NATO operation exemplifies such an aternative. There are indications that President Clinton originally
intended for that deployment to be under UN control, but switched to NATO because of publicity arising from SPC New’s
refusal to serve asaUN soldier in Macedonia.
32 Thorin, Duane, The Pugwash Movement and U.S. Army Policy, subtitled “ Should Weapons Systems be placed under
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Chapter 4
Mercenary Army

Since Michad took his stand in favor of American sovereignty and againgt U.N. control of our
troops, much has happened, and the Stuation has dramétically deteriorated. In a sense, the problem that he
focused attention on — U.N. command and control of U.S. troops in Macedoniain the former Yugodavia
— has become somewhat minor. After dl, only afew thousand U.S. troops have been deployed to
Macedonia wearing the U.N. uniform, and always around 500 & atime.

Today, however, tens of thousands of U.S. troops are serving the U.N. but without wearing the
U.N. uniform. A March 1997 Pentagon document stated that 68,790 U.S. troops were involved in U.N.-
authorized or internationd peacekeegping activities. This figure incdluded U.S. “blue-hdmeted” personnd
in Macedonia (said to be 511) as well as 1,052 personnd involved in “non-UN Peace Operations’ in the
Middle East and Latin America It aso included 67,200 troops “supporting enforcement” of U.N. Security
Council resolutions in Bosnia, Irag, and Korea. In other words, according to the Pentagon itsdf, there
were gpproximately 68,000 “green-helmeted” U.S. troops serving the U.N.

The UN’sWorld Army has, therefore, arrived, and American soldiers are the front line troops.

This was dramdicdly demonstrated when U.N. Secretary-Generd Kofi Annan, after returning
from Baghdad, Irag, with a “ded” to adlow limited ingpections of Saddam Hussein's wegpons Sites,
made the astounding statement that, “ Together we are the ultimate power.” This was an endorsement of
the U.N. becoming a world government, in which the once-great United States plays the role of bit player,
(and financier) while our interests are subservient to whatever power running the United Nations.

If policy mekers ever needed any additional evidence that the U.N. was out-of-control, this
statement about “the ultimate power” wasiit.

In another extraordinary satement, Annan said tha U.S. and British military power in the Gulf
region had contributed to Iraq's acceptance of the ded, and that Presdent Clinton and British Prime
Minister Tony Blair had peformed as “perfect U.N. peacekeepers” This was a reference to ther
deployment of U.S. and British to the Gulf, some 37,000 troops. Thus, Annan was labeling Clinton and
Blair as mere pawns d the world body. While Mr. Clinton may have seen this as a compliment, there are
others throughout American hisory who could have only regarded it as treasonous to give away
American sovereignty or to entangle usin foreign aliances from which we cannot be easily extracted.

No amount of blathering about the U.S. being “the last remaining superpower” can obscure the
fact that it is clearly the United Nations which is on the road to becoming the red superpower, with U.S.
troops operating as a rapid deployment force for the world body. Thisisthe officid Clinton policy.

This has been the policy of every adminidretion, in fact, of both parties a least snce Presdent
Kennedy, who outlined in State Department Document 7277 in 1961 that the American government is
working toward the day when the United Nations will have a large sanding army capable of preventing
any nation from waging war, while nationd amies ae to be reduced to nationd police forces.
Furthermore, it is currently being proposed by powerful voices in the United Nations that in order to
achieve this globd vison of John Kennedy's State Department, that dl military bases of every nation will
have to be turned over the control of the United Nations.>

Vice Presdent Gore supports this trend, having told parents of U.S. troops who died in a “friendly
firg’ incident over Iraq that they “could be proud that they had died in service to the UN.”  As parents,
we don't think most Americans would be proud of that assertion.

% Fisas, VicenV, BLUE GEOPOLITICS, The United Nations Reformand the Future of the Blue Hel mets. Foreword
by UNESCO Director-General Federico Mayor Zaragoza, Pluto Press, London, 1995. 184 pages.
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Incressingly, Americans are being deployed in countries and on behdf of interests that have no
relationship a dal to protecting American interests. In 1997, U.S. Army deployments around the globe
reached the 100-country mak for the fird time in higory. “The increesng number of deployments
reflects a willingness by the Clinton Adminigration to use the military for a variety of humanitarian and
peacekegping missons in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Army and the others services dso are buser
now with multinationd exercises, particularly in Europe and the Asia- Pacific region,” one report said.*

By July 1998, the Washington Post reported that American specid operations forces had
“established military ties in a least 110 countries”®’ It sad these involve many U.N.-style “training
exercises’ with countries such as former Communis or Soviet- aigned countries as Kazakhdan,
Madagascar, Mongolia, Russa and Uzbekisan. “Plans are in the works for the firg such exercises
involving U.S. and Chinese troops next year,” the paper said. In Africa, the Post reported that U.S. forces
hed trained the militaries of 31 out of 54 African countries. Six of these countries — Ghana, Mdawi,
Senegd, Uganda, Mdi, and Ethiopia — were receiving training to participate in a ae Depatment-led
African Criss Response Initiative, aregiond peacekegping force.

In July 1998, the U.S. Air Nationd Guard hosted a training exercise involving European forces
that went under the bizarre title, “Globa Petriot.” More than 15,000 service members from the Air
Nationd Guard, Air Force, Air Force Reserve, U.S. Army, Army Reserve, Navy and Maines were
joined by Dutch, British, Paraguayan and Canadian forces.

In Europe, according to the Pentagon's own figures, the U.S. troops deployed on the NATO
misson in Bosnia are there on behdf of the U.N. This helps demongrate the link between NATO and the
U.N.

The groundwork for intervention in Bosnia, formerly part of Communist Yugodavia, was lad by
George Soros, who emigrated to the U.S. from Hungary and became a hillionaire through financid
gpeculaion in the world's currency markets. His foundation has put millions of dollars into various
projects in the former Communist countries in Europe, including Bosnia. He is a big backer of the U.N.
and has sad tha as long as the U.N. cannot fulfill its military misson, NATO should move ahead because
it "has the potentid of serving as the basis for a new world orde™ in Europe. Bosnia is a test for his
theory.

Soros edablished the “Committee for American Leadership in Bosnia” which took out
advertisements in various newspapers urging American intervention. The ads made much of the fact, as
Clinton did, that the misson in Bosnia would supposedly "be a NATO operation, with clear lines of
command, under an American generd.” This seemed to be an important concesson to the strong
objections that had been voiced to Clinton's previous practice of putting our troops at the disposd of the
United Nations. It was dso a response to the disastrous record of the U.N. peacekeeping troopsin Bosnia

It is technicdly true that the Bosnia deployment is not "led" by the U.N. in the sense that our
troops are commanded and controlled by the world body. Our soldiers aren't wearing the U.N. uniform
conggting of U.N. patches, indgnia and berets. But even the Pentagon concedes it is a U.N. "authorized"
operation. In the long run, this may be more effective than outright U.N. control.

The key passage in the “peace agreement,” the so-called Dayton accord that was hammered out
between the warring factionss was Article VI, describing the crcumstances under which the
"Implementation Force' (IFOR), composed of troops from NATO and non-NATO nations, would be
deployed. The U.N. Security Council, composed of the U.S., Russa, China, France and England, was
"invited to authorize Member States or regiond organizations and arrangements to edtablish the IFOR
acting under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter." This may sound innocuous, but the officids a

%6 «|J.S. Soldiers deployed in 100 countries,” The Baltimore Sun, May 24, 1997, p.5.
3" bana Priest, “ Sidestepping Sanctions, U.S. Military Trains Foreign Troops,” The Washington Post, July 12, 1998, p.1.
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the Clinton State Department who put this together knew exactly what they were doing. It meant,
essentidly, that IFOR became a U.N. operation. This is so because Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter gives
the Security Council the blanket authority to "maintain or restore international peace and security.” In a
different section of the U.N. Charter, Chapter VIII, Articles 52-54 enable the world body to authorize the
use of "regiond arangements or agencies' for the "maintenance of internationd peace and security.” This
isthe role that NATO isfulfilling in Bosnia

The U.N.'s fingerprints on the operation were found on the very first page of the peace agreement,
whereby the parties agreed to "conduct their relaions in accordance with the principles st forth in the
United Nations cherter.”

Other provisons filled in the details of wha Clinton was talking about when he told the American
people that there was a role for the "internationd community” and "civilian agencies’ in recondructing
Bosnia These included the gppointment of a "High Representative” backed by the U.N., with broad
authority over dl civilian matters. An office of human rights "ombudsman" was to be established and the
paties were required to "join in inviting" the United Naions Commisson on Human Rights and "other
intergovernmental or regiond human rights' missons into the area. They were aso supposed to provide
"full and unrestricted access' by such organizations as the U.N. Development Program.

Nowhere was the U.N.'s role more obvious than Annex 11 of the agreement, concerning
esablishment of an "Internationd Police Task Force” This was explicitly defined as a U.N.-established
operation whose Commissoner will be appointed by the U.N. Secretary-Generd. Its role includes
monitoring and inspecting lav enforcement and judicid activities, traning law enforcement personne,
and making sure free and fair dections in Bosnia are carried out. In essence, the U.N. was creating a
police force in Bosnia.

The higory is important. In Somdia, the U.N. tried to disam the factions and register their
wegpons. In Haiti, the U.N. and the U.S. threw out one regime and replaced it with another. In Bosnig, the
U.N. and NATO are trying to build ademocratic state from scratch.

The U.S. State Department even wrote the country's conditution, which is pat of the peace
agreement. It says it is "Guided by the Purposes and Principles of the Charter of the United Nations' and
Is "ingpired” by saverd U.N. tregties on human rights. Moreover, in Annex |, the Bosnian governmert is
told that it has to enforce a series of internationd agreements, including the 1989 U.N. Convention on the
Rights of the Child, which hasn't even been ratified herein the U.S.

The fact that individuas indicted as war criminas by the U.N-sponsored International Tribunal for
the former Yugodavia were prohibited from holding political office in Bosnia was portrayed in an
extremely postive light. U.S. forces have been deployed to round up these suspects. But those concerned
about legality were troubled by the fact that there is no authority for the U.N. to run such a judicid
proceeding. The tribunals (there is another concerning Rwanda) are supposed to be based on  Chapter VII
of the U.N. Charter, but this authorizes U.N. military operations, not the cregtion of crimina courts. The
cregtion of these tribunas represents a blatant power grab by the U.N. designed to lay the groundwork for
an Internationd Crimina Court.

But NATO's link to the U.N. goes far back — to the North Atlantic Treaty itsef. The document
which established NATO declares that “The Parties to this Treaty resffirm ther faith in the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations...”

Before NATO formdly expanded to include three more countries, a charter was sgned between
NATO and Russa which makes it clear that NATO has become a militay am of the U.N. and that
Russan and American troops will work together in the future to police the world. The agreement refers
explicitly to NATO having "..taken on new missions of peacekeeping and criSs management in support
of the United Nations (UN) and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), such as
in Bosniaand Herzegovina...."
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Thus, the Bosnia deployment is confirmed to be a U.N. operation and modd for future military
activities. And just what is the OSCE? It is a European security organization that includes the U.S,
Russia, and many former Soviet-bloc countries. It is currently working with the U.N. in Bosnia

What Clinton has done, with the sipport of a Republican Senate, is bring about creation of a U.N.
Army through NATO, a process that has been largely non-controversa because of the generd public
perception that NATO served a worthwhile purpose as a defengve dliance againg Soviet aggression.
Clinton and his backers redized thaa NATO had a much better reputation than the U.N. Mot
Republicans, with such notable exceptions as Senator John Ashcroft (R-Mo.), were reluctant to chalenge
him.

Weve been told by more than one congressmen thet the controversy over the case of Army
Specidig Michad New may have been a factor in convincing Clinton and his top aides that massve
induction of American soldiers into a blue-hemeted U.N. Army was not possble. So, rather than make dl
of these troops wear U.N. uniforms, including blue berets and U.N. shoulder patches, they are being
deployed under the auspices of NATO, wearing their green Army uniforms. It's amassive deception.

The use of NATO as a militay am of the UN. has dmost as many legd and conditutiond
problems as the deployment to Macedonia

When NATO engaged in massve ar drikes on Serbian postions during the Bosnian civil war, it
became an active participant in that war. NATO became part of the Implementation Force (IFOR) and
later the Stabiilization Force (SFOR) in the former Yugodavia. And it was dl doneillegaly.

As noted by former foreign service officer Harold Eberle, “The North Atlantic Treety, by intent,
explicit verbiage, and its legidative higory, created a wholly defensve dliance. Article 5, which is the
core of the Pect, sates that the parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe
or North America will be conddered as an attack agang dl of them, and dl will in concert with one
another “take such action as necessary, including the use of armed forceg’ to restore and mantain the
security of the North Atlantic area (defined in the Treaty as the signatory powers and ther idands north of
the Tropic of Cancer). Article 11 says that be Treaty shdl be ratified and carried out by the parties “in
accordance with their respective congtitutional processes.”

“Had any of the beligerents in Bosnia committed armed aggresson againsgt any NATO sgnatory
nation? Quite the opposite. The U.S. attacked them.”

Eberle points out that Senator Arthur Vandenberg (R-Mich.), the pivota figure during the Foreign
Rdations Committee's 16-day NATO hearings in April 1949, queried Secretary of State Dean Acheson
about the precise limits of the Treaty: "It is not my understanding that it would come into effect on the
basis of contemplation; the armed attack has to occur. Am | wrong on that?'" Acheson: "You are right,
Senator."

Vandenberg pressed on: "..no nation is the target of this Treaty unless it nominates itsdf as an
armed aggressor. Isthat right?' Acheson: "Yes, gr; that is correct.”

Eberle comments, “There is no doubt that the Vandenberg-Acheson colloquy on Articles 5 and 11
was responsble for the Treaty unanimoudy clearing the Committee 13-0, and being ratified 82-13 by an
othewise reluctant full Senate. Had ex-lawv professor William J. Clinton's current tortured judtification
for its agpplication today in Bosnia been expounded back in 1949, the Tresty would never have been
favorably reported by the Foreign Relations Committee nor adopted by the Senate.” (Sic)

Indeed, the whole point of the Vandenberg-Acheson exchange was precisdy to assure the
Congress and the nation (as well as Europe and Soviet leaders) that no future President could possibly
digtort the intent of the Treaty. The very words "take such action as necessary” and "in accordance with
their conditutional processes’ were deliberately inserted into the Tresty by Vandenberg to preserve the
Congresss war declaration powers.

Yet Presdent Clinton, without prior Congressond approva, ordered American troops into Bosnia
under the aegis of NATO, dong with military contingents from dozens of other nations. Eberle
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commented that the presdent was converting a limited defensive dliance “into a multinationd Boy Scout
pack with a series of rhetoricd flip-flops to judtify his ill-conceived commitment, the consequences of
which no one can accurady predict, and for which no vitd American interest exists other than proving
‘American leadership.’”

Actudly, the American “interest” seems to lie in working with the U.N. to creste an Idamic dae
in the heart of Europe. The Bosnian Mudims, whom we are supporting, dso receive assgtance from the
Ardd/ Mudim bloc, including Saudi Arabia and Iran Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovic is sad to have
meade the following declaration in his book, Muslim Declaration:

“There can be no peace or coexistence between Islamic faith and non-1damic faith and ingtitutions...The
Idamic movement must and can take power as soon asit is morally and numericaly strong enough, not
only to destroy the non-Islamic power, but to build up a new Idamic one...”

Why have American military personnd been put in the podtion of fighting and dying on behdf of
aMudim state in Europe?

As this book was going to press, it appeared America was preparing to go to war under the aegis
of NATO in a place cdled Kosovo, aso on behdf of Mudims. By and large, the media had treated the
issue as something tha required no Significant nationa debate. On ABC's This Week with Sam
Donadson and Cokie Roberts on June 14, Senate Mgority Leader Trent Lott was asked a grand total of
two questions about NATO's pending decison to intervene, to risk American lives in the conflict. Lott’s
answers, which were in favor of intervention, were indiginguisheble from the policy of the Clinton
Adminigtration.

Pandig George Will asked a smple question: What's the American interest there and how
important is it? Lott never answered the question. Ingtead, he sad it had globd implications and that
America ought to be prepared to act. Asked whether American troops ought to be used, Lott talked about
the seriousness of the Stuation and said that we can't wait forever.

These pitiful answers to serious questions were largely ignored because George Will had prefaced
the quedtion by saying that ethnic cleansng was teking place in Kosovo. That is guaranteed to get a
politician to endorse some kind of action for any reason. Politicians don't want to gppear soft on human
rights violaions. But the human rights violations in this case ae teking place on both sdes If the
Yugodavian government is guilty of ethnic deangng, the Kosovo Liberation Army has been quilty of
waging terrorist attacks. Senator Lott and the Adminidration both wanted the U.S. to get involved right in
the middle of this.

On what basis? How does the U.S. or NATO judify intervening in a conflict in a foreign country?
The so-cdled “international community” agreed that Kosovo, where the violence was taking place, is a
part of Yugodavia Therefore, it should be an internd matter. On that level it's comparable to America's
cvil war. Even if we were deding with two separate countries, how does NATO judtify a decison to
intervene? As Harold Eberle points out, the NATO charter, article 5, says NATO is obligated to come to
the defense of its member states. NATO recently admitted three new members, Poland, Hungary and the
Czech Republic, but Kosovo isn't one of them.

It's true that the recent Senate vote on NATO expanson included a reference to “other missons’
for NATO. It sad that NATO can engage in these “other missons’ when there is a consensus among its
members “that there is a threat to the security and interests of NATO members” Is this vague formulation
the basis for NATO's actions on Kosovo? If so, then NATO can intervene anywhere in the world for
amog any reason. If this is the case, when why should the Congress retain its conditutiona right to
declare war and make the rules and regulations for the Armed Forces?

It's becoming apparent that Congress is being (voluntarily) cut out of the process, and that NATO
Is acting as a crucid eement of an emerging U.N. army. These are the “other missons’ it is undertaking.
Sending our troops directly to Kosovo would be explained in terms of stopping more bloodshed, but the

39



deployment could aso turn out to resemble the one in Bosnia — with no end in sght. NATO expanson
means more such endless commitments in the future.

Tragicdly, no-win wars have become rather common to Americans. Since World War 11, in fact,
the United States has not won a war in the sense of totd military victory, the destruction of an enemy, and
the occupation of enemy teritory. The Korean War, fought under U.N. auspices, was a ddiberate
ddemate, the Vietham War was logst by politicians who prohibited victory, and the Persan Gulf War was
terminated before totd victory was achieved.

In Koreg, the criticd point came in 1951, when U.N. forces were on the offensve and Generd
Douglas MacArthur was cdling for totd victory, including ar and ground attacks on the Chinese
Mainland. MacArthur was then relieved of his command by Presdent Truman and cease-fire discussons
began in response to a proposa by the Soviet Union for U.N.-sponsored truce talks. In Korea, retired
Magor Generd John K. Singlaub noted that America "accepted a drange new concept: limited war.”
Today, we till have 37,000 U.S. troops in South Korea that are under U.N. control.

Virtudly the same thing happened in the Gulf War. Genera Norman Schwarzkopf, the
commander of the Gulf War effort, has explained that the war was terminated because U.N. resolutions
which authorized the war effort alowed our forces to evict the Iragi Army from Kuwait, but not to pursue
the enemy to its capita and military headquarters in Baghdad.

The concept of "limited war" aso applied in the Vietnam conflict, started by North Vietnamese
Communis Ho Chi Minh, usng a phony “indigenous’ movement in the South cdled the Viet Cong.
Curioudy, Generd Schwarzkopf has written that one of the reasons the U.S. lost in Vietnam was a failure
to obtain "internationd legitimacy,” such as the U.N., for our intervention. He ignores the fact tha the
U.N. was then undergoing a dramdtic trandformation from the time when it was conddered an
organization dominated by the U.S. to one dominated by the Soviets and their client states. And the fact
is the entire Vietnam fiasco was fought under the auspices of SEATO, which was a “regiond
arrangement” identical to NATO. History shows clearly that the U.S. lost the war because there was a
falure of the political will to win, and because an objective of totd victory was never pursued. Wha is
not yet so clear is that many of our actions were thwarted or compromised by individuds within SEATO
who were favorable to the Communists®  Fighting under SEATO instead of the authority of Congress
and the Conditution, many precedents were established upon which future administrations have been able
to point back and use to judtify even more actions not congtitutiond.

During the Reagan and Bush Adminigrations, things changed. Some military actions were
undertaken that had decisive outcomes. These included the invasion and liberation of Grenada and
Panama. It is noteworthy that U.N. approva of these operations was not sought. Indeed, if such approva
had been sought, it would not have been given. Russia (then the Soviet Union), China and perhaps France
would have used their vetoes on the Security Council to prohibit U.N. endorsement of such military
operations.

Reagan's mgor successes in foreign policy, including the liberation of Grenada and support for
anti-communist movements in Nicaragua and Afghanigan, had to be implemented completely outsde of

3% SEPTEMBER 8, 1954. The Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty was signed by the eight participating nations,
including the United States. The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), isaregional subsidiary of the UN, later served
asthe primary "legal" justification for U.S. involvement in Vietnam. Writing in the New Y ork Timesfor March 2, 1966, C. L.
Sulzberger revealed that former Secretary of State John Foster Dulles "fathered SEATO with the deliberate purpose, as he
explained to me, of providing the U.S. President with legal authority to intervenein Indochina." After thewar, which formally
ended with a communist victory on April 30, 1975, SEATO, having served its purpose, was disbanded (February 1976).

Source: The New American, April 3, 1995, UNITED NATIONS CHRONOLOGY: FIFTY YEARS OF SHAME, by Robert W.

Lee
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U.N. channels. If Reagan had depended on the U.N. to further American interests, we would probably be
facing a Communist Centra America and an expanding Soviet empire today.

Under Bill Clinton there has been a dramatic accderation of along-standing trend. American
foreign and military policy has been conducted consistently in deference to the U.N. In fact, Clinton has
endeavored to get the U.S. more deeply involved in awide variety of U.N. operations. Somdiaremains
the most obvious example. It strue that President Bush had first deployed our troops to Somalia. But
Clinton conscioudy changed the nature of the operation, from a U.S.-led humanitarian misson, to one of
"nation building" led by the U.N. The Commander-in-Chief who had avoided military service in Vietnam
was now eager to commit American livesto war on behdf of the United Nations.

We can 4ill remember the gruesome scenes. A body of an American soldier was dragged through
the streets of Mogadishu, Somdia. Supporters of Somai war lord Mohammed Farrah Aidid  strapped the
corpse of another U.S. soldier to a whed barow. Sll others waved a bloody limb. This unholy
desecration sad a lot about the nature of the thugs our troops faced. Unfortunately, the fact that this
happened aso sad a lot aout the mordly bankrupt Clinton policy that put our troops there. The policy
had no defined gods, was compromised by the authority given to the United Nations, and included no
timetable for withdrawdl.

The U.S/U.N. misson in Somdia ended in a humiliating withdrawa because it was compromised
from the sart. In a misson that resembles current NATO operations in Bosnia desgned to apprehend
suspected “war criminds,” U.S. Army Rangers in Somdia were ordered to capture Generd Aidid. A 15
hour firefight resulted in 18 Americans dead and 84 wounded. In this battle, it took hours for U.N.
headquarters to get needed supplies and reinforcements to the Americans. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin
had aso withheld needed equipment and supplies from our forces.

The Somdia disaster can never be forgotten. It represented Clinton's first attempt to order our
troops on a U.N. misson. The Somdia disagter, in part, caused Clinton and his backers to switch gears, to
abandon the notion of usng the U.N. itsdf as a world army. When the next intervention took place, in
Haiti, U.S. troops were used only under U.N. authorization — but not direct U.N. control — to ingdl a pro-
Communigt ruler, JeantBertrande Aristide. U.S. troops were deployed on behdf of the U.N. to overthrow
one government and ingal another. From the U.N. viewpoint, however, this was “nation-building” & its
best. This deployment was not unprecedented. The same type of deployment, with smilar results, was
utilized in the Congo in the 1960’ s to prop up the Communist puppet Patrice Lumumba.

The policy had been lad out in advance in Mandate for Change, the book expressing the views of
the Democratic Leadership Council (DLC) and its think tank, the Progressive Policy Indtitute. President
Clinton had served as a charman of the DLC. Other chairmen included Senators Sam Nunn and Charles
Robb, and Representative Richard Gephardt. Vice Presdent Al Gore was a DLC member when he was in
the U.S. Senate.

Mandate for Change presented a foreign policy that put heavy emphasis on the U.N. In a chapter
entitlted, "U.S. Globa Leadership for Democracy,” Will Marshdl strongly endorsed U.S. involvement in
U.N. military operations, saying:

"The U.S. should support the creation of a United Nations rapid-deployment force that could take on

policing and relief duties that might otherwise fal into our lap by default....This would not reguire the U.N.

to maintain a large standing army, but rather a force that could be called up from units of national armed

forces -- indluding our own -- and earmarked and trained in advance." *°

The clear intention was to create an environment under which American forces were to be placed
under U.N. command or authorization. Some andysts contend thet American troops have served
temporarily under foreéign commanders in the past, incuding UN. commanders. But today's
circumgtances are radicaly different. One difference is that Clinton ordered some of them to wear U.N.

39 Will Marshall and Martin Schram, Mandate for Change (New Y ork: Berkeley Books, 1993), p. 306.
41



uniforms. Ancther criticd difference is that the Clinton Adminigration clearly coordinated its efforts with
U.N. plans to activate Article 43 of the U.N. Charter, which authorizes a standing U.N. force. The
Adminigration's action had to be understood in the context of what U.N. Secretary Generd Boutros
Boutros-Ghai had openly proclamed in his so-caled "Agenda for Peace" report of January 31, 1992. He
explained:

P "Under Article 42 of the (U.N.) Charter, the Security Council has the authority to take military

action to maintain or restore international peace and security. While such action should only be

taken when al peaceful means have failed, the option of taking it is essentia to the credibility of

the United Nations as a guarantor of internationa security. This will require bringing into being,

through negotiations, the specia agreements foreseen in Article 43 of the Charter, whereby

Member States undertake to make armed forces, assistance and facilities available to the Security

CounciLOfor the purposes stated in Article 42, not only on an ad hoc basis but on a permanent

basis."

President Clinton's selection of Generd John M. Shaikashvili, the NATO Commander, to succeed
Genera Colin Powe| as chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, was designed to further this policy.

Journdist Fred Barnes had reported that in June, 1993, General Shdikashvili had endorsed the expansion
of the U.N. in military affairs, with NATO playing an auxiliary role. Thisis exactly, of course, whet has
come about. The Generd was quoted as saying, "NATO should not be viewed as atool of the United
Nations, but rather as a partner where the United Nations establishes the mora and legal mandate for
specific action and the Alliance (NATO) provides the tools, or at least the mgority of the toals, to fulfill
that mandate.”

Another clear indication of Adminidraion intent was the decison to gppoint the controversa
Morton Haperin to a new post in the Depatment of Defense as Assstant Secretary of Defense for
Democracy and Peacekeeping. Halperin had written that

"The United States should explicitly surrender the right to intervene unilaterdly in the

internal  affairs of other countries by overt military means or by covert operations. Such

Hf-resraint would bar interventions like those in Grenada or Panama unless the United

Sates fird ganed the explicit consent of the international community acting through the

(U.N.) Security Coundil or aregiond organization.” **

Ironicaly, Haperin's pro-U.N. views proved to be some of the least controversa that he held.
Much of the criticism of his nominaion focused on his support of the pro-Communist CIA turncod,
Philip Agee. He was 0 controversd that the U.S. Senae faled to confirm him. Presdent Clinton turned
aound and named him to a daff pogtion on the National Security Council, a post that didn't require
Senate confirmation.

Before Clinton, President John F. Kennedy had pushed the concept of a U.N. “peace force” that
would replace the armies of the nation states. It was spelled out in a Sate Department document entitled,
“Freedom from War: The United States Program for General and Complete Dissrmament.” Also known
as Publication 7277, it urged the “disbanding of al nationa amed forces and the prohibition of ther
reestablishment in any form whatsoever other than those required to preserve internd order and for
contributions to a United Nations pesce force.”

The plan was not formaly carried out. However, in a July 16, 1992 letter, a State Department
“foreign affars specidid” informed a member of the public that “many of the gpecific arms control

40 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “An Agenda for Peace,” report of the secretary-general pursuant to the statement adopted by the
Summit Meeting of the Security Council on 31 January 1992 (New Y ork: United Nations, 1992), p. 25.

41 Asquoted by Senator Paul Coverdell, “ Charting a Clear Foreign Policy Course,” Washington Times, January 4, 1994, p.
Al4.
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proposals’ outlined in that and a related document “have been achieved or are presently being
negotiated.”** He described anumber of areas dedling with arms-control tresties.

The one area where Clinton appeared to buck the U.N. planners came when the U.S. initidly
decided not to sSgn a treaty designed to “ban” landmines that came out of a December 1997 U.N.
conference. A Pentagon study had warned that such a ban would result in a least 35 percent more
American causdities in a war. However, in May, 1998, Clinton reversed course, announcing that the U.S.
would join the treaty by the year 2006, regardiess of whether the U.S. has developed replacements for the
mines or not. Former Asssant Secretary of Defense Frank Gaffney commented, “President Clinton has
once again demondrated his willingness to disregard the best interests of the U.S. military - and to put its
men and women needlessly at risk.”

In his autobiography, An American Life, the true fedings of disdain that Presdent Reagan had for
the U.N. came through in a section dedling with the organization’'s role in the Cold War. In 1986, after the
U.S. arested a Soviet spy in the U.S, Soviet KGB agents seized and imprisoned a Moscow correspondent
for U.S News & World Report, Nicholas Daniloff, and accused him of spying for the U.S. The trumped-
up charges againgt Daniloff angered Reagan, who recognized the arrest of Daniloff as a typicd Soviet
ploy to grab an innocent American and then offer him in exchange for the apprehended Soviet agent.

In retdiation, in a September 9 entry in his persond diary, Reagan proposed that we "kick a haf
hundred of their UN KGB agents out of the country.” The number, though, dwindled down to 25. "Were
sending 25 of their UN gaff home™ Reagan wrote. "All are KGB agents.” When the Secretary Generd of
the U.N. dtated that the U.S. eviction of the Soviets was againg the U.N. charter, Reagan commented,
"Hed better be careful, if we cut off [their] UN alowance they might be out of business™® Reagan's
reaction reflects the fact thet, from its inception, the U.N. has consgtently sided with the Communigts. It's
a tragedy that this attitude was not reflected in some of the key gppointments he made in the foreign
policy and military arena.

Echoing Reagan, John R. Bolton, assdant secretary of date for internationa organization affairs
during the Bush Adminidration, points out that the U.N. falled to play a pogtive role in "the most
profound and dangerous regiond standoff" during the 40 years of the Cold War — the divison of Europe.
"There" he sad, “...the U.N. was missng in action." Indeed, the U.N. was “missng in action” from our
sSde, but it played an active role on the Soviet side.

In 1993, a a summit in Vancouver, Presdent Clinton and Russan Presdent Boris Ydtsan
announced the establishment of a "drategic partnership” between the two countries that involved military
cooperation. At the concluson of a September 8 Pentagon ceremony, where a "Memorandum of
Undergtanding” was signed by then Defense Secretary Les Aspin and Russian Defense Miniger Pavel
Grachev, Agpin sad that, "Following Presdent Clinton's direction, | have made building this partnership
atop priority." He said, "It is a partnership in which military and defense rdlations play aleading role™*

Aspin explained:

"It is an agreement tha recognizes tha the well-being and the security of the

United States and the Russan Federdtion are vitaly related. It is an agreement that

seeks to put the years of superpower rivary and nuclear confrontation behind us.

And it is an agreement that builds for the future by formdly establishing a series of

continuing contacts and relationships between our two defense establishments.™

42 Mathew Murphy, Foreign Affairs specialist, Department of State, |etter, July 16, 1992.
43 Mathew Murphy, Foreign Affairs specialist, Department of State, letter, July 16, 1992,
44 Media Availability With Les Aspin, U.S. Secretary of Defense, and General of the Army Pavel Grachev, Russian Minister of
Defense, The Pentagon, Arlington, Virginia, Defense Department Briefing, September 8, 1993.
45 .
Ibid.
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The initigtives in the memorandum included a peacekesping exercise involving military forces
from both countries. The exercise, dubbed "Peacekeeping 94" and featuring 250 U.S. and 250 Russan
infantry soldiers, was caried out in September of 1994 in Russa The Ameicans used Russan
helicopters and armored personnel carriers because they were not dlowed to bring their own equipment.
A joint exercise was held in the U.S. the following year.

Sgnificantly, the idea of U.S-Russan peacekeeping exercises was an idea proposed by Grachev.
The Washington Post even reported, "One officid sad Aspin welcomed the idea enthusagticaly, adding
that there is a redl progpect that Russans or Americans might operate one day under the command of ther
former chief adversary." *° (emphasis mine)

How might U.S. forces be commanded by Russans? The U.N. provides the answer.

Presdent Clinton's "Policy on Reforming Multilaterd Peace Operations” the public verson of
Presdentid Decision Directive 25, included this curious paragraph:

"With respect to the question of peacekeeping in the territory of the former Soviet

Union, requests for traditiond UN blue-hemeted operations will be consdered on

the same basis as other requests.’

An andyss of this document noted that the use of the phrase "territory of the former Soviet
Union" implied an Eastern Europe "dill defined in teems of Russan imperidian rather than by the
establishment of independent states™® It suggested that U.N. troops could be deployed a Russias request
to reassart Russian control over the "former” Soviet Union.

It didn't take long until a verson of this came to pass. On July 22, 1994, the U.N. Security Council
approved a resolution "welcoming Russas contribution to a peacekesping force in Abkhazia" a region of
Georgia. The Russan Ambassador to the U.N., Yuli Vorontsov, had said that without U.N. acceptance of
Russan peacekeeping in Georgia, Moscow would veto a U.N. resolution authorizing an invasion of Haiti.
Washington Post foreign dafars columnig Laly Weymouth cdled it a "cynicd ded," noting that "the
United States has given Russa the right to reoccupy the Caucasus and other former Soviet republics in
return for Russian acquiescence in U.N. Security Council resolutions on Haiti." But Weymouth aso saw
the whole exercise as aviolation of the U.N.'sown rules:

"In supporting, abet tacitly, Russan 'peacekeeping’ in Georgia, the United States appears

to have redefined the U.N. peace-keeping mandate. For example, under the U.N. Charter,

no more than one-third of a peace-keeping force can come from any one country. But the

'peace-keepers in Georgia are dmost exclusively Russian.™®

With the Clinton Adminigration in power — and a cooperative Republican Congress — U.S. and
Russan troops, with U.N. backing and assstance, were deployed together as members of the
peacekeeping force in Bosnia. There is no end to this deployment in sght. And the prospect that Russans
could command U.S. troops remains adistinct possibility.

But the question remains — a question posed to American Marines in Lt. Commander Guy
Cunningham’s survey — as to whether American soldiers on a U.N. misson would open fire on ther
fdlow Americans resding confiscation of ther fireams. Could this mercenary army be used agang
American citizens? Cunningham’'s survey found that about twenty-five percent of our troops sad they
would shoot Americansif ordered to do so — ashocking finding.

¢ Barton Gellman, "Brothers-in Arms: Now Gl Joe and lvan to Train Together," The Washington Post, September 9, 1993,
p.Al.
;‘; Quoted in"Clinton's U.N. Peacekeeping Plan Still Flawed," Republican Research Committee, Undated., p.3.
Ibid.
49 |_ally Weymouth, "Yaltall," The Washington Post, July 24, 1994, p.C7.
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All this a the same time the U.N. is engaged in negotiations amed a an internationd gun-ban
treaty. Americans can argue with the Internationd Crimina Court about the Second Amendment dl they
like, it will do no good.

An August 27, 1997 U.N. Generd Assembly document, “Generd and Complete Disarmament:
Smdl Arms” includes proposas that could srike at the very heart of our own Second Amendment
freedoms. It urges globd scruting of everything from clubs and knives to revolvers and hunting
weapons.>°

Lawrence Pratt, executive director of Gun Owners of America, says U.S. documents make it
clear “they are very serous about disarming American civilians” He cites U.N. surveys and vaious
projects on the issue of “civilian disarmament.”

The National Rifle Association says proposas developed by one U.N. body, the U.N. Crime
Prevention and Criminad Justice Commission, include:

Limiting gun ownership to one gun per person.

Forcing hunters to remove their guns from their homes and store them only a sporting clubs.
Requiring private citizens to prove you ‘need a gun, and to obtan officid government
permission before you can own one.

Requiring expengive insurance for dl gun owners.

Forcing firearms collectors to render al their guns non-functiond.

Placing an upper age limit on gun ownership. That means once you reach a certain age, you
must hand over your gun to the government.”>*

As the U.N. develops a world army capable of enforcing a globa gun-ban, it is dso working to
develop its own police force capable of monitoring and enforcing such a ban. In Bosnia, as noted, an
“International Police Task Force” was created, under the control of the U.N. Secretary-Generd. In July
1997, in noting the “increasng role and specid functions of civilian policg’ in U.N. peacekegping
operations, the U.N. Security Council issued a statement to “encourage States to make available to the
United Nations a short notice gppropriaidy trained civilian police’ through specid arangements with the
U.N. for other deployments.>?

The first test may come in Albania, where the New York Times reported that the government had
asked the U.N. “to hdp disarm a civilian population that has amassed hundreds of thousands of wegpons
and a vagt supply of ammunition...” The U.N. undersecretary-genera for disssmament affairs agreed that
the U.N. would supervise the effort.>3

But U.S. troops dready played that role in Somalia, with disastrous results. Many forget that the
U.N. Security Council on March 26, 1993 had passed a resolution emphasizing “the crucid importance of
disamament,” incdluding mantaining control of the “heavy wegpons’ of the organized factions until they
are brought under “internationd control,” and the saizure of the “smdl arms of dl unauthorized armed
elements and to assist in the registration and security of such ams...”>*

Just a few months later, in August, 18 members of the Ranger Task Force were killed and 84 were
wounded in araid againg the faction led by Genera Aideed.

®0 This document could be found, at the time we were writing this book, on the internet at:
http//www/un.org/Depts/dda/Firstcom/SGreport52/a52298.html

®1 TanyaK. Metaksa, Executive Director, NRA Institute for Legislative Action, NRA letter, July 1998.

%2 Security Council press release, “ Security Council Encourages States to Make Trained Civilian Police Available At Short
Notice for United Nations Operations,” July 14, 1997.

53 Barbara Crossette, “U.N. Agreesto Help Albanian Government Disarm Civilians,” New York Times, July 14, 1998.

54 Memorandum for Senator Thurmond and Senator Nunn. Review of the Circumstances Surrounding the Ranger Raid on
October 3-4, 1993 in Mogadishu, Somalia, September 29, 1995, p.14.
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Could something like this hgppen in America? Miched pegged it indinctivedly when he sad,
“Dad, if they can make me wear that uniform in Europe, they can make me wear it in Texas”

Such questions are possible because it is gpparent that the U.N. is pursuing a policy that ams to
disam the “factions’ of the entire world, including nation-states, to such an extent that the U.N. becomes
the predominant military power.

Clinton is pursng this policy for the time being through NATO. But he has dill not given up on
the idea of an officia sanding U.N. Army. George Archibad of the Washington Times disclosed that the
Clinton Adminidration was secretly funding the establishment of a “sandby” U.N. amy. “Congressond
officids are invedtigaing $200,000 the Clinton Adminigration gave the United Naions lagt fdl to
mobilize a worldwide standby army for peacekeeping operations” he reported. The money, taken from
American taxpayers, went to creste a U.N. trust fund to finance a new U.N. military operation cdled the
Rapidly Deployable Mission Headquarters. Archibad said the administration gave “back door” support to
the scheme because of the “poalitical sengtivity” over creating astanding U.N. army.

However, the differences between a “sandby” and “sanding” amy are few. A sandby army
involves different countries providing troops to the UN. A standing army involves troops directly under
U.N. contral. In either case, the U.N. would be able to directly cal on potentidly tens of thousands of
troops for “peacekeeping” missons. In the case of the U.N. “standby” army, the administration decided to
“reprogram” foreign aid money intended for another purpose into the U.N.

This was findly too much for Congress to take. Rep. Jod Hefley (R-Col.) went on the House floor
on May 20, 1998 to introduce a resolution cutting off U.S. funds to the stand-by U.N. Army. His measure
passed by a vote of 250-172. The vote was a sSgn of hope that the U.N.’s plans for a mercenary army
could eventudly be turned back. But it will take a lot of public pressure and a Congress with a backbone.
Much more work has to be done.

Consarvatives have higoricdly tended to be very pro-military, with or without a Congtitutiond
underpinning for their pogtion. Selective Service is a case in point. In a free republic, where involuntary
sarvitude is forbidden under the Conditution, how does the government justify forang its ditizens to
participate in war? Conservatives have traditionaly supported this position. But now that we can see the
draft being applied to our sons — and our daughtery(!) — to impress them into service under the United
Nations againgt their will, now the light of Condtitutionality may suddenly dawn upon many more parents.

When a war is not popular back home, perhaps it's an indication that the country ought not be
involved in it. If you “have a war, and nobody comes,” as the peaceniks sed to say, then perhaps you
ought to reconsider. Wheress, if our borders are invaded, no one doubts that America will respond and
meet the invaders a the beaches. A defensive war never needs a draft to force people to defend their
country. What other kind of war isjudtifiable?

Every time | read the concerns of the Founding Fathers in the Declaration of Independence and the
Condtitution about the dangers of a danding army, the more | wonder when America will recognize the
need for us to reduce our army to an officers corps, returning our troops to the respective states and
national guards, and caling upon them only when Congress sees the need to declares war. This is not a
plea for our nation to be weak, militarily. Technology makes it easer than ever to defend oursaves from
atack today. A danding army grows soft and restless and must be employed, legaly or otherwise.
Sending our army back to the States could grestly reduce the temptation of presidents to turn them into
mercenaries. Furthermore, it may well generate among the governors of the nation a more proper concern
for the protection of the lives of the citizens of each date.

Michagl summed it up in a quip one day, when he sad, “If I'd wanted to be a mercenary, I'd have
joined the French Foreign Legion.”
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Chapter 5
War Criminals
Thelnternational Criminal Court

Michad New was prosecuted for refusng to serve in the U.N.s growing mercenary army.
[ronicdly, if he had stayed in the sarvice — either as an American or a U.N. soldier — he could conceivably
be prosecuted today on another charge: “war crimes.”

| have been explaning to audiences for some time that there are but three legs of the ool
remaining to make a one-world government possible, and one of those legs is a World Court.  There must
be some agency to arbitrate disputes, and every government requires a udiciary branch.

The other two legs, of course, are a World Tax and a World Army to enforce the orders of the
court, to collect the taxes, and to impose the will of the central government upon the world.

Every adminidgration snce Franklin Roosevelt has incressed this nation's commitment to the
“internationd  community.” Harry Truman cdled it a “bipatisan foreign policy.” While Democras tend
to be more aggressve in this field, a case can be made for regarding George Bush as our grestest
Globdist since Roosavet> Today, the Clinton-Gore administration has put our soldiers into an
increasingly untenable Stuation. As more of them have been deployed around the world, mostly on behaf
of the U.N., they stand more chances of being prosecuted — by the U.N. itsdlf!

This was dramaticadly demonstraied when a U.N. conference recently voted overwhdmingly for a
treaty to creste an Internationa Crimind Court (ICC) that could prosecute American citizens, including
our troops®® The ICC claims the right to prosecute Americans before a foreign tribund without the
Condtitutional protections of our Bill of Rights. The Washington Times noted, “The court's datute
effectivdy gives it authority over every nation in the world, including those that refuse to raify it. That
means that even without American consent, U.S. soldiers could ill be cdled before the court on
accusations of war crimes, crimes against humanity, genocide, or aggression.”®’

David Scheffer, the U.S. ambassador-at-large for war-crimes issues and our main representative at
the U.N. negotiating the ICC, had gone into the conference prepared to put Americans under the
juridiction of the ICC. He had said, “It is not credible to argue that the United States is supporting the
cregtion of this court while guaranteeing that no American will ever come before it. We are not saying
Americans are off bounds”>® However, when the U.N. voted to do just that, he balked. The Clinton-Gore
Adminigration voted againg the find draft, but only because they were ingsting on a veto power for the
members of the Security Council.

However, dl Americans, including civilians, are now potentid targets of the ICC. The 120-7 vote
for the treaty by \arious nations of the world amounted to a declaration of war on our rights as American
citizens. If dlowed to take effect, it conditutes nothing less than a bloodless coup de' etat, a conquest by
declaration. It means the Globdists move into the final phese of diminating nationa sovereignty.

The dgnificance of the devedlopment of the ICC cannot be underestimated. In a continuing quest
for the powers that would make it into a full-fledged world state, the United Nations has now clamed the
authority to arrest, prosecute and imprison people on aworld-wide basis.

%5 |ronically, when | made a statement along this line to a reporter, indicating my opinion that this problem is not to be found in
just the Democrat Party, Mr. Bush’s press aide send me a personal letter stating, “1 was deeply offended by your quote on the
front page of yesterday’ swall Street Journal suggesting President Bush somehow supports the subjugation of American
sovereignty. Nothing could be further from the truth.” Perhaps a chapter in my next book can deal with Mr. Bush’slong
record of internationalism, but even that would be inadequate.

%% |n Rome, July 17, 1998.

> Betsy Pisik, “World criminal court created,” The Washington Times, July 18, 1998, p.1.

%8 Quoted in “U.S. may nix plan for U.N. tribunal,” Betsy Pisik, the Washington Times, October 22, 1997, p. 1.
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The dleged crimes to be prosecuted by the ICC include genocide, crimes againgt humanity, war
crimes and “aggresson,” which wasn't defined. But under the treaty, one can be guilty of genocide for
causng “serious bodily or menta harm to members of the group....” One can be guilty of war crimes for
“willfully causng great suffering, or serious injury to body or hedth...,” or of “committing outrages upon
persond dignity, in particular humilisting and degrading treatment....” Thus, making people fed bad is
grounds for prosecution. Perhgps we need to be much more careful about our ethnic jokes.

The Clinton Adminigration backed away from supporting the ICC. Was it because this
adminigraion favors naiond sovereignty and could see that our independence is directly threstened by
the existence of the Internationd Crimina Court? Hardly.

The Clinton hedtation is because the adindration wanted an exemption for U.S. troops — not
necessarily those acting to protect and defend our own nationd security interests — but those serving as
“peacekeepers’ or picking up “war criminas’ in foreign countries.

Any modicum of independence has become too much for the U.N. Generd Assembly and its
various conferences to tolerate. The pack of third-world countries, many of which are little more than
glorified tribal dictatorships propped up with American foreign ad and United Nations recognition, are
now sndling blood. This anti-American bias, which has dways been a lurking force in the U.N. generd
assembly, and even more 0 in its world-wide bureaucracy, is now rising to the top, as the USA gradualy
reduces its restraining hand and gives the pack more leeway to howl and demand that America be brought
to its knees. These little banana republics and family-run governments represent their citizens even less
than Bill Clinton represents the American people. Their desre for power is normd. What is dnormd is
for a powerful country to abdicate, to voluntarily turn that power over to others, and even worse, to turn it
over to those who do not share our cultural and historical world view. Thereisaword for such activities,

Notice the words of State Depatment spokesman James Rubin in explaining why the Clinton
Adminigtration decided not to support the ICC. He did not say that members of the U.S. Armed Forces
could be prosecuted. He said that “peacekeepers’ could be prosecuted. Further, Rubin said the ICC “could
inhibit the ability of the United States to meet dliance [NATO] obligations and participate in
multinationd peacekeeping operations”  Congder that he sad absolutdy nothing about inhibiting the
ability of our troops to defend America's nationa security interests. That's because nationd interests have
been subjugated to internationd interests by this administration. Oppostion to the ICC was explained
totdly in tems of U.S paticipaion in UN.-syle militay operations® And who are these
peacekeepers? They are our own troops, under the authority of NATO and the United Nations.

USA Today reported, “The USA said its chief concern was that U.S. soldiers stationed abroad as
peacekeepers could be charged with crimes such as rape or torture without U.S. consent, even if
Washington does not sign the agreement.”®® Again, note the term “ peacekeepers.”

Even the Pentagon has taken this pogtion. As noted by the New York Times in a dispaich before
the U.N. conference, the Pentagon had issued a memorandum warning that “if the court was set up and
was not properly restrained, it could target ther own soldiers — paticulaly when they were acting as
peacekeepers - and subject them to frivolous or politicaly motivated investigations by a rogue prosecutor
or an overzealous tribundl . ©*

This memorandum was digribued to more than 100 foregn military attaches from embasses in
Washington, D.C. It had no sgnificant impact, as demonstrated by the 120-7 vote for the ICC treaty and
againg the U.S. pogtion. Neverthdess, the memorandum serves to demondrate current thinking in the
Depatment of Defense. This document, which reflects the views of top Clinton-agppointed officids,
included the following important and controversd statements:

%9 George Gedda, “U.S. Opposes War Crimes Tribunal,” Associated Press, July 20, 1998.
60 Barbara Slavin, “Jurisdiction worry puts U.S. off court pact,” USA Today, July 23, 1998, p. 5a
®1 Eric Schmitt, “ Pentagon Battles Plans for International War Crimes Tribunal,” New York Times, April 14, 1998.
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“The U.S. is committed to replace the ad hoc approach to international war
crimes tribunals with a standing court that can address future Cambodias or
Yugoslavias.

“The U.S. is committed to the successful establishment of a court.

“There should be an appropriate role in the exercise of ICC jurisdiction for
the UN Security Council, an which the members of the United Nations have
conferred primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and
security...”

Usng pro-U.N. terminology, the Pentagon was supporting the establishment of an ICC — the same
postion as the Clinton-Gore Adminidration — as long as the Security Council, where the U.S. has a
permanent seat and a veto, had a role in gpproving or blocking prosecutions. It was actualy a variation of
the postion held by Senator Jesse Helms (R-N.C.), chairman of the Snate Foreign Relations Committee,
who was depicted as a strong opponent of the ICC but had actually said he would consider ratification of
the treaety as long as it contained a U.S. veto. According to a release from Senator HIms' office, he had
warned that any treaty edtablishing an ICC “without a clear U.S. veto..will be dead-onarivd” a his
committee, °2

But a U.S. veto would be exercised by the executive branch, not by Congress, and it's not at all
clear that a liberd presdent like Bill Clinton or Al Gore would veto the prosecution of an American
oldier like Michae New. So the Hems pogdtion was questionable from the standpoint of preventing
Americans from coming under the jurisdiction of this court.

The red veto is, in fact, in the U.S. Conditution. The Conditution says the judicia power rests
with the Supreme Court and inferior courts. There is no authority to render the “Supreme’ Court an
inferior court. There is no loophole to create an ICC with or without a veto. There is no way under the
Condtitution that an American could or should come before this tribund. Indeed, there is no bass under
the Condtitution for even negotiating American participation in such a court.

Senator John Ashcroft (R-Mo.) took a Conditutional postion, noting thet the Administration went
into the negotiaions with no ingstence that the ICC incorporate and honor the Bill of Rights “Americas
position as the world leader is, in no smdl part, a product of the Conditution that is the envy of the world.
The Adminigration should be jusly proud of our Conditution and should indst upon it as the Sarting
point for any negotiations of an ICC.”®®  This position would have doomed the ICC from the dart,
because most of the nations a the U.N. never would have accepted it. The ICC conference might never
have occurred, and if it had, the United States would not have been represented.

Cliff Kincaid, Presdent of America’'s Survival, was the chief organizer of the Coalition for
American Sovereignty and the Bill of Rights, which staged a news conference on June 12, 1998, with
Senator Ashcroft to oppose the ICC. Kincaid, who was introduced by Senator Ashcroft, assembled a
codition of more than fifty different organizations, including our own Michael New Action Fund.

Speakers a the news conference included former Attorney General Edwin Meese,  former
Ambassador Frank Ruddy; Center for Security Policy director Frank Gaffney, a former assstant secretary
of defense; Michad Boos, director of the Nationd Citizens Legd Network, and Lee Casey of Hunton &
Williams, the co-author of an atide in Commentary magazine attacking the ICC. The caodition's
advisory board included John Bolton of the American Enterprise Indtitute, a former assstant secretary of
state, and Ted Carpenter of the Cato Indtitute.

Themisson of the codition was three-fold:

to support American sovereignty
to support the condtitutiond rights of al Americans

62 News release, “Helms Declares U.N. Criminal Court ‘ Dead-On-Arrival’ In Senate Without U.S. Veto,” March 26, 1998.
83 News release, “ Ashcroft, New Coalition Expose Dangers of World Criminal Court,” June 12, 1998.
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to oppose civil rights violaions by an International Crimind Court or any other globd body or
indtitution.

During the first week of the ICC conference, Kincaid appeared on the G SPAN televison network
to debate the ICC issue with Stephen Rickard of Amnesty Internationa. He denounced the treaty as
uncondtitutional and pointed out that Rickard's group is pat of a pro-ICC codition run by the World
Federdist Movement (WFM), an organization dedicated to world government. The WFM played the key
role in the NGO Caodition for an International Criminad Court. William R. Pace, the “convenor” of the
NGO Cadlition, is the executive director of the WFM, and the NGO Codition's mailing address is the
same as the WFM. Steven Gerber, a daffer from the World Federdlist Association (WFA), the U.S.
affiliate, has served as the coordinator of the Washington Working Group on the International Crimind
Court.

The WFM views the ICC as only one dement of an emerging “world federation” or “world
government” that will result from a strengthening of the United Nations®* It says this new world system
should have “adequate sources of revenue’ (i.e. globd taxes); a “world peacekeeping force” a “World
Disarmament Authority;” and a“world federal constitution.”®®

The WFA says that through the addition of new globa inditutions such as the ICC “national
sovereignty would be gradually eroded until it is no longer an issue’” and that a world federation will
be formaly adopted “with little resstance.” (Emphasis mine))

The WFA has dtracted the support of severd prominent politicd figures and persondities, such
as John B. Anderson, the former Republican Congressman and 1980 independent U.S. presidentia
candidate, who serves as WFA president; and former CBS News anchorman Walter Cronkite.

The WFM/WFA dso has high-levd government contacts. In 1993, Clinton State Department
officid Strobe Taboit received the “Global Governance Award” from the WFA. In a letter praisng WFA
and Talbott, President Clinton noted that Norman Cousins, a founder of the WFA, “worked for world
peace and world government.” Clinton wished the WFA “future success.”

While the Pentagon did not join the WFM/WFA in actudly endorsng the ICC, it dated in its
memorandum that the U.S. had “provided important resources and personnd in support of the Bosnia and
Rwandawar crimestribunas”

This was true, unfortunate, and tragic. These tribunds are stepping stones to the ICC. And the ICC
isone of the keysto a One World Government.

In one such case of “globa judtice” in a preview of what the ICC could do to Americans, a war
crimes “sugpect” being hed in a United Nations prison cdl in the Netherlands by the Bosnia tribund was
found dead — “hanged” — in a case of aleged “suicide’ on June 29, 1998. The dead “suspect,” Savko
Dokmanovic, the former Serb  Mayor of Vukovar, had been invited by a U.N. officid under fadse
pretenses to a meeting, where he was seized and handcuffed by about 20 masked gunmen. He was then
taken to The Hague, Netherlands, where the tribund is based, and where he was jaled. In a satement,
Presdent Clinton sad he wecomed the kidngpping, noting that Dokmanovic was “under seded
indictment,” meaning that he had no idea he had been charged with any crime at al.

Thiskind of fraud and decet istypicd of United Nations' representatives over the past fifty years.

U.N. authorities said he committed suicide because he was depressed about a forthcoming verdict
in his case. This may or may not be true. But Washington Post reporter Charles Trueheart said U.N.
prosecutors had “falled to muster clear-cut evidence of his active paticipation” in any killings. So we are
supposed to believe that he was depressed over a possible verdict of not guilty? Does this make any sense
a dl? Equdly suspicious, he had been in a locked cdl, but the Post's Trueheart said that he had

2‘5‘ Seethe WFM site on the Internet: (www.getnet.com/wfalintl.htm).
[bid.
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gpparently “been able to get the locked cell door open” and hang himsdf from a door hinge with a piece
of cord. It is not clear how or where he got the cord.

Just a few days dfter this strange incident, the president of the U.N. tribuna which carried out and
supervised his imprisonment said that she is proud of the work she has done and that the ICC should
operae the same way. Gabridle Kirk McDondd told the ICC conference in Rome, “I think we' ve done a
good job with our rules.”

The problem is that her “rules’ include tactics that would make the Soviet KGB and the Nazi
Gestgpo proud. If Presdent Clinton and Gabrielle McDonald and the Hague can publicly be proud of
deceptive and fraudulent negotiations, as well as kidngpping, as wel as the blatant violaion of naiond
integrity in Bosnia, then what does that bode for you and me, dtting on the other sde of the world
confident that we are protected by our Condtitution and our Bill of Rights? The Bill of Rghts is null and
void wherever the United Nations operates.

Our soldiers are being used today to apprehend “suspects’ wanted by McDonald and her ilk. The
Clinton Adminigration was urging its NATO dlies to organize a police force to hunt down aleged war
ciminds and, by January of 1998, American soldiers in Bosnia were playing that role. In one dramatic
incident, they rushed from an unmarked van to seize a suspected war crimind. He was snatched, tied up,
and thrown into the van. Earlier, U.S. forces had provided back-up for British troops who killed a war
crimes sugpect. Clearly, that “ defendant” won't be standing trid.

In a dartling devdopment, U.S News & World Report disclosed that, for the last year, a U.S.
speciad operations task force had been “conducting one of the broadest covert operations since the
Vietnam Wa” — gahering intdligence on war criminads and sdzing them in a saries of raids The codt
was edtimated a $50 million.®® However, it was reported that one plan to seize a “war crimind” was
compromised by a femde French officer. A French Army mgor was accused of lesking information
about another plan. The magazine sad that a “cimae of migrus among NATO dlies’ had inhibited
these efforts.

The New York Times disclosed on July 26, 1998, that the Nationa Security Agency, which
conducts dectronic eavesdropping, the CIA, FBI agents, U.S. Marshals, and NATO had worked together
in an effort to locate and apprehend two politicd and military leaders of the Bosnian Serbs. After
spending more than two years and as much as $100 million, the plans were abandoned because they were
not considered practical.®’

In a controversa case that came before the Yugodavian tribuna, a Bosnian Serb named Goran
Lgic was accused of carying out atrocities agang Mudims and Croats a a specific camp in
northwestern Bosnia. He was one member of a group of Serbs indicted on charges of murder and torture.
Oddly, in the indictment handed down by Richard J. Goldstone, thenprosecutor of the tribund, the name
of Goran Lgjic appears but no specific charges appear next to it.

This cae was featured by the Codition for Internationa Justice (which is supported by the
American Bar Asodiaion) as an example of how the Internationd Crimind Tribund for the Former
Yugodavia was doing its job. Lgic had been arrested in Germany in March of 1996 and transported to
The Hague, where the tribuna is based. He was arraigned in May and pled innocent, saying he had “never
Set eyes’ on the camp in question.

More than two months later, however, on June 17, 1996, the tribuna issued an order “for the
withdrawa of the charges’ againg Lagic and he was returned to Germany. Without any explanaion or

66 Richard J. Newman, “Hunting War Criminals. The First Account of Secret U.S.
missions in Bosnia,” U.S. News & World Report, July 6, 1998.
67 Tim Weiner, “U.S. Cancels Plans For Raid on Bosnia To Capture 2 Serbs,” The New
York Times, July 26, 1998, p.1.
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apology, the court said it turned out to be a case of mistaken identity.®®

In another case, British NATO troops snaiched Bosnia Serb twin brothers as “war crimes
suspects’  and took them to The Hague, where they were accused of torturing and besting to death
Mudim inmates & a prison camp. The two men protested ther innocence until tribund authorities
admitted, in a mgor embarrassment, that it was dl a misake — another case of mistaken identity — and
they were sent home with an gpology. The brothers, who were apparently beaten during their arrest by
NATO troops, announced they would sue the U.N. tribunal.®®

In a case involving the U.N. crimina tribund for Rwanda, U.S. FBI agents were used in
September 1996 to arest a Rwandan pastor outsde Laredo, Texas, on charges of “crimes aganst
humanity” and genocide. The pastor, Elizgphan Ntakirutimana, had fled Rwanda and had been living with
family membersin Laredo.

The U.N. court wanted him extradited back to Africa to stand tria on the charges. In a dartling
development, however, he was released in December, 1997, after spending 14 months in a Laredo jall.
U.S. Magigtrate Notzon, who had issued the arrest warrant, determined that the extradition request was
illegal because the U.S. had never ratified atreaty with the U.N. court.

The judge dso found tha the evidence for the charges agangt the pastor was vague and
questionable. He found the evidence came from a dngle &ffidavit filed by a Began police officer
working for the tribuna. The affidavit cited severa aleged witnesses, none of whom was identified, other
than by letters (i.e. A,B,C, €tc.). One witness was interviewed on multiple occasons. Only one witness
actudly clamed the pastor participated in an atack on someone. But there was no indication that any of
the witnesses were placed under oath prior to making their statements.”

Nevertheless, the Bosnia and Rwanda tribunds are said to be modes for how the ICC would
opeate. If 0, this is truly frightening. As federd magistrate Notzon discovered, no tresty was ever
ratified to create the Yugodavia court or, for that matter, the Rwanda tribund. An unofficid document
provided by the U.N. Information Office in Washington, D.C. confirms this, saying, “Normadly, such a
tribund would be edablished by tresty rather than by the Security Council. The Secretary-Generd,
however, pointed out that such an approach would require ‘consderable time and that ‘there could be no
guarantee that rification will be received from those States which should be parties to the treaty if it is to
be truly effective.””

In other words, the Security Council decided to manipulate the U.N. Chater in the name of
“globa judtice” Which is to say that the end judifies the means. The credtion of the Yugodavia and
Rwanda courts was itself a power grab which sets a dangerous precedent. It was established without
benefit of any treaty by the U.N. Security Council when it decided that Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter,
authorizing the deployment of U.N. military forces, dso gave the world body the ability to ared,
prosecute and jail individuas.

C. Douglas Lummis, a teacher of political philosophy, has dluded to this, asking, “Where does the
U.N. get the power to prosecute individuas?’ He points out that the Yugodavia tribund “was established
by Security Council resolutions, but that answers nothing. Where does the Security Council get such
power? The lega fiction is that the power comes from Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter. Chapter VII
authorizes the U.N. to deploy the armed forces of member dates in peacekeeping operations. Stretch the
words as you will, you cannot make them say that the U.N. has the power to put people in jal on crimina

68 “Tribunal Frees Bosnian Serb,” The Washington Post, June 18, 1996, p. A10.
69 “SFOR’s mistaken prisoners back in Bosnia, to sue,” Agence France Presse, July 24,
1998.

70 See “ Memorandum and Order in the Matter of Surrender of Elizaphan Ntakirutimana, In the United States District Court for
the Southern District of Texas, Laredo Division,” December 17, 1997, pp. 9-11.
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charges” "

The inevitable conduson is tha the Yugodavian and Rwandan tribunds are illegd under the
“international law” that the U.N. clams to respect. So is an ICC treaty which clams jurisdiction over
countries such as the U.S. which do not raify it. Which is why Cliff Kincaid reacted to passage of the
ICC treaty by declaring that the U.N. “had declared hunting season on Americans.” Kincaid noted, “It is
cdaming the right to prosecute Americans before a foreign tribund without the Conditutional protections
of our Bill of Rights. The vote for the tresty amounts to a declaration of war on our rights as American
citizens”

Kincaid went on to say that Congress had severd immediate options:

- Termination of foregn ad and other internationa assgtance to any country which sgns this

treaty

Refusd to pay a phony financia “debt” to the U.N.

Hearings into the abuses of currently operating U.N. crimind tribunas in Bosnia and Rwanda,
and the de-funding of these tribunds

A flat prohibition on the use of U.S. troops to apprehend “war criminds’ wanted by any U.N.
tribund, and

Congressond Invedtigations of the NGOs (hon-governmenta organizetions), including the
World Federdigts, which lobbied behind-the-scenes for the cregtion of an anti-American ICC.

Kincaid noted, “The creation of this court can only lead to more cdls for a complete U.S.
withdrawa from the world body. This could serve as a wake-up cal to millions of Americans. It could be
the death wish of the U.N.”

But this is so only if members of Congress seize the opportunity and use the passage of this treaty
in a massive educationd campaign to tel the truth about the U.N. Why, in short, should the U.S. continue
to fund an organization whose members  have openly mobilized againgt us for the purpose of prosecuting
our citizens?

Sounding tough, Senator Jesse Hms declared, “The United States must fight this treaty.” But he
then turned around and advocated a series of new tregties and internationd agreements designed somehow
to protect our troops and citizens from prosecution. This is not the Jesse Hms America once counted on
to protect us from globdization.

The Associated Press reported that Helms “promised to seek assurances from Secretary of State
Maddene Albright that al future extradition tregties exempt U.S. citizens from prosecution by the new
court and that U.S. soldiers not participate in NATO or U.N. gerations until dlies agree that the troops
would not be subject to the court’'s jurisdiction.” The news service added that, “Helms dso sad the
United States should renegotiate with its dlies agreements that govern the operations of U.S. forces
deployed abroad and not station American troops in countries that refuse to exempt them from the new
court’s authority.” 2

Senator HAlms gpproach fails to chdlenge the underlying premise of most of these deployments.
Why are U.S. troops being deployed as “peacekeepers’ under NATO and the U.N. in the first place? The
passage of the ICC was an opportunity to begin a radica re-evauation of U.S. foreign policy and begin
the re-deployment or withdrawa of U.S. troops to further the American nationd security interest. Such a
review could lead in increasing cdls of “Bring the troops home.”

Despite the stated concerns expressed by the Clinton-Gore Adminidration, it is not likdy that the
ICC will immediately prosecute U.S. troops operating as U.N. “peacekeepers.” It's more likely that the
ICC will thresten to prosecute a U.S. military operation which happens to be unpopular with the U.N.

L C. Douglas Lummis, “Time To Watch the Watchers,” The Nation, September 26, 1994, pp. 302-306.
72 Joseph Schuman, “US Sens. Fight International Court,” Associated Press, July 24, 1998.
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Indeed, it could be argued that the ICC is designed to inhibit the U.S. from conducting unilaterd military
operations except under the authority of the U.N.!

In retrospect, the U.S. bombing of Libya, the U.S. invason of Grenada, and the U.S. invason of
Panama might dl qudify as violations of “internationd law,” according to the ICC, because they were not
given advance approva by the U.N. American civilian and military leaders who authorized these missons
could conceivably be prosecuted by the world body. In addition, U.S. assstance provided to anti-
Communis movements in Africa, Centrd America and Afghanigan during the 1980s could aso qudify
as“war crimes’ or “crimes againgt humanity.”

In the current context, if the U.S. had an Adminigration which pursued a policy to destabilize the
Communigt regime in Ching, this, too, could be congtrued as a “war crime” Even though China did not
sgn the ICC treaty, its dlies in the “third world” could bring the case againg the U.S. anyway. Continued
American support for Tawan, as little and left-handed as it is, could someday become a court case before
the ICC.

The concept of udng internationa tribunds to discredit the U.S. is an old ploy used by anti-
American countries and movements. With internationd communist support, Bertrand Russdl staged a
phony International War Crimes Tribund in 1967 for the purpose of exposing U.S. “war crimes’ in the
Vietham War.

After the concluson of the Perdan Gulf War, the same stunt was pulled by former U.S. Attorney
Gengrd Ramsey Clark, setting up an “International War Crimes Tribund” in New York City to press
charges, not againgt Saddam Hussain, but agang the U.S. Government and top civilian and military
officas, including Presdent George Bush, Vice Presdent Dan Quayle, Joint Chiefs Chairman Generd
Colin Powdl, and Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney. They were charged with “high crimes in vidation
of the Charter of the United Nations [and] internationa law... " They were eventualy found guilty of
those charges by the ad hoc “tribund.” The judgement a the time had no force in law. But it may well
prove helpful to those who like to operate on precedent.

If it hadn't been for the fact that the U.N. Security Council had endorsed the Persan Gulf War
agang Saddam Hussain, such a case might well have been brought before and accepted by an officid
U.N. body. Under the ICC, such cases will be brought against the U.S, especidly if our troops are
deployed on behdf of American nationa security interests.

As we confront a dangerous future, we have to be aware of a critical fact: today, our soldiers are
currently involved in kidnapping “war criminds” In the future, our own troops or political leaders may be
rounded up themsdves. It is an unconscionable decison for American soldiers to participate in such
activities.

Our chalenge, as Americans, is clear: if we restore our Armed Forces to ther rightful place as
defenders of American sovereignty and liberty, we might succeed in saving our Conditution and the Bill
of Rights. If we fall, it is not only concevable it is probable that the Internationa Crimind Court will
some day use “its’ own troops againgt us. (And those may turn out to be Americans) Michad understood
this principle indtinctively, and it was embodied in his satement very early in his case, “If they can force
me to serve the U.N. in Europe, then they can force me to do it in America Geography is no defense. It's
aquestion of authority.”

The chalenge is more intense and persond for those U.S. troops who have been ordered into these
U.N./NATO operations. They have a decison to make. And they must make it soon. If our elected leaders
do not make the right decisons, then it is incumbent upon our military leaders to be loyd to the
Condtitution and make the right decisons. If they are incagpable of doing that, it will become the duty of
evay individud soldier, marine, sallor and arman to make his or her own persond decison just as

73 See the International Action Center home page at: http://www.iacenter.org/. Y ou will also find many other interesting
extreme left-wink links.
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Specidist Michael New did.
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Chapter 6
| mpeachment

US Constitution, Article 2, Section 4. “The President, Vice
President and all civil Officersof the United States, shall be
removed from office on | mpeachment for, and Conviction of,
Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.”

Mike Farris, Founder and Director of the Home School Legd Defense Association, recently said
the evidence is ovewhdming tha Presdent Clinton has committed impeachable offenses in Michad
New's case.”* Farris, who was Michad’s lead attorney in the first round of appeds in the civilian courts,
sad “the srongest thing the Congress could do would be to impeach Presdent Clinton.” This may be the
only way justice in the Michael New case can be secured.

In currently fending off the threat of impeachment, Presdent Clinton is quick to clam the
Condtitution as his own. In a lega brief atempting to prevent his aides from having to tedtify about
crimes that he, the Presdent, may have committed in the Monica Lewinsky dffair, his lawvyers argued
that he was etitled to a “conditutional protection,” and that his “conditutiona duties’ and
“condtitutiond  obligations’ required that he be able to obtan cetan confidentid advice from his
advisors. Clinton's lawyers inssted that “conditutiond principles’ were at stake and that Independent
Counsel Kenneth Starr had created a“ constitutional confrontation.””®

Impeachment seems to be a viable and reasonable option. The Whitewater dlegations of theft and
fraud are serious charges. The effort to pressure people to lie regarding Presdent Clinton's relationship
with Monica Lewinsky is odious and objectionable. His dedings with Communist China are highly
guestionable. However, as serious as these are, we beieve they don't compare with “violating the
sovereignty of the United States, violating specific American laws and criminaly prosecuting American
troops for only danding up for the Conditution,” as Mike Farris put it. “The high stakes are on our
sovereignty,” he said, “and that to me is an impeachable offense.”

The conditutional confrontation dready exiss, and it is of the Presdent's own making. He
violated his oath of office when he tried to make Michael New violate his. The Presdent’s oath of office,
edablished in the Condtitution itsdlf, congsts of the following:

“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will faithfully execute the Office of President of the United States, and
will to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”

For those who doubt that Clinton's actions in the Michad New case ae illegd and
uncondtitutional, one can consult the legd briefs that we have assembled on Michad’s behaf. However,
Senator Mitch McConnell of Kentucky aso investigated, and he determined that the deployment to
Macedonia in the former Yugodavia lacks “a clear, legd mandate” In other words, it is illegal. Senator
McConndl’s comments were inserted into the Congressona Record of September 24, 1996, pages
S11173 and S11174. He was prompted to investigate the case by Coloned Ron Ray, a condituent of
McConndl’s as well as Michad’s firsd defense atorney. Senator McConndl’s concluson ill stands as

74 Speaking at an American Sovereignty Action Project conference on October 22, 1997, in Washington,
D.C.
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evidence that could be used in articles of impeachment againgt Clinton.

“For severd months” McConnell declared, “1 have tried to get a draight answer from the
adminigration on the legd judification for the deployment of U.S. troops under United Nations
command in Macedonia” Eventudly, McConndl got a “draight answer” that amounted to the admisson
that the Clinton administration hed violated the law.

“In dample English,” McConnell sad, “when a Cheapter VII misson is authorized by the U.N.,
U.S. law requires the operation to be approved by Congress. In smple terms, the State Department is
usng a Chapter VI designation to avoid having to come to the Congress to judtify the financid ad and
military burden the United States has assumed in Macedonia” We are not done in believing this is an
impeachable offense in and of itsdlf.

McConndl said that Madelene Albright, then the U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., had clamed
during a hearing into the matter that the deployment to Macedonia was a Chapter VI misson under the
U.N. Charter and, therefore, didn't require congressiond approva. But McConnell said no U.N. Security
Council resolutions relating to the former Yugodavia or Macedonia mentioned a Chapter VI mandate for
Macedonia. Instead, 27 different resolutions referred to U.N. operations in the former Yugodavia as
coming under Chapter VI of the U.N. Charter, requiring the explicit gpprova of the U.S. Congress.

McConndl said he thought the answer to this problem is an amendment to the U.S. law, the U.N.
Participation Act of 1949, which governs relaions with the U.N. But the rea answer is for Congress to
hold the adminigration accountable for a blatant violation of the law and the blatant violation of the U.S,
Condtitution!  This means impeachment.

We need to remind oursdves and our Congressmen, that impeachment is not conviction. It's
samply an inquiry into whether a crime has been committed, and if so, then what to do about it. The House
of Representatives brings up the articles of impeachment, then the Senate actualy conducts the trid. It's a
process rardly used in American history, but one that was designed specificaly for this type of Stuation.

| am not smply spesking as a faher. All Americans should recognize tha it is Smply
unconscionable that any American soldier can be forced out of the service for objecting to an illegd and
uncondiitutiona order, particularly where nationd sovereignty is a dake. The conditutiond violations
occur in severa respects.

» The Macedonia misson violaes the Conditutional provison in Article |, Section 9, requiring

prior congressiona agpprova for acceptance or wearing of foreign badges.

» It's dso a violaion of the “Appointments Clause’” of the Congitution which prevents the
presdent from subjecting American troops to U.N. or any other foreign command without the
approval of the U.S. Senate.

» The wearing of the U.N. uniform is dso a clear violaion of Army regulations, as admitted
oraly by one of the judgesin the Army Court of Crimina Appedls.”®

In the case of Macedonia, Presdent Clinton is directly responsble for implementing this illega
and uncondtitutiona policy. As McConndl noted, Clinton himsef wrote a letter to Congress in July 1993,
dating that the Macedonia misson was a U.N. Chapter VI operation. “But this assertion is not
substantiated by the record of resolutions and reports passed by the United Nations” McConndl points
out.

The fact is that Presdent Clinton decelved Congress. His purpose was to establish a “precedent”
of having American soldiers transformed into U.N. troops, wearing U.N. uniforms, under U.N.
commanders, without Congressond approva. Michael New took a stand. Why won't Congress? Did the
Presdent lie ddiberatdly? Far be it from me to make tha judgment — it's the job of the Senate to
determine that during the impeachment process.

8 AR 670-1, governing the wear of the Battle Dress Uniform. See appendix.
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Bill Clinton, who ddiberately avoided military service for himsdf, has now victimized a U.S
Army Specidisg whose only “crime’ was tha he remained true to his oath of alegiance to the U.S.
Condtitution.

Have we reached the point in America when a draft-dodging “Commander-in-Chief” can
successfully engineer the prosecution of a patriotic U.S. soldier, leaving him with a stigma, a bad conduct
discharge, which will follow him dl therest of hislife? Isthiswhat America has come to represent?

Backing up our legd case, conditutiond attorney Lee A. Casey, of the Washington law firm of
Hunton & Williams, says the key question is whether the order to Michad was lawful. Since Congress
under the Conditution never gpproved the prectice of having a Finnish Generd run the Macedonia
operation, he sad, it is unlawful to order New to report to him. He points out that the Finnish officer
"does not hold an office created by the Congress of the U.S, and he has not been approved by the
presdent with the advice and consent of the Senate. As a result, he may not exercise military command
over American troops. The Presdent cannot dlow him to do that and the Congress cannot alow the
Presdent to alow him to do that. It cannot be done absent a Congtitutional amendment.”

PDD 25

In the find andyds, the adminidration seems to be rdying on a secret document, Presdentid
Decison Directive 25 (PDD 25) for justification of its illegd and unconditutiona policy. This is
specificaly what Michael was told by his chain of command. However, the Congress, that branch of
government condtitutiondly responsible for declaing war and regulating the Armed Forces, was denied
access to this secret pro-U.N. plan, as the following exchange during a May 17, 1994 Congressond
hearing illudtrates

Rep. Benjamin Gilman: "Madame Ambassador, on a number of occasions weve requested to see the

actua document containing PDD 25. Weve gotten some summaries, but thus far we haven't
received any full documentation. Can you tell me when we can expect to see the full language of
PDD 25?

Madeleine Albright, [then] U.S. Ambassador to the U.N.: "Congressman Gilman, PDD 25 is an executive

branch document that is never released to the Congressional side of the government.” ”’

Apologigs for the adminigration, such as Representative Tom Lantos (D-Cdlif.), insgted that the
refusal to disclose the actua text of PDD 25 was "standard’ procedure by Democratic and Republican
Adminigrations. But the difference was that this was the firsd ever presdentia directive tha rdinquishes
U.S. Government control to an internationad organization. This concerns a function of government,
nationa defense, in which Congress by law and the Congtitution is supposed to play acritica role.

The Conditution clearly gives Congress the power to makes rules and regulations governing the
Armed Forces. And it gives NO ONE the power to give avay American sovereignty! The word for that,
in any dictionary, is“treason.” What, if anything, is an impeachable offense?

Despite the fallure to release the actud text, the public document was portrayed by the
adminigration and the media as a sep backward from the scheme proposed by thenU.N. Secretary-
Genera Boutros Boutros-Ghali for a standing U.N. army. This document flatly stated, "The U.S. does not
support astanding U.N. army..." However, one andysis of the proposa noted that,

"...the Clinton plan lays the ingtitutional groundwork for the future creation of such a force by calling for

the creation by the U.N. of a Plans Divison, an Information and Research Division, an Operations

Divison, a Logigtica Divison, a Public Affairs Cdl, a Civil Police Cdl, and a Professiona Peace

" Hearing of the International Security, International Organizations and Human Rights Subcommittee of the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, Tensionsin U.S.-U.N. Relations, May 17, 1994.
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Operations Training Program. The U.N. should aso have a 'rapidly deployable headquarters team' and its

own 'modest airlift capabilities™ "

The Clinton Presdentiad Decison Directive was actudly a reformulated verson of a proposed
Presdentid Memorandum Directive 13, whose contents had crested a firesorm when the Washington
Post revedled some of the details on August 5, 1993. It was immediately withdrawn, only to resppear in a
classfied verson afew months later.

However, the centrad purpose remained in PDD 25. According to the public verson, the document
unilaerdly affirms the Presdent's authority as Commander-in-Chief "to place U.S. forces under the
operational control of a foreign commander when doing SO serves American security interests...”
However, the document went on to acknowledge that the Adminigration had not figured out the critica
issue of how to protect and defend what it caled "U.S. Peacekeegpers' — U.S. troops involved in U.N.
activities. The document said:

"The U.S. remains concerned that in some cases, captured U.N. peacekeepers and U.N. peace

enforcers may not have adegquate protection under internationd law. The U.S. bdieves that

individuas captured while performing U.N. peace keeping or U.N. peace enforcement activities,
whether as members of a U.N. force or a U.S. force executing a U.N. Security Council mandate,

should, as a matter of policy, be immediately released to U.N. officids, until relessed, a a

minimum, they should be accorded protections iderticd to those afforded prisoners of war under

the 1949 Geneva Convention. The U.S. will generally seek to incorporate appropriate language
into U.N. Security Council resolutions that establish or extend peace operations in order to provide
adequate lega protection to captured U.N. peacekeepers. In appropriate cases, the U.S. would seek
assurances that U.S. forces assgting the U.N. are treated as experts on misson for the United

Nations, and thus ae entitted to gppropriate privileges and immunities and are subject to

immediate releese when captured. Moreover, the Adminidraion is activdy involved in

negotiating a draft international convention a the United Nations to provide a specid internationa

datus for individuals serving in peacekesping and peace enforcement operations under a U.N.

mandate. Finaly, the Adminigration will teke appropriate steps to ensure that any U.S. military

personnd captured while serving as pat of a multinationd peacekeeping force or peace
enforcement effort areimmediately released to U.N. authorities”

In effect, the administration was openly acknowledging that U.S. troops assigned to the U.N.
become "U.S. Peacekeepers” who are not U.S. POW’s or MIA’s when captured, and that the U.S.
government is under no military obligation to defend them or seek their return. This made PDD 25 into an
extraordinary and unprecedented document -- an impeachable offense on its face. Through a federa order,
William Jefferson Clinton, the man who “loathes the military,” has abandoned our soldiers into an
internationd legd twilight zone.

Adminigration officias had tried to pretend that the policy was nothing new, and that the directive
amply reaffirmed the ability of Presdents to temporarily assgn U.S. troops to the operationa command
of foreigners. Most reporters accepted the adminidration line. But the issuance of a secret presidentia
directive assgning U.S. troops to a foreign-dominated organization with a questionable internationd legd
status was dangeroudy different.

Putting the issue in stark and blunt terms, attorney Lee Casey says that if the Presdent has the
unilateral power to order our troops to report to the U.N., he could order them to report to another
government or even a private individud. As Cliff Kincad notes in his book, Globa Bondage, if the
Presdent is granted such power, he could even order our troops to report to Russan military officers. This

8 «Clinton’s U.N. Peackeeping Plan Still Flawed,” Republican Research Committee, undated.
79 “The Clinton Administration’s Policy on Reforming Multilateral Peace Operations,” White House, May 1994. p.2.
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progpect is not so outlandish as it might seem. As noted, Presdent Clinton's first Secretary of Defense,
Les Aspin, actudly sad he anticipated the day when Russan military officers might command our troops.
Aspin dgned a series of military cooperation agreements with the Russan military which could bring this
about.

In fact, Americans troops engaged in U.N.-style peacekeeping exercises with Russan troops in
Russa, and Russan troops engaged in Smilar exercises with American troops & Ft. Riley, Kansas in
1995.

The same posshility applies to U.S. troops one day being commanded by Chinese military
officers. Under an agreement reached during Clinton's June 25-July 3 1998 vist to Ching, U.S. and
Chinese officids have dready worked out a schedule of military exercises that will be observed by the
other country. China sent two observers to watch the sx-nation “RimPac’ naval exercises off Hawaii July
15-20 and two to watch the five-nation “Cope Thunder” Air Force exercises in Alaska in July. Eventudly,
according to U.S. Specid Operations chief Generd Peter Schoomaker, Specid Forces soldiers will
actualy train Chinese Peoples Liberation Army (PLA) troops!

If the Congress had acted to protect Michad New, we might not be conceiving of the possbility of
U.S.-Chinese U.N.-style peacekeeping exercises and the progpect of Russan or Chinese military officers
commanding U.S troops Bill Clinton's multinationdism is dealy out-of-control. Our sovereignty
cannot withstand this kind of assault forever. Will our courts defend the Congitution? Will Congress
defend the Condtitution? What has happened to the system of “checks and balances’ they told us about in
government class in high school ?

Remember, the U.S. Congtitution does not require clear-cut evidence that Presdent Clinton has
committed serious crimes before he is impeached for this policy. Senator McConndl’s legd andyss of
Michad’'s case is important, but it is not necessary before proceeding with impeachment. Even if the
cdvilian and military courts ultimately rule on behdf of the Adminidraion and agang Michad, we
would 4ill have a case for impeschment agangt the Presdent. The Congitution, after dl, refers to
impeachment for high crimes and misdemeanors. These do not denote crimind offenses in the sense that
prosecutors now understand them. Impeachment can be gpplied in a case of injury to the dtate or system
of government. Clinton’s corrupt pro-U.N. policy hasinflicted just such an injury on our nation.

Military sources agree that there are problems.

It's important for the public to redize that the concern for what has happened here is not
exclusvely hed by a narow segment of the politicd spectrum. Military people are concerned. For
example, read the account of Antje Mays, of The Citadd, in a paper prepared for presentation to the Joint
Services Conference on Professiond Ethics in D.C. in January, 1997, entitted Of Law, Lawlessness, and
Sover eignty,®

“Confusng command jurigdiction - individual nations under UN command?
“Respect for peacekeepers sovereignty?
“A UN-mandated peacekeeping misson was deployed in Macedonia - patidly in response to an

assassndtion atempt on its presdent (& maintain internd Sability), patidly aso to keep the
Yugodavian civil war and its ethnic passions from spreading into Macedonia. In its course, US

80 A paper prepared for presentation to the Joint Services Conference on Professional Ethics X1X, Washington, D.C. January
30-31, 1997
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Army medic Michael New, in his patriotism of serving in the US forces, refused in 1993 to cast
off the US insgnia to wear the UN emblem and blue hdmet8! In January 1994 he was court-
martided in Germany, discharged dishonorably on bad-conduct charges, and disqudified from
recelving veterans benefits. This incident over command loydties sent shockwaves of scandd
around the world. Previoudy, US Congress had introduced a bill which would render US soldiers
wearing of UN indgnia illegd, and Michae New gained support & sympahy among consarvative
legidators and military/internationd law scholars.

“Loyalty disputes between the US and UN were not new to Macedonia: The placement of
American troops under often incompetent UN command had endangered US soldiers lives,
procedurdly tied their hands, made them appear incompetent themsalves, and rendered the US the
laughingstock of the world. Images of US soldiers being dragged through the dreets of Somdia
and their fear of Haitian thugs (due to absence of any UN-approved rights to saf defensel!) set a
detrimenta precedent for the safety of peacekeepers.

“Sovereignty or World Government? More importantly, the legidaive implicaions of this
measure are of historic proportions: Presidential decision directive 13 (PDD-13)%? (drafted by the
Council on Foreign Relations in 1993)®% aims to place US troops under UN command. This would
turn the UN Secretary Generd into the technicad commander-in-chief of worldwide armed forces
which would, of course, be deployed under peacekeeping tenets) and relinquish the United States
control over its own soldiers to a multinationd adminigrative body. Where would be the end of
possibilities encouraged by such a precedent? Would this set the stage for the end of individua
nations right to self-determination and sovereignty as we know it?

“Of morality, principle, and congtitution. We must never forget a nation's mora obligation to
protect its own citizens (civilian and military dike) from betrayd to foreign governments and
aimes agang ther freedom and persond dignity. And a government has the absolute
condtitutiond respongbility to uphold its nation's right to sdf-determination and self- defense.

“Lesson learnt from the Michael New incident? Interestingly, the US troops now being sent to

Zaire for humanitarian assstance with the refugees return to Rwanda are being expresdy placed

specificdly under US command.”
Hillary agreesthat Bill should beimpeached

An “expeat’” on the subject of impeachment is none other than Hillary Clinton, then known as
Hillay Rodham, who served on the gaff of the House Judiciay Committee when some members of
Congress were threatening the impeachment of President Nixon. “Ms” Rodham helped write a report
entitted " Congtitutional Grounds for Presdential Impeachment.” She makes it clear that
impeachment isn't just designed as a remedy for a presdent who has violated a crimind law. Rather, it is
a tool to correct "corruption in office’ and was "not necessarily limited to common law or datutory...
cimes” The report defines this as "serious offenses’ by the presdent which "subvert® our government
and "undermine the integrity of office."
Gingrich isprotecting Clinton

In moving forward with legidation to begin an inquiry into the impeachment of Presdent Clinton,

81 Mays has her dates wrong here. The order was disobeyed in 1995, and the court-martial wasin 1996.

82 1t may be that the author is confusing PDD 25 with an earlier Presidential Memorandum Directive #13, on the same topic,
but withdrawn from the table.

8 Thisisnew information to us, and if true, is abombshell.
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Rep. Bob Bar (R-Ga) hes cited Hillary Clinton's work on the subject. His legidation, however, has
received relatively few co-sponsors, a problem he has attributed to House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-
Ga). If Newt wasn't dtting so hard on this we'd have 200 co-sponsors -- not 20,” he sad last
February.?*

It is important to note that Barr's legidation was introduced before the Monica Lewinsky scanda
broke. While one can clearly make a case for impeachment of this president on the misdemeanor grounds
of not being able to keep his pants zipped, it might be wiser to consder impeachment on grounds
involving our nationad security and sovereignty. Michael New's case is an important dement here. In fact,
however, it can be argued that Clinton's overdl trestment of the U.S. military in generd conditutes a
series of impeachable offenses.

From the dat of his fird term, it seemed that his misson, perhgps a life-long misson, was to
radicdly redructure the American military edablishment. Clinton's objectives were to re-engineer the
military through massve budget cuts, to admit open homosexuds, to place women on the front lines of
combat, and to subordinate American interests to those of the United Nations. Today, most of these
objectives have been virtualy accomplished.

While to some extent, the subordination of the American military to the Internationd Community
has been dowed down by Michadl New's casg, it is imperdtive that the American people recognize that
the Internationdids in Washington and New York are accomplishing much the same objective via the
reformed and redirected NATO currently operating in Europe.

The gutting of Americas superior nationd defense is scanddous and flouts the U.S. Conditution.
According to Americas founding document, national defense is a mandated obligation of the federd
government. Traditiondly, this has meant that Congress assesses our defense needs and then gppropriates
the monies to pay for them. The Clinton Adminigratiion turned the Conditution on its head, not to
mention National Security. Defense Secretary Aspin initiated a so-cdled "bottom up' review of our
military budget after the massve cuts were st in motion. The inevitable result was a political budget
document designed to convince people that, despite the cuts, America could ill take care of its globa
respongibilities. This clam was decaitful and bogus.

The U.S. Armed Forces were dso were being experimented upon by liberd socid engineers.
Though Clinton's policy of admitting open homosexuds was stopped by Congress, the policy of
feminizing the military was implemented with a vengeance. Shortly after taking power, usng Talhook as
an excuse, Aspin ignored the findings of the Presdentid Commisson on the Assgnment of Women in
the Armed Forces and dramaticaly expanded the role of women in the military. He did this despite the
fact that military women merdly on the outskirts of military operations during the Perdan Gulf War were
taken prisoner by the enemy and raped. The Aspin policy guaranteed more sexua abuse -- even torture
and death of women -- during watime It dso led to wdl-publicized sexud harassment and abuse
incidents.

But perhaps the greatest threat to the U.S. military -- illustrated by Michad’s case -- was the
policy of turning control of our forces over to the U.N.

In this context, we cannot forget October 3, 1993 -- "Bloody Sunday" for U.S. forces in Somdia.
Operating under the overall command and control of the United Nations, an astounding 80 percent of the
eite U.S. forces sent to hunt down and capture Somai warlord Mohammed Farah Aidid were ether
wounded or killed in a fierce battle. Some of the American dead had their bodies stripped naked and their
corpses put on grotesque public display, while one American flyer was taken captive and beaten severdly
by Aidid'sforces.

None of this had to happen. They were put in the line of fire by an Adminigtration that had refused
to provide them tanks and other armored vehicles. Consequently, our troops were forced to rely for

8 Lloyd Grove, “Clinton’s Public Enemy,” The Washington Post, February 10, 1998, p.E1.
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protection on a United Nations military command in Somdia that had aready been characterized by
chaos and confusion. In fact, one U.N. commander had dready been sent home for collaborating with
Aidid.

Besides the unnecessary loss of life, the event had another horrible impact: America had been
humilisted in front of the entire world because the aftermath was televised. At home, Americans were
shocked and saddened. They rendered their verdict in cdls to talk shows on radio and televison: it was dl
the fault of foreign policy novice Bill Clinton, eected Presdent of the U.S. even though he had "loathed”
the military as a young man and had actively avoided serving his country in the Armed Forces.

Like Pearl Harbor, "Bloody Sunday" in Somdia is a day that will live in infamy. It demondrated
that the grest American military fighting machine that had been carefully congructed by the Reagan and
Bush Adminigtrations over the course of a decade had been virtudly dismantled and demordized by the
Clinton Adminigration in just afew months.

Equaly serious, by subjecting the U.S. military to foreign command and control through the U.N.,
Clinton has abdicated his own role under the U.S. Conditution as Commander-in-Chief, permitting the
U.N. Secretary-Gengrd to virtudly run U.S. foreign policy. Acting without any Congressond
authorization or gpprova, Clinton has surrendered American sovereignty to aworld body.

If thisis not an impeachable offense, than whet is?

The October 3 incident wasn't as disastrous as the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in terms of
casudties, but it was the grestest U.S. military set-back since 241 Marines were killed by a car bomb
exploson in Lebanon. The difference was that Presdent Reagan, after the debacle in Lebanon, withdrew
our forces and vowed never again to commit our troops to a conflict without the overwheming force
necessary towin it.

President Clinton, on the other hand, expanded our troop presence in Somdia. At the same time,
he cdled off the hunt for warlord Aidid, and held out the prospect of Aidid playing some kind of politica
role in a future Somdia. Shortly theresfter, some of the U.S. Army Rangers involved in the hunt for Aidid
were abruptly sent home. It was a reversad that was truy mind-boggling in its scope. The about-face
demondtrated that U.S. foreign policy under Clinton had become atragic comedy of errors.

Faced with a foreign policy debacle, Clinton and his Defense Secretary, Les Aspin, covered-up
and lied about why it happened. Asked why U.S. troops in Somdia were denied the tanks and armored
vehicles necessary for ther own sdf-defense, a senior Adminidration aide sad Clinton "picked up the
phone and called Les to find out what the hell was going on." This made it appear that Clinton was truly
angry about the loss of American life. Clinton later said Aspin told him there had been "no consensus
among the Joint Chiefs' to send the armor. This was dbsolutdy fdse In fact, the Washington Post
reported that Aspin never conaulted the chiefs He had consulted then Joint-Chiefs Charman Generd
Colin Powdl, who had specifically requested the armor.

When the truth findly emerged, Aspin tried to blame Presdent Bush by insding that the Clinton
Adminigration had "inherited" the Somdia gStuation. This, too, was a lie. Presdent Bush had dways
intended to withdraw U.S. forces &fter the humanitarian misson of feeding the starving was finished. It
was Clinton who transformed the mission into "nation building” in Somdia under U.N. control.

In a moving aticle gppearing in USA Today, a grieving father of one of the U.S. Army Rangers
killed in that fierce bettle in Somdia cdled for Aspin to go. "Why is Les Aspin our Secretary of
Defense?’ asked Lary E. Joyce a retired amy lieutenant colond. "He is too uncaring and too
incompetent to command the most precious resource this nation has."

But the red question is, why is Bill Clinton ill U.S. Presdent?

Haiti —another Marxist Dictator propped up

It didn't take long for another debacle to occur. As Mr. Clinton was trying to make sense of his
own Somdia policy in a nationwide tdevison address, U.S. forces on a U.N. misson to Hati were
stopped from docking in that country when angry citizens turned out to protest the impending return of
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exiled Hatian Presdent Jean Bertrand Aristide. Once again, American foreign policy was seen as a paper
tige. A few lightly-armed thugs pounding on cars had turned back the American military. Clinton
immediately announced the rempostion of economic sanctions on Haiti, designed to force the country's
military rulers to accept Arigide's return. Clinton dangled forth the option of sending U.S. troops into
Haiti to bring Aritide back to power.

In fact, the Hati policy was ill-conceived, confused and doomed from the dart. During the
campaign, Clinton had denounced Presdent Bush for his policy of returning Hatian immigrants back to
their country. However, after he was dected, Mr. Clinton quickly redized tha the Bush policy was
correct, otherwise a flood of Haitian boat people was going to be washing up on American shores. Clinton
decided to retain the Bush policy, but proceeded to implement his own scheme to return Aridide to
power. After a period of negotiation, Mr. Clinton's aides thought they had made a ded with Haiti's
military rulersto return him to power in October.

But the Clinton Adminigration, in concluding this ded, ignored the available public information
showing tha Aridide, though democrdicdly-elected, had been forced out because he had
unconditutiondly abused the sysem by grosdy violaing humaen rights. Haiti's military -- backed by
many ordinary Hatians -- had demanded that Arigtide stand trid for his undemocratic acts as president,
among them his endorsement of the use of necklacing againg his politicd opponents, in which a tire is
laid around a victim's neck and set on fire. And though Aristide was advertised as a "priest,” and therefore
someone steeped in Christian compassion, the evidence showed that he was actudly kicked out of his
religious order for advocating class hatred and violence.

All of this information was avaladle to the Clinton Adminidration and they decided to back
Arigide anyway. That was bad enough. But the policy became even more incomprehensible when word
lesked out that the Centrd Intelligence Agency (CIA) had prepared a profile of Arigide that found him to
be a borderline psychopath who took a variety of mind-dtering drugs, induding lithium.

The lessons were easy to draw. In the Somdia dStuation, the Clinton Adminigration hed
demondtrated its utter contempt for American military commanders and their troops. In the case of Haiti,
the Adminigration ignored the warnings of the inteligence community and used our troops to retore
Arigtide to power.

Congress faled to chalenge this policy. What's more, the media facilitated it. Liberd media
figures, such as commentator Bill Moyers, who used to ral agang "secret government” in the Reagan
years, did not see fit to question Clinton's reliance on the U.N., conducted outsde of norma condtitutiona
and budgetay channds, and the transformation of the world body into an organization designed to
establish or replace nationa governments.

The Debt Issueis Fraudulent

This was mogt gpparent in repeated media clams that the U.S. had a financia “debt to the U.N.”
that had to be paid. Despite these well-publicized clams, no debt actudly exigs. Clams about a U.S.
“debt to the U.N.” ignore the billions of dollars worth of military and other assstance which has been
provided to the world organization and which has not been properly credited or reimbursed to the U.S. In
effect, the Clinton Adminigration has been diverting billions of dollars from various federd agencies,
epecidly the Depatment of Defense, to the U.N. Some of the money came out of military readiness
accounts.

This is an impeachable offense. (Remember, impeachment only means that the House finds
enough evidenceto hold atrid. The Senate tries and either convicts or acquits.)

The drain on funds for military readiness has been obscured by these congant media dlegations
about a “debt” to the UN. These dlegaions have served to didract atention from a Clinton
Adminidration policy of providing resources, personne and equipment to the U.N. without the approva
of Congress. The latest example of this came in April 1998 when it was disclosed that the adminidtration
gave the U.N. $200,000 as seed money to mobilize the “standby” U.N. peacekeeping army it has aways
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favored. The adminigtration decided unilaterdly to “reprogram” funds that had been appropriated by
Congress for another purpose.

Congressman Roscoe Batlett (R-Md.), a member of the House Nationd Security Committee,
believes that such practices have to stop. Thanks to his work, the Congress is now fully aware of the
dtuaion and has an opportunity to reassert its conditutiona role and authority in this matter. Bartlett has
wanted to prevent payment of any “debt” to the U.N. until adl US assgtance to the U.N. is factored into
the U.S/U.N. financid reationship. He adso wants the administration to quit the practice of providing
“voluntary” assstance worth billions of dollarsto the U.N. without advance Congressiond gpproval.

Bartlett points out that aCongressona Research Service (CRS) report finds that the U.S. has paid
more than $11 billion on internationa peacekeeping efforts between 1992 and 1997. Although the report
didn't specify how much of this had been counted against U.S. “dues’ to the U.N., the figure could be as
low as $1.8 bhillion. This leaves about $9 hillion worth of what the adminigtration cdls “voluntary”
international peacekeeping assstance. But this figure only covers assistance provided by the Department
of Defense. Other federa agencies have aso been ordered by the adminigtration to support the U.N.,
bringing the tota figure to perhaps $15 hillion.

The $1.8 hillion figure that was counted againg U.S. “dues’ to the world body was itsdf taken
from a 1996 Generd Accounting Office (GAO) report on U.S. costs in support of U.N.-authorized “peace
operations’ in Haiti, Former Yugodavia, Somdia and Rwanda from fisca years 1992-1995. The $1.8
billion figure represents the State Department’s costs of the operaions in question. This is the budget
from which the U.S. share of U.N. peacekeeping operations has traditionaly been funded. Overdl, the
GAO found that the costs reported by U.S. government agencies for support of U.N. operations in these
aress of the world was over $6.6 hillion and that the U.N. had reimbursed the U.S. $79.4 million “for
some of these cogs” That left about $4.8 billion during this period done in what the adminigration caled
“voluntary” assistance to the world body.

In order to grasp the ggnificance of these figures, the difference between “blue-hdmeted” and
“green-helmeted” operations hasto be fully understood.

The United Nations Paticipation Act, regulating U.S. involvement with the United Nations, gives
the presdent the limited authority to assgn up to 1,000 U.S. military personnel to a Chapter VI U.N.
misson only if the U.S. government can show it is not a Chapter VII operation, which requires
Congressiona approval.®> Chapter VI missions are nonrcombatant in nature. As noted, Department of
Defense figures from March 1997 clamed there were only 522 U.S. personned deployed under the
auspices of the U.N. Participation Act or the U.S. Foreign Assstance Act. Under these circumstances,
involving U.N. “operationa control” of the troops, the Pentagon says “the UN is paying the hill” because
they are consdered blue-helmeted. As of March 1997, 489 personnd were assigned to the so-called U.N.
Preventive Deployment in Macedonia, which, as Senator Mitch McConnell has noted, lacks “a clear, legd
mandate’ because the Adminidration fasdy clamed it was a Chapter VI misson that did not require
Congressional gpprova.

In any case, a far grester number of “green hdmet” U.S. military personnd who volunteered for
the U.S. military are in fact deployed on behdf of the U.N. These are personne who do not wear U.N.
helmets or carry U.N. identify cards. They do not report to foreign U.N. commanders. And their costs are
being paid by the Department of Defense -- that is, U.S. taxpayers.

Those March 27, 1997 Pentagon figures asserted there were 68,790 U.S. forces serving the U.N.
or involved in peacekeeping activities. The figures were on a document labeled, “US Forces Participating
in, or Acting in Support of Selected UN Operations, UNSC [U.N. Security Council] Resolutions, or Norn-
U.N. Peacekesping Activities” This figure include U.S. personnd in Macedonia (said to be 511 in this

8 United States Code Annotated, Title 22, Foreign Relations and I ntercourse, Section 287d. Use of armed forces; limitations;
Section 287-d1, non-combatant assistance to United Nations.
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document) as well as 1,052 personnd involved in “non-UN Peace Operations’ in the Middle East and
Latin America It dso incdludes 67,200 “supporting enforcement” of U.N. Security Council resolutions in
Bosnig, Irag, and Korea.

In other words, according to the Pentagon itsdlf, there were about 68,000 U.S. troops serving the
U.N. However, they were deployed on behdf of the U.N. without the explicit gpproval of the U.S.
Congress. And what’ sworse, the bill goes not to the U.N. but to the Congress for payment.

It is clearly not the intention of Rep. Bartlett and his supporters to have the U.N. pick up the tab
for dl of these operations. For example, the Congress could decide that it is entirely proper for it to fund
the deployment of some 37,000 troops in Korea, even though they are technicadly there under U.N.
authority. It may dso be the case tha the Congress would want to fund the Bosnia deployment, athough
it is technicaly being conducted under the auspices of both the U.N. and NATO. What Bartleit and his
colleegues are arguing for is a full accounting and no “debt” payments until the U.S. is given credit or
reimbursement for what is truly in our nationa interest. This is a decison, Batlett argues, that quite
properly and congtitutionaly belongs with Congress.

Whereis Congresson Michael New?

It should be noted that Rep. Bartlett, a true leader in Congress on nationd security issues, dso
took the lead in trying to cler Michad’s name. Along with Rep. Heen Chenoweth, of Idaho, he
introduced a House Resolution which condemned the court-martid of Michael and called on the president
to vindicate him, override his conviction, and restore him to a place of honor in the Army. In another
legidative effort that grew out of Michad’'s case, Rep. Tom Delay (R-Texas), the House Mgority Whip,
introduced a bill in 1995 that would have prohibited the Presdent from forcing American troops to wear
UN uniforms. In the Senate, a damilar bill was introduced by Senators Bob Dole and Lary Crag.
However, Dole, who became the Republican presdentid nominee in 1996, faled to express direct
support for Michael’s cause.

At a news conference announcing support for this legidation in the House, Rep. Delay declared,
"A soldier's oath is to the U.S. Conditution, not to the UN Charter. Forcing soldiers to wear the uniform
of the United Nations effectively asks the soldier to serve another power. No American soldier should be
put in Michael New's postion -- forced to choose dlegiances between the United States and the United
Nations" DelLay sad about New, "He is willing to fight and die for his country, but he is not willing to
fight and die for the United Nations. Frankly, | can't blame him."

We greatly gppreciate the efforts of Reps. Helen Chenoweth, Tom Delay, Roscoe Bartlett, Bob
Barr, Jm Traficant, Sonny Bono, and scores of other members of Congress. In fact, on September 5,
1996, the House voted 277-129 to pass Bartlett's bill, H.R. 3308, which would have prohibited members
of our Armed Forces from being forced to wear the U.N. uniform and indgnia So no one can sy that
there has not been Congressional support.

The Senate, on the other hand, has been very quiet on this subject.

Phil Gramm, of Texas, has given some great speeches on the topic, getting sanding ovations when
he was running for presdent by pounding the podium and shouting, “If 1 am eected president, your sons
and daughters will never have to serve under a United Nations Army!” In September 1995, he gave that
gpeech to The Conservalive Women for America in Washington, D.C., not knowing that one of his
condituents, Michad New, was dStting in the audience ligening. After the speech, Colond Ray and
Michael stopped the senator in the hal where Michagl shook his hand and said, “Great speech, Senator.
That's just what they’'re trying to do to me. I'm from Texas. You're my senator. Will you hdp me?’
Gramm looked very surprised, murmured, “My oaff is working on it,” and scooted for his limousine.
Gramm’'s dtaff has been courteous, but has not been forthcoming with any help, despite repeated requests
verbdly and in writing. In generd, it's been difficult to get to a decison-maker. We've met something of
a sone wal trying to get past the receptionist. Cdls were not returned, and we findly gave up, deciding
that a man running for president is too busy to ded with the needs of one congtituent, regardiess of how
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important we thought the issue was for our nation. We can understand that.

On the radio and in meseting halls around the country, | have been asked about where Senator Phil
Gramm gands on heping Michad New. Thee are generdly conservative audiences, and | don't doubt
that the senator has had supporters among my listeners. | have smply related the story of what happened.
| have tried to leave open a door for Gramm to come on board, but I'm not going to lie for the man. He's
had many chances to put his vote where his mouth is.

Imagine our surprise when we recently asked our friends to cdl their congressmen for legidative
support to hear that one who caled Senator Gramm'’s office was told, “Why should Senator Gramm help
Michae New when his father has been criticizing [Gramm] on the radio?’ Imagine that! They're not dedf,
ater dl! But gpparently Senator Gramm is more concerned with his image than with the sovereignty of
his nation or with the plight of an individud Texan. We welcome the senator to join our cause a any
point, but we will continue to tdll the truth about his actions.

We must express our gppreciation to Senator Mitch McConndl, of Kentucky, who finaly listened
to Colond Ray, his condituent, and agreed to come on board. He made a commitment and stood by it.
How refreshing.

The bottom line is that Congress as a whole has falled to act to protect Michad and dl our armed
forces, and it did not successfully chdlenge Clinton's pro-U.N. policy. At this point, besdes our
continuing legd appedls and educationd efforts, the option of impeachment seems to remain a viable
option.

What is*“ Civilian Control?”

The falure of Army Chief of Staff, Dennis Remer, to teke action on Michad’s behdf, was
disgppointing but telling. Reimer was fully informed of the facts in the Michael New case. In a letter to
Reimer, Reps. Bartlett and Delay, dong with more than 60 members of Congress informed Reimer that
the bill to prohibit the wearing of the U.N. uniform would not have been necessxy had the U.S. Army
followed its own regulations “and properly understood the Condtitution and U.S. datutes enacted by
Congress.”8

Some might say, of course, that Reimer had no choice, based on the pogtion taken by his boss,
President Clinton.

Duane Thorin, POW in Korea, and recognized authority on military/civilian issues in the Fifties
and Sixties, disagrees with the above podtion, pointing out that “civilian control” does not mean that the
Presdent is in control of the military. When there is a declared war, he is the Commander in Chief. That
Is a military pogtion. “Civilian control” means Congressond control. Thorin points out that this was the
origina concept, but that in recent years schools have begun to teach just the opposite.

This is a key point, ad is at the heart of the current struggle between the executive branch and the
legidative branch of our federd government. For severd years now, Congress has seemed uninterested in
jedoudy guarding its prerogatives and its power as ddineated in the Conditution, and as anticipated by
the Founding Fathers. For many congressmen, it appears that getting re-eected is the only concern they
have.

Even U. S Didrict Judge Paul Friedman, who denied Michae New's first writ of habeas corpus,
touched on this issue by dating that Michael has “...rased serious Conditutional questions which have
never been answered about the relationship between the Executive Branch and the Legidative Branch.”

Colond Ron Ray’s point bears repesting — that the treetment of Miched is an indication of how
"compromised” the Army has become. It reflects, he says, "the degree to which our military is willing to
accommodate politica pressures which do not stand condtitutiond or legd scrutiny.”

8 Reps. Roscoe Bartlett and Tom Delay, Letter to General Dennis Reimer, December 6, 1995.
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Unfortunately, even some conservatives initidly falled to support Michad. Patrick J. Buchanan,
who emerged as a leading Republican contender with Senator Dole for the presdentid nomination, at first
baked a supporting Michad. He cdled it a case of obeying the "legitimate orders of his commander.”
Buchanan sad that Michad "should not disobey orders and as one who aspires to be commander-in chief,
| don't think you can tell an American soldier to disobey orders™®’ It spesks well of Patrick Buchanan
that, after carefully researching the case, he changed his postion, and declared unequivoca support for
Michae New, haling his courage and bravery. Support for Michag became a common theme in his
presidentia campaign speeches and he vowed, if elected president, to pardon Michadl.

Alan Keyes, on the other hand, legpt to the same quick concluson, even tdling Michad Farris to
his face that, “If | were Presdent, Michae New would go to prison.” But when offered evidence to
support Michedl’'s stand, Keyes steadfastly refused to look at it. To this day he clams to be opposed to
U.N. dominance, while arguing that Michad, “should have gone through proper channds” We contend
tha Michad did go through proper channds, derting his chan of command, filling out endless
paperwork, discussing the issue with chaplains, atorneys, sergeants and officers, a great length. This is
not something he just woke up and did without giving the Army due notice.

Howard Phillips, charman of Conservative Caucus and presidentiad candidate of the U.S.
Taxpayers Party in 1996, has been an early and consstent supporter of Michagl and our cause. He has
aso been one of the leading proponents of a congressond impeachment inquiry into Presdent Clinton's
conduct and policies. Phillips has exhibited true moral courage, giving up a comfortable career in
Washington under Republican leadership, because they conssently spesk out agangt the New World
Order, but consgtently vote for more of it.

When Michael came to the States in September of 1995, for a conference with attorneys and a
chance to meet the growing number of supporters, Phillips arranged for an interview with severa leading
columnigs and journdigs, including Chaley Reese, Joseph Sobran, and Samud Francis.  Phillips
support has been unwavering.

Duty, Honor, Country

In his famous speech a the U.S. Military Academy a Wes Point in 1962, Genera Douglas
MacArthur said that three halowed words -- duty, honor, country — “reverently dictate what you want to
be, what you can be, and what you will be” He explained, “They are your rdlying point to build courage
when courage seems to fail, to regain faith when there seems to be little cause for faith, to creste hope
when hope becomes forlorn.” Genera MacArthur told those cadets,

“Yours is the professon of arms, the will to win, the sure knowledge that in war there is no
subdtitute for victory, that if you lose, the nation will be destroyed, that the very obsesson of your
public service must be duty, honor, country.”

U.S. Army Fedd Manuad 22-100, “Military Leadership,” is given to every recruit in Boot Camp.
Every soldier istold, in writing:

“Mord courage is as important as physica courage. It is the courage to stand firm on your
vaues, your mord principles and your convictions You show mord courage when you do
something based on one of your vaues or mord principles, knowing that the action may not be in
your best interest.

“It takes special courage to support unpopular decisons and to make it difficult for others
to do the wrong thing. Others may encourage you to embrace a ‘dightly’ unethica solution as the
easest or mogt convenient method. Do not ease the way for others to do wrong; stand up for your

87 Buchanan appearance on the CNN Evans & Novak program, October 7, 1995.
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beliefs and what you know is right. Do not compromise your professona ethic o your individud

vaues and mord principles. If you believe you are right after sober and consdered judgment, hold
your position.”88

Specidist Michael New was doing what he was trained to do. We believe Michad showed mord
courage in the tradition of many who have sacrificed careers and comfort in order to stand for principle.

It is incumbent upon us that we follow those who st such courageous examples. We cdl on our
veterans, active duty military personnd, indeed al American people to take a stand — now.

The fate of our nation literaly hangs in the baance. Will we be a Republic in twenty years? Or
will we be avassa gtate under the New Lords of the Earth?

One of our favorite higtorica figures, Scottish patriot William Wallace of “Braveheat” fame, sad
it wel when he sensed that his countrymen had lost heat. He asked, “What will you do without
freedom?’ Duty, honor and country are calling us.

When Michad joined the Army, we knew that he was entering into a “dark place” Having
recently rededicated his life to Christ, we felt that an Army barracks is a poor place for a young Christian
to grow, spiritudly. This is why Suzanne and | prayed virtudly every single day for over two years that
he would, “be a bright light in a dark place” We had no idea how God would answer that prayer, but we
will dways bdieve tha it was Him a work in Michad New that gave Mike such a daity of
understanding on the issues before him, and the implicationsin such an order.

The bottom line is that “no man can serve two magters”  This is as true in the politicd and legd
relms as it is in the spiritud relm. Michad New understood it. The question now to be determined is
whether the leaders of this country can be brought to understand it. If they cannot, then this Republic will
not only die, but deservesto do so.

May God bless America, once again.

88 Field Manual 22-100, Leadership. U.S. Army. Currently being re-written, presumably to eliminate
this little section, or at least to redefine it to protect themselves from future men with leadership
potential who might have the temerity to actually do what they are trained to do.
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Appendices
OATHS OF ALLEGIANCE

CITE: 10 USC Sec. 502 01/03/95
EXPCITE: TITLE 10- ARMED FORCES
Subtitle A - Generd Military Law

PART Il - PERSONNEL
CHAPTER 31 - ENLISTMENTS
HEAD  Sec. 502. Enligment oath: who may administer

STATUTE Each person enlisting in an armed force shdl take the following

oath:

_______ __, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will support and defend the Condtitution of the
United States againg dl enemies, foreign and domestic; that | will bear true faith and dlegiance to the
same; and that | will obey the orders of the President of the United States and the orders of the officers
gppointed over me, according to regulations and the Uniform Code of Military Justice.

So hep me God!™

This oath may be taken before any commissioned officer of any armed force.

The oath which al commanding officers of UN deployments must take:

"l solemnly affirm to exercise in dl loydlty, discretion and conscience the functions
entrusted to me as amember of the international service of the United Nations, to
discharge those functions and regulate my conduct with the interest of the United Nations
only inview, and not to seek or accept ingructions in respect to the performance of my
duties from any government or other authority externd to the organization.”

It is our undrstanding that the above oath was taken by Finland's General Engstrom, commanding officer
over Micheal New' s battalion which served in Macedonia
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L etter from Spc. Michael New to his Chain of Command, explaining his stand
and requesting further direction.

18 September 1995

FROM: Spc Michedl G. New
HHC 1/15th Infantry

Conn Barracks

Schweinfurt, Germany

TO: Chain of Command
Subject: Statement of Spc. New concerning wearing U.N. uniform.

Reference (a) Ord orders of 21 August 1995 to submit statement following research.

1.
Pursuant to Ref. (a) in compliance with orders received on or about 21 August 1995, | researched
the U.N. Charter, history and objectives of the U.N., and submit enclosures (1), my statement
requested of me by my CO of my convictions and position regarding wearing a U.N. uniform and
serving under U.N. command. Enclosure (1) attached hereto is submitted in specific compliance
with those orders.

2.

| have reviewed the U.N. Charter, its history and objectives which | was somewhat familiar with,
and | dill find thet the U.S. Congtitution and Declaration of Independence are incompatible with
the U.N. Charter. My statement is submitted, and | await further direction.

Spc Michad G. New, U.SA.

1.
Asan American soldier | fully intend to obey dl lawful orders, and | again request that the Army
through gppropriate channds provide for my review the lega judtification for the change of
uniform and the justification for pending deployment orders for UN/NATO operation "prevent
deployment.” "Able Sentry". Please include any and dl relevant acts of the U.S. Congress and/or
U.N. Security Council Resolutions.

2.

On Augudt 21, 1995, my seniorsin the U.S. Army chain of command informed me that my unit
and | would soon be ordered to sgnificantly dter our uniform by sewing a United Nations patch
on my right shoulder and wearing the blue beret and/or helmet of the U.N. These are important
inggnia If they were unimportant, then | would not have been threatened with courts-martid,
imprisonment, or less than dishonorable discharge when | expressed my reservations about
wearing them. | interpret the wearing of auniform, or the accoutrements of auniform, asa sign of
dlegiance and faithfulness to the authority or power so signified, or which issues that uniform. |

am an American citizen who was recruited for and voluntarily joined the U.S. Army to serve asan
American soldier. | am not acitizen of the United Nations. | am not a United Nations Fighting
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Person. | have never taken an oath to the United Nations, but | have taken the required oath to
support and defend the Condtitution of the United States.

| am not trying to avoid adifficult or dangerous assgnment or to get out of the Army. | served in
Kuwait lagt year and have offered to serve anywhere in the world, in my American uniform, in my
capacity asaU.S. Army medic under American command and U.S. Condtitutiona protections. |
have worked diligently to be agood soldier. | have previoudy been offered a"Green to Gold"
program to an Army Commission, and | am il serioudy congdering that offer. In order to avoid
controversy, or to avoid placing the Army in abad light, | have requested atransfer to aunit that is
not required to wear the U.N. uniform. | was told that such is not possible, and | was even
reluctantly willing to accept an honorable discharge, and | was willing to sadly and rdluctantly
withdraw from the U.S. Army quietly. However, | will not wear a U.N. uniform or serve under
U.N. command, and | will strongly contest any discharge that is less than honorable.

| smply cannot understand the legd basis of the Army order to change my uniform against my
oath of enligment, againgt my conscience and againgt my will. Despite my requests for
information up my chain of command, my questions about the lawfulness of such an order or
about how my alegiance can be transferred without my approval have gone unanswered.

My parents share my deep concerns and have requested information and help from Generd Dennis
Reimer, Army Chief of Staff in Washington, D.C., in getting answvers to my questions and theirs.
To date, we have received no answer or information.

My chain of command has directed me to study the history and objectives of the U.N. My
knowledge of, and my research into the United Nations, (which continues even as| prepare this
satement), indicates to me that the U.N. Charter is based upon manmade principles which are
incompatible with the Congtitution of the United States, and the U.N.'s authority and principles are
diametrically opposed to the founding documents of my country. The more | study the U.N.
history and American history, the more incompatible they appear to me.

My gtudiesindicate to me that there are those who would see my country assmilated or brought
under the authority of the United Nations, which | interpret to mean a corresponding loss of
sovereignty, which is adeparture from our Founding Principles and aloss of independence for all
Americans. Boutros-Ghdli, for example, has written, "The time of absolute and exclusve
sovereignty has passed.” (1992, An Agendafor Peace) | should expect EVERY American soldier
to be concerned about serving under such a Secretary Generdl.

Americaagaing dl enemies, foreign and domestic. | believe that the Condtitution isthe
fundamentd law of America, and if thereis any ambiguity or conflict with treety or internationa
agreement or organization that the U.S. Condtitution would prevail. My oath is to the Condtitution.
I cannot find any reference to the United Nations in that oath. That oath includes a statement that
ismore than a passing reference to God Almighty, it isaprayer, "...s0 hdp me God." It isno
secret that our nation is founded upon Biblical principles. {~" ) Our Founders reflected thisfact in
their speeches, correspondence and documents from the Mayflower Compact to the Declaration of
Independence, and other more recent documents, al of which recognize certain rights such aslife,
liberty and property as being bestowed from Above, and as, therefore, "undienable.” | believel
will lose something precious and more vauable than the U.N. can possibly grant me, by
surrendering my status as an American fighting man.
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Without a response from the Army about the legality of any ordersto become a U.N. soldier, | do
not intend to surrender my status as an American soldier to wear the uniform of aforeign power. If
you wish to convene a courts-martid and send meto jail for sanding upon my oath asan
American oldier and for defending my wearing the American Army uniform, and its historic
sgnificance, then | cannot prevent that action, and | will accept it asaprice | am willing to pay,
rather than submit to an order to obey or render dlegiance to any foreign power, including the
United Nations.

(sgned) Spc. Michae G. New
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Presidental Decision Directive 25

The document below was alegedly; " Released on the WMV by the Bureau of International
Organizational Affairs, U.S Department of State, February 22, 1996" This State Department release is no
more than an uncdlassified summary. The details of the actud Secret PDD 25 are dtill concedled from

public scrutiny.

Clinton Adminigtration Policy on Reforming Multilatera Peace Operations (PDD 25) Released on the
WWW by the Bureau of Internationd Organizationd Affairs U.S. Department of State, February 22,
1996

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Last year, President Clinton ordered an inter-agency review of our nation's peacekeeping policies and
programs in order to develop a comprehensive policy framework suited to the redlities of the post-Cold
War period. This policy review has resulted in a Presdentid Decision Directive (PDD 25). The President
sgned this directive, following the completion of extensive consultations with Members of Congress.

This paper summarizes the key dements of that directive.

As specified in the "Bottom Up Review," the primary mission of the U.S. Armed Forces remainsto be
prepared to fight and win two smultaneous regiona conflicts. In this context, peacekeeping can be one
useful tool to help prevent and resolve such conflicts before they pose direct threats to our national
security. Peacekeeping can aso serve U.S. interests by promoting democracy, regiond security, and
economic growth.

The policy directive (PDD) addresses six mgor issues of reform and improvement:

1. Making disciplined and coherent choices about which peace operationsto support -- both when
we vote in the Security Council for UN peace operations and when we participate in such operations with
U.S. troops. To achieve thisgod, the policy directive sets forth three increasingly rigorous standards of
review for U.S. support for or participation in peace operations, with the most stringent applying to U.S.
participation in missons that may involve combat. The policy directive affirms that peacekeeping can be
auseful tool for advancing U.S. nationa security interests in some circumstances, but both U.S. and UN
involvement in peacekeeping must be selective and more effective.

2. Reducing U.S. costsfor UN peace oper ations, both the percentage our nation pays for each operation
and the cogt of the operations themsdlves. To achieve this god, the policy directive orders that we work to
reduce our peacekeeping assessment percentage from the current 31.7% to 25% by January 1, 1996, and
proposes a number of specific steps to reduce the cost of UN peace operations.

3. Defining clearly our policy regarding the command and control of American military forcesin
UN peace oper ations. The policy directive underscores the fact that the President will never reinquish
command of U.S. forces. However, as Commander-in-Chief, the Presdent has the authority to place U.S.
forces under the operational control of aforeign commander when doing so serves American security
interests, just as American leaders have done numerous times since the Revoluntary War, including in
Operation Desert Storm. The greater the anticipated U.S. military role, the less likdly it will be that the
U.S. will agreeto have a UN commander exercise overal operationa control over U.S. forces. Any large
scae participation of U.S. forcesin amgor peace enforcement operation that is likely to involve combat
should ordinarily be conducted under U.S. command and operationa control or through competent
regional organizations such as NATO or ad hoc coditions.

74



4. Reforming and improving the UN's capability to manage peace oper ations. The policy
recommends 11 steps to strengthen UN management of peace operations and directs U.S. support for
grengthening the UN's planning, logigtics, information and command and control capabilities.

5. Improving the way the U.S. gover nment manages and funds peace oper ations. The policy directive

crestes anew "shared responsbility” gpproach to managing and funding UN peace operations within the
U.S. Government. Under this gpproach, the Department of Defense will take lead management and
funding responsibility for those UN operations that involve U.S. combat units and those that are likely to
involve combat, whether or not U.S. troops are involved. This approach will ensure that military expertise
IS brought to bear on those operations that have a significant military component. The State Department
will retain lead management and funding respongibility for traditiona peacekeeping operations that do not
involve U.S. combat units. In dl cases, the State Department remains responsible for the conduct of
diplomacy and ingtructions to embassies and our UN Misson in New York.

6. Creating better forms of cooperation between the Executive, the Congress and the American
public on peace oper ations. The policy directive sats out seven proposals for increasing and regularizing
the flow of information and consultation between the executive branch and Congress; the President
believes U.S. support for and participation in UN peace operations can only succeed over the long term
with the bipartisan support of Congress and the American people.

KEY ELEMENTSOF THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION'SPOLICY ON REFORMING
MULTILATERAL PEACE OPERATIONS (AS SPECIFIED IN PDD 25, MAY 1994)
Introduction: The Role of Peace Operationsin U.S. Foreign Policy.

Serious thrests to the security of the United States dtill exist in the post-Cold War era. New thrests will
emerge. The United States remains committed to meeting such threats. When our interests dictate, the
U.S. must be willing and able to fight and win wars, unilaterally whenever necessary. To do so, we must
create the required capabilities and maintain them ready to use. UN peace operations cannot substitute for
this requirement. (Note: For smplicity, the term peace operationsis used in this document to cover the
entire gpectrum of activities from traditiona peacekeeping to peace enforcement aimed at defusing and
resolving internationa conflicts)) Circumstances will arise, however, when multilateral action best serves
U.S. interestsin preserving or restoring pesace. In such cases, the UN can be an important instrument for
collective action. UN peace operations can dso provide a "force multiplier” in our efforts to promote
peace and Sability.

During the Cold War, the United Nations could resort to multilateral peace operations only in the few
cases when the interests of the Soviet Union and the West did not conflict. In the new gtrategic
environment such operations can serve more often as a cost- effective tool to advance American aswell as
collective interests in maintaining peace in key regions and creete globa burden-sharing for peace.

Territorid digputes, armed ethnic conflicts, civil wars (many of which could spill acrossinternationd
borders) and the collapse of governmentd authority in some states are among the current threats to peace.
While many of these conflicts may not directly threaten American interests, their cumulative effect is
sgnificant.

The UN has sought to play a congtructive role in such situations by mediating disputes and obtaining
agreement to cease-fires and politica settlements. Where such agreements have been reached, the
interposition of neutral forces under UN auspices has, in many cases, helped facilitate lasting peace. UN
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peace operations have served important U.S. nationd interests. In Cambodia, UN efforts led to an election
protected by peacekeepers, the return of hundreds of thousands of refugees and the end of a destabilizing
regiond corflict. In El Sdvador, the UN sponsored eections and is helping to end along and bitter civil
war. The UN's supervison of Namibia's trangition to independence removed a potential source of conflict
in strategic southern Africa and promoted democracy.

The UN in Cyprus has prevented the outbreak of war between two NATO allies. Peacekeeping on the
Golan Heights has hel ped preserve peace between Isradl and Syria. In Former Y ugodavia, the UN has
provided badly-needed humanitarian assstance and helped prevent the conflict from spreading to other
parts of the region. UN-imposed sanctions againgt Irag, coupled with the peacekeeping operation on the
Kuwait border, are congraining Irag's ability to threaten its neighbors. Need for Reform

Need for Reform.

While serving U.S. interests, UN peace operations continue to require improvement and reform.
Currently, each operation is created and managed separately, and economies of scale are logt. Likewise,
further organizationd changes at UN Headquarters would improve efficiency and effectiveness. A fully
independent office of Ingpector Genera should be established immediatdly. The U.S. assessment rate
should be reduced to 25 per cent.

Sinceitisin our interest at times to support UN peace operations, it isaso in our interest to seek to
strengthen UN peacekeeping capabilities and to make operations less expensive and peacekeeping
management more accountable. Smilarly, it isin our interest to identify clearly and quickly those peace
operations we will support and those we will not. Our policy establishes clear guidelines for making such
decisons.

Rolein U.S. Foreign Policy: UN and other multilaterd peace operations will at times offer the best way
to prevent, contain or resolve conflicts that could otherwise be more costly and deadly. In such cases, the
U.S. benefits from having to bear only a share of the burden. We aso benefit by being able to invoke the
voice of the community of nations on behaf of a cause we support. Thus, establishment of a capability to
conduct multilateral peace operaionsis part of our Nationa Security Strategy and Nationd Military
Strategy.

While the President never relinquishes command of U.S. forces, the participation of U.S. military
personnd in UN operations can, in particular circumstances, serve U.S. interests. Firgt, U.S. military
participation may, at times, be necessary to persuade others to participate in operations that serve U.S.
interests. Second, U.S. participation may be one way to exercise U.S. influence over an important UN
mission, without unilateraly bearing the burden. Third, the U.S. may be caled upon and choose to
provide unique capabilities to important operations that other countries cannot.

Inimproving our capabilities for peace operations, we will not discard or weaken other tools for achieving
U.S. objectives. If U.S. participation in a peace operation were to interfere with our basic military
drategy, winning two mgor regiond conflicts nearly smultaneoudy (as established in the Bottom Up
Review), we would place our nationa interest uppermost. The U.S. will maintain the cgpability to act
unilaterdly or in coditions when our most sgnificant interests and those of our friends and dliesare a
stake. Multilateral peace operations must, therefore, be placed in proper perspective among the
ingruments of U.S. foreign palicy.
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The U.S. does not support astanding UN army, nor will we earmark specific U.S. military units for
participation in UN operations. We will provide information about U.S. capabilities for data bases and

planning purposes.

Itisnot U.S. policy to seek to expand either the number of UN peace operations or U.S. involvement in
such operations. Insteed, this policy, which builds upon work begun by previous adminigtrationsand is
informed by the concerns of the Congress and our experience in recent peace operations, ams to ensure
that our use of peacekeeping is selective and more effective. Congress must o be actively involved in
the continuing implementation of U.S. policy on peacekeeping.

|. Supporting the Right Peace Operations
i. Voting for Peace Oper ations

The U.S. will support well-defined peace operations, generdly, as atoal to provide finite windows of
opportunity to alow combatants to resolve their differences and failed societies to begin to recondtitute
themsalves. Peace operations should not be openended commitments but insteed linked to concrete
political solutions; otherwise, they normaly should not be undertaken. To the greatest extent possible,
each UN peace operation should have a specified timeframe tied to intermediate or fina objectives, an
integrated politica/military strategy well-coordinated with humanitarian assistance efforts, specified troop
levels, and a firm budget estimate. The U.S. will continue to urge the UN Secretariat and Security Council
members to engage in rigorous, standard evauations of al proposed new peace operations. The
Adminigtration will consder the factors below when deciding whether to vote for a proposed new UN
peace operation (Chapter VI or Chapter VI1) or to support a regionaly-sponsored peace operation:

-- UN involvement advances U.S. interests, and there is an international community of interest for degling
with the problem on amultilatera basis.

-- Thereisathreat to or breach of internationa peace and security, often of aregiona character, defined
as one or acombination of the following:

- Internationd aggression, or; - Urgent humanitarian disaster coupled with violence; - Sudden interruption
of established democracy or gross violation of human rights coupled with violence, or threet of violence.

-- There are clear objectives and an understanding of where the mission fits on the spectrum between
traditiona peacekegping and peace enforcement.

-- For traditional (Chapter V1) peacekeeping operations, a ceasefire should be in place and the consent of
the parties obtained before the force is deployed.

-- For peace enforcement (Chapter VI1I) operations, the threat to internationa peace and security is
considered sgnificant.

-- The means to accomplish the mission are available, including the forces, financing and mandate
gppropriate to the mission.

-- The palitical, economic and humanitarian conseguences of inaction by the international community
have been weighed and are considered unacceptable.

-- The operation's anticipated duration istied to clear objectives and redligtic criteriafor ending the
operation.
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These factors are an aid in decision-making; they do not by themsalves condtitute a precriptive device.
Decisons have been and will be based on the cumulative weight of the factors, with no single factor
necessarily being an absolute determinant.

In addition, using the factors above, the U.S. will continue to scrutinize closdy dl exigting peace
operations when they come up for regular renewa by the Security Council to assessthe vaue of
continuing them. In appropriate cases, the U.S. will seek voluntary contributions by beneficiary nations or
enhanced host nation support to reduce or cover, at least partidly, the cogts of certain UN operations. The
U.S. will dso consder voting againgt renewd of certain long-standing peace operations that arefailing to
meet established objectivesin order to free military and financia resources for more pressng UN

missons.

ii. Participating in UN and Other Peace Operations

The Adminigtration will continue to apply even gtricter standards when it assesses whether to recommend
to the President that U.S. personnd participate in a given peace operation. In addition to the factors listed
above, we will consder the following factors:

-- Participation advances U.S. interests and both the unique and generd risks to American personnel have
been weighed and are considered acceptable.

-- Personndl, funds and other resources are available;
-- U.S. participation is necessary for operation's SUCCess,

-- Therole of U.S. forcesistied to clear objectives and an endpoint for U.S. participation can be
identified;

-- Domestic and Congressional support exists or can be marshdled;

-- Command and control arrangements are acceptable. Additional, even more rigorous factors will be
gpplied when there is the possibility of sgnificant U.S. participation in Chapter V1l operationsthat are
likely to involve combat:

-- There exists a determination to commit sufficient forces to achieve clearly defined objectives,
-- There exigs a plan to achieve those objectives decisively;

-- There exists acommitment to reassess and adjust, as necessary, the Size, composition, and disposition
of our forces to achieve our objectives.

Any recommendation to the Presdent will be based on the cumulative weight of the above factors, with
no single factor necessarily being an absolute determinant.

I. The Role of Regional Organizations

In some cases, the appropriate way to perform peace operations will be to involve regiona organizations.
The U.S. will continue to emphasize the UN as the primary internationa body with the authority to

conduct peacekeeping operations. At the same time, the U.S. will support efforts to improve regiona
organizations peacekeeping capabilities. When regiond organizations or groupings seek to conduct
peacekeeping with UNSC endorsement, U.S. support will be conditioned on adherence to the principles of
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the UN Charter and meeting established UNSC criteria, including neutrality, consent of the conflicting
parties, forma UNSC oversght and finite, renewa mandates.

With respect to the question of peacekeeping in the territory of the former Soviet Union, requests for
"traditiond” UN blue-helmeted operations will be considered on the same basis as other requests, using
the factors previoudy outlined (e.g., athrest to international peace and security, clear objectives, etc.).
U.S. support for these operations will, as with other such requests, be conditioned on adherence to the
principles of the UN Charter and established UNSC criteria.

[11. Reducing Costs

Although peacekeeping can be a good investment for the U.S,, it would be better and more sustaingble if
it cost less. The Adminigtration is committed to reducing the U.S. share of peacekegping cogts to 25% by
January 1, 1996, down from the current rate of 31.7%. We will aso inform the UN of Congresss likely
refusal to fund U.S. peacekeeping assessments at a rate higher than 25% after Fiscal Year 1995. The
Adminigration remains concerned that the UN has not rectified management inefficiencies that result in
excessive costs and, on occasion, fraud and abuse. As amatter of priority, the U.S. will continue to press
for dramatic adminidrative and management improvementsin the UN system. In particular, the U.S. is
working hard to ensure that new and on-going peace operations are cost-effective and properly managed.
Towardsthisend, the U.S. is pursuing a number of finance and budget management reforms, including:

-- immediate establishment of a permanent, fully independent office of Inspector Generd with oversight
regponsibility that includes peacekeeping;

-- unified budget for al peace operations, with a contingency fund, financed by asingle annud
peacekeeping assessment;

-- slanding cadre of professona budget experts from member states, particularly top contributing
countries, to assst the UN in developing credible budgets and financid plans,

-- enlargement of the revolving peacekeeping reserve fund to $500 million, usng voluntary contributions;

-- Required gtatus of forces/misson agreements that provide preferentia host nation support to
peacekeeping operations,

-- prohibit UN "borrowing" from peacekegping funds to finance cash shortfdlsin regular UN
adminidrative operations;

-- revise the special peacekeeping scale of assessments to base it on a 3-year average of nationa income
and rationdize Group C 0 that higher income countries pay their regular budget rate.

Moreover, the U.S. will useits voice and vote in the Fifth Committee of the Generd Assembly of the
United Nations to contain costs of UN peace operations once they are underway.

V. Strenghening the UN

If peace operations are to be effective and efficient when the U.S. believes they are necessary, the UN
must improve the way peace operations are managed. Our god is not to create a globa high command but
to enable the UN to manage its existing load more effectively. At present each UN operation is crested
and managed separately by a gtill somewhat understaffed UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations
(DPKO). As aresult, support to the field may suffer, economies of scale are lost, and work is duplicated.



Moreover, the UN's command and control cagpabilities, particularly in complex operations, need
substantial improvement. Structural changes at UN Headquarters, some of which are dready underway,
would make a positive difference.

A. The U.S. proposals include the reconfiguration and expansion of the staff for the Department of
Peacekeeping Operationsto create:

-- Plans Division to conduct adequate advance planning and preparation for new and on-going operation;

-- Information and Research Divison linked to field operations to obtain and provide current information,
mange a 24 hour watch center, and monitor open source material and nor+sengtive information submitted
by governments;

-- Operations Divison with amodern command, control and communications (C3) architecture based on
commercid sysems,

-- Logigtics Divison to manage both competitive commercid contracts (which should be re-bid regularly
on the basis of price and performance) and a cost-effective logistics computer network to link the UN
DPKO with logidtics offices in participating member nations. This system would enable the UN to request
price and availability dataand to order materid from participating states,

-- Smadl Public Affairs cell dedicated to supporting on-going peace operations and disseminating
informetion within host countries in order to reduce the risksto UN personnel and increase the potentia
for mission success,

-- Smdl Civilian Police Cell to manage police missons, plan for the establishment of police and judicid
indtitutions, and develop standard procedures, doctrine and training. B. To diminate lengthy, potentialy
disastrous delays after a mission has been authorized, the UN should establish:

-- arapidly deployable headquarters team, a composite initid logistics support unit, and open, pre-
negotiated commercid contracts for logistics support in new misson;

-- data base of specific, potentidly available forces or capabilities that nations could provide for the full
range of peacekeeping and humanitarian operations,

-- trained dvilian reserve corps to serve as aready, externd talent pool to assist in the adminigiration,
management, and execution of UN peace operations,

-- modest airlift capability available through pre-negotiated contracts with commercia firms or member
states to support urgent deployments.

C. Findly, the UN should establish a professiona Peace Operations Training Program for commanders
and other military and civilian personnd.

D. Conggtent with the specific proposals outlined above, the U.S. will actively support effortsin the Fifth
Committee of the Genera Assembly to redeploy resources within the UN to enable the effective
augmentation of the UN DPK O adong the lines outlined above. In addition, the U.S. is prepared to
undertake the following, primarily on areimbursable bass

-- detall appropriate numbers of civilian and military personne to DPKO in New Y ork in advisory or
support roles;

80



-- share information, as gppropriate, while ensuring full protection of sources and methods;

-- offer to design a command, control, and communications systems architecture for the Operations
Divison, usng commercialy available sysems and software;

-- offer to assst DPKO to establish an improved, cost-effective logistics system to support UN
peacekeeping operations,

-- offer to help design the database of military forces or capabilities and to notify DPKO to establish an
improved, cost-effective logistics system to support UN peacekeeping operations,

-- offer to help design the database of military forces or capahilities and to notify DPKO, for inclusionin
the database, of specific U.S. cagpabiilities that could be made available for the full spectrum of
peacekesping or humanitarian operations. U.S. natification in no way implies acommitment to provide
those capahilities, if asked by the UN;

-- detall public affairs specidigsto the UN;

-- offer to help create and establish atraining program, participate in peacekeeping training efforts and
offer the use of U.S. facilitiesfor training purposes.

V. Command and Control of U.S. Forces

A. Our Policy: The Presdent retains and will never rdinquish command authority over U.S. forces. Ona
case by case basis, the President will consider placing appropriate U.S. forces under the operationa
control of acompetent UN commander for specific UN operations authorized by the Security Council.
The greater the U.S. military role, the lesslikdly it will be that the U.S. will agree to have aUN
commander exercise overal operationa control over U.S. forces. Any large scale participation of U.S.
forcesin amgor peace enforcement mission thet is likdly to involve combat should ordinarily be
conducted under U.S. command and operationa control or through competent regiona organi zations such
asNATO or ad hoc codlitions.

Thereis nothing new about this Administration's policy regarding the command and control of U.S.
forces. U.S. military personnd have participated in UN pesace operations since 1948. American forces
have served under the operationa control of foreign commanders since the Revolutionary War, including
in World War |, World War 11, Operation Desert Storm and in NATO since its inception. We have done
50 and will continue to do so when the President determinesit serves U.S. nationd interests.

Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military personnd have begun serving in UN operations in greater
numbers. President Bush sent alarge U.S. field hospital unit to Croatia and observers to Cambodia,
Kuwait and Western Sahara. President Clinton has deployed two U.S. infantry companies to Macedonia
in amonitoring capacity and logisticians to the UN operation in Somdia

B. Definition of Command: No Presdent has ever relinquished command over U.S. forces. Command
condtitutes the authority to issue orders covering every aspect of military operations and administration.
The sole source of legitimacy for U.S. commanders originates from the U.S. Condtitution, federd law and
the Uniform Code of Military Justice and flows from the President to the lowest U.S. commander in the
fied. The chain of command from the President to the lowest U.S. commander in the field remains
inviolate.
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C. Definition of Operationa Control: It is sometimes prudent or advantageous (for reasons such as
maximizing military effectiveness and ensuring unity of command) to place U.S. forces under the
operationa control of aforeign commander to achieve pecified military objectives. In making this
determination, factors such as the mission, the size of the proposed U.S. force, the risks involved,
anticipated duration, and rules of engagement will be carefully consdered.

Operationa control isasubset of command. It is given for a specific time frame or mission and includes
the authority to assign tasks to U.S. forces dready deployed by the President, and assign tasksto U.S.
unitsled by U.S. officers. Within the limits of operationd control, aforeign UN commander cannot:
change the mission or deploy U.S. forces outside the area of responsibility agreed to by the President,
separate units, divide their supplies, administer discipline, promote anyone, or change their interna
organization.

D. Fundamentd Elements of U.S. Command Always Apply: If it isto our advantage to place U.S. forces
under the operationa control of a UN commander, the fundamenta eements of U.S. command still apply.
U.S. commanders will maintain the capability to report separately to higher U.S. military authorities, as
well asthe UN commander. Commanders of U.S. military units participating in UN operations will refer
to higher U.S. authorities ordersthat areillegal under U.S. or internationa law, or are outsde the mandate
of the misson to which the U.S. agreed with the UN, if they are unable to resolve the matter with the UN
commander. The U.S. reserves the right to terminate participation a any time and to take whatever
actions it deems necessary to protect U.S. forcesif they are endangered.

Thereis no intention to use these conditions to subvert the operational chain of command. Unity of
command remains avita concern. Questions of legdity, misson mandate, and prudence will continue to
be worked out "on the ground" before the orders are issued. The U.S. will continue to work with the UN
and other member gtates to streamline command and control procedures and maximize effective
coordination on the ground.

E. Protection of U.S. Peacekeepers. The U.S. remains concerned that in some cases, captured UN
peacekeepers and UN peace enforcers may not have adequate protection under internationa law. The U.S.
believes that individuas captured while performing UN peacekeeping or UN peace enforcement
activities, whether as members of aUN force or aU.S. force executing a UN Security Council mandate,
should, as a matter of policy, beimmediatdy released to UN officids; until released, at aminimum they
should be accorded protections identical to those afforded prisoners of war under the 1949 Geneva
Convention 111 (GPW). The U.S. will generaly seek to incorporate appropriate language into UN Security
Council resolutions that establish or extend peace operations in order to provide adequate lega protection
to captured UN peacekeepers. In appropriate cases, the U.S. would seek assurancesthat U.S. forces
assigting the UN are treated as experts on mission for the United Nations, and thus are entitled to
gppropriate privileges and immunities and are subject to immediate release when captured. Moreover, the
Adminigration is actively involved in negotiating a draft internationa convention at the United Nations to
provide a specia internationa convention at the United Nations to provide a specid internationd status
for individuas serving in peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations under a UN mandate. Findly,
the Adminigtration will take appropriate steps to ensure that any U.S. military personne captured while
serving as part of amultinational peacekeeping force or peace enforcement effort are immediately

released to UN authorities.

V1. Strengthening U.S. Support for Multilateral Peace Operations
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Peace operations have changed since the end of the Cold War. They are no longer limited to the
interposition of smal numbers of passive, unarmed observers. Today, they aso include more complex
and sometimes more robust uses of military resources to achieve arange of palitica and humanitarian
objectives.

The post- Cold War world has aso witnessed the emergence of peace enforcement operations involving
the threet or use of force. These missons have been considerably more chalenging than traditiona
peacekeeping operations, yet the U.S. and the UN are only now beginning to change sufficiently the way
they manage peace operations. The expanson of peacekeeping operations without a commensurate
expansion of capabilities has contributed to noticesable setbacks. If the U.S. isto support the full range of
peace operations effectively, when it isin our interests to do so, our government, not just the UN, must
adapt. It isno longer sufficient to view peace operations solely through apalitica prism. It iscritica dso
to bring aclear military perspective to bear, particularly on those missonsthat are likdly to involve the
use of force or the participation of U.S. combat units. Thus, the Department of Defense should join the
Department of State in assuming both policy and funding responsibility for appropriate peace operations.
Wecdl this policy "shared respongibility.”

A. Shared Respongibility: DOD will assume new respongibilities for managing and funding those UN
peace operations that are likely to involve combat and al operations in which U.S. combat units are
participating. The military requirements of these operations demand DOD's leadership in coordinating
U.S. overgght and management. Professond military judgement increases the prospects of success of
such operations. Moreover, with policy managment responsbility comes funding responsibility.

DOD will pay the UN assessment for those traditionad UN peacekegping missons (so caled "Chapter V1"
operation, because they operate under Chapter VI of the UN Charter) in which U.S. combat units are
participating, e.g. Macedonia. DOD will aso pay the UN assessment for al UN peace enforcement
missions (so cdlled "Chapter VII" operations), eg. Bosniaand Somdia. State will continue to manage
and pay for traditional peacekeeping missonsin which there are no U.S. combat units participating, eg.
Golan Heights, El Salvador, Cambodia. When U.S. military personnel, goods or services are used for UN
peace operations, DOD will receive direct and full reimbursement; reimbursement can only be waived in
exceptiond circumstances, and only by the President.

Our Shared Responsibility policy states. "Unless the President determines otherwise, at the request of one
of the Principds:

-- The State Department will have lead responsbility for the oversight and management of those
traditiond peacekeeping operations (Chapter V1) in which U.S. combat units are not participating. The
Adminigiration will seek to fund the assessments for these operations through the existing State
Contributions for International Peacekeeping Activities account, and;

-- The Defense Department will have lead respongibility for the oversight and management of those
Chapter VI operations in which there are U.S. combat units and for al peace enforcement (Chapter VII)
peace operations. The Administration will seek to fund the assessments for these operations through the
establishment of anew account within DOD established to pay UN assessments. Once such an account is
established, DOD may receive direct reimbursement from the UN for contributions of goods, services,
and troopsto UN peace operations.”

The Adminigtration will submit legidation to Congress creating a new peacekeeping assessment account
for DOD and implementing the shared responsibility concept. The legidation will stipulate that, in
cases, the agency with lead responsibility for a given operation will be responsible for assessments
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associated with the operation. Since peace operations are neither wholly military nor wholly political in
nature, conggting indead of military, political, humanitarian and developmental dementsin varying
degrees, no one agency aone can manage dl facets of an operation effectively. Therefore, the designated
lead agencies will engage in full and regular interagency consultation as they manage U.S. support for
peace operations.

Indl cases, State remains responsible for the conduct of diplomacy and instructions to embassies and our
UN Mission in New York. DOD is responsble for military assessments and activities. NSC facilitates
interagency coordination.

B. Reimbursements from the UN: Under the shared responsihility policy, and the proposed accompanying
legd authorities, DOD would receive and retain direct reimbursement for its contributions of troops,
goods and servicesto the UN. An important advantage will be to limit any adverse impact on DOD
Operations and Maintenance funds, which are essentid to the U.S. military readiness. As our draft
legidation sipulates, the U.S. will seek full reimbursement from the UN for U.S. contributions of troops,
goods and sarvices. The U.S. will first gpply reimbursements against DOD incrementa costs. Any
remaining excess after the Services have been made whole would be credited to DOD's proposed
peacekeeping account when it is a DOD-led operation or to State's CIPA account when it is a State-led
operation. The Presdent may choose to waive UN reimbursement only in exceptiona circumstances.

C. U.S Funding of UN Peace Operations: In the short term, the Administration will seek Congressional
support for funding the USG's projected UN peacekeeping arrears. Over the long run, we view the shared
respongbility gpproach outlined above as the best means of ensuring improved management and adequate
funding of UN peace operations. Moreover, the Adminigtration will make every effort to budget for
known peacekeeping assessments and seek Congressiona support to fund, in the annua appropriation,
asessments for clearly anticipated contingencies.

D. U.S. Training: The Armed Services will include appropriate peacekegping/emergency humanitarian
assgance training in DOD training programs. Training U.S. forces to fight and decisvely win wars will,
however, continue to be the highest training priority.

VI1. Congressand the American People

To sustain U.S. support for UN peace operations, Congress and the American people must understand and
accept the potentia vaue of such operations astools of U.S. interests. Congress and the American people
must dso be genuine participantsin the processes that support U.S. decision-making on new and on-going
peace operaions. Traditionaly, the Executive branch has not solicited the involvement of Congress or the
American people on matters related to UN peacekeeping. This lack of communication is not desirablein

an erawhen peace operations have become more numerous, complex and expensive. The Clinton
Adminigration is committed to working with Congress to improve and regularize communication and
consultation on these important issues. Specificaly, the Adminisration will:

-- Regularize recently-initiated periodic consultations with bipartisan Congressond |eaders on foreign
policy engagements that might involve U.S. forces, including possible deployments of U.S. military units
in UN peace operatiors.

-- Continue recently-initiated monthly staff briefings on the UN's upcoming calendar, including current,
new, and expanded peace operations.



-- Inform Congress as soon as possible of unanticipated votes in the UNSC on new or expanded peace
operations.

-- Inform Congress of UN command and control arrangements when U.S. military units participate in UN
operations.

-- Provide UN documents to appropriate committees on atimely basis.
-- Submit to Congress a comprehensive annua report on UN peace operations.

-- Support legidation adong the lines of that introduced by Senators Mitchell, Nunn, Byrd and Warner to
amend the War Powers Resolution to introduce a consultative mechanism and to eiminate the 60-day
withdrawa provisons.

Conclusion

Properly condtituted, peace operations can be one useful tool to advance American nationa interests and
pursue our nationa security objectives. The U.S. cannot be the world's policeman. Nor can we ignore the
increase in armed ethnic conflicts, civil wars and the collgpse of governmenta authority in some dates --
crisestha individualy and cumulatively may affect U.S. interests. This palicy is designed to impose
discipline on both the UN and the U.S. to make peace operations a more effective insrument of collective
Security.

U.S. Department of State Publication Number 10161 Released by the Bureau of International
Organization Affars May 1994
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Michael New's Homecoming Speech

REMARKS OF MICHAEL G. NEW
MICHAEL NEW HOMECOMING RALLY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY COURTHOUSE
CONROE, TEXAS
JULY 28, 1996

Standing is an important posture in life. People stand when the nationd anthem is played. When the flag
passes, people stand and cover their hearts. On palitica issues people ask where do you stand, what is

your position?

For generations, parents in America have taught us how to stand. They have shown us what to stand for
and what to stand againgdt.

| am here today for no other reason than the fact that | made a stand asa U.S. Army Specialist on October
10, 1995. It was asimple act. The course set before me was clear. | had no question about where to stand
that early fdl morning in Schwenfurt, Germany.

It dl began on August 21, 1995 when my seniorsin the U.S. Army chain of command informed me that
my battaion, first of the fifteenth, 3rd Infantry Division, would soon be deployed to a UN operation in
Macedonia. However, they said this UN mission would be different from the previous UN misson on
which | served in Kuwait. My seniors informed me that this deployment required my battaion to
ggnificantly dter our uniforms by removing the U.S. flag from the right shoulder, the senior Sde of the
U.S. Army Battle Dress Uniform, to the left shoulder, and replace the flag with a UN patch, badge and
indgnia. We would also wear aUN blue beret or helmet.

This seemed like an unusud requirement, to put the UN badge in amore important position on my
uniform than the flag. Without knowing a lot about the UN, it seemed wrong to me. The Army taught me
that the wearing of a uniform, or the accoutrements of a uniform, was asign of alegiance and faithfulness
to the authority or power 0 signified. As an American fighting man, how could | wear the badges and
insgniaof another government? | had taken an oath to the United States of Americaand no other. | had
sworn to support and defend the Congtitution againgt al enemies foreign and domestic, to obey the orders
of the Presdent and those in authority over me. But the Army enlisted oath doesn't bind meto blind
obedience, but goes on to say "according to regulations and the Uniform Code of Military Justice, so help
me, God."

Like | sad in that oath, | fully intended to obey al lawful orders, according to regulations. Congress
makes d| regulations governing the land and nava forces. And the experts in the military on the wearing
of the regulation uniform are the sergeants. So, | asked my sergeant, how we as American soldiers, could
wear a"UN uniform” and still be American soldiers? The response | got to my sergeant's level question
about the proper wear of the historic U.S. Army uniform was not what | expected. | was threatened with
court martia, imprisonment or less than an honorable discharge, if | did not wear the"UN uniform.”

And further, | was directed to study the history and objectives of the UN. This| did and | was more proud
to be an American than ever before. | knew | did not want to be a member of the UN military force. The
UN Charter, their congtitution, is based upon very subjective man-made regulations and their brand of
human rights are given by the men of the United Nations. Their rights are not like those we have been
endowed with by our Creator, but rather can be modified or taken away by the UN. | saw from my own
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study that the UN's authority and founding principles are diametricaly opposed to the founding
documents of America, my country, and the United States, my government.

Asthetimeticked off from August, through September to October, | did not receive an answer from the
Army about the lawfulness of the order to wear the badges and insignia of the UN on my uniform, until
October 2, 1995, when there was a specia unprecedented briefing on the legal basis for deployment to
Macedonia and the weearing of the "UN uniform.” The five hundred and fifty soldiersin my baitalion filed
into an auditorium in Schweinfurt to hear from an Army lawyer, who was a West Point graduate. At the
end of a’52 minute presentation, he findly came to the answer | had been waiting so many tense weeks to
hear. The reason, he says, we wear the UN uniform, is because "they look fabulous" Everyonein the
auditorium laughed. | didn't think it was very funny.

By that time | knew that the UN uniform was not regulation. The only regulation berets, are the Green for
Specid Forces, the black for Rangers and the maroon for Airborne. None of the seven UN uniform
accoutrements have made it into the Army's regulation handbook for soldiers because Congress has not
approved the wear of the UN uniform.

My stand was not a matter of conscience, it was amatter of my understanding that there is an objective
(stand)ard which doesn't make alowances for what | think or fed about it. | believe that the laws and our
Condgtitution are the final word, and | had sworn to uphold this objective externd standard. Thuson
October 10, 1995, on amisty fal morning, | walked out into a sea of baby blue, in my historic and
completely regulation U.S. Army bettle dress uniform. The same uniform in which many a brave soldier
has shed blood in order to preserve and protect our American way of life. | was ordered to fal out for not
surrendering my regulation BDU. As| followed the my squad leader from the formation that October day,
I knew | would never return to my unit and that | was in trouble with a huge inditution, onewhich | carea
great ded about, and one in which | strove to be agood soldier.

After | made my intention to stand firm dear to my family, Dad knew | was going to need some legd
assgance. My mother and father have been very supportive throughout and | can never thank them
enough for standing by each other al these years and especidly for sanding by me over the past year.
They taught me thet in life taking a stand could cost me. They were right.

Dad found help for mein Colondl Ronad D. Ray. A retired Marine, Col. Ray isalawyer, aVietnam
combat veteran and an historian. | received word that | would be court martided for my stand and Colond
Ray began researching my legal position. He said my stand did not just need a defense. It also needed an
offense. He said, "We never win on the defense. We must take the war to them.” While he told me my
case was conclusive, and that | was on solid lega ground, he did not trust the courts. And, asa Vietham
veteran, he said experience had taught him that you can win dl the battles and yet lose the war in the court
of public opinion. Therefore Colonel Ray and my father took the offensive war to the airwaves of tak
radio and let people know of my stand.

| believe that Colond Ray wasignited by my stand but he aso said he had abdly full of limited "no-win"
UN wars, probably from histime in Vietnam. Some of you may be veterans of the Korean war. Koreawas
thefirg limited UN war in which victory was not the primary objective. Orders began coming from New

Y ork ingtead of Washington and Genera MacArthur, who said, "In war thereis no subgtitute for victory,”
had to be relieved of command. That kind of winning attitude had to be diminated. Then came Vietnam.

It badly marked a generation. Men, deceived by their politica |leaders, fought haf aworld away when the
redl battle was being fought here for the heart and soul of America. It seemed, as | learned more about
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how the UN military wages "peace” in places like Korea, Vietnam, and Somdia, that Macedonia and
Bosnia seemed like more of the same limited "no-win" UN wars.

In January 1996 as we prepared for court martial, my stand would ratchet up in away | could never have
anticipated due to four Presidentid |etters which appeared in Col. Ray's fax machine from Germany late
one evening. These letters were part of the legd discovery the Army owed my defense but they were held
back without comment and too late for incluson in the written legal presentation before the court. These
letters would show without question that Bill Clinton had misrepresented the Macedonian deployment to
Congress. Mr. Clinton told the Congressin those four |etters that the Macedonian mission was not of
significant danger to warrant their gpprova. That was provably not true. The Colond said that the military
judge would never rule on the lavfulness of a Presidentia order, so he filed suit againgt the Secretary of
Defense and the Secretary of the Army seeking an honorable discharge for me in an independent federd
court. The offensive campaign in the Courts, the Congress and the court of public opinion was redly
accdlerating.

The President said the Macedonian deployment was a Chapter VI UN misson. However, 27 UN Security
Council Resolutions would refer to the Macedonian deployment as a Chapter V11, which, under the UN
Participation Act of 1945, requires Congressiona approval. Approvd is required because the Congtitution
provided for abalance of power. The Presdent is not a King. When America sends her sons and
daughters into harms way, the voice and will of "We the People€" must be heard through our elected
representatives. This respongbility and limitation on his Presidentia authority was something dse Bill
Clinton dodged. | clearly understood my stand was now toe to toe with Bill Clinton. On October 10, 1995,
my stand was related to my change of status as an American fighting man. | had not questioned foreign
policy. Remember, | had asked a sergeant's level question.

1. I was standing against an unlawful order to deploy to Macedonia; 2. refusing the President's order to
wear the UN uniform; 3. refusing to serve under aforeign UN commander; 4. and refusing to be required
to carry only the UN identification card.

In January 1995, as aresult of the Presidentid letters, my stand began to be seen in amuch larger context,
as adtand for the country and a stand for over 30,000 other soldiers unlawfully deployed around the world
in UN military operations.

However, on January 24, 1996, | was convicted of not obeying what the prosecution caled a"lawful
order" even though they admitted in open court in Germany that the uniform was not aregulation
uniform. My defense was not alowed to put on the overwhelming evidence that the order was unlawful
which pointed to presidentid wrongdoing and the failure of Congressiona oversght. The military judge
basicaly sad it was above his pay grade to rule on Presdentid wrong doing and bucked it up to the next
judiciary level.

My stand has brought me back to Americawith a bad conduct discharge and appedls hanging over mein
both the civilian and military court systems. | left Germany in the middle of July and traveled to
Washington to meet with Congressiond leaders whom Colond Ray had briefed on my stand and its
sgnificance to American law and public policy. Because of my stand and the tremendous support my
stand has received from many wonderful people like you, Colonel Ray gained access to testify before a
Senate foreign policy subcommittee and UN ambassador Maddine Albright had to come and explain by
what authority America soldiers are tranferred from the U.S. military to the UN military. Throughit dl, |
have smply stood and, until reaching Americatwo weeks, | have not spoken about this matter which
shows just how powerful astand can be.
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I am now out of uniform, but the Congressis not out of jeopardy of losng control of Americas military to
U.N. command and control. But because of my stand, there is legidation now in Congress. H.R. 3308,
which is deceptively entitled, "The Armed Forces Protection Act of 1996," has been rightly labeled by
Congressman Roscoe Bartlett as "uncondtitutiond, containing anillegd trandfer of Congressiond

authority to the Executive branch.”

If it ispassed, H.R. 3308 will give legidative and political cover to President Clinton for his three years of
misrepresentation to Congress in sending U.S. soldiers like me on UN military operations to placeslike
Macedonia, forcing us to wear unauthorized UN uniforms, and to serve under foreign UN commanders.
These UN commanders take an oath of exclusive alegiance to the United Nations, but after committing
themsalves to the UN and being put on the UN payroll, they command U.S. troops making life and desth
decisons over them.

Even Presdent Clinton has admitted that if captured, these troops, unlawfully deployed, fal into a
bottomless pit in internationa law when sarving as UN military. They lose important legal protections if
taken hostage, as many have been in Macedonia, and that is of critical importance, especidly if the one
captured is your son, father, uncle, or anyone elsein your family.

Subdtitute legidation has been drafted and offered by my defense team to Congressmen and women to
introduce and support in opposition to H.R. 3308. It is entitled "The American Soldier Protection and
American Command Preservation Act.” 1t would prevent the president and others from fredy
internationdizing the U.S. armed forces through the multi- national government of the United Nations. |
am told the Republicans have been dow to pick up this legidation and the opportunity to shame Bill
Clinton for this bad treatment of American soldiers, especidly in an eection year. Col. Ray saysitis
because they don't really disagree with Clinton's UN policies to wage "peace’ around the world.

Now, asyou can tdl, | am not a speaker or apolitician. | an asoldier. | swore an oath to the Congdtitution,
took my post and | made my stand. | was proud and comforted to make my stand on October 10, 1995,
protected by our Condtitution. | have done what | am able to do. Let my stand serve as asign to you of
how far we have gone in subjugating the United States military to the United Nations military. However, |
must tell you | do not intend to become a symboal, only asign to point out, in this case, ahazard. | do not
want to be held up as something extraordinary. | did only what | had to do to be able to keep my oath and
live with mysdif.

The message | stand before you today to give you is to contact the Lega Defense Fund, keep up with the
latest information in regard to the defense of my stand, which so many of you have kindly adopted. My
mission in the courtsis Smply to obtain an honorable discharge for my honorable disobedience. Also,
please stay current with the offensive action taken as aresult of my stand, the Congressiona legidation
developed by Colond Ray and others more skilled than 1, to protect our country and support our troops. If
| could cause this much trouble as one person, just think about what you can do. It isup to you.

| amasmple soldier, and | am now acivilian, as| said earlier, | am not a speaker or a politician, but there
are those of you who are. And because you are, | charge you this day to take up this effort because the day
Is coming soon when the U.S. Army Code of Conduct will become as obsolete as General MacArthur
became during the Korean war when the code was written | am told by heroes like, Dwayne Thorin,
because of the confuson among the ranks about their allegiance: To the UN or U.S? It reads in part:

| will never forget that | am an American fighting man. | serve in the forces which guard my country and
our way of life. | am prepared to give my lifein their defense.
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| will never surrender of my own freewill. If in command | will never surrender my men while they il
have the meansto res<.

I will never forget that | am an American fighting man, responsible for my actions, and dedicated to the
principles which make my country free. | will trust in God and in the United States of America

Thank you, God bless you and God bless America

90



	Daniel D. New's Bio
	Cliff Kincaid's Bio 
	Introduction
	Chapter 1: “ I Think I’m Going To Be Court-Martialed”
	Chapter 2: “Obey God, Serve Mankind, Oppose Tyranny”
	Chapter 3: “Resistance To Illegal Orders”
	Chapter 4: “Mercenary Army”
	Chapter 5: War Crimes: The International Criminal Court
	Chapter 6: “Impeachment”
	Oaths of Allegiance
	Letter To Chain of Command
	PDD 25
	Homecoming Speech

