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O P I N I O N

All war is regrettable. Many innocent 
people die and much destruction 
results. It is almost impossible to 

count the cost. And nearly all wars — except 
those necessary to safeguard freedom — are 
unnecessary.

Just consider, for example, how much 
better off the people of both Lebanon and 
Israel — and even the aggressive Hezbollah 
terrorists who initiated the recent war in 
the Middle East — would be if they simply 
lived alongside each other in peace despite 
their differences.

Beirut, Lebanon’s capital, used to be 
called “the Paris of the Mediterranean.” It 
certainly isn’t anymore.

Israel simply wants its people to be able 
to live in peace without the threat of Ira-
nian-supplied rockets being fired and ter-
rorist attacks being made on its civilian 
settlements and cities by Hezbollah ter-
rorists in Lebanon and Hamas terrorists in 
the Gaza Strip.

If there were no war, just a permanent 
cessation of hostilities even if the various 
people still didn’t like each other, there 
would be an end to general fear, and there 
would be great economic boom as tourists 
would be attracted and businesses would be 
encouraged, with great benefits for all.

But instead, there have been major wars 
in that area in 1948, 1956, 1967 and 1973, 
plus countless cross-border incursions and 
many years of vicious and suicidal terrorist 
attacks on civilians.

It is impossible to count the full cost of war 
or to measure the benefits of peace. But we 
do know that in the recent Hezbollah-Israeli 
conflict, Hezbollah fired at least 3,970 of its 
13,000 Iran-supplied rockets at Israeli civil-
ians. They killed nearly 200 Israeli citizens, 
and more than 4,000 others were treated 

for wounds. About a third of a million Israe-
lis were temporarily displaced from their 
homes. The economic loss to Israel has been 
estimated at about $1.6 billion, in addition to 
the estimated $5.3 billion cost of the Israeli 
military defensive efforts.

In Lebanon, there were probably sev-
eral thousand Lebanese civilians killed, as 
Hezbollah’s attacks were purposely based 
in civilian areas that suffered regrettable 
collateral damage when Israel fired back 
at them. Possibly a million of the Leba-
nese people were driven from their homes 
to seek temporary safety. Pictures of the 
wreckage of countless buildings throughout 
Lebanon make it clear that untold billions 
of dollars in property damage occurred.

For what?
Nothing is settled. A shaky cease-fire 

offers no prospect of peace. New war is 
threatened.

None of the deaths and none of the 
destruction would have occurred if Hez-
bollah and Hamas had not invaded Israel 
and kidnapped and killed Israeli soldiers, 
sparking the widespread conflict.

And now that it is over, Hezbollah claims 
victory since it survives, and Hamas still 
exists. Israel proved its greater military 
power, but is a loser in that Hezbollah and 
Hamas remain, armed by Iran and Syria and 
encouraged in future terrorism.

We don’t expect the warring parties to 
“like” each other. But simply self-preserva-
tion and self-interest and each side’s desire 
for a better life recommend peace — if com-
mon sense prevailed.

But that is the problem. Hatred rather 
than common sense prevails throughout 
the Middle East. It is destructive to all of 
its people — and involves us Americans in 
many troublesome and inescapable ways.

The cost of unnecessary war

Let’s review the history of government 
cost estimates for entitlements:

■ It was predicted that Medicare, which 
has provided health care for the elderly 
since 1965, would cost $9 billion per year by 
1990. Its true cost by 1990 was $67 billion.

■ The special hospitals subsidy for Med-
icaid, which aids the poor, was supposed to 
cost $100 million by 1992. Its actual price tag 
that year was $11 billion.

■ By 1993, taxpayers were supposed to 
pay $4 billion for Medicare’s home care 
program. The real cost: $10 billion.

■ The government said a new Medicare 
drug benefit would cost “only” $400 billion 
over 10 years. A bit later, officials revised 
the estimate to $534 billion. Further on, 
they settled on the even heftier figure of 
$720 billion. Who knows what the final 
tab will be?

Now consider a new estimate by the 
Congressional Budget Office. It says the U.S. 
Senate’s immigration bill, which would legal-
ize millions of illegal aliens, would cost $127 
billion over 10 years. Much of that would 
come from more Social Security, Medicaid, 
Medicare and food stamp spending, and from 
tax credits going to legalized immigrants.

But based on government’s pitiful track 
record, the price of entitlements tends to 
be greater than expected — by multiples 
ranging from two and a half times to 110 
times the original estimates.

Do you think legalizing illegals would 
really cost more like $300 billion over the 
next 10 years? Perhaps $500 billion? Or 
maybe far more?

We can’t say for sure. But the safest guess 
is that it would be plenty more than $127 
billion.

Another fishy cost estimate

A Kentucky teacher burned American 
flags in his seventh-grade social studies 
classes to make a point about free speech. 
Teacher Dan Holden asked students to 
write a paper about their views on the act 
and to seek their parents’ opinions on the 
lesson, too.

Parents were outraged, and he has now 

assumed noninstructional duties.
What was he thinking?
Should a class on the effects of por-

nography include the handing out of dirty 
magazines? And aren’t there enough top-
ics related to free speech to avoid an 
inflammatory act that has nothing to do 
with speech?

Horrible judgment in class

Promoters of the theory of “global warm-
ing” work hard to get the United States to 
ratify treaties that would do almost nothing 
to fix the problem even if it were as bad as 
they claim.

Even people troubled by the supposed 
threat of catastrophic temperature increas-
es have acknowledged that the Kyoto Pro-
tocol, for instance, would barely accom-
plish anything. It’s estimated that its rules, 
which would hit the United States hard 
while exempting heavily polluting nations 
such as Communist China, would hold back 
temperature increases by only a fraction of 
1 degree Celsius over the next four to five 
decades.

Jerry Mahlman, director of the Geo-
physical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory at 
Princeton University, put it this way in 
Science magazine: “It might take another 
30 Kyotos over the next century” to sig-
nificantly reduce global warming. Jorge 
Sarmiento, also of Princeton, declared 
that “much deeper emissions cuts will be 
needed in the not too distant future if we 
are going to meaningfully reduce the rate 
of warming.”

The trouble is, even the one Kyoto Proto-
col, which the United States wisely refused 
to join, would cause economic catastrophe. 

Manufacturers would relocate to nations 
not bound by Kyoto’s strictures, and U.S. 
jobs, output and our standard of living 
would plummet.

More bad news for schemes to reduce 
“global warming” is the discovery that 
an earlier treaty — the Montreal Proto-
col of 1989, which aimed to plug the ozone 
layer above Antarctica — apparently sped 
warming. The pact urged nations to stop 
using so-called CFCs in air conditioners 
and refrigerators. But the use of replace-
ment gases has led to perhaps three times 
as much creation of “greenhouse gases” 
alleged to contribute to global warming as 
what the later Kyoto treaty was meant to 
eliminate.

So are 32 or 33 Kyotos the real number 
needed to make a dent in “global warming”? 
Would we have an economy worth sustain-
ing by the time we do all that? 

The U.S. Senate unanimously said it 
would not approve Kyoto if the pact were 
presented for ratification. President George 
W. Bush correctly agreed and withdrew 
former President Bill Clinton’s signature. 
Equally pointless future treaties should be 
rejected, too.

And maybe warming is just “natural,” 
little affected by humans.

If it’s a problem, Kyoto won’t fix it

As howls of discontent about 
the Bush administration’s Iraq 
war policy grow louder, many 
Democrats are licking their lips 
at the prospects of political gains 
in the midterm elections that 

could create 
the momen-
tum needed 
to reclaim the 
White House.

A m e r i c a , 
however, is not 
Connecticut, 
and the Dem-
ocratic Party 
will be fool-
ishly wrong if 
it thinks it can 
ride an anti-

war campaign to victory in 2008. 
History clearly shows anti-war 
campaigns during times of war 
are not successful. As a vet-
eran who served in Vietnam 
in 1968, I know firsthand what 
happens when opposition to a 
war — regardless of how poorly 
planned and poorly executed it 
is — turns into opposition to 
the troops.

President Bush has reiter-
ated that American troops will 
remain in Iraq for the remain-
der of his term, and that he will 
leave it up to his successor to 
set the course from there. His 
successor can very well be a 
Democrat, but only if the candi-
date has a well-laid-out plan for 
dealing with Iraq, the Middle 
East and the ongoing threat of 
global terrorism.

I cringe at the claim by some 
that the party must play to its 
so-called left-of-center base to 
recapture the White House. In 
fact, if Democrats are to win 
in 2008, the party must first 

reclaim the disenfranchised cen-
trists it has lost in recent years, 
particularly in the South — a 
group of voters who increas-
ingly have become Republican-
leaning independents or made 
the party leap altogether.

Reclaiming those centrists 
will not happen if the party’s 
leaders continue their political 
posturing on Iraq. It’s time to 
stop the votes on an immedi-
ate withdrawal. It’s time to stop 
sending messages to the world 
community that our country 
does not support the president, 
does not support the war, does 
not support our troops.

It is clear that a unilateral 
withdrawal from Iraq would 
be a total disaster. Rather than 
continuing to call for such a 
withdrawal, Democrats would 
be much wiser to begin formu-
lating a plan for the party’s post-
Bush Iraq policy.

Like many of my fellow 
Americans, I believe that the 
Bush administration has han-
dled the war badly. The lack of 
appropriate planning and the 
lack of understanding about the 
dynamics of the deep divisions 
among the Iraqi people are very 
apparent. There continues to be 
no real plan that the American 
people understand on how we 
are to reach our objectives and 
allow all our troops to return 
home safely.

But as a nation, and as a 
party, we must deal with the 
reality in which we find our-

selves. We are committed to 
maintaining sufficient troops 
in Iraq to stabilize the country 
and give democracy a chance 
to succeed there. American 
servicemen and women are on 
the ground in Iraq, risking their 
lives every minute of every day. 
We are at war. We must support 
the commander in chief and we 
must support our troops, even 
as we may disagree with the 
administration’s specific poli-
cies and strategies.

As Democrats look toward 
2008, it is imperative for leaders 
of the party to come together 
now to begin building consen-
sus on a post-Bush Iraq policy 
that acknowledges the need for a 
stable Iraq and Middle East, that 
recognizes the need to maintain 
our vigilant fight against global 
terrorism and that, most impor-
tantly, can gain the support of a 
majority of Americans.

I am a lifelong moderate 
Democrat who loves our coun-
try and my party, and I am 
deeply committed to both. I 
know as well as anyone that you 
can’t change policy if you don’t 
win the election. That is why I 
feel so strongly that Democrats 
will be making a huge mistake 
if they erode support for the 
president’s efforts in Iraq and 
support for our troops in an 
attempt to make political hay.

History has taught us that 
such a move will backfire.

Jim Hall is a lifelong Demo-
crat and Vietnam veteran. He 
most recently served as chairman 
of the National Transportation 
Safety Board under President Bill 
Clinton and currently heads Hall 
& Associates LLC, a government 
relations firm with offices in 
Washington and Chattanooga.

Time for Iraq plan, not posturing

WASHINGTON — Pres-
sure is mounting within the 
Senate Democratic caucus to 
strip Sen. Joseph Lieberman of 
senior committee positions if 
he defeats Democratic nominee 

Ned Lamont 
in Connecti-
cut, but Senate 
Minority Lead-
er Harry Reid 
is expected to 
beat that back.

Lieberman 
will remain part 
of the Demo-
cratic caucus 
even though he 
would be elect-
ed as an inde-

pendent after losing to Lamont 
in the Democratic primary. 
Many liberal senators, angry 
with Lieberman for supporting 
President Bush on Iraq, don’t 
want him to chair a committee 
in a Democrat-controlled Sen-
ate. He now is senior Demo-
crat on the Homeland Security 
Committee.

Reid says nothing publicly 
but is expected to save Lieber-
man. Disciplining fellow Dem-
ocrats is not Reid’s style, and 
Lieberman’s vote could be cru-
cial in taking Senate control 
from the Republicans. 

VOTING ON BOLTON

The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee will meet Sept. 7 for 
a second try at recommending 
confirmation of John Bolton as 
U.S. ambassador to the United 
Nations, but it may fail again for 
lack of Republican unanimity.

Republican Sen. George Voi-
novich, who deprived Bolton 
of a favorable committee vote 
in 2005, has changed his mind 

because of Bolton’s perfor-
mance at the United Nations 
under President Bush’s recess 
appointment. However, Sen. 
Chuck Hagel, the committee’s 
second-ranking Republican, has 
been less impressed by Bolton. 
He will decide his course based 
on a meeting with the U.N. 
ambassador after Labor Day.

Even if Hagel votes no, the 
committee could send Bolton 
to the Senate floor with an 
unfavorable recommendation 
as it did last year. The issue is 
whether the Democratic leader-
ship will block his confirmation 
with a filibuster.

NERVOUS REPUBLICANS

A political indicator of hard 
times ahead for Republicans is 
frantic activity during the cur-
rent congressional recess by 
GOP staffers contemplating life 
under a Democrat-controlled 
House of Representatives.

Several Republican aides, 
including many working for 
House members from safe seats, 
are seeking employment else-
where. Most of them have never 
worked under Democratic con-
trol and dread the prospect of 
minority status on Capitol Hill.

ENDANGERED HAWAIIAN

Sen. John Kerry has includ-
ed Sen. Daniel Akaka, a 16-year 
Senate veteran facing a serious 
threat in the Sept. 24 Hawaii 
Democratic primary, among 
three endangered anti-war Sen-
ate candidates in a personal 
appeal for funds.

A recent e-mail dispatched 
by Kerry (“Support Strong Lead-
ers Who Aren’t Afraid to Tell 
the Truth About Iraq”) requests 
funds for the campaigns of Sen. 

Bob Menendez in New Jersey, 
Ned Lamont in Connecticut and 
Akaka. Menendez was recent-
ly appointed to the Senate, 
and Lamont is opposing Sen. 
Joseph Lieberman. Akaka until 
recently had been considered a 
safe incumbent but now faces a 
formidable primary challenge 
by Rep. Ed Case, first elected to 
Congress in 2002.

Akaka lost prestige this year 
when he failed to pass his sig-
nature bill to give native Hawai-
ians the status of an Indian tribe. 
He has stopped his practice of 
always following his powerful 
senior Hawaiian colleague, Sen. 
Daniel Inouye, even when he 
deserts the Democratic Party 
line. Akaka did not join Inouye 
recently in voting for the off-
shore oil-drilling bill.

MONEY FOR PATRICK

A contributor to the re-elec-
tion campaign of Rep. Patrick J. 
Kennedy of Rhode Island will 
gain admission to a “New Eng-
land clambake dinner” Oct. 7 
at the famous Kennedy com-
pound on Cape Cod in Hyannis, 
Mass.

Washington  lobbyis t s 
received solicitations from the 
congressman and his father 
and stepmother, Sen. and Mrs. 
Edward M. Kennedy. Requested 
contributions were $1,000 per 
person, $5,000 per host, $10,000 
for a co-chair and $20,000 for 
a chair.

Creators Syndicate

Democrat Joe Lieberman

■ Anti-war campaigns 
in times of war are not 
successful.

Bible Wisdom
Yet I will rejoice in the Lord, 

I will joy in the God of my salva-
tion. Habakkuk 3:18
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