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‘Legislative crack’
T

here was no discussion, no debate. It was 
done quickly, like swallowing medicine 
with a bitter aftertaste.

On June 15, the executive subcommittee of 
the Arkansas Legislative Council approved a 
request from the Bureau of Legislative Research 
to hire outside counsel to work with federal in-
vestigators. The next morning, the full Legislative 
Council approved the request with no discussion.

It’s talked about only in whispers in the halls 
of the state Capitol, but the bottom line is this: 
The scope is broadening in the ongoing investi-
gation by the FBI and possibly other law enforce-
ment agencies into legislative abuse of what’s 
known as the General Improvement Fund. This 
has the potential of becoming one of the biggest 
Arkansas news stories of late 2017 and early 2018.

I will add this: It’s about time. A pox on those 
legislators who have abused the public trust and 
misused taxpayer funds.

Former state Sen. Jon Woods and former 
state Rep. Micah Neal, both Republicans from 
Springdale, already have been indicted in the 
GIF scandal. There could be more indictments 
to come. The GIF consists of unspent state funds 
and interest earnings.

Prior to the 1997 legislative session, the sys-
tem generally worked this way: 
Legislators routinely approved 
all bills that called for using 
GIF funds. There often would 
be three to four times as much 
spending approved as was actu-
ally in the account. The governor 
would decide what got funded. 
This provided political protection for legislators, 
who could tell their constituents: “I got your 
bill passed. The dang governor is the one who 
wouldn’t fund it. It’s his fault.”

Everything changed in 1997 because there 
was a new governor named Mike Huckabee, 
the first Republican in the Governor’s Mansion 
since Frank White left office in January 1983. The 
heavily Democratic Legislature couldn’t stand 
the thought of a GOP governor deciding how 
these funds were spent. Then-Sen. Nick Wilson 
of Pocahontas, who later would serve time in 
federal prison for crimes committed while in of-
fice, was among those leading the charge to take 
the fund away from the governor. Even so-called 
reform legislators were caught up in the feeding 
frenzy that spring.

The final day of the 1997 regular session was 
on a Saturday as the Legislature came in to over-
ride all of Huckabee’s vetoes. I remember seeing 
two of those who later would be caught up in the 
Wilson affair high-fiving in the Capitol parking 
lot that day. What they didn’t understand is that 
they were making a martyr of Huckabee, who 
would be elected to full four-year terms in 1998 
and 2002.

Once legislators became addicted to these 
funds, it proved impossible for them to break the 
habit. I worked in the governor’s office in those 
days, and we referred to it as legislative crack. 
Legislators could fund pet projects and get their 
photos on the front pages of newspapers in their 
district as they handed out checks. The GIF soon 
became a slush fund in the truest sense of the 
word.

In 2005, a former Democratic state represen-
tative from Jacksonville named Mike Wilson (no 
relation to Nick Wilson) filed suit in state court 
in an attempt to abolish the fund. Wilson, a law-
yer, said the GIF violated Amendment 14 to the 
Arkansas Constitution, which bans state-funded 
local legislation. A fiscal conservative who was 
appalled by the some of the things on which tax-
payer funds were being spent, Wilson said at the 
time: “It’s bad business to give money away with 
no accountability.” The case eventually went to 
the Arkansas Supreme Court, which ruled in 
Wilson’s favor.

D
espite the ruling from the state’s highest 
court, legislators were unable to get off 
the legislative crack (we might call it 

legislative opioids these days). House and Senate 
leaders devised a scheme in which money was 
funneled to the state’s eight planning and devel-

opment districts. Mike Wilson 
described it as a system in which 
money for local projects is “drib-
bled out through the subterfuge 
of grants . . . at the direction of 
individual legislators to their pet 
local uses. Quietly and with no 
attention from the media, each 

individual member is allocated a share of the GIF 
to spend as he or she sees fit, usually in his or her 
particular district. These shares are zealously 
guarded and treated as if they were personal 
property of the individual members.”

The planning and development districts cover 
six to 12 counties each. They were established in 
1967-68 when Winthrop Rockefeller was gover-
nor to plan and coordinate economic develop-
ment projects. A couple of years ago, the director 
of one such district with whom I had worked 
closely when I was with the Delta Regional 
Authority called. She was in tears, having been 
berated by a state senator who was harassing her 
on almost a daily basis over what he called “my 
money.”

Democrats, then in the majority, took control 
of GIF funds away from the governor in 1997. 
Two Republicans, whose party is now the ma-
jority party, find themselves indicted for alleged 
GIF missteps. Greed and stupidity know no 
political affiliation. Lawmakers authorized $70 
million for GIF projects in 2013 and $20 million 
in 2015. 

Scared by the indictments of their former 
colleagues, they authorized no money for GIF 
projects this year. It’s too late, though. Years of 
addiction have resulted in a stench that emanates 
from the state Capitol. If it takes the FBI, grand 
juries and federal prosecutors to fumigate the 
place, so be it. A day of reckoning is coming.

—–––––❖–––––—

Rex Nelson is a senior editor at the Arkansas 
Democrat-Gazette.

Rex
Nelson

Abortion care?
Is that what it’s called nowadays?

R
EMEMBER when the debate 
was about Pregnancy Related 
Services? And the debate was 

fierce, with folks like Ted Kennedy in 
Washington pounding his desk, de-
manding more of it. At first, many of us 
wondered why. What was all the fuss 
about? How could anybody be against 
pregnancy related services? Why, that 
has to be something like free prenatal vi-
tamins and maybe a government-spon-
sored foot rub for the lady. Of course, 
as slow as we are, we did even-
tually catch up to euphemism 
in this debate. Pregnancy re-
lated services meant preg-
nancy ending services, aka 
abortion on demand.

Words will tell, even if 
people sometimes don’t. It 
was many years ago when 
pro-choice replaced abortion 
rights on bumper stickers. It’s so much 
easier to claim to be for choice. Especial-
ly if there’s only one option to choose 
from. Pro-choice instead of abortion. 
Pregnancy related services instead of 
abortion. Any word or phrase to keep 
from being clear. It’s sorta like calling 
places where abortions are performed 
“clinics.” In this debate, one side is al-
ways muddying the water, and language.

So maybe we should thank the abor-
tion-rights folks for, at least this once, 
being transparent. The paper said the 
other day that advocates for abortion in 
this state are fighting four different laws 
passed by the Arkansas legislature this 
year. Why? Because the laws “could ef-
fectively end abortion care in the state 
for many women.”

Abortion care? Is that what it’s called 
nowadays? Our considered editorial 
opinion is: good. At least the word abor-
tion is in there somewhere.

But care? It certainly can’t be care, it 
necessarily cannot be care, of any sort, 
for the baby involved. To some of us, an 
abortion is exactly the opposite of care 
when discussing the baby. Or should 
that be a fetus? Or embryo? Or a group 
of cells that can be removed like any 
other unwanted growth?

No, we’ll stick to baby. The man once 
said that language doesn’t just convey 
thought; language shapes it, too. When 
words get fuzzy, so does thought. It’s a 
baby.

Requests for restraining orders and 
federal lawsuits are flying around Little 
Rock. Planned Parenthood and Little 
Rock Family Planning Services have 
turned loose their lawyers. (Don’t get us 
started on the names of these outfits—
as if parenthood and families are the ob-
jectives of either.)

What are these outfits fighting? 1. 
Limitations put on the “dilation and 
evacuation” procedure, which others 
call dismemberment abortion. 2. A new 
law that says doctors who perform abor-
tions on young girls must preserve fetal 
tissue and notify the police in the girl’s 
town. 3. Legal wording that make doc-
tors notify a woman’s family about their 
rights, too. 4. And a new law to outlaw 
abortion based on the sex of the child.

All of it might sound reasonable to 
reasonable people. But those who fa-
vor abortion no matter what, no matter 
when, must believe in Marshal Foch’s 
maxim from the First World War: cram-

ponnez partout—hold fast everywhere.
Charles Collins, the state represen-

tative from Fayetteville who has good 
ideas on occasion, sponsored Act 733 
that would ban abortions that are sought 
based on the sex of the baby. He notes 
that the idea for the legislation came to 
him after discussions about practices in 
China, where it has been the practice to 
abort girls.

“As the world becomes more multi-
cultural,” he said last week, “this just 

clarifies what I think everybody 
would agree would be good 
behavior.” Well, maybe not 
everybody.

Talbot Camp, deputy 
director of the ACLU’s Re-
productive Freedom Project, 

said: “Arkansas politicians 
have passed extreme abortion 

bans that put their political agen-
da ahead of women’s health. No more. 
We’re fighting back.”

Women’s health? A troublemaker 
might ask if that includes the health of 
any little girls who might be aborted. Or 
are they not counted yet? When should 
the rest of us consider them fully hu-
man? In the third trimester? After they’re 
born? When they’re old enough to drive?

No, these new laws in Arkansas must 
go! Dilate and evacuate them. But come 
up with a better phrase first.

S
OMEBODY once said that the Lit-
tle Round Top of this debate, like 
in so many other debates, has al-

ways been the language. Hold that high 
ground, and you’ve won a tactical ad-
vantage over your opponent. Those who 
push “abortion care” know that well. 
Better make it sound like it’s OK to kill, 
as long as you have a doctor’s excuse.

The Germans didn’t call it mass mur-
der in World War II either; they called 
it racially purifying the continent. The 
Armenian Genocide was just a security 
measure carried out by a Special Orga-
nization. In the 1990s, certain Europeans 
liked to call what they were doing ethnic 
cleansing, which sounds like a Bosnian 
or Italian or Spaniard or Frenchman tak-
ing a shower.

Maybe all this verbicide today is a 
symptom of our collective uneasy con-
science when it comes to abortion. 
Maybe that’s why so many of us want 
to, need to, hide behind phrases like 
abortion care and pregnancy related ser-
vices and call our organizations Planned 
Parenthood and rally around causes like 
“family planning” and “choice.” To call 
things what they are may be too difficult.

Pope John Paul II, who famously op-
posed the culture of death, whether it 
was abortion or euthanasia, didn’t mud-
dy the waters when he talked abortion. 
He told the truth. As if it was a com-
mandment of a kind. The pope who’d 
oversee the fall of the Soviet Empire 
and a new freedom on Earth took the 
time throughout his life to argue against 
abortion and the killing of the least 
among us. He said such killings were 
crimes against society. Or as he put it: 
“Human life finds itself most vulnera-
ble when it enters the world and when 
it leaves the realm of time to embark 
upon eternity.”

Call them words to live by. For most 
of us.

Fortunate son
PITTSBURGH POST-GAZETTE

T
he king of Saudi Arabia on Wednesday 
changed his successor. King Salman, 81, 
named his son, Mohammed bin Salman, 

31, previously minister of defense, as crown 
prince and deputy prime minister. The son 
replaced the king’s nephew, Mohammed bin 
Nayef, 57, who had been deputy prime minister 
and minister of the interior as well as crown 
prince.

No reason was given. It could have been 
health, or some scandal, just plain nepotism or a 
result of intra-family maneuvering. Saud family 
rule requires no explanation to be given for such 
moves. There is no indication that the change 
comes in any way as a result of the visit of Presi-
dent Donald Trump to the kingdom last month.

There are nonetheless U.S. policy implica-
tions.

Trump announced important sales during his 
visit there. The complicating factor in those sales 
is that it ties America to any Saudi war-making 
that its rulers determine to undertake.

One particularly disastrous example of this is 
the war Saudi Arabia and its Persian Gulf client 
states have been waging in bordering Yemen 

for two years now. That conflict is in effect a 
proxy war between Sunni Islamic Saudi Arabia 
and Shiite Islamic Iran for pre-eminence in the 
region. One major problem with the Yemen war 
is that it has reduced that country, with a popula-
tion of 27 million, to ruin, including hunger and 
disease, most recently cholera.

The latest quarrel the Saudis have picked 
is with Qatar over its sometimes independent 
policy positions. That conflict is complicated 
greatly for the United States by the fact of a large 
American military presence in the emirate as 
well as American educational institutions and 
many businesses.

The new crown prince, as minister of de-
fense, was known as a strong advocate of a more 
aggressive Saudi role in the Middle East’s many 
wars. It will be interesting to see what changes 
he will make in his new role. Unfortunately for 
the United States, policy changes that will in-
volve America will not be made with reference 
to even a glance at Saudi popular support, not to 
mention best interests determined in any dem-
ocratic fashion. If the past is any indication, U.S. 
support of Saudi undertakings will be assumed 
and received.

Warming in the classroom
THE NEWS-SENTINEL (FORT WAYNE, IND.)

T
here is a bubbling controversy 
about how to teach “man-made 
global warming” in the classroom. 

Is it a scientific certainty about which 
there can be no dispute? Or is it a theory 
about which people with differing view-
points can have a legitimate debate?

Let’s check in and see how The Asso-
ciated Press reports on the issue: “The 
struggle over what American students 
learn about global warming is heating 
up as conservative lawmakers, climate 
change doubters and others attempt to 
push rejected or debunked theories into 
the classroom.”

Wow. Not much doubt about where 
the AP stands. You toe the line on “sci-
entific consensus” or you’re one of those 
awful conservative doubters trying to 
push rejected bunk into the classroom.

Schools are on firm footing with the 
majority of their teachings because they 
deal either with events that have hap-
pened or are happening (history, current 
events) or facts that have stood the tests 
of time and rigorous inquiry (mathemat-
ical formulas, geographical contours, 
scientific forces). These things can be 
imparted with certainty.

At the other end of the spectrum are 
those things about which there are as 
many opinions as there are human be-
ings, including the “social studies” of so-
ciology, psychology and politics. These 
need to be passed along with an under-
standing of human frailties and uncer-
tainties.

But extremism breeds extremism, 
so now we’re getting politics from both 
sides, which means science gets a seat in 
the back of the class.
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God save the Deep State
T

he hate mail has slowed down.
It hasn’t stopped, and I’m probably in-

viting more of it with this column, though 
if you’re thinking about sending me some you 
probably should understand I find it hard to 
imagine a well-adjusted adult wasting much 
time firing off nasty emails to people they don’t 
know or leaving anonymous comments online. 
But for some folks it’s like watching baseball.

The reasons are obvious; at least a few of the 
folks who were so ready to defend this brave 
new POTUS have gotten tired of his act. The 
only folks still defending him either have a vest-
ed interest in his personal success or got sucked 
into the Say Macintosh/Clinton Chronicles ma-
trix back in the ’90s. People still share that list 
of “mysterious” deaths, and people who know 
better still refuse to denounce it as utter garbage. 
Just like some people will still argue that Barack 
Obama was born in Kenya.

It’s hard to take those people seriously, even 
if that on some other level they’re perfectly 
reasonable taxpayers. I regard them 
pretty much the same way as those 
folks who believe pro wrasslin’ is a 
legitimate athletic contest.

Maybe that’s not true. Most pro 
wrasslin’ fans understand the WWE 
is scripted. They just go along with 
the kefaybe because wrasslin’ is 
more fun if you pretend to believe in 
it. That’s not so hard to understand. We suspend 
our disbelief for movies. They suspend their 
disbelief for whoever the big pro wrestlers are 
these days. It’s fun.

At least some of the people who talk about 
politics in overheated ways know what they’re 
saying isn’t the truth; it’s just the rhetoric that 
scores the most points. I don’t think for a second 
that Donald Trump ever doubted that Obama 
was born in Hawaii, and a lot of the people who 
have parroted that opinion know it’s a ludicrious 
position. They also know it resonates with a cer-
tain unwashed TV-fed voter, the sort who hasn’t 
the patience for nuanced policy arguments but 
loves the drama.

Some people really want to believe they’re 
living in a spy novel, that the black helicopters 
are coming to get their guns, and they might 
have to shoot it out with roving bands of Muslim 
zombies any day now. This sort of paranoia isn’t 
unique to the right, though the right has been 
better at providing fan service.

Progressives may have the higher-brow co-
medians (John Oliver, Stephen Colbert, Saman-
tha Bee) but their self-selected elitist audiences 
tune in for the show then go about their lives. 
Matt Drudge, Sean Hannity, Alex Jones and even 
that delicate flower Rush Limbaugh command 
acolytes willing to stuff dollars into envelopes 
and mail them off to fight the liberal menace.

Which is a complete canard. Richard Nixon 
was more “liberal” than Hillary Clinton. Donald 
Trump is no kind of conservative—he’s just a 
vulgar, self-consciously rich guy who tramples 
on norms, a nihilistic opportunist who cares 
for nothing other than his own personal enrich-
ment and self-aggrandizement.

Most of America, and now even close to half 
of Arkansas, recognizes that.

Sure, he still has his supporters. Every dem-
agogue has supporters. There is a frighteningly 
high percentage of the population—maybe 20 
percent—who would genuinely welcome fas-
cism. More of the people who voted for Trump 

were doing so because they didn’t like the Dem-
ocratic alternative, which was understandable 
to a point. I would have preferred another can-
didate (as I wrote last year, my preferred presi-
dential race would have been between dull John 
Kasich and amiable Martin O’Malley) but while 
Clinton was problematic, Trump was unfit.

My main objection to Trump has always 
been that he’s a con man and a grifter devoid of 
any moral substance. And I’m still disappointed 
that so many Americans voted to reward a life-
time of bad behavior.

That’s not to let Clinton and the Democrats 
off the hook; she campaigned poorly and actu-
ally helped legitimize Trump’s campaign. (She 

was likely gleeful when he won the 
Republican nomination.)

Now you’ve got your Not Hillary. 
And most of you, in your heart, know 
it’s pretty awful.

Most people, no matter what they 
think their political philosophy is, 
tend to decide which personalities 
they like, then build a rationale for 

voting for them. The louder they shout, the less 
serious they tend to be about finding genuinely 
workable ways to move the country forward. 
Most people like to identify with one tribe or 
the other; they like to dress up and play conser-
vative or progressive. They like the circus of the 
TV shouters. They expect to be entertained.

I 
was once amused by people who called 
themselves “political animals” and wore 
buttons and ribbons. It was healthy fun; if 

some people wanted to wear blue face paint and 
others wanted to wear red, it was just part of the 
rich American pageant. I used to regard politics 
as a necessary but minor part of life. While there 
were real differences between parties, all of us 
were basically on the same side. I used to believe 
that to be an American meant something.

It meant we were supposed to try to be 
brave. We were supposed to recognize that if we 
wanted to be free to say what we wanted and to 
worship as we pleased, we were compelled to 
extend that courtesy to others. It meant that we 
didn’t try to kill each other with tax cuts for our 
patrons. It meant that while we acknowledged 
that government’s role in maintaining civili-
zation, we never took the sometimes pitiable 
people trying to salve their wounded egos by 
running for office too seriously. It meant we 
laughed at the idea of big daddies, the sort of 
swaggering rulers who’d put themselves above 
the law. Who would rule by fiat and fear.

You can claim you didn’t know about Trump 
(though plenty of people told you) but you can’t 
pretend you don’t know now. Maybe it’s starting 
to sink in. Our bystander Congress hasn’t the 
courage to help us.

God save Robert Mueller and the Deep State.

—–––––❖–––––—

Philip Martin is a columnist and critic for 
the Arkansas Democrat-Gazette. Email him at 
pmartin@arkansasonline.com and read his blog 
at blooddirtandangels.com.

Philip
Martin

The abortionist’s song
With a new chorus written by a federal judge

I
T COULD be a Roman spectacle, 
only instead of the madding crowd 
cheering as Christians are fed to the 

lions, Arkansas’ abortionists are hailing 
a federal judge’s opinion halting cer-
tain abortion restrictions on the least 
and most innocent of these, the unborn. 
Their lives will continue to be snuffed 
out even before they first see the light of 
day. Not only is this darkness so thick it 
can be felt now to descend on this state’s 
jurisprudence, but—irony of ironies—it 
is hailed as a bright shining light.

The beginning of wisdom may be to 
call things by their right names, but this 
ruling by a federal judge mistakes abor-
tion for a new freedom: the freedom to 
kill. The ruling by Her Honor Kristine 
Baker kept three new anti-
abortion laws from taking 
effect in this increasingly 
(un)Natural State.

Talk about unfair pack-
aging and labeling, the Ar-
kansas chapter of the ACLU, 
the American Civil Liberties 
Union, demonstrated any-
thing but concern for the civil 
liberties of babies not yet fully 
formed before they are condemned to 
death. And by dismemberment at that in 
this barbarous procedure.

Little Rock Planning Services (one 
of its doctors was listed as the plaintiff 
in this sad case) performed most of the 
abortions carried out in Arkansas over 
the past year. That’s according to the 
state’s Department of Health, which 
is responsible for keeping tabs on this 
grisly toll. Of the 3,207 abortions com-
mitted in the state over the past year, al-
most one out of five are done after five 
weeks of gestation.

Jerry Cox of this state’s Family Coun-
cil called this latest abortion of a ruling 
from the courts “just sad,” but it’s worse 
than sad. It’s one more outrage that 
leaves its bloody prints for the rest of us 
to track. Who knows what one of these 
little ones might have become—perhaps 
a great scientist, scholar or statesman. 
Instead their lives are dismissed as less 
than worthless, and they are relegated to 
the ranks of unpersons. But if they’re not 
persons, then what must they be? Just a 
meaningless blob, a mass of pre-cancer-
ous cells, a nothingness to be eliminated 
by the kind of doctor who ignores Hip-
pocrates’ command: First do no harm.

It’s enough to bring back dour old 
John Adams’ encomium to his political 
rival, Alexander Hamilton, who hap-
pened to be born out of wedlock, a cir-
cumstance Mr. Adams made the most 
of by describing Colonel Hamilton as a 
“bastard brat of a Scottish peddler.” But 
at least he knew the gentleman’s name; 
these sacrificial lambs did not live long 
enough to be given a name. They have 
become unpersons quite literally, for 
they are denied personhood by those 
who would let the state destroy them 
like the useless leavings inside a petri 

dish who have served their purpose, if 
any, and may now be thrown out with 
the trash.

Bettina Brownstein, a lawyer who 
worked with the ACLU in challenging 
state laws that limited abortion’s reach, 
accused the state of copying laws of our 
sister states, which would lead Arkansas 
into expensive lawsuits—as if a price 
could be put on priceless human life. 
Arkansans don’t dream up these pro-
life laws all by themselves, she argued, 
but follow the lead of life-loving citizens 
elsewhere. But what better models to 
follow when making this state’s laws 
other than the best and brightest of law-
givers elsewhere?

Maybe that’s why a great justice of 
the Supreme Court of the 
United States—Louis D. 
Brandeis—called the states 
“laboratories of democracy,” 
free to accept the best poli-
cies pioneered elsewhere. He 
spoke of how a “state may, if 
its citizens choose, serve as 
a laboratory; and try novel 
social and economic experi-
ments without risk to the rest 

of the country.” Who else should Arkan-
sans follow but the best and brightest of 
citizens elsewhere—the worst and dim-
mest?

What next? Will this state be accused 
of modeling its own constitution on the 
federal one, which an English statesman 
named William Ewart Gladstone once 
described as “the greatest work of man 
ever struck off at a given moment in 
time.”

S
PEAKING of the Constitution, take 
heart, fellow Americans. This de-
cision will be appealed. And like 

other decisions, it could be overturned. 
Just as one was Friday before this latest 
ruling. Remember, just because a judge 
says it doesn’t make it legal forever. Oth-
er judges might be heard from. Certainly 
We the People will be as well. For there 
was a time not so long ago that even 
this country’s top federal court—the Su-
preme one in Washington—protected 
slavery, and a chief justice of the United 
States Supreme Court declared one kind 
of human beings to be unpersons:

“In the opinion of the court, the leg-
islation and histories of the times, and 
the language used in the Declaration 
of Independence, show that neither 
the class of persons who had been im-
ported as slaves, nor their descendants, 
whether they had become free or not, 
were then acknowledged as a part of the 
people . . . .”—Dred Scott v. Sandford, 1857.

Things change. Even if today some 
class of persons aren’t acknowledged 
as a part of the people—that is, the un-
born—they very well could be tomor-
row.

Today, call this the American way of 
death. Tomorrow is another day. And 
perhaps another ruling.

The options on North Korea
WASHINGTON POST

O
NE SCHOOL of North Korea 
experts has been arguing for 
some time that sanctions will 

never induce the isolated regime of Kim 
Jong Un to give up its nuclear weapons 
nor its race to develop intercontinental 
ballistic missiles that could carry them 
to the United States. A good answer is 
that while they might be right, sanctions 
are still the best available option—and 
unlike others, such as negotiations with 
the regime, they have never been giv-
en a robust try. Fortunately, that may be 
about to change.

After waiting in vain for China to ap-
ply pressure to the Pyongyang regime 
following President Donald Trump’s 
first meeting with Xi Jinping, the admin-
istration is readying sanctions against 
a number of Chinese companies and 
banks that do business with North Ko-
rea. A sanctions bill on its way through 
Congress mandates additional steps 
against North Korean shipping, coun-
tries that evade UN sanctions and those 
that employ the slave laborers whom the 
regime exports to other countries. 

The problem is a lack of time. Even 

successful sanctions campaigns, includ-
ing that which induced Iran to bargain 
over its nuclear program, can take years 
to produce results—and the time North 
Korea may need to acquire the ability 
to threaten a nuclear attack on the U.S. 
homeland appears to be shrinking.

Not surprisingly, both the adminis-
tration and outside experts are debating 
options. CIA Director Mike Pompeo re-
cently hinted at a strategy to “separate” 
the Kim regime from its weapons. If that 
means regime change, it would require 
far greater cooperation from a Chinese 
government that so far has been unwill-
ing to seriously pressure its neighbor.

One helpful proposal comes from the 
State Department’s former human rights 
chief, Tom Malinowski, who wrote in 
a Politico essay that the United States 
should ramp up efforts to provide the 
North Korean people with information, 
including about the far freer and more 
prosperous lives of South Koreans. Polit-
ical change in North Korea forced by its 
own citizens, he says, is more likely than 
denuclearization by the current regime. 
That clear-eyed but ultimately hopeful 
forecast strikes us as sensible.

Trump in August
CHICAGO TRIBUNE

I
n a divided nation, this president took office 
amid controversy. Many Democrats believed 
his victory was illegitimate. And what exactly 

were his qualifications?
Obviously, we’re referring to President George 

W. Bush, who won the 2000 election only after 
the U.S. Supreme Court validated his 537-vote 
Florida victory. Yet Bush’s first six months in the 
White House went smoothly, professionally. In 
June 2001 he delivered on a promise to cut taxes. 
Don’t spit out your coffee here, but Congress 
passed that legislation with broad support.

Looking back to Bush reminds us of what the 
American people should demand of the incum-
bent president: Do your job and deliver results. 
While everything would change for Bush’s pres-
idency on 9/11, he overcame odds early in his 
tenure to govern effectively. That Donald Trump 
has failed abjectly to move the country forward 
is not a matter of political circumstances beyond 
his control. The disarray in the White House is all 

on Trump. And it must end—now.
Obsessing on the president’s crass behavior 

often strikes us as a waste of energy. Yes, he can 
be vulgar and impetuous. That was clear before 
the election, which he won.

Where Trump gets himself in the most trou-
ble is when his rash temperament and classless 
comments distract from important issues and 
derail political progress.

Trump promised to repeal and replace strug-
gling Obamacare with a better health-care plan, 
but he failed to develop a strong working rela-
tionship with the Republican-led Congress. His 
tax plan awaits his attention. He burned political 
capital on a Mexican wall instead of crafting 
immigration reform. Allies in Europe and Asia 
are still not sure they can trust Trump. Perhaps 
if the president stopped rehashing his victory 
over Hillary Clinton he’d have more time to think 
about the future.

Trump has two options: He can get a grip on 
his presidency, or see it wither.



S
ecretary of State Rex Tillerson insists that 
he’s staying at Foggy Bottom following 
reports that, after one humiliation on top 

of another from President Donald Trump, he 
threatened to quit.

Despite Tillerson’s ineptitude as secretary, 
his departure wouldn’t be altogether welcome. 
He is part of the Trump administration’s “sane 
caucus” led by Defense Secretary James Mat-
tis, bringing rational judgment to decisions on 
explosive foreign-policy issues involving North 
Korea, Iran, Russia and the Persian Gulf. The 
counter caucus is led by Trump himself.

Still, it’s impossible to defend Tillerson’s 
tenure. He has ignored or alienated much of the 
foreign service, and mid-career diplomats are 
leaving in droves. U.S. foreign policy will pay 
a price for this brain drain well after Trump is 
gone. He’s obsessed with reorganizing the de-
partment.

Tillerson is politically tone-deaf. He doesn’t 

appreciate the importance of public diplomacy, 
he has a weak staff—his communications chief 
was press secretary for Newt Gingrich’s pres-
idential campaign—and he hasn’t cultivated 
good relations with Congress nor consulted 
much with past secretaries.

As a result of his rift with Trump, Tillerson 
has limited credibility with foreign leaders.

Mattis has been more successful. For one 
thing, he’s better versed in the ways of Wash-
ington. He also appeals to Trump on a visceral 
level, though for the wrong reason; the presi-
dent, who fancies himself a tough guy, loves that 
Mattis’ Marine nickname was “Mad Dog.” He 
may not know that it’s an ill-chosen label that 
Mattis doesn’t like.

Many Washington observers expect Tiller-
son to be replaced by United Nations Ambas-
sador Nikki Haley. A former governor of South 
Carolina, Haley has displayed a good sense of 
public diplomacy, is politically skillful and excels 
at one key magic trick: She knows how to flatter 
Trump without seeming foolish.
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OTHERS SAY

‘Baby in the womb’
The ongoing battle for language

I
T CAN be an education to listen to 
those on the other side of the abor-
tion question when they deliver 

their talking points from wherever they 
get them. It may be that they’ve repeat-
ed them so often, like mantras, that 
they aren’t paying attention any longer. 
Forgive them Father, for they know not 
what they say.

This past week, after the United 
States House of Representatives voted 
237-189 to ban abortion after 20 weeks, 
we got this bit of PR from 
Planned Parenthood, which 
really has the wrong name: 
“It is unbelievable that poli-
ticians in Congress are once 
again attempting to inter-
fere in a woman’s ability to 
make personal decisions 
about her pregnancy in con-
sultation with her doctor and others 
she trusts. If the last few months have 
shown us anything, it’s that Americans 
want policymakers working to improve 
health care access and rights for wom-
en, not take them away.”

Improve health care? Isn’t that what 
this legislation would do? It would cer-
tainly improve health care for the babies 
involved. Excuse us, fetuses. (Or maybe, 
if some prefer, just a bit of unwanted 
growth.) And as far as rights of women 
are concerned, what about the 50 per-
cent or so of these poor aborted kids 
who are girls? Or don’t they count in the 
world of Planned Parenthood?

This reminds us of the recent push to 
begin calling abortion “abortion care,” 
as if it could be described as any kind of 
care for the children being pulled apart 
and discarded before their first breath 
in this world. The killing of people must 
first be ushered in by the killing of lan-
guage, which might have started in this 
debate when pro-abortion became “pro-
choice.” As if the people killed in abor-
tions had any kind of choice in the mat-
ter. And the misrepresentations contin-
ued as these abortions were described 
as taking place in “clinics.” And an out-
fit dedicated to cutting families short 
would call itself Planned Parenthood.

All four House members from Ar-
kansas voted to end abortions after 20 
weeks. (Exceptions are included in cas-
es of rape, incest, or to save the life of 
the mother.) This legislation might not 
pass through the Senate, but at least 
our national representatives are on the 
record. Dante reserved a special place 
outside the gates of Hell for those who 
never saw wrong and called it out. Milk-

sops, in his opinion, didn’t deserve a 
special place inside Hell proper.

“The U.S. is one of only seven coun-
tries that allows elective abortions af-
ter the 20-week mark,” noted French 
Hill, the congressman from (and with) 
central Arkansas. “And some of those 
award-winning countries include North 
Korea and China, so I’m pleased that 
we’re doing this and I think it’s the right 
thing to do.”

His colleagues from the Natural State 
agreed. Such as Congress-
man Steve Womack: “Med-
ical science has concluded 
that at the 20-week mark, 
the neurological develop-
ment of a baby in the womb 
is sufficient to feel pain. I 
think we’re on the right side 
of this issue.”

There he goes again. Using the 
phrase “baby in the womb.” My, my, but 
the folks at Planned Parenthood must 
be clutching their pearls over such un-
cultured truth.

S
OMEBODY once said that the Lit-
tle Round Top in this debate, like 
so many others, has always been 

the language. Hold that ground, and you 
have an advantage over your opponent. 
Which is why there is a move in some 
quarters to discuss “abortion care” at 
“clinics” for “women’s health.” That way 
you have a license to kill, as long as you 
have a doctor’s excuse. Call it the Amer-
ican way of death.

Abortion is no longer a crime—at 
least as far as the courts are concerned. 
So why all the attempts to conceal 
what’s happening? Can even those in 
the pro-abortion lobby understand what 
dilate and evacuate mean? They haven’t 
yet figured out a way to stop Americans 
from using the phrase “partial-birth 
abortion.” It’s impossible to put that any 
plainer, but the pro-abortionists will 
surely come up with something cleaner, 
neater, more tolerable soon enough.

But will calling it something else 
make it something else? As a man 
named Lincoln once asked, how many 
legs does a dog have if you call its tail 
a leg? Answer: Four. Calling a tail a leg 
doesn’t make it one.

No matter what the pro-abortion lob-
by comes up with next in this battle of 
the language, abortion will remain abor-
tion. And, as our good congressman 
noted, a baby in the womb remains so. 
Until—or maybe if—it is allowed to be 
born.

Effort above and beyond
B

ack in December, Tom Reilley, the man 
behind Pine Bluff’s $229 million Highland 
Pellets plant, spoke at a graduation cere-

mony for Southeast Arkansas College.
Reilley and his efforts to transform Pine Bluff 

are the focus of a story on the cover of this sec-
tion. He talked at the graduation ceremony about 
how he had come to love the city and its people 
during the months it took to get the wood pellets 
plant up and running.

“I learned that this plant was more important 
to many people than it was to me,” Reilley said 
that evening. “Almost 1,000 indirect jobs will 
come from cutting and hauling 1.4 million tons 
of pine pulpwood. I had caring emails and letters 
asking for jobs. I was in awe of what this could 
mean. . . . Something special happens when you 
lose yourself. You get out of the greed, get out 
of the vanity, get out of the false promise and 
you focus on what’s real. I prom-
ise you there were some moments 
between permitting and contracting 
time when I feared that things would 
not work out. I fought like I’ve never 
fought before so the other side knew 
this was not just about a contract or a 
permit. This was about lives.

“We won. We got it done, but only 
because of the strength and fellowship that this 
community gave me. It has been the most im-
pactful thing I’ve ever done, and I’ve learned so 
much. I have you to thank for your gift and your 
grace. I’ll forever be in your debt.”

Reilley’s efforts go beyond the plant. His Pine 
Bluff Rising organization is working to reopen 
the Hotel Pines and soon will begin other devel-
opments downtown. His timing is good because 
there are additional initiatives coming together 
that could lead to an economic rebirth in Pine 
Bluff.

For the first time in my life, I can make this 
statement with a straight face: I’m bullish on Pine 
Bluff. Arkansans who have spent years making 
jokes about a place they called Crime Bluff likely 
don’t realize that reported crime has dropped in 
seven of the past eight months when compared 
to the previous year. They also don’t realize that 
tens of millions of public and private dollars are 
being raised for future developments.

Current efforts include:
m The Go Forward Pine Bluff initiative. In 

June, a sales tax increase passed by more than 
a 2-to-1 margin. Proceeds from the five-eighths-
of-a-cent sales tax will produce about $4 million 
annually for the next seven years. Go Forward 
Pine Bluff officials hope to raise another $20 
million in private funds (Pine Bluff-based Sim-
mons First National Corp. is expected to be a 
major supporter of the effort). That will give the 
city almost $48 million to implement Go For-
ward Pine Bluff recommendations. During 2016, 
dozens of Pine Bluff residents participated in a 
planning process funded by the Simmons First 
Foundation. Earlier this year, a 27-point plan for 
city revitalization was unveiled.

Tommy May of the Simmons First Founda-
tion and Mary Pringos and Carla Martin of Go 
Forward Pine Bluff wrote in the introduction 
to the revitalization plan: “Our community has 
been the talk of Arkansas, and the conversation 
is not flattering. The media have used words 
and phrases to describe Pine Bluff such as ‘war 
zone,’ ‘a town full of crumbling buildings,’ ‘the 

worst place in America to live’ and ‘identifying 
towns or cities facing years of neglect, despair 
and desolation as the Pine Bluff syndrome.’ . . . 
It’s time to put up or shut up. We truly believe 
that change is not only essential; we believe it is 
our last real chance to turn things around and to 
begin recovering from two decades or more of a 
downward spiral.”

m A new library. In November of last year, 
Jefferson County voters approved a three-mill 
property tax increase to construct a library in 
downtown Pine Bluff while also improving exist-

ing facilities at White Hall, Altheimer, 
Redfield and the Watson Chapel 
neighborhood of Pine Bluff. It’s hoped 
that a new downtown library will be 
the same kind of catalyst for devel-
opment that the Central Arkansas 
Library System’s main branch was 
for the River Market District in Little 
Rock. Last month, the Pine Bluff/

Jefferson County Library Board of Trustees voted 
to hire the Little Rock architectural firm Polk 
Stanley Wilcox to design the building. Polk Stan-
ley Wilcox has done extensive work for CALS. 
Taylor Eubank, the interim library director, said: 
“We’ve got a chance for the Pine Bluff library to 
be transformative architecture.”

m A $6.5 million aquatics center near the 
city’s civic complex. Pine Bluff voters approved 
a bond issue and a five-eighths-of-a-cent sales 
tax for the aquatics center and other projects 
in a February 2011 special election. Reilley is 
hopeful that the next step in the neighborhood 
after completion of the aquatics center will be a 
renovation of the Pine Bluff Convention Center 
and the hotel adjacent to it.

m Construction of a walking trail around Lake 
Saracen along with a playground along the lake’s 
shores that will be accessible for children with 
disabilities. Joy Blankenship, executive director 
of Pine Bluff Downtown Development Inc., said: 
“All of the trail funding has come from federal 
highway grants. Students from UAPB, retirees, 
families wanting to have a healthy lifestyle and 
downtown employees walk or bike the trail for 
exercise and for the beauty of the lake.” Blanken-
ship’s organization also restored two downtown 
murals this year. A $4.5 million downtown beau-
tification plan is expected to be completed in 
early 2019.

Last month the Pine Bluff City Council voted 
to re-activate a long-dormant urban renewal 
agency with the power of eminent domain and 
the ability to issue bonds. Pine Bluff first created 
an urban renewal agency in 1961 and disbanded 
it almost a decade later. The reactivated agency 
is expected to play a key role in the revitalization 
of downtown Pine Bluff. Should all of the above 
efforts come to fruition, I have no doubt that the 
rebirth of Pine Bluff will be considered one of the 
great Arkansas success stories of the next decade.

—–––––❖–––––—

Rex Nelson is a senior editor at the Arkansas 
Democrat-Gazette.

Rex
Nelson

Cuba must answer
PITTSBURGH POST-GAZETTE

W
hatever and whoever is be-
hind the so-called sonic at-
tacks targeting Americans in 

Havana, one party—the government 
of Cuba—is responsible for getting to 
the bottom of it. The growing scan-
dal threatens Cuba’s image, and it has 
all the reason in the world to solve the 
mystery.

The attacks first were reported in 
August as having targeted members of 
America’s diplomatic community. But 
more recent reporting specifies that 
U.S. intelligence officers (operating 
under diplomatic cover) were the first 
and biggest group affected.

In all, at least 21 Americans have ex-
perienced hearing or cognitive prob-
lems because of the 50 or so attacks, 
which began in November, days after 
the U.S. presidential election of Don-
ald Trump. They occurred at the vic-
tims’ homes and hotels where they 
were staying. Some of the victims are 
spouses of U.S. government employees; 
a Canadian diplomat was also among 
those injured. Some victims have re-
ported hearing cricket-like noises be-
fore symptoms appeared while others 
recall nothing out of the ordinary be-
fore hearing loss or other damage man-
ifested itself. In a few cases, the injuries 
appear to be permanent.

It is tempting to view the attacks as 
simply another plot twist in U.S.-Cuban 
relations, which warmed under Presi-
dent Barack Obama and quickly cooled 
again under President Donald Trump. 
However, it has the look of something 

more complicated than post-Cold War 
spy games pitting one old foe against 
another. Times have changed. It would 
be shortsighted of Cuba to attack U.S. 
personnel in retaliation for Trump’s 
hard-line stance.

President Raul Castro’s response 
also was telling. He denied responsibil-
ity for the attacks but seemed sincerely 
perplexed by them—and invited U.S. 
officials to send FBI agents to Havana 
to investigate. That was a big move for 
the old Cold Warrior.

But Castro was acting with enlight-
ened self-interest. Cuban authorities 
have as much reason as Washington 
does to identify and punish whoever is 
responsible.

America already had ordered non-
essential diplomatic personnel out of 
Cuba and warned other Americans to 
stay away, saying their safety cannot be 
guaranteed. That will scare off some 
tourists no doubt, but it’s unlikely to 
affect the growing number of cultural 
and humanitarian cross-border part-
nerships.

An independent party’s involvement 
in the attacks—a rogue nation such as 
North Korea comes to mind—seems 
possible. FBI agents may do what they 
can to help, but Cuban authorities are 
better positioned than anyone else to 
investigate crimes on their sovereign 
territory. Cold War veterans like Castro 
ought to know who is capable of such 
deeds and why. Dealing quickly and 
efficiently with the problem will do 
much to improve bilateral relations in 
the way Cuba desires.

Ol’ Rex never had a chance
ALBERT R. HUNT

BLOOMBERG VIEW



I
n October 1991 the phrase “sexual harass-
ment” and the menacing environment it cre-
ated for women in the workplace exploded 

onto the national consciousness. Like the rest of 
the nation, I sat riveted in front of my television 
as I listened to the reluctant testimony of Anita 
Hill during the confirmation hearings of 
then-Supreme Court nominee Clarence 
Thomas. Despite Hill’s stunning alle-
gations, Thomas was confirmed. But 
what she said changed the dialogue in 
this country.

Hill gave voice to the silent indig-
nities endured by women, professional 
women in particular, at the hands of 
men who subjected them to lewd com-
ments, propositioned them wherever and when-
ever, or chased them around a desk or office sofa. 
The nation was forced to acknowledge that sex-
ual harassment was pervasive in the workplace 
and that it could no longer be tolerated.

And then came Harvey Weinstein.
Nearly 26 years to the day of the Anita Hill 

hearings, the New York Times and Ronan Farrow 
writing for the New Yorker revealed that movie 
mogul Weinstein allegedly harassed and assault-
ed actresses for years. The number of accusers is 
now more than 50.

Veteran journalist Mark Halperin is the latest 
addition to the dishonor roll. CNN reports that 

five women accused the former NBC News po-
litical analyst of sexual harassment in the 1990s 
through the mid-2000s when he worked at ABC 
News.

What another woman—Emily Miller, who is 
not a part of the CNN story—posted on Twitter 
is very telling.

She added, “I did not report Halperin to ABC 
because I thought I was the only one, and I 

blamed myself, and I was embarrassed 
and I was scared of him.”

What Miller said she did hearkens 
back to the days of silence about 
sexual harassment that Hill’s testimo-
ny exposed. It also showed that the 

potency of the power dynamic that 
allows such abuse to occur and go unre-

ported. But Miller’s tweet and the punitive 
actions that have taken place in the aftermath of 
Weinstein represent something new.

Hill’s testimony ushered in an era of recog-
nition of a problem. What we are witnessing 
now is empowerment to say something and do 
something about it.

“Abused women feel liberated to bring down 
powerful men in government, media, tech, poli-
tics, business and pop culture,” Mike Allen of Ax-
ios wrote Thursday. “It’s spreading by the day.”

If I may put an even finer point on it: They 
have found the courage to hold their tormentors 
accountable. And those men are being held ac-
countable.
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Foundations crumble
T

hat was quite a philippic Arizona Repub-
lican Jeff Flake delivered last week from 
the Senate floor, announcing his decision 

not to seek re-election while denouncing Donald 
Trump’s “reckless, outrageous and undignified” 
behavior and “flagrant disregard for truth and 
decency.”

And that was some speech George W. Bush 
gave in New York the other day, too, warning 
pointedly of “nationalism distorted into nativ-
ism,” and a politics “more vulnerable to conspir-
acy theories and outright fabrication.”

And who will ever forget Republican Sen. 
Bob Corker’s acid description of the White 
House as an “adult day care center,” or John Mc-
Cain’s magnificent denunciation of “people who 
would rather find scapegoats than 
solve problems”?

Who will forget? Republicans 
will, led by the pro-Trump intelli-
gentsia that has spent the past 18 
months abasing itself so it could 
normalize him.

In 1927 French philosopher Ju-
lien Benda wrote The Treason of 
the Intellectuals (La Trahison des 
Clercs), a short book that pointed a 
damning finger at the ultra-nationalist thinkers 
of his time.

Benda excoriated them for “the intellectu-
al organization of political hatreds.” He con-
demned them for worshipping a “cult of suc-
cess,” which “says that when a will is successful 
that fact alone gives it a moral value, whereas 
the will which fails is for that reason alone de-
serving of contempt.”

He warned, prophetically, that this “great 
betrayal” of their philosophical vocation, along 
with their “desire to abase the values of knowl-
edge before the values of action,” had put 
mankind on the road to “the greatest and most 
perfect war ever seen in the world.”

Benda is often celebrated by conservative 
writers for his understanding of how prone in-
tellectuals can be to fatal political misjudgments. 
Think of Michel Foucault’s embrace of Ayatol-
lah Khomeini, Noam Chomsky’s excuses for the 
Khmer Rouge or Naomi Klein’s effusions for 
Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez. The list of intellectu-
als making fools of themselves is long.

So where are Benda’s conservative disciples 
today, the ones I remember from panel discus-
sions on the importance of moral character, the 
dangers of relativism or the postmodern assault 
on the concept of truth?

It’s instructive to read the high-minded de-
fenses of Trump offered by writers in Breitbart, 
the Washington Times, the Federalist and the rest 
of the pro-Trump press.

Their chief argument for Trump is that he 
won and is therefore a winner. Their argument 
against Never Trumpers is that we failed and are 
therefore losers. What about Trump’s character? 
It doesn’t matter so long as the Supreme Court 

remains conservative. Legislative failures are 
always and only the fault of “establishment Re-
publicans.” Boorish habits are merely a matter 
of taste and something of a virtue in the era of 
snowflakes. As for the criticisms from Flake, 
Bush, Corker and McCain, who needs moral 
instruction from those sore losers and political 
has-beens?

Most telling is the Trumpians’ inability ever 
to utter a whisper of criticism of 
their man. Even Never Trumpers 
will occasionally find themselves 
agreeing with the administration 
over one issue or another. Not so the 
Trumpians. With instincts that re-
call the Stalinist intelligentsia of the 
1940s, they mix the logical elasticity 
of the sophist with the unflinching 
loyalty of the toady. They are never 
anything except always all in.

All this suggests that what the media now 
trumpets as a looming GOP civil war isn’t going 
to happen. Corker and Flake aren’t stepping up; 
they’re bowing out. Political retirees are good 
for leading charities, not movements.

A
s for the rest of the conservative move-
ment, through its liaison with Trump 
it is participating in its own moral 

degradation in much the same way that Xaviera 
Hollander—a Dutch consular secretary who 
realized she could make a much better living 
as a call girl and brothel operator—became the 
notorious Happy Hooker of the 1970s. Shame-
less, yes. Criminal, also. But a runaway success 
all the same, with a memoir that sold north of 
15 million copies and a movie about her starring 
Lynn Redgrave.

The default assumption of nearly every op-
ponent of Donald Trump is that, sooner or later, 
he is bound to fail, either because he will be 
overwhelmed by events, undermined by scan-
dal or abandoned by his own supporters.

So far none of that has happened. In one key 
respect, he is the most successful president in 
modern times. He has ripped out the ideological 
foundations on which his party once stood. The 
Democratic Party was still recognizably itself 
after Bill Clinton left office. The GOP will not be 
after Trump is done with it. Like it or not, that’s 
a testament to his charisma and power—aided 
and abetted by those conservative intellectuals 
who proved so quick to prostitute themselves 
on his behalf.

—–––––❖–––––—

Bret Stephens is a New York Times columnist.

Bret
Stephens

Words, words, words
And the American way of death

“What do you read, my lord?”
       —Polonius

“Words, words, words.”
       —Hamlet

T
HIS STATE’S Board of Health 
met in august session late last 
week to clear up a certain num-

ber of matters in regard to state laws and 
such. Emphasis on clear up.

For that board voted to use the word 
“death” when describing an abortion of 
an unborn child. Which is as clear as it 
gets.

Imagine that. Using the language to 
properly explain what’s happening.

That is unusual when it comes to the 
abortion debate in this country. Lan-
guage is the Little Round Top of any de-
bate, and both sides have been trying to 
gain the better ground for a generation.

It may have all started when the 
pro-abortionists began calling them-
selves Pro Choice, and the media went 
along with the euphemism. As if those 
who preferred to choose life didn’t like 
choices. Or if the infant involved in the 
matter had a vote at all.

And all these abortions—pardon us, 
“terminated pregnancies”—were occur-
ring in “clinics,” doncha know. And it 
was a matter of “women’s health,” even 
if the child killed was a female. And 
none of it was a crime. At least not on 
the books.

We remember Ted Kennedy 
talking—as always, at length—about 
“pregnancy-related services” when what 
he was really talking about was abor-
tion on demand. Always the charlatan, 
Sen. Kennedy knew better than to make 
things clear. Better if he sounded like he 
was offering prenatal care rather than 
prenatal death.

Once language is abused this way, 
soon thinking can be, too. And so the kill-
ing of a child becomes antiseptic. Clean.

Here is one board member on the 
decision that the term death will now be 
used, officially: “We are requiring that 
women with unwanted pregnancies be 
told that a decision to proceed with a 
medication or a procedure that is legal 

in all 50 states is tantamount to killing 
her baby.”

By jingos, we think he’s got it!
Yes, isn’t that what’s happening 

during an abortion? Or does he think 
something else is going on?

We’re sure that those who support 
this American way of death would like 
for it all to be shielded from view. For it 
is horrible. But others of us would like 
for these “medications” and “proce-
dures” to be explained in full. After all, 
this isn’t a pedicure we’re talking about.

The governor of this state, the Hon. 
and honorable Asa Hutchinson, seems 
to understand as much. Last year the 
board tried to replace “death of the un-
born child” with “termination of the 
pregnancy.” As if somebody was cancel-
ing a magazine subscription. The gov-
ernor rejected the change and sent the 
matter back to the board. Good for him. 
Asa Hutchinson always did seem to be 
straightforward.

Another pol, a congressman named 
Steve Womack from Arkansas, offended 
the delicate sensibilities of our betters a 
few weeks ago when he used the term 
“baby in the womb” during an argument 
about abortion. Oh, such uncultured 
truth! What’s next? Up is up and down 
really is down? He’d make an awful de-
bate coach.

E
ARLIER this year, in one of the 
never-ending stories surround-
ing the controversies of Planned 

Parenthood (another euphemism), 
some clumsy soul used the phrase 
“abortion care” when describing the kill-
ing of a child in the womb.

Imagine. Abortion care!
As Paul Krugman noted in a column 

not long ago, “It’s not just false. It’s al-
most the opposite of truth.”

Language is important. No where 
more important than in this debate over 
abortion. Is this just a “procedure” to re-
move an unwanted growth? Or is it the 
killing of a human? We know what we 
think.

We’re glad to know that the state 
wants to put it plainly, too.

Over there
BLOOMBERG NEWS

I
f there is anything to be gained from 
President Donald Trump’s disgrace-
ful attack on the credibility of the 

widow of a U.S. Special Forces soldier 
killed in Niger, it’s that Americans are fi-
nally becoming aware of the expanding 
U.S. mission against extremist violence 
now spreading across the Sa-
hel region of Africa.

As Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Chairman Joseph Dunford 
explained, the role of the U.S. 
military over the last decade 
has been critical: helping lo-
cal nations defeat a variety of 
armed threats. These include 
affiliates of al-Qaida and Islamic State, 
local extremist groups such as Boko Ha-
ram, traffickers in migrants and arms, 
criminal syndicates, and tribal rebels.

The good news is that, aside from this 
month’s tragic ambush, in which five Ni-
gerien troops were also killed, the strat-
egy has shown promising results. The 
U.S. mission, involving several hundred 
special forces, has been successfully 
training troops from Burkina Faso, Mali, 
Niger, Nigeria and other states. The key 
has been a bottom-up approach, work-
ing with local rather than central gov-
ernments.

Inexplicably, Washington is balking at 
fully funding the G5 through the United 
Nations.

The U.S.’ short-sightedness is also 
evident in its tendency to view Africa 
through the lens of individual states. 
The borders on the map are irrelevant 
on the ground in the Sahel and else-

where, which means solutions have to 
be regional. And it’s not just a military 
problem: Lasting progress depends on 
Western nations and global nongovern-
mental groups helping these impover-
ished countries improve governance 
and development.

The National Security Council 
should rethink its Africa pol-
icy more along transnational 
lines. The State Department 
needs to improve coordina-
tion and information-sharing 
among its embassies in the 
Sahel. The military, mean-
while, needs more funding 
to support effective security 

and public services along in sparsely 
populated areas of Mali and Chad. But 
sending a lot more troops and advanced 
equipment that the local forces are un-
able to operate would be a mistake—a 
slippery slope toward the U.S. owning a 
mission that the locals must fight them-
selves.

Last, Congress can do its part by pass-
ing a new war authorization to avoid 
mission creep and give a strong legal 
basis for counterterrorism operations far 
away from the original battlefields in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq.

Eventually the facts on the ill-fated Ni-
ger mission will come out, just as Trump 
will eventually lose interest in his feud 
with Sgt. La David Johnson’s widow. Ide-
ally, both the Pentagon and the president 
will incorporate what they’ve learned 
into better strategies. But there’s no need 
to wait to address the danger of increas-
ing extremism in Africa.

Then came Harvey
JONATHAN CAPEHART

THE WASHINGTON POST



H
ere’s a prediction that is sure to annoy ev-
eryone: Now that he’s national security 
adviser, John Bolton will become more 

moderate.
Some extremists moderate when they take 

public office because of bureaucratic push-back 
from the middle. Don’t expect that from Bolton. 
He’s made a career of fighting the bureaucracy 
from the right.

Bolton will moderate for the opposite reason: 
In this stage of President Donald Trump’s admin-
istration, there’s almost no one left to push back at 
Bolton from the center. Without such opposition, 
Bolton is going to realize that he’s the grownup 
in the room, and the closest thing to a realist any-
where in Trump’s foreign policy circles.

He will have to take the role of war-skeptic, 
asking the president to consider the consequenc-
es of aggressive action and intervention.

Ideologically, Bolton is a nuts-and-bolts na-
tional power right-winger who thinks the U.S. 
needs to project power outward and use force 
when it’s pragmatically necessary to do so. That 
means he will also consider when the use of force 
could backfire—especially if no other senior 
member of the administration is looking out for 
the risks.

Even if Trump now thinks he has surrounded 
himself with advisers who will let him indulge ex-
tremist impulses, he hasn’t, at least not in Bolton. 
Bolton will likely constrain Trump.

Bolton has consistently occupied a position at 
the right extreme of Republican foreign policy. 
But he has never been truly outside the spectrum. 
To the contrary, Bolton has always made sure that 
he was a member of the establishment, albeit the 

member with no one remaining to his right.
In government, Bolton worked for the Justice 

Department and the State Department in assis-
tant secretary level roles. Those are the insid-
er-power positions of these large bureaucracies. 
You have to fight to move the agenda, but you still 
have to play as part of the team.

Out of government, Bolton held a senior 
position at the American Enterprise Institute, a 
think tank within the mainstream conservative 
establishment. He wrote for the Weekly Stan-
dard—again, establishment conservative. He has 
been a commentator on Fox News, not a Breit-
bart contributor.

The point is not only that Bolton’s niche has 
always been at the right wing of the establish-
ment. It’s that he has always had others in the 
conservative establishment to push back against 
him. He’s never had to be the backstop against 
extremism, so he’s always been free to advocate 
the most right-wing stance.

That’s about to change. Secretary of State Rex 
Tillerson has been replaced by Mike Pompeo, a 
former congressional ideologue who is further 
right than Bolton. If Gina Haspel is confirmed as 
the director of the Central Intelligence Agency, 
the agency will likely have trouble occupying the 
“voice of caution” role.

Secretary of Defense Jim Mattis might be the 
only figure against whom Bolton could struggle 
from the right. That depends, however, on wheth-
er Mattis himself stays in place—and whether he 
is interested in trying to constrain Trump from 
using military force abroad.

It’s one thing to be the most right-wing mem-
ber of the establishment. It’s another thing to put 
policies in place that break the establishment’s 
norms altogether.

F
ifty years ago last week, an assassin’s bullet 
claimed the life of the Rev. Martin Luther 
King Jr., and cities erupted in violent protest.

Fifty years ago this week, the House, galva-
nized (or embarrassed, or scared) by the crisis, 
passed the much-postponed Civil Rights Act of 
1968, better known as the Fair Housing Act.

In his April 11, 1968, signing statement, Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson alluded to the 1964 and 
1965 laws that outlawed racial discrimination in 
employment, public accommodations and voting 
rights, and declared that the measure 
filled one of the biggest remaining 
gaps in the new structure of justice.

“Fair housing for all human beings 
who live in this country—is now a 
part of the American way of life,” 
Johnson said.

Is it? There has unquestionably 
been progress. Between 1970 and 
2010, the average U.S. metropolitan area’s “dis-
similarity index,” a widely used measure of segre-
gation between blacks and whites, declined from 
78 to 60, according to sociologists Jacob Rugh of 
Brigham Young University and Douglas Massey 
of Princeton University: To achieve an even racial 
distribution would have required relocating 60 
percent of an area’s African Americans in 2010, as 
opposed to 78 percent 40 years earlier.

That’s a 23 percent improvement. The United 
States as a whole is approaching a level of black-
white residential segregation that researchers 
customarily consider “moderate,” and in places 
such as Blacksburg, Va., or Fort Collins, Colo., 
housing segregation is in the “low” range, as 
Massey notes in a review of the data soon to 
be published in the Journal of Catholic Social 
Thought.

Nevertheless, black Americans remain far 
more likely than others to be concentrated racial-
ly and isolated geographically, Massey reports. 
For blacks, nine of the 10 most segregated metro-
politan areas are northern cities such as Detroit, 
Cleveland, Chicago and Philadelphia. Their av-
erage dissimilarity index stands at 76, down only 
slightly from 84 in 1970. These figures do not 
capture the various deprivations, in transporta-
tion, employment and education, that go along 
with ghettoization, but those are very real too.

Persistent racial isolation does not result only 
from natural demographic processes, or private 
prejudice, though both have played a part. Rath-
er, it is to a large degree a legacy of conscious 
federal actions that helped ghettoize blacks as 
they migrated from south to north in the mid-
20th century.

When the Roosevelt administration bailed 

out the housing industry during the Great De-
pression, it did so on a discriminatory basis, 
steering Federal Housing Administration subsi-
dies to whites-only neighborhoods, purportedly 
to avoid the property devaluation that black 
residents caused. When the federal government 
built housing for World War II defense plant 
workers, it did so on a segregated basis. FHA 
and GI Bill housing benefits also favored white 
suburbs after the war.

The Fair Housing Act represented a federal 
promise not only to prevent new discrimination 
but also to reverse damage Washington did.

It has been more successful at 
the former task than the latter. Overt 
racial bias in renting and selling 
homes—of the kind for which the 
Justice Department sued Donald 
Trump, his father, Fred, and their 
apartment company in 1973—is less 
common than it was. (The Trumps 
settled out of court, promising not 

to discriminate without admitting wrongdoing.) 
Yet successive presidential administrations have 
balked at full enforcement of the 1968 law’s 
requirement that federally aided local govern-
ments take “affirmative” steps for residential 
desegregation. Many predominantly white com-
munities resisted; they were happy to take fed-
eral money but didn’t want fair-housing strings 
attached.

The Obama administration wrote regulations 
to carry out this long-dormant provision in 2015, 
but President Trump’s housing secretary, Ben 
Carson, who previously denounced the whole 
idea as “social engineering,” recently postponed 
implementation of the Obama rule until late 
2020.

I
ronically, the purpose of these federal regu-
lations in many cases would be to counteract 
the effect of other government rules, enacted 

at the local level: Land-use restrictions—zon-
ing, minimum lot sizes, growth controls and 
the like—that effectively enable upper-income 
households to create their own residential en-
claves are a major culprit in the persistence of 
segregation by both class and race.

Deregulating local residential real estate 
might get at the root causes more efficiently. A 
recent paper by Michael Lens and Paavo Monk-
konen of the UCLA Luskin School of Public 
Affairs suggests that state government interven-
tion can help, by offsetting local interest group 
pressure.

As social “sorting” and political polarization 
advance, it seems more important than ever to 
tear down barriers that prevent Americans from 
living together as equals.
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OTHERS SAY

The meaning of life
And the meaning of the words we use

I
T WAS partially a pleasure to read 
the email from a fellow journal-
ist—as many journalists are defined 

today, which is to say, loosely—after 
we had read all the news stories over 
the weekend about Arkansas’ abortion 
laws. Or the laws that are almost-laws. 
For a judge has put a hold on more than 
one as the lawyers do their work.

The papers say there’s a federal 
lawsuit challenging four laws that the 
Arkansas General Assembly passed in 
2017. Then there are three other abor-
tion-related lawsuits over in the Eastern 
District of Arkansas as well. And a fifth 
was filed in Washington County Circuit 
Court last month. All in different states 
of appeal. We suppose lawyers have to 
eat, too.

While we were pondering weak and 
weary over the comments from propo-
nents and opponents to these Arkansas 
laws—why would anybody oppose no-
tifying law enforcement when a 13-year-
old girl, who cannot give consent, seeks 
an abortion?—our email pinged. It’s 
such a common sound that it almost 
blends in with the background noise.

The email was from somebody in 
an outfit that touted itself as “the only 
non-profit, independent daily publica-
tion focused on reproductive justice,” 
and called itself rewire.news.

How wonderful, we first thought. 
An entire publication devoted to jus-
tice for those who should be protected 
in their mother’s wombs, but instead 
are oft times put in the most dangerous 
positions. Yes, join hands and join the 
ranks, fellow justice-seekers! Let us call 
out wrong when we see it, and do right 
as He gives us to see the right, and see 
that justice is done in this country, even 
for the least of these. For who is more 
vulnerable than a child unborn?

Then we read rewire.news and dis-
covered it’s every bit as devoted to re-
productive justice as Planned Parent-
hood is to parenthood.

Oh, what crimes have been commit-
ted against the language in this battle. 
Just as those in Arkansas call an abor-
tion procedure Dilation and Evacua-
tion, or Dilation and Extraction, or—
even better—D&E or D&X, in an at-
tempt to clean up any real image of the 
bloody mess, so too must the abortion-
ists fog the area when discussing “re-
productive justice.” And for the same 
reason smoke bombs are launched 
onto a beach before the infantry lands. 

Blur, obscure, complicate. Never allow 
abortion to be debated with straightfor-
ward words and clear language. Espe-
cially if you can’t defend your position 
while using them.

Our new email correspondents 
write that several new laws in Missis-
sippi are “anti-choice.” As if, during an 
abortion, the child has any choice in 
the matter. They call the state’s require-
ments “that only physicians provide 
abortion care” a scheme. But we’d ask: 
Who else would they allow to do this? 
And what the bloody hell is abortion 
care? It seems that abortion and care 
are polar opposites. What next, a de-
bate about death health?

Humpty Dumpty once told Alice 
that he was the master of words, and 
he could use them to mean anything. 
“When I use a word, it means just what 
I choose it to mean—neither more nor 
less.” He’d fit in nicely today as Ameri-
cans debate Choice, as long as there is 
only one.

E
UPHEMISM isn’t unknown 
among the Arkansas stories, ei-
ther. In one of those many law-

suits flying around the Natural State, a 
group calling itself Biomedical Ethicists 
filed something called an amicus brief, 
or friend-of-the-court brief, on behalf 
of an abortion doctor in Little Rock. 
We note that Biomedical Ethicists, the 
group, is a collection of a couple-dozen 
physicians and professors around the 
country.

The group’s filing says the Arkansas 
laws, still on the shelf for now, “prevent 
physicians from upholding their ethical 
obligations.”

Ethical obligations of physicians?
Like, for example: First, do no harm?
As the language is misemployed in 

this discussion, it may become hard-
er and harder for many of us to real-
ize it when debate descends to farce. 
For when serious people use phrases 
like “reproductive justice” for the kill-
ing of an unborn child, and “abortion 
care” for the removal of a person, limb 
by limb, from a mother’s womb, and a 
group called Biomedical Ethicists goes 
on the record saying such procedures 
are ethical obligations among doctors, 
words fail us. Almost.

Call it the American way of death, as 
corporate-speak comes to a more im-
portant item on the agenda. God have 
mercy on us.

That elusive fair housing
CHARLES LANE

THE WASHINGTON POST

John Bolton’s new stance
NOAH FELDMAN

BLOOMBERG

Researching gun violence
CHICAGO TRIBUNE

E
very mass shooting, most re-
cently the slaughter at Marjory 
Stoneman Douglas High School 

in Florida, brings a familiar and usually 
fruitless call and response. Gun control 
advocates urge tighter laws; gun rights 
advocates argue that those measures are 
too harsh or won’t work.

What’s missing from this debate are 
studies that provide evidence of strate-
gies proven to reduce gun violence, and 
of those shown to have little or no effect. 
In that void, lots of people voice asser-
tions that may or may not be accurate.

Why the dearth of data? One reason 
is that a 1996 congressional amendment 
barred the federal Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention from spending 
to “advocate or promote gun control.” 
The amendment, sponsored by the late 
GOP Rep. Jay Dickey of Arkansas, for 
two decades has been credited—and 
blamed—for tamping down govern-
ment-funded gun research.

That could change. Health and Hu-
man Services Secretary Alex Azar re-
cently promised the CDC will resume 
research to find ways to curb gun vio-
lence. “We’re in the science business and 
the evidence-generating business,” Azar 
says, vowing the agency’s researchers 

will be “certainly working in this field, 
as they do across the broad spectrum of 
disease control and prevention.” Bravo.

Even Dickey apparently recognized 
the damage done by his amendment. 
Six years ago, he co-authored a Wash-
ington Post op-ed that called lawmakers’ 
fears of such research “senseless.” “We 
must learn what we can do to save lives,” 
Dickey and his co-author wrote.

Gun violence is a public health crisis, 
as urgent and lethal as cigarette smoking 
or Ebola. There will be intense debate. 
Good. Let rival gun control and gun 
rights advocates debate the paths re-
search should follow, argue the merits of 
studies, and poke holes in conclusions. 
That’s how science works.

Many may not have believed the ini-
tial studies that showed a link between 
cigarette smoking and lung cancer. They 
shrugged off the dangers, or justified 
smoking for its pleasures. But the evi-
dence of health risks grew overwhelm-
ing over time. So did the number of peo-
ple who quit—or never started.

It’s a rough analogy, but the over-
arching point is: Let’s establish some 
evidence about the gun epidemic and 
what can curtail it. Then Americans can 
decide what additional gun measures, if 
any, they will support.
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