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“I BELIEVE that the public journal is a public trust; That all connected with 
it are, to the full measure of their responsibility, trustees for the public; That 

acceptance of a lesser service than the public service is a betrayal of this trust.
I BELIEVE that clear thinking and clear statement,  

accuracy and fairness are fundamental to good journalism.”
— Walter Williams, founding dean, missouri school of journalism
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WORLD View

Bombings in Lebanon tied to deeply rooted history

The fighting, human suffering, 
political complications and security 
threats that emanate from the recent 
events at Nahr al-Bared refugee 

camp in North Lebanon cannot be resolved 
only in Nahr al-Bared. They neither originat-
ed nor will end there. They represent a lega-
cy of political and security events in the past 
half-century that will become a continuing 
trajectory if they are not addressed in their 
full regional and global context. If there is a 
single thread that runs through the modern 
history that has brought us to this point, it 
is the lingering problem of Palestinian refu-
gees and their unachieved rights, which in 

turn has expanded over the years to become 
the wider Arab-Israeli problem.

At the same time, the particular threats 
and tensions in Lebanon today are widely 
linked by many people to the often antagonis-
tic relations between Syria and Lebanon. The 
ongoing UN investigation into the murder of 
Rafik Hariri and many others may shed light 
on who is responsible for these crimes and 
who may be behind the intermittent bombs. 
Until then, the Nahr al-Bared crisis must not 
be allowed to become yet another unresolved 
political dilemma whose fundamental causes 
are swept under the rug.

— The Daily Star, Beirut, Lebanon

TO THE EDITOR
Proposed biolab a 
threat to Columbia

Had a little time on my hands 
the other day. So I thought I’d 
think a little about time. It’s a 
fascinating subject and one that 

will frustrate what little gray matter you 
might have. Funny. I had never thought 
about time before. So I tried to force 
myself to say what 
time is. Or what it 
was or what it will 
be.

I’ve always just 
assumed that it 
was something 
that “flowed” by, 
coming in upon me 
from the past and 
going on from me 
into the future. But 
is that right? Time 
“passes,” we hear. 
This is a strange, 
although common, 
conception of time.

Henry David 
Thoreau once wrote 
that time was a 
stream he went 
fishing in. That’s 
the flow-concept of 
time. The fisher-
man and the fish 
were entities “in 
time” — and yet, time passes. If so, then 
where is it? And what happens to the time-
less fisherman and the fish?

I saw a book the other day called by the 
heavy title of “The Ontology of Time,” 
written by a philosopher of time at the 
University of Michigan named L. Nathan 
Oaklander. That’s what prompted me to 
think about time. I couldn’t really under-
stand the technical philosophical terms 
and concepts used in the book, but it did 
cause me to think about the subject.

If time flows, does if flow from the 
future to the present and then to the past? 
Or does it flow from the past to the pres-
ent and then to the future? I really can’t 
answer this question, mainly because I 
can’t really believe that it flows at all. I 
see time as static, motionless — more like 
a lake than a river. We creatures and all 
world-substances do the moving, the com-
ing and the going. Time stands still.

Time was, is and will be. This cannot be 
said of anything else. That’s my belief.

At least it is interesting to think about it 
— but not too much. I am born and have 
my first experience with time; I die and 
have my last experience with time.

“Do you have time?” is a meaningless 
question. This cannot be said of anything 
else. One doesn’t have time. In a sense, 
time has us. We slog about in time — in a 
metaphysical sense of course. Our actions 
are sequential, of course, and are relative 
to actions of others. But we cannot talk of 
time in the past. We have no experience 
with such time. We are not in the past. Nor 
can we talk about time in the future, for 
we have no experience with future time.

And, I was thinking ... perhaps we 
cannot talk about time in the present or 
of being in the present time. Why not? 
Because the present is becoming — part 
present and part future. Since the present 
is partly — and changing constantly — the 
past and also the future, it is not really the 
present. There is no “is.” Or, we might say, 
whatever we think “is” is really something 
else that cannot be described since it is in 
flux.

Oh well, I’ll get back to more mundane 
thoughts and actions. But I do find that 
from time to time (pardon the reference), 
it is somewhat interesting to think about 
such esoteric things. We have lots of time 
around us (some of it spare and some of it 
prime), but we must not waste it.

Merrill, a professor emeritus at the Missouri 
School of Journalism, has written  

and taught around the world and here  
in Columbia for more than 25 years.

‘Time’ offers 
some things 
to ponder

From Marion Mace Dickerson, 
Columbia

Columbians need to be 
aware of the following 
facts regarding the biolab 
which the Department of 

Homeland Security is considering 
locating in Columbia:

The diseases this lab will be 
dealing with are some of the dead-
liest known to mankind — many 
of which have no known vaccine 
or cure.

The lab will be a top secret 
facility owned and operated by 
the department. Only it will know 
what is taking place there. It will 
be perhaps the largest facility of 
its kind in the United States.

The department has said this lab 
could be a terrorist target.

The biolab on Plum Island has a 
poor safety record. The employees 
managing that facility would be 
relocated here.

Any disaster such as a tornado, 
human error, terrorist attack, etc., 
could put thousands at risk. It only 
takes one mistake.

The risk is not worth the eco-
nomic benefits, which would 
quickly disappear should an acci-
dent occur.

A facility such as this belongs on 
an island at sea or in the desert, 
not in the heart of our community.

Since the department wants a 
site with community acceptance, 
the only way to stop this lab is to 
let it know we do not want this 
facility here. Go to nodeathlab.org 
for information on how to oppose 
this. A meeting for those in oppo-
sition will be at 7 p.m. today at the 
New Haven Elementary School on 
New Haven Road.

We must act quickly. A decision 
will be made very soon.

No radical change, 
just a different face
You might expect the candidates in 

this presidential election to want 
to lead the nation in radically new 
foreign policy directions. The 

incumbent, after all, is widely perceived 
to have driven the country off a cliff. You 
might expect a retreat to humility and 
pragmatism after George Bush’s wildly 
ambitious, and thus far stymied, freedom 
agenda.

You might also think that the two parties 
would offer programs differing radically 
from each other. And you might figure 
that, if anyone is positioned to strike out in 
such new directions, it would be Democrat 
Barack Obama and Republican Mitt Rom-
ney, neither of whom is burdened by much 
foreign policy history on the national stage.

Now those two candidates have laid out 
their foreign policy visions in parallel arti-
cles, released last week prior to publication 
in the July/August issue of Foreign Affairs. 
And after you cut through some of their 
campaign rhetoric, here’s what you find:

1. The two candidates’ programs are 
strikingly similar to each other.

2. Both are strikingly similar to Bush 
administration policy.

3. Both, far from retreating to isolation-
ism in the face of Iraq and other chal-
lenges, set forth their own wildly ambitious 
calls for American leadership and the pro-
motion of American values.

Obama begins: “After Iraq, we may be 
tempted to turn inward. That would be a 
mistake. The American moment is not over, 
but it must be seized anew.”

Romney writes: “In the aftermath of 
World War II and with the coming of the 
Cold War, members of the ’greatest genera-
tion’ united America and the free world 
around shared values and actions that 
changed history. ... Our times call for equal-
ly bold leadership.”

The two differ in some respects, of 
course. Romney puts more emphasis on 
combating radical Islam and less on pro-
moting freedom. Obama dwells on Bush’s 
failures and the value of diplomacy and 
endorses a “phased withdrawal” of U.S. 
troops from Iraq. But even there, Obama 
would maintain in Iraq enough troops “to 

protect American personnel and facilities, 
continue training Iraqi security forces, and 
root out al-Qaida.” Both want bigger, not 
smaller, armed forces.

Obama calls for a doubling of foreign 
aid; Romney wants a Marshall Plan-like 
“Partnership for Prosperity and Progress” 
that would support schools, microcredit, the 
rule of law, human rights, health care and 
the free market in Islamic states.

Romney says that “the jihadist threat is 
the defining challenge of our generation,” 
as real as the threat that was posed by Nazi 
Germany, and he promises an appropri-
ately sized response. Obama, albeit using 
slightly different terms, agrees: “To defeat 
al-Qaida, I will build a twenty-first-century 
military and twenty-first-century part-
nerships as strong as the anticommunist 
alliance that won the Cold War to stay on 
the offense everywhere from Djibouti to 
Kandahar.”

Both want to revamp domestic bureaucra-
cies, intelligence agencies and institutions 
far beyond post-Sept. 11 reforms.

Strikingly, both want to reinvigorate 
existing multilateral alliances and to create 
new ones. Both point to flaws in the United 
Nations but say the United States should 
work to cure them rather than pull out. 
Both want renewed attention to securing 
loose nukes around the world.

Each of their calls for change carries crit-
icism of the Bush administration, implicit 
in Romney’s case, explicit and eloquent in 
Obama’s. The United States cannot promote 
its values abroad unless it lives by them 
at home, Obama says, pledging an end to 
secret prisons and other abuse of detainees.

In both cases, the criticism is not that Bush 
took on too much but that he accomplished 
too little. “We are a unique nation, and there 
is no substitute for our leadership,” says 
Romney. Agrees Obama: “We can be this 
America again. ... (A)n America that battles 
immediate evils, promotes an ultimate good 
and leads the world once more.”

If Iraq-weary voters are looking for 
someone who will call on America to “come 
home,” they won’t find that candidate here.

Fred Hiatt is editorial page editor 
at The Washington Post. 
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Doonesbury  By Garry trudeau

“Time was, is 
and will be. 

This cannot be 
said of anything 
else. That’s my 

belief.”

john
merrill

We don’t always take 
notice of June 6, and 
every time we fail to 
do so we hear about 

it from people who have the date 
— June 6, 1944 — burned into their 
memories and who believe that 
what Americans and their allies 
did on D-Day must never be forgot-
ten. They’re right, of course, and 
in these times it seems appropriate 
to recall one act that would serve 
today’s leaders in every branch of 
government as lesson and example.

On the day before the invasion 
of France, the supreme allied 
commander, Dwight D. Eisenhow-
er, wrote a note to be read in the 
event of the mission’s failure and 
put it in his wallet. It said simply, 
“Our landings in the Cherbourg-
Havre area have failed to gain a 
satisfactory foothold and I have 
withdrawn the troops. My decision 
to attack at this time and place 
was based on the best informa-
tion available. The troops, the air 
and the Navy did all that bravery 
and devotion to duty could do. If 
any blame or fault attaches to the 
attempt it is mine alone.”

That note is familiar to those of 
the generation that best remem-
bers World War II. But it is about 
more than warfare; it speaks to 
the responsibility of all who would 
order the affairs of others.

Eisenhower wasn’t the ultimate 
source of authority on D-Day, but 
he knew what a burden the five 
stars on his shoulders were — that 
it was he who was in charge of 
planning the operation, he who 
was entrusted with it and he who 
was sending thousands of men to 
fight and die. He knew that it was 
to them that he was ultimately 
accountable and to them and their 
families that his loyalty — today a 
word casually and often carelessly 
used — was owed.

We were pleased to see that 
Eisenhower’s brief note is now 
part of lesson plans offered for 
many students. It would be a good 
lesson for their elders as well, 
some of whom might even want to 
put it in their wallets.

— The Washington Post

Remember D-Day: 
Take responsibility
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