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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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State View

Counties need legal means for limiting factory farms 

Eventually, Missouri lawmakers are 
going to give farmers, rural landown-
ers and counties what they want and 
need as a defense from expanding 

concentrated animal-feeding operations: 
greater local control over where the giant 
factory farms are allowed.

Pro-factory farm legislation was stalled in 
the General Assembly this year as a result of 
gathering opposition. The Senate, however, 
did set up a joint interim Senate/House com-
mittee to consider the questions of where the 
huge fowl, cattle and pig operations fit into 
Missouri’s agriculture picture.

Unfortunately, even with significant oppo-

sition building to the explosion of factory 
farms around the state, legislators have been 
reluctant to give counties all the tools neces-
sary for controlling where the large animal 
operations can locate. 

The factory farms now represent a relative-
ly small percentage of farming operations, 
yet they seem to have considerable influence 
in the legislature. That Missouri lawmakers 
didn’t pass broad bills encouraging more 
activity can be seen as a victory. But it is 
short of a law giving counties the legal means 
to better control these operations and to pro-
tect their residents.

— The Joplin Globe

National View

Gonzales vote 
shows more 
partisan politics

Memorandum to Mayor Darwin 
Hindman: Please lose the notion 
of appointment of a citizen review 
board to exercise oversight of 

the Columbia Police Department. This is an 
extremely bad idea, the application of which 
will cure nothing but create a problem that 
does not exist.

The mechanism for overview of the depart-
ment is, as it has existed for years, already 
in place, obviating any requirement for what 
can be properly referred to as merely another 
layer of bureaucratic 
overkill. If our chief of 
police; the City Council; 
the city manager; the 
courts and the media, 
consisting of two daily 
newspapers and two 
television stations; can-
not be trusted to provide 
the appropriate measure 
of oversight, we are in 
deep trouble.

Performance, training 
and discipline of police 
officers are the respon-
sibility of the chief as 
are the internal investi-
gations of alleged mis-
conduct and the subse-
quent punishment and/
or termination of those 
found to be culpable 
or negligent. The very 
presumption by a few 
that the department’s 
internal review board, 
with the overview of the 
chief of police, city man-
ager and City Council, 
would compromise its 
integrity with perfunc-
tory investigations of 
valid citizen complaints 
is, to put it bluntly, sum-
marily ridiculous.

By its very nature, 
law enforcement is sub-
jective, based in large 
measure on the judgment and discretion of the 
on-scene officer. The safety of that officer or 
officers as well as that of other citizens may 
well require split-second decisions to include 
that of the imposition of deadly force as the 
only viable option. I am relatively certain that 
all reasonable persons understand that the 
one inhibition a police officer doesn’t need is 
the possibility that his or her judgment will 
become a target for second-guessing by a tri-
bunal composed of people who not only were 
not there but also have never found themselves 
in such a situation.

Equally alarming is the very possible con-
sequence obtaining from this perhaps well-
intentioned but ill-advised proposal. In Randy 
Boehm, Columbia enjoys a chief who has estab-
lished a professional competence and leader-
ship ability that has earned the respect of the 
community along with that of his peers. Who 
could blame Boehm should he decide the impo-
sition of this civilian review board to be a vote 
of no confidence in him and the integrity of 
his department and look elsewhere for a more 
appreciative community?

Additionally, the creation of a citizens’ panel 
for oversight will certainly add to the diffi-
culty of not only recruiting a new chief when 
that becomes necessary but also officers for 
the force. Professional officers understand that 
oversight and review of performance is both 
justified and necessary; however, meddling by 
any other name is still meddling. Law enforce-
ment ranks as one of the most hazardous, yet 
under appreciated, of professions — let’s not 
add interference and second-guessing to the 
load already carried.

There will always be those who are quick to 
blame authority for their own shortcomings; 
accordingly, we should not be surprised to see 
the police accused of being the problem rather 
than the solution. Admittedly, cops do make 
mistakes and there are a few bad ones just 
as there are bad people on the street. In my 
experience, mistake-prone officers either learn 
by experience or don’t last. The bad ones are 
weeded out, but the street thugs and criminal 
element remain among us.

Once again, if it ain’t broke, please don’t fix 
it. We don’t need our police officers looking 
over their collective shoulders at a panel of 
those armed with 20/20 hindsight in lieu of 
practical experience.

Karl Miller retired as a colonel in the U.S. Marine 
Corps. He is a Columbia resident and can be reached 

via e-mail at JKarlUSMC@aol.com.

Review board 
not justified 
or necessary“This process has been 

drug out a long time, 
which says to me it’s 
political,” President 

Bush said Monday. “There’s no 
wrongdoing ... And therefore, I 
ascribe this lengthy series of news 
stories and hearings as political.”

Mr. Bush’s disappointing 
remarks came in the context of 
the Senate’s no-confidence vote 
Monday on Attorney General 
Alberto Gonzales. Not surpris-
ingly, the measure failed to get 
the necessary 60 votes. There 
was, certainly, more than an ele-
ment of political grandstanding in 
the no-confidence tactic. But that 
should not obscure two fundamen-
tal points: First, the president’s 
apparently unshakable confidence 
in Gonzalez is sadly misplaced. 
Second, the disturbing behavior 
uncovered in the investigation of 
the firing of U.S. attorneys can-
not be dismissed as mere partisan 
politics, as much as the president 
would like to do so. Partisan 
politics was at work, yes, in Mr. 
Bush’s Justice Department; in the 
hiring of career lawyers and the 
selection of immigration judges; 
and, with the involvement of the 
White House, in the ouster of at 
least some of the prosecutors.

Mr. Gonzales was the wrong 
choice to become the nation’s chief 
law enforcement officer and his 
conduct on the job has only served 
to underscore his unfitness. He 
has been unwilling or unable to 
describe how almost one-tenth 
of the U.S. attorneys under his 
purview were chosen for firing. 
Circumstantial evidence in sev-
eral cases points to their refusal 
to bring voter fraud or corruption 
prosecutions being pushed by 
GOP partisans. Last week, Brad-
ley Schlozman, who temporarily 
replaced a fired U.S. attorney 
in Kansas City, testified that he 
brought a voter fraud case against 
a Democratic-leaning group five 
days before the 2006 election, 
despite a Justice Department 
guideline cautioning against doing 
so in the midst of a campaign. 
Monday’s account by The Post’s 
Amy Goldstein and Dan Eggen 
about the hiring of immigration 
judges offered another troubling 
example of the department’s 
politicization: The judges are 
civil service employees, but at 
least one-third of those appointed 
since 2004 have GOP ties and half 
lacked immigration law experi-
ence.

As to the matter of whether, 
as Bush says, “this process has 
been drug out,” we’d suggest that 
Mr. Bush’s White House bears a 
significant share of the blame. 
White House officials appear to 
have been involved in instigating 
and implementing the firings. But 
White House counsel Fred Field-
ing has offered to make officials 
available for congressional inter-
views only behind closed doors, 
not under oath and without a tran-
script being made. If Bush is tired 
of “this lengthy series of news 
stories and hearings,” he could 
help lawmakers get to the bottom 
of what happened.

— The Washington Post

Republicans failing 
Globalization 101

The collapse of the immigration bill 
last week holds a political lesson. 
It isn’t just Democrats who flunk 
Globalization 101. Indeed, Demo-

crats may be supplanting Republicans as 
the grown-ups on this issue.

Anyone who understands Globalization 
101 knows that immigration, including 
large-scale unskilled immigration, is a fact 
of the modern world. Mexican laborers 
who migrate to the United States stand to 
see their wages triple or more: No amount 
of border security is going to keep them 
from coming. Chasing down and deporting 
illegal workers is costly to U.S. taxpayers, 
cruel to immigrants, disruptive for U.S. 
employers, expensive for U.S. consumers 
— and, most of all, futile. People who yell 
amnesty merely reveal that they don’t 
understand the world we live in.

But the Republican Party, which prides 
itself on understanding globalization when 
it comes to capital flows or trade, is blind 
to the global labor market. In the crunch 
immigration vote in the Senate on Thurs-
day, only seven Republicans voted for 
reform, while 38 voted against it. Among 
the supposedly globo-phobic Democrats, 
the numbers were roughly reversed: 37 
Democrats voted for reform while just 11 
voted like ostriches.

This pattern is not confined to Repub-
licans in the Senate. President Bush, to 
be fair, has been good on immigration 
ever since his days as governor of Texas; 
among the front-runners to succeed him, 
Sen. John McCain of Arizona is sensible. 
(Both men prove that you can come from 
a border state and not be a bug-eyed wall 
builder.) But two of the party’s leading 
presidential hopefuls, Rudy Giuliani and 
Mitt Romney, have been spouting the 
amnesty nonsense. The all-but-declared 
Fred Thompson is scarcely any better.

Meanwhile, the Democratic Party is 
sounding less bad on globalization than 
might have been expected. After last 
year’s midterm elections, the Democrats 
seemed ready to turn against trade and 
foreign investment. They have duly forced 
dubious labor standards into trade pacts 
with Peru and Panama and they have 

failed so far to renew the president’s 
authority to negotiate trade deals, which 
expires at the end of this month. But 
the bill emerging from Congress on the 
process for putting inward investment 
through a security review resists the 
temptation for paranoid obstructionism. 
And leading Democrats have indicated 
that they’ll support the Doha round of 
global trade talks if negotiators can revive 
it.

Compared with the immigrant bashing 
that has dominated Republican presi-
dential debates, Democratic presidential 
hopefuls have sounded sweetly reasonable. 
With the exception of the no-hoper Dennis 
Kucinich, none has pressed protectionist 
themes. There is no equivalent to the Dick 
Gephardt of 1988, who won the Iowa cau-
cuses on an anti-trade ticket.

Instead, the Democratic candidates are 
focusing on helping the economy’s losers 
without restricting trade, which is exactly 
what they should be doing. John Edwards, 
the contender who sounded most protec-
tionist in 2004, seems to have turned over 
a new leaf. He has admitted that trade 
benefits poor countries and has declared 
that arguments over labor standards 
should not be an excuse to obstruct liberal-
ization. Meanwhile, Edwards has proposed 
a thoughtful health-care reform that would 
require everyone to buy insurance. He 
supports market-minded social programs 
such as an expanded earned-income tax 
credit and housing vouchers.

In the 2004 election, the Kerry-Edwards 
ticket forfeited its claim to economic seri-
ousness by opposing trade deals such as 
the Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment. In 2004, likewise, the Bush-Cheney 
ticket forfeited its claim to economic 
seriousness by defending its dishonest tax 
cuts. This time around, the party that gets 
closest to a fiscally responsible platform 
that accepts globalization while helping 
the losers will deserve to win. For the 
moment, Democrats are doing better.

Sebastian Mallaby is a fellow for International 
Economics with the Council on Foreign 

Relations. He wrote this for The Washington 
Post.
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Doonesbury  By Garry trudeau
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