
In the midst of the media frenzy about a
possible Iran war, the renewal of nuclear
diplomacy is getting scant attention.

So here’s a news bulletin: Squeezed by
unprecedented sanctions, and isolated by
international pressure, Iran has agreed to new
talks to address its suspect nuclear program.
They will probably begin next month in Istan-
bul, Turkey.

“We do believe there is still a window that
allows for a diplomatic resolution of this
issue,” President Barack Obama said, while
sitting next to Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu this month at the White House.
The Israeli leader made his skepticism clear.

Yet, in the current complex game of psy-
ops, in which Israelis threaten to bomb Iran,
and U.S. officials insist they can’t stop them,
the ayatollahs are finally paying attention.
Iran has dropped preconditions for restarting
talks with the so-called P5+1: the United
States, Britain, France, Russia, China, and
Germany.

Even the Russian government is piling on
pressure, with a news leak claiming Secretary
of State Hillary Rodham Clinton sent a stern
warning to Tehran via Moscow. Her supposed
message: These talks are a “last chance” to
peaceably resolve the nuclear standoff. State
Department spokeswoman Victoria Nuland
denied that Clinton used the word “last,” but
confirmed she meant the talks “can’t be used
for stalling” – and must be structured for
results.

True, the history of such talks over the last
decade isn’t encouraging. Iran has refused to
allay the suspicions of U.N. nuclear inspec-
tors that its program is building the capacity
to produce weapons. And Iran has enriched
far more nuclear materiel than is needed for
peaceful use.

Iran did come tantalizingly close in the fall
of 2009 to a “magic compromise” on its
nuclear program. The terms of the deal were

described to me by Michael Adler, perhaps
the best-informed U.S. journalist on the tan-
gled tale of nuclear diplomacy.

Iran would have shipped most of its low-
enriched uranium out of the country to be
turned into fuel rods for its research reactor.
While Tehran could have continued to enrich
uranium, it would have taken a year to restore
the amount required, in theory, for a weapon.
This would have provided time to negotiate
further checks on the program.

The chief Iranian negotiator, Saeed Jalili,
signed off on the deal, which presumably had
a green light from Iran’s supreme leader, Aya-
tollah Ali Khamenei. But internal Iranian pol-
itics killed the deal, says Adler, now writing a
book on nuclear diplomacy at Washington’s
Woodrow Wilson Center.

Since then, diplomacy has gone nowhere,
even as Iran began enriching some uranium to
higher levels. But circumstances may be more
propitious now. Here’s why:

First, Iran is feeling the pressure from
severe U.N. and international sanctions that
target its banks and oil sales, and more sanc-
tions are on tap. Iran has developed ways to
partially circumvent sanctions, but its leaders
concede they hurt.

Second, these economic strains occur at a
time when Iranian efforts to dominate the
region have been sharply undercut by the
Arab Spring and by the turmoil inside
Tehran’s only Arab ally, Syria.

Third, Iran’s leaders must consider the cost
of a military strike to their country. They insist
a strike wouldn’t end their nuclear program
(and it probably would strengthen the
regime). But they know they can’t fully cal-
culate the repercussions of an attack.

So, Ayatollah Khamenei must be rethink-
ing his options.

This may account for an extraordinary
interview given last week to CNN by
Mohammad Javad Larijani, a key adviser to
the supreme leader, in which he hinted at Iran-
ian concessions. He repeated that Khamenei
had issued a fatwa against nuclear weapons.
(If this is true, the Iranians should publish the
fatwa.) He also insisted that President Mah-
moud Ahmedinejad’s rhetoric didn’t mean
that Israel should be “wiped from the map”
militarily “nor is it a policy of Iran.”

Of course, words mean little until backed
up by actions. Iran is a master at manipulating
talks. And it will be much harder to formulate
a “magic compromise” now than in 2009,
since Tehran has produced far more uranium
since then. Any deal would have to take place
in phases; Iran would have to come clean
about suspected weapons programs before
any sanctions were lifted, even partially.

Many experts believe anti-Americanism is
so integral to Iran’s ideology that Khamenei
will be incapable of compromise, especially if
oil prices remain high. Meantime, U.S. war
hawks will be pressing Obama to give talks
short shrift, lest Iran take advantage.

One thing is certain: The window for diplo-
macy won’t stay open for long, nor will the
West let talks drag on indefinitely. As Adler
puts it, “The administration is committed to
reaching a diplomatic solution, but (diploma-
cy) does not have an eternal shelf life.”

If negotiations are to stand a chance, Iran
must signal it is serious, and soon.

WASHINGTON — Obamacare dominat-
ed the 2010 midterms, driving its Democratic
authors to a historic electoral shellacking. But
since then, the issue has slipped quietly
underground. 

Now it’s back, summoned to the national
stage by the confluence of three disparate
events: the release of new Congressional
Budget Office cost estimates, the approach of
Supreme Court hearings on the law’s consti-
tutionality and the issuance of a compulsory
contraception mandate. 

Cost:
Obamacare was carefully constructed to

manipulate the standard 10-year cost projec-
tions of the CBO. Because benefits would not
fully kick in for four years, President Barack
Obama could trumpet 10-year gross costs of
less than $1 trillion – $938 billion to be exact. 

But now that the near-costless years 2010
and 2011 have elapsed, the true 10-year price
tag comes into focus. From 2013 through
2022, the CBO reports, the costs of Oba-
macare come to $1.76 trillion – almost twice
the phony original number. 

It gets worse. Annual gross costs after 2021
are more than a quarter of $1 trillion every
year – until the end of time. That, for a new
entitlement in a country already drowning in
$16 trillion of debt. 

Constitutionality:
Beginning Monday, the Supreme Court

will hear challenges to the law. The American
people, by an astonishing two-thirds majority,
want the law and/or the individual mandate
tossed out by the court. In practice, however,
questions this momentous are generally
decided 5 to 4, i.e., they depend on whatever
side of the bed Justice Anthony Kennedy gets
out of that morning. 

Ultimately, the question will hinge on
whether the Commerce Clause has any limits.

If the federal government can compel a pri-
vate citizen, under threat of a federally
imposed penalty, to engage in a private con-
tract with a private entity (to buy health insur-
ance), is there anything the federal govern-
ment cannot compel the citizen to do? 

If Obamacare is upheld, it fundamentally
changes the nature of the American social
contract. It means the effective end of a gov-
ernment of enumerated powers – i.e., finite,
delineated powers beyond which the govern-
ment may not go, beyond which lies the free
realm of the people and their voluntary insti-
tutions. The new post-Obamacare dispensa-
tion is a central government of unlimited
power from which citizen and civil society
struggle to carve out and maintain spheres of
autonomy. 

Figure becomes ground; ground becomes
figure. The stakes could not be higher. 

Coerciveness.
Serendipitously, the recently issued regula-

tion on contraceptive coverage has allowed us
to see exactly how this new power works. All
institutions – excepting only churches, but not
excepting church-run charities, hospitals, etc.
– will be required to offer health care that
must include free contraception, sterilization
and drugs that cause abortion. 

Consider the cascade of arbitrary bureau-
cratic decisions that resulted in this edict: 

Contraception, sterilization and abortion
pills are classified as medical prevention. On
whose authority? The secretary of health and
human services, invoking the Institute of
Medicine. But surely categorizing pregnancy
as a disease equivalent is a value decision,
disguised as scientific. If contraception is pre-
vention, what are fertility clinics? Disease
inducers? And if contraception is prevention
because it lessens morbidity and saves
money, by that logic, mass sterilization would
be the greatest boon to public health since the
pasteurization of milk. 

This type of prevention is free – no co-pay.
Why? Is contraception morally superior to or
more socially vital than – and thus more of a
“right” than – penicillin for a child with pneu-
monia? 

“Religious” exemptions to this edict
extend only to churches, places where the
faithful worship God, and not to church-run
hospitals and charities, places where the faith-
ful do God’s work. Who promulgated this
definition, so subversive of the whole notion
of godliness, so stunningly ignorant of the
very idea of religious vocation? The almighty
HHS secretary. 

Today, it’s the Catholic Church whose free-
exercise powers are under assault from this
cascade of diktats sanctioned by – indeed
required by – Obamacare. Tomorrow it will
be the turn of other institutions of civil soci-
ety that dare stand between unfettered state
and atomized citizen. 

Rarely has one law so exemplified the
worst of the Leviathan state – grotesque cost,
questionable constitutionality and arbitrary
bureaucratic coerciveness. Little wonder the
president barely mentioned it in his latest
State of the Union address. He wants to be re-
elected. He’d rather talk about other things. 

But there’s no escaping it now. Oral argu-
ments begin Monday at 10 a.m. 
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Western Kentucky Univer-
sity appears to have made a
good decision with the hiring
of Michelle Clark-Heard as
the new women’s head bas-
ketball coach.

On Thursday, the universi-
ty announced Clark-Heard as
the replacement for Mary
Taylor Cowles, who was
fired March 8 after 10 sea-
sons as head coach.

Clark-Heard certainly has
her work cut out for her, but
she is familiar with WKU,
having played basketball at
the university from 1987 to
1990 under former coach
Paul Sanderford. While play-
ing at WKU, Clark-Heard
won two Sun Belt Confer-
ence championships and the
team went to the NCAA tour-
nament four straight seasons.

Not only will her knowl-
edge of WKU and its basket-
ball program be a big asset,
she also sports quite an
impressive resumé.

Before being named head
coach on the Hill, Clark-
Heard was an assistant coach
at the University of
Louisville. During her time
in Louisville, the Cardinals
reached the Sweet 16 three
times, including a national

runner-up finish in 2009.
During each of Clark-

Heard’s first four seasons at
Louisville, the Cardinals
locked up a recruiting class
in the top 12 nationally,
including a 2010 class
ranked as high as fifth.

If this weren’t a strong
enough resumé, Clark-Heard
can rightfully boast that at
Kentucky State, she took a
team that had gone 5-23 the
year before and improved it
to 19-9 in her second and
final season.

These impressive stats
show that Heard has the
potential to be a major asset
to the Lady Toppers.

Clark-Heard also has
assistant coaching experi-
ence at Cincinnati, Nebraska
and DuPont Manual High
School.

We believe WKU made a
good decision in selecting
Clark-Heard. Her firsthand
knowledge of WKU’s
women’s basketball tradi-
tion, along with experience at
other successful basketball
programs, should be assets
that will serve her well.

Clark-Heard
could be major
asset to WKU

Our view

Mailbox

There are good reasons why
the killing of Trayvon Martin, a
17-year-old black youth who was
shot to death by a neighborhood
watch volunteer while walking
through a gated community in
Florida, has attracted national
outrage. Martin, who weighed
140 pounds and was unarmed,
was slain by a Latino man named
George Zimmerman, who had
been pursuing Martin through the
neighborhood, outweighed him
by more than 100 pounds and was
armed with a 9-millimeter hand-
gun. Yet, Zimmerman claims that
he acted in self-defense – and
local police initially agreed, say-
ing they didn’t have enough evi-
dence to charge Zimmerman with
a crime.

Fortunately, the matter won’t
end there. The public outcry in a
case with heavy racial overtones
has attracted the notice of the Jus-
tice Department, which is launch-
ing an investigation, and the
county grand jury. Yet many sim-
ilarly suspicious self-defense
shootings have received less
scrutiny in Florida, thanks to a
2005 law backed by the National
Rifle Association that gives too
much of the benefit of the doubt
in questionable shootings to the
shooter rather than the victim.

The so-called stand-your-
ground law asserts that a person
has no duty to retreat when facing
an attacker and has a right to use
deadly force if he “reasonably”
believes he or others are threat-

ened with death or great bodily
harm. It also grants “true immuni-
ty” from civil and criminal
charges. This means a judge can
use this law to dismiss a case
before it goes to trial, and also
that Florida prosecutors are less
likely to pursue homicide cases
against people who claim they
acted in self-defense. The St.
Petersburg Times performed a
search of Florida newspapers and
turned up 93 cases in which the
law could have been applied from
2005 to 2010, and found that 57
of them never went to trial.

We don’t know what happened
between Martin and Zimmerman
and are in no position to judge.
But whenever an armed person
shoots an unarmed one, the case
should be subject to enormous
scrutiny, of the kind best provided
in a formal trial setting. Laws that
discourage this might serve the
interest of gun owners, but not the
interest of justice. Moreover, we
think the shooter in a justifiable
homicide should have to demon-
strate that he made some attempt
to defuse the situation before
opening fire, unless he was in
imminent danger of attack from
another armed person.

It’s easy to make a case for
self-defense when you kill your
only witness, and laws like Flori-
da’s encourage a dangerous
shoot-first mentality.

— The Los Angeles Times

There’s a shoot-first
mentality in Florida
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Country will soon learn if controversial law is constitutional or if those who challenged it were right

I would like to thank City Manager Kevin DeFebbo, Bowling
Green Police Department Chief Doug Hawkins and city police Sgt.
Matt Edwards and Officer Ronnie Ward for offering citizens of Bowl-
ing Green the Citizens Police Academy.  

In November, I completed the 10 week course and found it to be
one of the most educational and worthwhile things Bowling Green has
done for its citizens. I recommend everyone take advantage of this
opportunity to learn what our police truly do for us.  

It only takes two hours of your time one night a week. Applications
may be picked up at the police department. Thanks guys. 

Alberta Smith  
Bowling Green

I learned a lot from the
BGPD citizen academy
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