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military (and others) serving overseas to vote.
Who could be against any of these bills? 

Silly question.
With control of the General Assembly split 

between the two parties, young statewide 
constitutional officers from either party with 
ambitions of moving on up the political food 
chain can’t expect to rack up legislative wins 
easily — if they’re even allowed to get a win.

So, with this General Assembly limping 
along toward the conclusion of yet another 
lost opportunity to demonstrate real lead-
ership, small wonder Kentucky’s political 
conversation already has turned to the 2014 
U.S. Senate race. 

Guess I’ll go there, too.
Kentucky Democrats would dearly love to 

retire Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell 
next year. And his poll numbers suggest it’s do-
able. In a recent Courier-Journal Bluegrass Poll 
conducted by SurveyUSA, just 17 percent of 
respondents said they would vote for McCon-
nell no matter who runs against him while 34 
percent said they would vote against McConnell 
no matter who the other candidate is. 

Obviously, these numbers could move a lot if 
you put a real name to McConnell’s opponent. 
Still, you can’t spin 17 percent support against a 
generic opponent into anything positive.

But even if they can’t beat McConnell in 
2014, Kentucky Democrats dearly need to field 
a candidate who can force him to focus all 
his attention and campaign cash on his own 
re-election instead of helping down-ticket state 
House candidates. 

Once the D’s lose that chamber, their party 
will be wandering in the state’s legislative 
wilderness for decades to come.

What the Democrats need then is someone 
who at least can make McConnell work as 
hard as he had to in 2008, when he narrowly 
beat businessman Bruce Lunsford even though 
Kentucky went Republican big time in the 
presidential election.

Doing so will take money, money, more 
money, still more money, even more money, 
hard work and the toughness to take the hits 
McConnell will score and punch back harder. 

The list of Democrats capable of giving 
McConnell such a tussle is short, really short. 
And the name veterans who might expect 
the kind of support they would need from 
the national party already have passed on the 
opportunity.

Enter Ashley Judd. 
Love her. Agree with her on issues. Said 

all that a few columns ago. Don’t know about 
her toughness, but she should be able to raise 
the kind of money she would need to compete 
with McConnell.

Her drawback is she’s way liberal for 
Kentucky, which has many Democrats outside 

of Jefferson County fretting that having her at 
the top of their 2014 ticket will be as bad as 
having President Barack Obama heading the 
ticket in 2012, when Republicans picked up 
four House seats and lowered the Democratic 
advantage in the chamber to 55-45.

I wouldn’t go so far. Even though she made 
her name in Hollywood and now lives in 
Tennessee, Judd  is a Kentucky success story. 
That counts for something. 

She may not be Democrats’ best choice as a 
Senate candidate (unless the race comes down 
to her University of Kentucky loyalty against 
McConnell’s University of Louisville connec-
tions), but I’m not sure she’s the albatross 
around their necks so many Democrats fear.

But fear her they do, which has them cast-
ing about for anyone but Judd. Most of the 
talk has been about Grimes, who has several 
attributes that seem to make her the perfect 
candidate to challenge McConnell. 

She has won a statewide race.  She has 
no voting record to attack. The highlight of 
her first 14 months in office has been visiting 
American troops in the Middle East and her 
subsequent commitment to making it easier 
for Kentuckians among those troops to exer-
cise their voting rights. 

Who is going to attack her on this issue?
Her family’s close relationship with Bill 

and Hillary Clinton gives her access to their 
nationwide fund-raising network. So, she 
ought to be able to match McConnell dollar 

for dollar and then some. 
And any daughter of Jerry Lundergan, a 

former state representative and former Demo-
cratic Party chairman who has amassed a 
fortune in the catering business, has to have 
inherited more than a little of his moxie.

Admittedly, Grimes has been in her 
first elective office a very short time. And 
politicians who reach too far too fast and fail 
sometimes disappear from the history books. 
That has to be a consideration for her. But 
the upsides in taking on McConnell are also 
significant.

Win, and she’s an instant heroine for Demo-
crats in Kentucky and across the nation. Lose 
but give McConnell such a battle Democrats 
retain control of the state House, and she 
pockets a huge IOU from the state party. An 
IOU that can be cashed in a subsequent cam-
paign for an office of her choosing.

Grimes has lots of options for her political 
future. She would be a formidable candidate 
if she challenged 6th District U.S. Rep. Andy 
Barr in 2014. She could run for re-election, for 
attorney general or for lieutenant governor in 
2015. Or she could take on McConnell. Her 
choice. 

But if it’s the latter, there’s no reason to 
wait on Judd’s decision.

Last one in starts out behind. 

Reach Larry Dale Keeling at lkeeling@herald-leader.
com.

From Page G1

KEELING

By Fred Kaplan
Slate

The New York Times’ 
front-page report last week 
that the Chinese army is 
hacking into America’s most 
sensitive computer networks 
from a 12-story building 
outside Shanghai might finally 
convince skeptics that the 
threat of “cyber warfare” isn’t 
the fevered fantasy of Richard 
Clarke, the producers of Die 
Hard 4, or the generals at the 
ever-growing U.S. Cyber Com-
mand. Alas, it’s real. 

But what is the threat? Few 
of those in the know believe 
that some fine day, out of 
the blue, China will zap the 
programs that run our power 
grids, gas lines, waterworks 
or banking systems, sending 
our economy — and much 
else — into a tailspin. Even if 
the Chinese could pull off such 
a feat with one keystroke, it’s 
hard to imagine what they’d 
accomplish, especially since 
their fortunes are wrapped up 
with our own. 

The more worrisome threat 
is subtler: that the Chinese (or 
some other powers) will use 
their ability to wreak cyberhav-
oc as leverage to strengthen 
their position, and weaken 
ours, in a diplomatic crisis or a 
conventional war. 

For instance, in a brewing 
conflict over Taiwan or the 
South China Sea (areas where 

China has asserted claims 
aggressively in recent years), 
would an American president 
respond with full military 
force if he knew the Chinese 
would retaliate by turning out 
all the lights on the Eastern 
Seaboard? 

A familiar concept in stra-
tegic war games is “escalation-
dominance.” The idea is that 
victory goes to the player who 
can take a conflict to the next 
level of violence in a way that 
inflicts enormous damage on 
his opponent but very little on 
himself. The expected outcome 
of the next round is so obvious 
that the opponent decides not 
to escalate. Many surrenders 

in history have been prompted 
less by the damage already 
absorbed than by fears of the 
damage to come. 

And China is not the only 
foe or rival whose calculations 
are complicating this new 
cyber world. Iran is another. 
Last summer, a computer virus 
nicknamed Shamoon erased 
three-quarters of the Aramco 
oil company’s corporate files, 
replacing much of it with 
images of a burning Ameri-
can flag. It is widely believed 
the Iranians planted the “kill 
switch” in retaliation for the 
U.S.-Israeli Stuxnet virus that 
disabled the centrifuges in 
their nuclear program. 

So, what to do about all 
this? The basic task is to 
dissuade potential foes from 
thinking that they would 
gain escalation-dominance by 
launching, or having the ability 
to launch, a cyberattack on 
America’s infrastructure. 

A popular notion of how to 
do this is to threaten “retali-
ation in kind” — or, taking a 
phrase from the nuclear-
deterrence playbook, “mutual 
assured destruction.” This 
threat has its place in cyberwar 
but also its limits, because 
the United States is far more 
dependent on computer 
networks, in every aspect of its 
national security and its daily 

economic life, than China, Iran 
or any other prospective foe or 
rival. Retaliation in kind might 
not serve as a sufficient deter-
rent because it would inflict 
much less damage on them 
than their first strike would 
inflict on us. 

A better, but much harder, 
way is to defend the critical 
infrastructure in the first place. 
There are limits to this, too. 
First, we’re in too deep; we 
can’t untether our economy 
from the Internet any more 
than we can detour all road 
traffic off the interstate.

 Second, there is no such 
thing as a perfect defense; 
if well-funded, well-trained 
predators want to get in, they 
will get in. Still, there are ways 
to wall off or split up the most 
critical segments of infrastruc-
ture — and to monitor further 
efforts to break in. If they 
haven’t already, the private 
companies responsible for this 
infrastructure should start to 
take these steps immediately. 

That is the point behind 
President Barack Obama’s 
recent executive order on 
cybersecurity. In recent years, 
Congress has rejected bills 
requiring Internet service 
providers to follow govern-
ment standards on security for 
various reasons, many of them 
legitimate. The executive order 
at least allows government 
agencies to share information 
with ISPs, some of it classified, 
on how to meet these stan-
dards themselves. It’s a good 

first step. 
But there’s another way to 

stave off the danger of cyber-
war, and that’s diplomacy. 

In his important 2010 book 
Cyber War, Richard Clarke 
likened the current era to the 
decade after the first atomic 
bombs, when American, 
then Soviet, scientists built 
these weapons of enormous 
destructiveness — but before 
politicians or strategists 
devised ways of thinking about 
them rationally: how to control 
them, deter their use or limit 
their damage if a war couldn’t 
be deterred. 

It’s time to move on to the 
next era, when this sort of 
thinking did occur, not just in 
secretive research tanks but 
also in open discussions and 
international negotiations. 

In any case, it’s sheer sil-
liness, at this point, to keep 
cyber issues off the table for 
fear of upsetting the sensitivi-
ties of Chinese officials (who 
deny that they have offensive 
cyberwarfare programs) and 
thus possibly triggering a 
diplomatic crisis. 

A crisis already looms 
from all sides of the globe; the 
United States, after all, has 
an offensive cyberwarfare pro-
gram, too. Best to deal with it 
head-on, and soon. 

Fred Kaplan, author of The Insur-
gents: David Petraeus and the Plot 
to Change the American Way of 
War, can be reached at war—
stories@hotmail.com. 
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Key to fight cyber warfare: diplomacy    
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Time to invest in educating all children 
Compared to our counterparts in the developed world, the 

United States is a wealthy nation of dummies and dropouts. 
A few years ago, American 15-year-olds were ranked 17th in 
science and an unimpressive 25th in math when compared with 
their peers in other countries. 

Does it have to be this way? Of course not. In fact, for 
decades, experts in early-childhood education have argued that a 

relatively direct way to improve school achieve-
ment is to enroll all children in preschool. 

 President Barack Obama made a pitch for 
just such a program in his State of the Union 
Address, but he might as well have requested 
the moon, lassoed and gift-boxed. 

His plan is to get states to expand offerings 
for prekindergarten through federal matching 
dollars, incentives and grants. 

Such programs have long been linked to im-
proved high school graduation rates. Yet only 28 
percent of America’s 4-year-olds were enrolled 

in a state-funded preschool in the 2010-2011 school year, accord-
ing to the National Institute for Early Education Research. 

Note that Obama didn’t say preschool attendance should be 
mandatory. Big Brother is not issuing a mandate to gather up 
all the 3- and 4-year-olds and march them off to classrooms for 
indoctrination. But the family values crowd won’t believe that 
for a minute. For decades, they have promoted the idea that 
government-sponsored early-childhood education is a threat to 
family, faith and civilization. They are not going to let Obama’s 
program get through Congress without a fight. 

Unfortunately, bizarre attitudes like this are ingrained in the 
dysfunctional approach America takes to education in general. 
We view it as a birthright lottery. Children lucky enough to be 
born to better-educated, middle-class parents get the best slots 
in the best-performing schools. 

Other children ... well, they attend different schools. For 
decades, families with the resources to do so have solved the 
problem of poor school quality simply by moving to another 
area with better schools. This “every child for him- or herself” 
approach to education has resulted in even greater disparities 
in school quality, and it must not be allowed to undermine this 
latest proposal. 

 We all pay for the costs of not educating all children well. 
America needs the brainpower, talents and labor of all its chil-
dren. Savvy business owners know that to get the most out of 

a workforce, you invest in it at all levels — not just in manage-
ment but in the worker bees as well. The business of running a 
nation is no different. It’s time to invest. 

Obama’s plan allows state experimentation
President Barack Obama announced the most ambitious early 

childhood education expansion in decades But, on this subject, 
it’s best to be hardheaded. So I talked with experts and admin-
istration officials, trying to be skeptical. Does the president’s 
plan merely expand the failing federal effort or does it focus on 
quality and reform? Is the president trying to organize a bloated 
centralized program or is he trying to be a catalyst for local 

experimentation?
So far the news is very good. Obama is 

trying to significantly increase the number of 
kids with access to early education. The White 
House will come up with a dedicated revenue 
stream that will fund early education projects 
without adding to the deficit. These federal 
dollars will be used to match state spending, 
giving states, many of whom want to move 
aggressively, further incentive to expand and 
create programs.

But Washington’s main role will be to measure outcomes, not 
determine the way states design their operations. Washington 
will insist that states establish good assessment tools. They will 
insist that pre-K efforts align with the K-12 system. But beyond 
that, states will have a lot of latitude.

Should early education centers be integrated with K-12 school 
buildings or not? Should the early childhood teachers be union-
ized or certified? Obama officials say they want to leave those 
sorts of questions up to state experimentation. “I’m just about 
building quality,” Education Secretary Arne Duncan told me. 
The goal is to make the federal oversight as simple as possible.

That’s crucial. There’s still a lot we don’t know about how 
to educate children that young. The essential thing is to build 
systems that can measure progress, learn and adapt to local 
circumstances. Over time, many children will migrate from Head 
Start into state programs.

This is rude to say, but here’s what this is about: Millions of 
parents don’t have the means, the skill or, in some cases, the 
interest in building their children’s future. Early childhood educa-
tion is about building structures so both parents and children 
learn practical life skills. It’s about getting kids from disorganized 
homes into rooms with kids from organized homes so good 
habits will rub off. It’s about instilling achievement values where 
they are absent. Obama has taken on a big challenge in a realis-
tic and ambitious way. If Republicans really believe in opportu-
nity and local control, they will get on board.

A way to help boys, fast falling behind
Every year, millions of well-intentioned American kids show 

up at kindergarten or first grade woefully unprepared to learn. 
Some can’t even tell you their own complete name, let alone 
spell any of it. That’s enough reason for me to believe “high-qual-
ity universal preschool” programs like those proposed recently 
by President Barack Obama are worth a try. Several states, 
including Illinois, already fund “universal” preschool education, 
although the form and funding vary. 

Preschool intervention programs vary in quality. But, at their 
best, they help children to make the most of their early learning 
years at a time when their learning and study habits are formed. 
One recent federal evaluation of Head Start, which is aimed at 

low-income preschoolers, found parents benefit-
ted, too, by learning to use more appropriate 
discipline and spend more time reading to their 
children. 

And there’s another potential benefit: 
Prekindergarten programs can help reverse a 
disturbing gender gap favoring girls in academic 
performance that, according to new studies, is 
showing up as early as kindergarten.  

In The Rise of Women: The Growing 
Gender Gap in Education and What It Means 

for American Schools, two sociology professors, Thomas A. 
DiPrete of Columbia University and Claudia Buchmann of Ohio 
State University, find, among other hazards, that boys tend to be 
more susceptible to an “oppositional” culture that minimizes the 
importance of classroom achievement. 

Are the girls smarter? Not necessarily, say the authors, citing 
studies that found that even when the girls and boys scored the 
same on intelligence tests, the girls tended to get higher grades. 
Part of that could be bias against the way the boys behave, but 
in an interview the authors told me they thought attitudes — 
notions of masculinity, “guy culture” expectations about not 
needing good grades for the job market — make a difference. 

These factors can be particularly important for low-income 
African-American youths. The book details how the gender gap 
is wider for blacks than for whites, Hispanics or Asians. Success-
ful males overall tend to come from two-parent households and 
benefit from fathers or other strong male role models who put 
an emphasis on the importance of education.  

But the gender gap is not limited to low-income males. It is 
showing up at every grade and income level, the authors say, 
largely because of different attitudes boys and girls have about 
the value of education and the habits they need for success. 

That’s why the “universal” goal, meaning that preschool 
should be provided to all parents based on what they can afford 
to pay, is important. Equal opportunities in life begin with equal 
access to education -- even before kindergarten. 
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