
BY SEN. ORRIN G. HATCH
Guest commentary

I was surprised to read that 
the Standard-Examiner 
knew that the vote on the 

flag amendment was a foregone 
conclusion (“A bit too obvious,” 
July 7 editorial). That doesn’t 
square with what many in D.C., 
including myself and the Senate 
leadership, thought going into 
the vote.

It’s true that 66 senators had 
publicly backed the amendment 
before the vote. But several 
others hadn’t voted on it before, 
and it was unclear up until the 
vote which way they would go.

This is an important debate, 
a necessary debate, and the 
American people are behind it. 
And it is insulting to them to say 
they want to amend the First 
Amendment, as some have sug-
gested.

Do the majority of Ameri-
cans oppose the First Amend-
ment? Do 50 states, which have 
petitioned Congress to pass this 
amendment, oppose the First 
Amendment?

Do 66 senators and 286 rep-
resentatives — Republicans and 
Democrats — oppose the First 
Amendment? Do four justices 
on the Supreme Court oppose 
the First Amendment?

Of course not. But they do 
think that the court got it badly 
wrong on this issue.

Before 1989, the Supreme 
Court considered flag burn-
ing as expressive conduct, not 
speech. They saw a balance 
between the interest of the 
community in prohibiting this 
conduct with the interest of the 
person who wishes to express 
himself.

For 200 years, the court and 
the people were in agreement. 
Not all expressive conduct 
can receive First Amendment 
protection. And the govern-
ment interest in protecting the 
American flag from physical 
desecration was a real one.

The flag is a unique symbol 

of our nation 
that demands 
protection. 
And for years, 
the interest 
in protecting 
this symbol 
was deemed 
strong and 
real enough to 
rebut serious 
constitutional 

challenges.
What changed? Why do the 

American people no longer 
have the right to protect the flag 
from physical desecration?

Simply put: The Supreme 
Court changed its mind.

In two deeply divided, 5-4 
decisions, the Supreme Court 
overturned 200 years of flag-
protection statutes.

In his dissent, Chief Justice 
Rehnquist said, “I cannot agree 
that the First Amendment in-
validates the Act of Congress, 

and the laws of 48 of 50 states, 
which make criminal the public 
burning of the flag.” And Justice 
Stevens compared desecrating 
the flag with someone spray-
painting the Lincoln Memorial.

But five justices thought oth-
erwise, and the court gave us its 
opinion — Congress can’t pro-
tect the flag through a statute 
because it would violate core 
constitutional rights to expres-
sive conduct. A bill won’t cut it.

So, we are left to an amend-
ment. An amendment doesn’t 
ban anything. It gives the power 
back to the people to decide how 
they will treat the American 
flag.

And it would be up to the 
people, through their elected 
representatives, to determine 
what constitutes “flag” or 
“desecration” or the myriad 
other red-herring problems 
opponents raise. For 200 years 
these matters were worked out 

through the people’s repre-
sentatives, and I would expect 
Congress would do its best to 
narrow the definition of covered 
behavior to the most egregious, 
offensive acts of flag desecra-
tion.

The first three words of our 
Preamble are “We the People,” 
not “They the Judges.” The 
American people support this 
amendment. All 50 states have 
petitioned Congress to send this 
amendment to them for ratifica-
tion. We should give them that 
chance.

We are the world’s oldest 
democracy, and this amend-
ment puts this matter back into 
the hands of the people. What I 
can’t figure out is why the Stan-
dard-Examiner and 34 of my 
Senate colleagues are so afraid 
to hear the people’s voice on this 
matter.

Hatch is Utah’s senior U.S. 
senator.

Hatch takes exception to editorial opinion

I began using e-mail on a regular 
basis in the early 1990s. What 
started out as an occasional way 

to send and receive messages has be-
come a part of my daily routine.

If you use e-mail, you know that 
junk e-mail, or “spam,” is a big part 
of the e-mail routine. I remember 
one of the first junk-mail messages I 
received, which went something like 
this: Some fellows in Nigeria found 
themselves with $45 million. Despite 
the fact that they had $45 million, for 
some reason, they didn’t have a bank 
account. More precisely, they didn’t 
have a bank account in the United 
States. As a result, they couldn’t get 
the money out of Nigeria and into the 
United States, which, for an elaborate 
set of reasons detailed in the e-mail, 
was very important to them.

If I would be willing to give them 
access to my bank account for a small 
period of time, they would transfer 
the money into my account, which 
would solve their problem of getting 
the $45 million into the United States.

As a small token of their gratitude, 
they would let me keep a third of the 
money — $15 million.

If you are a regular user of e-mail, 
you have probably received a similar 
message. If so, you probably recog-
nized the e-mail as a scheme designed 
to drain your bank account. In fact, 
the scam is so transparent that I find 

it difficult to believe that any person 
with moderate intelligence could 
become a victim. Nonetheless, the 
scam has found many victims. The 
scheme is known as the Nigerian 
Money Laundering Scam or Nigerian 
E-mail Scam, and it is one of the more 
enduring Internet frauds. You may be 
surprised by some of the people taken 
in by the scam.

A recent issue of The New Yorker 
magazine details the experience of 
John Worley. Worley is a decorated 
Vietnam veteran. He holds a Ph.D. 
in psychology, and he is an ordained 
minister. For most of his 62 years, 
Worley was known as a man of intel-
ligence and integrity. The New Yorker 
article details how Worley was drawn 
into the scam. I will briefly recount 
the sad ending of the story.

As a result of the Nigerian Money 
Laundering Scam, Worley lost almost 
$600,000. In February of this year, 
he was convicted on charges of bank 
fraud, money laundering and posses-
sion of counterfeit checks. It seems 
the Nigerians did, indeed, deposit 
some funds into Worley’s bank ac-
count, but the deposits were made 
with counterfeit checks. Based upon 
federal law, Worley was held liable 

for the counterfeit checks. Worley 
not only lost his life’s savings, he is 
now serving time in a federal prison. 
The Nigerians who drew Worley into 
their scheme were never found nor 
charged.

How can someone who has lived 
a life of integrity be taken in by such 
a scam? The simple answer is greed. 
Almost all cons appeal to the desire 
for easy money. I believe one of the 

keys to the Nigerian scam’s success is 
found in the sizable amount of money 
promised.

In this regard, the Nigerian Money 
Laundering Scam has some elements 
in common with the “big lie” strategy 
of political propagandists. The “big 
lie” consists of telling an attention-get-
ting story so incredible that few peo-
ple who hear the story will think that 
anyone would have the audacity to 
simply fabricate the tale. Therefore, 
the story is accepted as true. In the 
case of the Nigerian scam, the mag-
nitude of the deal clouds judgments 
about both efficacy and morality.

If you were to offer someone $15 
in return for access to his or her bank 
account for an hour, it is unlikely that 
you would find anyone willing to ac-
cept your offer. If you offer $15 mil-
lion, a fair number of people will con-
sider the offer, and some will accept 
the deal. However, the foolishness of 
accepting the offer is the same wheth-
er $15 or $15 million is involved.

It is a scam regardless of the 
amount of money promised.

The lesson here is simple. If it 
sounds too good to be true, it prob-
ably isn’t true. Some clichés endure 
because they are founded on enduring 
truth. Attaching bigger numbers to 
a lie doesn’t make the lie true, but it 
may tempt more people into believ-
ing it.

Beware of tempting e-mail offers and promises
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Last week’s headlines 
prove the point: North 
Korea fires missiles, Iran 

talks of nukes again, Iraq car-
nage continues, Israel invades 
Gaza, England observes one-
year anniversary of subway 
bombing. And, oh, yes, the feds 
stop a plot to blow up tunnels 
under the Hudson River.

World War III has begun.
It’s not perfectly clear when 

it started. Perhaps it was after 
the Berlin Wall fell and the 
Cold War ended. Perhaps it 
was the first bombing of the 
World Trade Center, in 1993.

What is clear is that this 
war has a long fuse and, while 
we are not in the full-scale 
combat phase that marked 
World Wars I and II, we seem 
to be heading there. The 
expanding hostilities mean 
it’s time to give this conflict 
a name, one that focuses the 
mind and clarifies the big pic-
ture.

While it is often a war of 
loose or no affiliation, and 
sometimes just amateur 
copycats, the similar goals of 

destruction add up to a threat 
against modern society. Even 
the hapless wanna-bes busted 
in Miami ordered guns and 
military equipment from a 
man they thought was from al-
Qaida. Islamic fascists are the 
driving force, but anti-Ameri-
can hatred is a global member-
ship card for any and all who 
have a grievance and a gun.

The feeling that the wheels 
are coming off the world has 
only one recent comparison, 
the time when America’s 
head-butt with communism 
sprouted hot spots from Cuba 
to Vietnam. Yet ultimately 
the policy of mutual assured 
destruction worked because 
American and Soviet leaders 
didn’t want their countries hit 

by nuclear bombs.
Such rational thinking is 

quaint next to the ravings of 
North Korean nut Kim Jong Il 
and Iranian President Mah-
moud Ahmadinejad. They both 
seem to be dying to die.

And don’t forget Osama bin 
Laden’s declaration that it is 
the duty of every Muslim to 
acquire a “Muslim bomb.” Is 
there any doubt he would use 
it if he had it?

I sound pessimistic be-
cause I am. Even worse than 
the problems is the fact that 
our political system is failing 
us. Democratic Party lead-
ers want to pretend we can 
declare peace and everything 
will be fine, while President 
Bush is out of ideas. Witness 
Bush now counseling patience 
and diplomacy on North 
Korea. This from a man who 
scorned both for five years.

But what choice does he 
have now that the pillars of 
his post-9/11 foreign policy 
are crumbling? As Harvard 
Professor Joseph Nye argues 
in Foreign Affairs magazine, 

Bush’s strategy of “reducing 
Washington’s reliance on per-
manent alliances and interna-
tional institutions, expanding 
the traditional right of pre-
emption into a new doctrine of 
preventive war and advocating 
coercive democratization as a 
solution to Middle Eastern ter-
rorism” amounted to a bid for 
a “legacy of transformation.”

The first two ideas have 
been repealed. The third 
brought Hamas into power and 
has so far failed to take root in 
Iraq or anywhere else.

I believed Iraq was the key, 
that if we prevailed there, 
momentum would shift in our 
favor. Now I’m not sure. We 
still must prevail there, but 
Iraq could mean nothing if 
Iran or bin Laden get the bomb 
or North Korea uses one.

Meanwhile, I’m definitely 
not using any tunnels.

Goodwin is a Pulitzer 
Prize-winning columnist for 
the New York Daily News, 
450 West 33rd Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10001; e-mail: Mgo
odwin@edit.nydailynews.com.

It’s World War III, and U.S. is out of ideas

THE SEATTLE TIMES
An editorial

The U.S. Senate still has 
a chance to ensure that 
the Internet remains 

universally accessible and 
a powerful tool for consum-
ers and businesses. This will 
happen only if lawmakers 
ensure computer network 
neutrality.

The Senate Commerce 
Committee struck a blow to 
an open Internet … when it 
sent the telecommunications 
bill, called the Communica-
tions Opportunity, Promotion 
and Enhancement Act of 
2006, to the Senate for a vote 
without a guarantee of net-
work neutrality. The tactics 
used by the telecom lobby 
to push for a two-tiered 
Internet have been effec-
tively confusing. Despite the 
panic-fanned flames sur-
rounding the issue, its core is 
simple. Network neutrality 
is good for the consumer and 
democracy because it would 
ensure that all Internet con-
tent is treated equally.

The Internet will become 
an anti-democratic device 
if Congress is able to push 
the telecom bill through this 
summer session. Web sites, 
or companies, would pay a 
network provider a fee to 
speedily load its pages to 

computers. Web sites that do 
not pay the extra fee would 
be slowed down so the pre-
ferred sites can zip past. It is 
a safe bet that the fast-lane 
price would be passed on to 
the consumer.

Lobbyists from big tele-
com companies such as Veri-
zon and AT&T are spending 
like compulsive shoppers 
on eBay to get their mes-
sage out. The campaign 
has painted neutrality as a 
government restriction that 
would stifle competition. 
That’s hardly the case.

The Internet has fos-
tered numerous innova-
tions because everything 
from a family’s Web page to 
Verizon’s site are treated the 
same through the broadband 
that feeds computers. What 
happens to services such 
as iTunes if the telecoms 
provide a rival music site? 
Potentially, iTunes could be 
slowed down while a home-
grown proprietary rival gets 
preferential treatment. How 
does that serve the consum-
er?

Lawmakers need to insert 
language that perpetuates 
the Internet as a breeding 
ground for divergent voices 
and services, even if that 
means taking a whack at a 
new telecom bill next ses-
sion.

Net equality, 
neutrality
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Who’s Calvin
alter now?

Keep your eye on him
each day in the

Stand ard -Examiner.




