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It's taken awhile, but the Democrats' position on the war has finally hit the front pages.

Well, of The Post , anyway.

When Howard Dean says we're not gonna win in Iraq and the paper uses a short wire story--and then comes back with a front-pager about the Democrats fearing a backlash--it's a tacit acknowledgment of having blown it the first time.

That piece yesterday also made much of Nancy Pelosi backing a pullout. I never understood why Pelosi's flip-flop (she was against Murtha's proposal before she was for it) wasn't bigger news. She's the House minority leader! If she's speaking for her caucus--and she claims more than half of House Democrats support her position--that's a sea change in the opposition party's stance. If she's way out in front of her troops, the party is in considerable disarray. Either way, the emerging views of Democratic leaders on the most divisive issue in America deserves a bigger ride, as conservative bloggers have been quick to point out.

Orlando Sentinel columnist Kathleen Parker makes this very case:

"Murtha, Murtha, Murtha, Murtha, Murtha, Murtha, (Lieberman), Murtha, Murtha, Murtha.

"That's about how news coverage has gone the past several weeks concerning Rep. John Murtha's call to withdraw from Iraq versus Sen. Joe Lieberman's call to stand fast.

"And the media wonder why newspaper circulations are dropping and why Fox News dominates television ratings over the networks and other cable programs. It's not that Murtha doesn't deserve airtime to voice a point of view many Americans share. It's that Lieberman surely deserves at least equal time for a point of view that other Americans, as well as most Iraqis, share.

"Those who rely on traditional news sources other than The Wall Street Journal, which published an op-ed by the Connecticut senator, may not even have known that Lieberman recently returned from Iraq. Or that his conclusions were that the U.S. has to keep fighting the insurgency, and that two-thirds of Iraq is in 'pretty good shape.' You don't have to be a partisan war hawk to see the difference in treatment of these two stories, from news reports to the talking-head shows."

Ed Morrissey , writing in the Weekly Standard, sees a suicide strategy:

"The good news for the Democrats is that their leadership has settled on an electoral strategy for 2006. The bad news is that they have cribbed their game plan from one of the most disastrous campaigns in their history. The Democratic leadership has decided to elevate surrender to a party platform for the upcoming elections, with their national chairman, House leader, and last presidential nominee all running up the white flag as the Democratic war banner.

"When was the last time that an entire political party stood for backpedaling the way the Democrats have in the past two weeks? Since Rep. John Murtha made his supposedly stunning announcement that he wanted an immediate withdrawal of all troops from Iraq, the Democrats have embraced surrender.

"Not even during the Vietnam War did a major American party position itself to support abject retreat as a wartime political platform. For that, one has to go back to the Civil War, when the Democrats demanded a negotiated peace with the Confederate States of America and a withdrawal from the South."

I wonder how that would have played on Fox.

Joe Gandelman at the Moderate Voice assesses Lieberman's political situation:

"This isn't a political ploy. Lieberman does believe it. If anything, he tempered some of his views when he ran for the Veepship on the ticket with Al Gore. He's probably closer to the old-line Scoop Jackson Democrat than anything else . . .

"It's clear Lieberman will face real problems within his own party. This morning President Bush quoted extensively from Lieberman in his speech defending the Iraq war. Yesterday it was Vice President Dick Cheney. On one hand, administration officials are making the case that there is indeed some bipartisan support for their war policy. On the other hand, in pure political terms using Lieberman as an example and quoting extensively from him is the political kiss of death -- guaranteeing that a segment of the Democratic party will be out there politically gunning for him when he runs for re-election."

Oliver Willis eviscerates the senator for saying Bush will be commander-in-chief for three more years and 'we undermine the president's credibility at our nation's peril' . . .

"What is wrong with this person? It's one thing to be George W. Bush's sock puppet while angling for a cabinet job, but Lieberman has now aligned himself with the fascistic elements of the right. Lieberman, who couldn't get the support of his own party in a single primary or caucus, is advocating the most anti-democratic idea out there: shutting up. Maybe he should take his own advice."

Wonder about all the "underreported" good news in Iraq? The Washington Times editorial page is starting a series:

"Primary-school enrollment has jumped 20 percent over the Saddam years, according to the Brookings Institution's Iraq Index. In a country where 22 percent of adults never attended school, according to the International Monetary Fund, this is a momentous change. It's also a change going almost entirely unreported by U.S. news organizations. A Lexis-Nexis search for the terms 'Iraq' and 'school' or 'schools' in the last month in the New York Times, The Washington Post, the Boston Globe, the Los Angeles Times and the San Francisco Chronicle turns up 331 articles. None is about schools in Iraq."

Bush is also keeping up the argument that we're turning the corner:

"President Bush offered his latest assessment of Iraq's economic reconstruction yesterday, saying the country was making progress against a host of problems," says the Philadelphia Inquirer .

"Speaking with new candor about the difficulties in Iraq, Bush tempered his optimism with an acknowledgment of mistakes and a description of the remaining hurdles to economic development."


Speaking of coverage decisions, Eric Boehlert , blogging at HuffPost, finds a major sin of omission:

"Courtroom defeats for prosecutors don't come much more embarrassing than the one suffered Tuesday in the Florida terror trial of Sami Al-Arian, who was acquitted on key charges of abetting terrorists. Along with three other defendants, Al-Arian, a former University of South Florida professor, was charged with helping to lead a Palestinian terrorist group from his home near Tampa . . .

"The case turned out to be a colossal flop, with the feds presenting a confusing mish-mash of jumbled transcripts and a mountain of circumstantial evidence that, according to press accounts, bored the jury to tears. The prosecution took nearly five months to present its case, which included testimony from nearly 80 witnesses . . .

"When then-Attorney General John Ashcroft personally announced the Al-Arian indictment on Feb. 20, 2003, in a press conference carried live on CNN (Ashcroft tagged Al-Arian the North American leader of Palestinian Islamic Jihad), the story garnered a wave of excited media attention. ABC's 'World News Tonight' led that night's newscast with the Al Arian arrest. Both NBC and CBS also gave the story prominent play that evening. But last night, in the wake of Al-Arian's acquittal, it was a different story. Neither ABC, CBS nor NBC led with the terror case on their evening newscasts. None of them slotted it second or third either. In fact, according to TVEyes, the 24-hour monitor system, none of the networks reported the acquittal at all .

"Raise your hand if you think the nets would have covered the trial's conclusion if the jury had returned with a guilty verdict in what the government had hyped as a centerpiece to its War on Terror.

"The story at least received cursory coverage on the cable news channels. CNN's Wolf Blitzer correctly called the verdict 'stunning.' Over at Fox News, which has been shadowing Al Arian for four years, they put on a brave face. Bill O'Reilly looked glum talking to fellow Al-Arian-hater Steve Emerson, who has spent more than ten years telling anyone who would listen that Al-Arian is a criminal mastermind."

The NYT and WP did front the story.

Bush has bounced back a bit in the New York Times poll , from 35 to 40. "But his presidency is still plagued by widespread doubts about his handling of the war in Iraq, with 52 percent saying the Bush administration intentionally misled the public when its officials made the case for war. A majority of Americans want the United States to set some timetable for troop withdrawal; 32 percent want the number of American troops reduced and 28 percent want a total pullout."

Here's a movie-star race the press won't get to cover:

"Ending months of speculation, filmmaker Rob Reiner said Wednesday that he will not run against Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger in next year's election because he is worried that it would take too much time away from his family," says the LAT . Journalists don't usually draft presidential candidates, but the New Republic's Ryan Lizza is doing just that:

"Barack Obama must run for president in 2008 . . .

"The main objection to an Obama run is his obvious lack of experience. He needs at least a full Senate term before he is taken seriously, the argument goes. On the one hand, each day spent in the Senate gives Obama more experience and stature for his inevitable presidential campaign. But each day also brings with it an accumulation of tough votes, the temptations of bad compromises, potentially perilous interactions with lobbyists, and all the other behaviors necessary to operate as a successful senator. At some unknowable date in the future, remaining in the Senate will reach a point of diminishing returns for Obama. The experience gained by being a good senator will start to be outweighed by the staleness acquired by staying in Washington.

"There's no way for Obama to know when he will reach this point. That uncertainty makes 2008 look like his best opportunity . . . He can have a high degree of confidence that if he waits until 2012, he will face the historically impossible task of unseating the incumbent president of his own party, or the historically difficult task of unseating the incumbent president of the opposition party . . .

"The kind of political star power Obama has doesn't last. My favorite law of American politics is that candidates have only 14 years to become president. That is their expiration date."

The New York Times has a new blog about Hollywood. LAObserved has the memo from Deputy Managing Editor Jon Landman: "Our bloggers will have editors. They will observe our normal standards of fairness and care. They won't float rumors or take journalistic shortcuts. Critics and opinion columnists can have opinion blogs; reporters can't . . . We'll encourage readers to post their thoughts, but we'll screen them first to make sure the conversation is civil. Some bloggers will accuse us of violating blogospheric standards of openness and spontaneity. That's life in the big city."

It's that time of year, and Slate's John Dickerson sympathizes with Bush's plight:

"Imagine hosting a party for only the people you've always wanted to avoid. The president and the first lady will hold two such events next Thursday as they welcome the press corps into their home. They are less the hosts of these parties than their victims. The first couple will not sip at eggnog or nibble on tiny lamb chops in the state dining room. They will stand in one spot in the Blue Room, next to a Christmas tree, as hundreds of correspondents, sound people, and photographers line up to have individual photographs taken with the first couple.

"During the holidays, the president is a virtual prisoner in the White House. He and his wife will perform this grueling act of cheer at 26 holiday parties between Dec. 4 and Dec. 20. There's one for the diplomatic corps, members of Congress, the Secret Service, and top military brass. Invites also go out to political donors and allies across the country. The last evening is reserved for the White House staff--the plumbers, electricians, cooks, and butlers who hang the president's towels when he leaves them on the bed and polish his floor. For most of that period, the Bushes will have 'two-a-days,' hosting one party from 4 to 6 p.m. and a second from 7 to 9."

Jeff Jarvis gives the Pulitzer folks half a clap:

"The Pulitzer committee finally will allow online submissions in breaking news and breaking-news photography; in other categories, online has be go hand-in-hand with print. It's a wimpy step but at least it's a step. And I wonder whether the Times-Picayune's blogs could win the Pulitzer."

Finally--something tells me this could be the most linked item of the day--the Smoking Gun jumps on a lawsuit involving a prominent actress and semi-nude pictures:

"Lawyers for Jennifer Aniston have warned publications that they will face an invasion of privacy lawsuit if they print topless photos of the actress taken recently while she was apparently sunbathing at her Los Angeles home.

"In a blistering letter sent to celebrity magazines, attorney John Lavely wrote that the publication of photographs "showing [Aniston] topless or in the act of taking off or putting on her top" would expose those titles to 'substantial monetary damages.' In his December 3 letter, Lavely wrote that the topless photos were taken by paparazzo Peter Brandt, who allegedly used a 'powerful telephoto lens' from a perch more than a mile away from Aniston's home (though the images, TSG has learned, appear to have been snapped from a closer range).

"Aniston's counsel pounced two days after Brandt e-mailed the topless photos to magazine editors with the request, 'PLEASE KEEP THESE PICTURES TO YOUR SELF . . . THEY MUST NOT FIND THEIR WAY TO THE INTERNET!!!!' In a TSG interview, Brandt denied Lavely's trespassing allegation, saying that he snapped the topless photos from a 'public street.' "

Observation No. 1: They're already on the Internet.

Observation No. 2: How come it's okay for her to pose for a topless shot (only partially hidden by an arm) for the cover of GQ?

