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BOB SCHIEFFER, host: 
 
Today on FACE THE NATION, looking back at 2003 and looking ahead to 2004.  War and 
the fall of Saddam, campaigns, the shuttle, political division, Michael Jackson and now mad 
cow disease--it has been a tumultuous year and we'll take a look at the major stories with a 
panel of distinguished journalists:  Dan Balz of The Washington Post, David Brooks of The 
New York Times, Karen Tumulty of Time magazine and CBS' Kimberly Dozier in Iraq. 
 
I'll have a final word on whether the Bush administration really believes its own rhetoric 
about the war on terrorism.  But first, looking back at 2003 on FACE THE NATION. 
 
Announcer:  FACE THE NATION, with CBS News chief Washington correspondent Bob 
Schieffer.  And now, from CBS News in Washington, Bob Schieffer. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And good morning again.  Happy holidays to everyone. 
 
Joining us in Baghdad this morning is our CBS News correspondent Kimberly Dozier, who's 
been there off and on most of this year.  With us here in Washington, Dan Balz of The 
Washington Post, David Brooks of The New York Times and Karen Tumulty of Time 
magazine. 
 
Let's start with Kimberly.  More news this morning in Baghdad, yet another attack, Kimberly. 
 Bring us up to date on what's going on there.  What do you see happening in these coming 
months? 
 
KIMBERLY DOZIER reporting: 
 
Well, yes, more violence.  We've had not one but two roadside bombings directed against US 
troops here in Baghdad today.  One killed an American soldier and two Iraqi children, as 
well as wounding many Iraqi civilian bystanders.  We've just heard of another on the 
outskirts of Baghdad directed at a roadside patrol.  Now what US troops believe they're 
seeing is a sort of a shift.  They're continuing to see Saddam loyalists stage attacks against 
them, but ever since the capture of Saddam Hussein and the intelligence fallout, some of the 
documents that were with Saddam, they are beginning to arrest a number of suspects, a 
number of people they believe have been organizing the attacks against them, using the 
backbone of the old Iraqi military. 
 
But beginning with attacks like the UN bombing and leading up to the Karbala combined 
attack yesterday, a series of suicide car bombings.  US commanders believe that shows that 
Islamic insurgents, possibly foreigners, possibly homegrown, are beginning to take over the 
violence here.  Now one general told me they have a chart where they've predicted that 
Saddam loyalist violence is going to start tapering off by mid-January, they will have that 
licked.  But by then, they'll start to see more Islamic militants step into the void, more car 
bombings, more suicide attacks and also criminal gangs stepping in in the power vacuum left 
by the old guard.  Bob. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, Kimberly, thank you very much for bringing us up on to date on that.  I 
also want to congratulate you on the very fine job you've done for CBS over these recent 
months.  It's something that--we're all very proud of what you've done there and keep up the 
good work.  Thank you very much. 
 
And now let's turn to our panel here.  David Brooks, we've been watching the war from this 
side of the world.  Is the war going to be the issue now in the coming presidential campaign? 
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Mr. DAVID BROOKS (The New York Times):  I think it is.  It's part of the larger issue that we 
face.  You know, the United States is the most powerful nation in the history of the Earth.  
Never before has one nation been so dominant in its time.  And the crucial issue we face on 
all range of fronts is:  What are we going to do with all that power?  How do we preserve it?  
And the president has a clear policy.  It's to advance democracy using military means and try 
to reshape the Middle East.  Howard Dean and the Democrats think that's foolhardy.  And--
and that's the fundamental foreign policy debate. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What about this whole issue of casualties, Karen?  I guess we're getting up to 
close to 500 people killed in this war.  And as we heard from Kimberly this morning, this does 
not seem to be over.  She's talking about a new kind of war now as we get into the new year. 
 
Ms. KAREN TUMULTY (Time):  And that really is what's most important about it. The fact is 
that there have been twice as many people killed since the cessation of major combat 
operations than during the actual war itself.  And if you look at the Washington debate this 
year, it has centered so much on our--our justifications for going into war, whether the 
administration really played straight with the American people.  If you look at the polls, what 
is bothering Americans right now is what they see going on right now. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And that is? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  That is the casualties and--and this inability to--to stop them. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  But I think--Don't you, Dan?--that even though they're worried about 
casualties, it seems to me that on the war question, anyway, George Bush is probably ahead 
at this point, I would think. 
 
Mr. DAN BALZ (The Washington Post):  He clearly is ahead.  I think there has been, certainly 
from the beginning, a predisposition to support the president going to war in Iraq, and all the 
polling, public opinion sampling that we've done through the year has demonstrated that.  It 
has ebbed and flowed at different times depending on events.  And I think that the issue for 
Bush--I think while people are disposed to follow him, people are very worried about an 
extended occupation there, particularly one in which we're losing soldiers, one a day, two a 
day, five a week, whatever.  And so that--that while--he gets into trouble later this year if he's 
not been able to show real progress on it.  I think that's the issue for him. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, let's talk about the other side of it, and that is the Democratic side of it.  I--
I--I take it that all three of you predicted that at this point Howard Dean would be ahead in 
the race for the Democratic nomination? 
 
Mr. BALZ:  Everyone wishes that, yes, that we'd all made that prediction a year ago. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  How did he did it, Dan? 
 
Mr. BALZ:  He did it first by capturing the anti-war sentiment within the party.  He did it 
secondly, I think, by understanding that there was genuine anger at Bush within the 
Democratic Party and--and figuring out a way to coalesce that anger around his own 
candidacy and speak to that and bring it back.  And third, he understood that there were a 
lot of Democrats out in the country, not in Washington but out in the country, who did not 
think the Democratic leadership here in Washington had been vigorous enough in 
confronting Bush.  And his whole campaign became a vehicle for that kind of disgust and 
anger, and he built upon that, but those were the--the main elements that got him going. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Is disgust and anger and being against the war--would that be enough, David, 
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to--to beat George Bush? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  No.  If you--there was a Quinnipiac poll done a couple weeks ago:  Do you 
hate or strongly dislike George Bush?  You add those two categories of people up, you get 21 
percent.  Now that's not enough--that's enough to win a primary; it's not enough to win a 
general election.  I agree with Dan:  It's based on a--a feeling of powerlessness, I think, that D-
-many Democrats feel.  You know, the Democrats used to be 51 percent of registered do--
voters a generation ago.  Now it's 31 percent.  Never before have Democrats been so 
powerless.  And Howard Dean comes out and says, `You have the power!'  And power is the 
key word there, and they want to recapture some of that power.  My feeling is, though, 
they're caught up in a passion, and a passion which is going to lead to their further 
oppression because it's going to marginalize them from swing voters. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  I--I tell you, this is not--what I'm going to say is not an essay on why I like 
Howard Dean, but it's--I would say this is why I think that Howard Dean is a hit at this 
point, and that is he seems to be the first Democrat who's found a way to bring new people 
into the process here.  He's found a new kind of participatory politics.  In this television age, 
where we kind of took the campaigns out of the community and put them on television and 
made television kind of a passive event, Howard Dean has gone into the Internet and begun 
to bring people together. 
 
I think the story we have missed.  I think Frank Rich of The New York Times may be the first 
person who--who caught on to this.  It's not that he has raised money on the Internet that's 
been important to Howard Dean, but the fact is, he's brought these people together.  They 
now feel like they're part of his campaign.  They're talking to each other.  They're driving 
places, to campaigns, where he's not even there.  They feel like a part of it.  It's almost like the 
old ward heeler politics in--back in Chicago, where people felt they were a part of something. 
 And--and he's the first person in a while who's done that, and I think whether you like 
Howard Dean or hate Howard Dean, you have to admire him for doing that.  And--and in 
the long run, I think that's very good for politics. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  It's pretelevision politics. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Yes. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  And--and it is healthy.  And you go on his Web site and you understand 
that these people are a genuine community.  But I think it is also not an accident that 
Howard Dean was out there running for over a year before he hired a pollster.  He was out 
there listening and out there understanding the--the depth of emotion in the country among 
Democrats while, you know, all the Washington candidates were really kind of shaving the 
edges off their messages, thanks to their armies of consultants that they had advising them. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let me ask you, Karen, because I know your magazine did--kind of did an issue 
on this, and that is George Bush as a polarizing politician. George Bush ran--and George Bush 
as governor was the kind of politician who s--did seem to bring people together, but yet he 
seems to have become someone that you either love or you hate.  Your magazine did a lot of 
research on that. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  We did, indeed.  And certainly, the country was polarized.  I mean, just 
look back at the last election when George Bush took office.  But as you said, he ran as a 
uniter, not a divider.  That was a promise he made at almost every campaign stop.  But this is 
a president who sees the world in black-and-white terms.  And--and the population often 
divides on--on whether you agree with his view of the world or not, in good and evil terms.  
The other thing is that George Bush, who came in with--having lost the popular vote--a lot of 
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people thought that he was going to trim his sails, that he was going to govern in a--in a very 
sort of measured way.  In fact, he has been swinging for the fences since he--since he took 
office.  And as a result, he's got deeper support among the Republicans than even Ronald 
Reagan did.  And h--the dislike among Democrats is just as--as heartfelt. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, are we just a divided nation, David?  I mean, this seems a reflection of 
the--if you are a Republican, you see things one way it seems to me these days; if you're a 
Democrat, you kind of see it a different way. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  Yeah, I agree.  I--I spoke to a House Democrat who said to me, `You know, I 
don't hate George Bush but I regard him the way I would regard a guy who molested my 
granddaughter.'  Now if that's not hatred, I don't know what hatred is. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Yeah. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  But I--I think it's partly what's happened here in Washington. It's partly 
what's happened in the country.  We've segmented off in the country.  If you're a certain sort 
of person, you go to a university town.  If you're another sort of person, you go to a suburb in 
Nevada.  And you're living in entirely different worlds.  There are people in university towns 
who are well-educated people who don't know who Tim LaHaye is because--though he's one 
of the best-selling authors in America.  Don't know what a Pentecostal is.  Never go to Wal-
Mart.  They live in a cocoon.  And similarly there are parts in a--Republican areas who are 
living in a co--a conservative cocoon.  They listen to conservative radio, they go to 
conservative Web sites, they read conservative columnists, and everything is self-reinforcing.  
They know nothing about people on the other side.  I think it--that's the segmentation that's 
happening in this country. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well--and it's even reflected in the best-seller lists, I noticed. You either have 
the--the Al Franken book, which appeals to people on the left, or you have the Bill O'Reilly 
book, which appeals to people on the right. Perhaps Bill is not the best example here but you 
have any number, Ann Coulter, for example.  They seem to be--the books that sell, it seems to 
me, are the ones aimed at a specific group of people.  And it's almost like we're all learning 
kind of different stuff here.  And maybe do--maybe we don't want to know... 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  And some of it is un--some of it is untrue. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Some of it is untrue? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  And you tell stories--you believe it because it feels good for yourself. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  On both sides?  Yeah. 
 
Mr. BALZ:  Well--and it's--I mean, it's--it's not simply aimed at a particular audience.  It's 
aimed at a particular audience with a kind of an over-the-top quality... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Yes. 
 
Mr. BALZ:  ...that's designed to get them feeling even angrier about the way they already feel, 
so that it feeds this kind of--this--this polarization that we are seeing and it--it widens it.  I 
mean, the Pew Research Center did some very interesting work on this this fall and found 
that--that not only is the sort of the division between the parties where the level of enmity 
between the parties as strong as it was in 1994 just before the Republican takeover, but the 
difference in attitudes between hard-core Democrats and hard-core Republicans has not been 
this great in, you know, 20, 25 years, maybe ever. And so we're--we're in a different kind of 



 Face the Nation (CBS News) - Sunday, December 28, 2003 5 

 BURRELLE'S INFORMATION SERVICES / (202)419-1859 / (800)456-2877 

period of the way politics is practiced. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Is it--is it possible to understand why that is?  I mean, does television play a role 
here because I watch cable and I see broadcasts where we put the most extreme person on 
the left against the most extreme person on the right and we sort of let them holler at each 
other and that passes for political discourse.  And I don't think there's very much to be 
learned.  And I wonder if that is a part of what--what we're seeing? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Well, what's also different is that it's in your ear 24 hours a day. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Yes. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  And, I mean, you--you see--you know, you walk past a construction site 
and--and these guys are, you know, listening to Rush Limbaugh or whatever.  It--it--it never 
stops.  And I think that has also forced people into--into their corners. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  Yeah, I actually think it is mostly about the presidency.  We used to hate each 
other over role of women, about feminism, about social and religious issues.  Now I think 
that's actually toned down a little.  Now we hate each other over whether you like this 
president or that president.  And so we had the hatred of Clinton.  Now we have the hatred 
of Bush.  Actually I think it's misleading.  I think the country on all sorts of issues--religious, 
social issues--is coming more together to a centrist position.  At the same time they've 
transferred their hatreds to politics. 
 
Mr. BALZ:  But the political... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  I want to talk about that some more in just a minute.  Because it's going to lead 
to something I'm very interested in, and that is what I think this year has been sort of the 
death of candor and the rise of political spin.  Let's talk about that when we come back in just 
a minute. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And we're back with the panel looking back at 2003, looking ahead to 2004. 
 
Dan Balz, the one thing we haven't talked about and you always talk about before an election 
is the economy.  Will the economy be a factor in this election? 
 
Mr. BALZ:  It sure will be, Bob.  It's--it's likely to be as big a factor as the war on terrorism and 
the issue of Iraq.  It's the one that hits people even closer to home than--than a war.  You 
know, this has not been a--you know, a good record for the president.  Job loss, nearly three 
million jobs fewer.  He may be the first president since Hoover not to have net job creation in 
his presidency, and yet the one interesting thing is that he has never drawn the kind of anger 
over the economy that--that was aimed at his father 12 years ago.  If you look at where he is 
on the economy right now vs. where his father was, he's got a 51 percent approval rating.  
It's not great, but it's certainly better than it was a few months ago.  His father was at 25 
percent at this point in 1991.  So... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, his father, of course, had alienated the right wing of his own party and 
that is what caused his political defeat.  This George Bush has been very careful to stay in 
about the same step with the right wing of the party, and I would think that you would see 
that. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  But even the economy is segmented now in this country with these sort of 
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different realities, depending on who you are and where you live.  The--the fact that the Dow 
is back at 10,000 doesn't really matter so much if you're s--a worker in the Midwest worried 
about your job.  And the fact is the key indicator to watch for--for the politics where the 
election is likely to be decided in a very few number of states are these job creation numbers 
and in particularly industrial job creation. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  But it does matter if you're one of George Bush's base, core supporters. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  He--he has got his base.  His base is behind him and his base is not going 
anywhere. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  David, I want to go back to something you were talking about here where you 
said you think we're coming together on a lot of issues but we're divided over just some of the 
partisan politicians.  What about gay marriage? Will that be something we'll be talking about? 
 Will that be a factor in this coming election? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  It's the most divisive debate right now... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  You think so. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  ...in the country.  I think the most divisive social debate. Nonetheless, I do not 
think it will be a major political issue.  It's--if it comes up, and it will come up around the 
fringes, it's good for the Republicans because they're on the side of the majority.  I think the 
Bush administration is loath to fight that for this reason.  I think people do not want s--
cultural conflict of this sort.  My view is a Paul Gigot rule, another journalist, who has the 
rule, `Whoever raises any issue related to gay loses.'  People just do not want to talk about it.  
And that's why I think both the Democrats and the Republicans will be r--loath to raise this 
issue in the election. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let me ask all you something because I've been in Washington a long time and--
as have--as have you all.  It seems to me that we're seeing less candor than we once saw.  It 
seems to me that the emphasis now is on political spin and it is--all issues are spun without 
embarrassment.  There was a time, I think, when public officials had--felt an obligation to 
explain their actions.  I'm not sure that's not any longer true.  Go to any news conference on 
Capitol Hill.  People walk out and they make these long statements and then leave before it's 
time to answer a question.  Listen to the president's news conferences, go to any of these 
news conferences that you all have been out in Iowa.  It's harder and harder, it seems to me--
and I found it right here at this table--to get a straight answer out of anyone anymore.  Am I 
wrong about that? 
 
Mr. BALZ:  No, you're absolutely right about that.  I think part of it is a function of the 50-50 
nation that we're in, that we're in a kind of period of mistake-free politics--the less you say, 
the better; the more you say that's sort of just on the line that you want the American people 
to hear, the better you think that that's going to be for you.  And so people--most politicians 
are unwilling to go off a script and think out loud or think candidly because they all... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And... 
 
Mr. BALZ:  ...they worry that they're going to be getting in trouble. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  ...and this goes beyond politics. 
 
Mr. BALZ:  Yeah. 
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SCHIEFFER:  It's the same in business now.  It's the same--I mean, listen to some of the 
spokesmen for some of the broadcast networks, explaining things that seem inexplicable. 
 
Mr. BALZ:  Yeah. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  People just put out the line and then say nothing more. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  The scary thing to me is I think--it's not a line.  They believe it deep down.  
When John McCain ran, he would throw out the spin and sort of give you some straight talk. 
 And a lot of politicians said, `I'm going to do that,' but they didn't have any straight talk 
within them.  When you relax with politicians, off the record, at dinner, at a bar, sometimes 
they're still giving you the speeches because there's nothing inside which is actually genuine.  
They have become professionalized inside and out and I think that's the real problem.  
They're not faking it.  That's just what they've got left. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Is there, David, a difference in the values of what I call the professional office 
seekers and the industry that's grown up around them to help them seize power?  Is there a 
difference in their values and the rest of us? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  I don't think so.  I think we've trained a generation of young people to be 
achievers and they have honed themselves for success.  And we've got a bunch of Rhodes 
scholars who--who all their lives has been geared to the next step up that ladder, and those 
are the people who are running for office and in the leadership positions in al--all around the 
country. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  OK, let's have some fun here.  Let's talk about some predictions. Will Howard 
Dean wind up with the nomination? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Well, at this point, as the estimable Dan Balz pointed out this morning in the 
paper, it--it's looking more and more like the guy--the only guy who could stop him is 
Howard Dean. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  So you think it will be Howard Dean. 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  Barring a major meltdown of some kind that we have all been predicting for 
a year. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  David? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  Yeah, I think--and I think he's the weakest possible candidate for the 
Democrats. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Dan? 
 
Mr. BALZ:  I would say it's going to be very hard for any of the others to beat him given the 
money he's got and the kind of head of steam he's got.  But he's still going to have a fight 
somewhere.  Every nominee eventually has a stumble and a fight, and he's got one coming. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  I still think there's a chance that Dick Gephardt may wind up with the 
nomination.  If Dick Gephardt should do well in Iowa, it seems to me he has a chance 
somewhere down the line. 
 
Now what's the most disgusting story of the year?  Michael Jackson? 
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Mr. BALZ:  Michael Jackson, yeah, bar none. 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  Yeah, I guess the... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Strom Thurmond? 
 
Mr. BROOKS:  Strom Thurmond didn't surprise me.  This st--that sort of stuff has been going 
on for a long time.  Michael Jackson surprised me. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Karen? 
 
Ms. TUMULTY:  With Kobe Bryant being a close second perhaps. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  OK.  I'm going to close on a happy note and I'm going to close because there 
was one story that I found actually gave me pleasure.  And do you know what that story 
was?  It was watching Anika Sorenstam compete against the men.  I can't remember when 
I've watched a news event or a sports event that I actually sat there with tears in my eyes.  I 
was so happy for her.  It was such a happy occasion.  I think it was a turning point in sports. 
 And if there's one story, it seems to me, that just made everybody feel good--I'm not saying it 
was an important story, but just made us all feel good--I think it was that one. 
 
I want to thank all of you for being here and for being with us all year. It's been quite a year 
and you've been very helpful and brought great insight to our FACE THE NATION viewers.  
So thanks to all of you. 
 
Back in a minute. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And finally today, the administration tells us we're in a worldwide war against 
terrorism.  I believe that.  But sometimes I wonder if the administration does.  Telling us, for 
example, to go shopping and get on with our lives after raising the terror threat level may be 
good, calming politics, but is that the best way to rally support in wartime?  And now I read 
we may send a man back to the moon to improve morale?  A trip to the moon in the middle 
of a war?  Surely not. 
 
And if this is a world war, shouldn't we be bringing the rest of the world in to help us fight 
it?  The greatest generation had far greater differences with the Soviet Union than the silly 
arguments over money that have estranged us from our European allies.  Yet they found a 
way to work with the Soviets to defeat the Nazis. 
 
Other countries refuse to put their troops into harm's way in Iraq because we won't let them 
have a say in what happens there.  And while we argue with them over who gets to sell 
cement and phone service to the Iraqis, it is our troops that are taking the brunt of the 
casualties.  Now where is the advantage in that? 
 
We cannot remake the world in our image, but what we can do is work with the rest of the 
civilized world to create conditions that allow all people to find their own paths to freedom 
and liberty.  But logic argues that cannot work unless the rest of the civilized nations join in 
the effort.  America's never been afraid to lead in confronting the Nazis, in rebuilding Europe 
and Japan after the war.  We led, but we were never foolish enough to believe we could do 
any of it alone. 
 
That's it for us.  We'll see you next week right here on FACE THE NATION. 


