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When we hear the words, “the price of war”, we instantly think of the lives lost or ruined and secondarily, the cost to our national treasury.  These are the results of a war in progress or over. There is very little discussion of the cost of war before a war is started.  Those discussions mostly relate to the need to go to war or the reasons for going to war. But not the monetary price.  

You may recognize that I have a strong belief that almost anything we do outside of family life has a monetary component.  On a larger scale, the whole concept of capitalism is based on rational, decisions on how we spend money.  Maybe we could apply this philosophy to the decision of whether or not to go to war.

Two major thoughts I’ve had along these lines are having a war tax and paying troops for their risks.

On the war tax, it’s my thought that the President shouldn’t be permitted to send troops into combat situations, large or small, for more than 60 days without a declaration of war by Congress.  This declaration would trigger an immediate war tax of ,say, 10% of all income over, say, $25,000 per year.

The net result of all this would be a national discussion on whether or not the mass of the people would willingly pay the tax to support the war.  The whole concept of capitalism would come into play as we made that decision as a nation.

The fairness I see in this is, if we’re not willing to pay a surtax to support a war, why should any soldier be asked or willing to sacrifice his life to fight a war?  We would all become participants in the war, some physically, the rest fiscally.  It’s my belief that we would enter very few wars.

My second thought was regarding a reasonable combat pay for those actually engaged in fighting.  If we can justify what we pay our police and fire personnel based on the potential risk their jobs entail, how much should a person who is getting shot at be paid?

I won’t offer any numbers (they should be in the order of hundreds of dollars per day) but, my experience being biased towards enlisted personnel, suggest a high rate for enlisted combat soldiers (those most likely to be killed or injured), a moderate rate for lower level combat officers and nothing for those not physically leading combat troops.

Again, the money angle.  If the decision makers had to factor in these costs, they (and we) would quickly refocus from macho based patriotism to more objective decision-making.

I don’t say these ideas would prevent war, but I think they would insure this country thought long and hard before going to war.

Here are a few numbers to think about.

The 800 deaths we’ve had in Iraq amount to 1 per every 350,000 Americans in the U.S., or about two per congressional district, or one per every four counties in the country.  Forty THOUSAND people die every year in this country from auto related accidents.  This war isn’t even up there with deaths from auto accidents in its impact on our list of dangers.  

Except for the unfortunate families who have lost loved ones in the war, we have little personal contact with the tragedies of this war. Much less than we have with traffic deaths. It’s little wonder we don’t pay much attention.  And it’s why we tolerate the sad performance of our military and civilian leaders.

But from the point of view of the soldiers in Iraq it’s a very different picture.  These 800 deaths represent 1 of every 160 soldiers on duty there.  What would we have to pay our police if 1 of every 160 were killed every year? And because woundings and injuries run five times the deaths, 1 in every 30 soldiers is a casualty.  Try to put that in a job description or pay package!

I’ve tried to rationalize a need for our continued presence there, but I don’t know that it will make any difference in the Iraqi political process or power struggle.  They’re going to be fighting either each other or us.

Maybe it is all about money. 

