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Why Are Stocks Up?  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

President Barack Obama was finally relieved to announce, “We 
have pulled the economy back from the brink.” While warning there 
was still a “long way to go,” he emphasized, “We got good news 
last week showing that for the first time in over a year the 
economy was actually growing once again.” A few days before the 
Commerce Department noted the gross domestic product had 
turned positive (later adjusted to +2.8%) and the Dow Jones 
Industrial Average broke above 10,000 – both, as the president 
said, for the first time in a year. This has now been sustained for 
weeks.  

If the president’s economics is so wrong, why do the experts all say the recession is over? Yes, the 
GDP increase was mainly due to one-time government stimulus and bailout funds that would soon 
run dry but, then, why is the stock market pointing positive? In fact, the Dow Jones’ 10,000-plus is 
up almost 20% over last year. It seems impressive. But this is where the index was ten years ago. 
At least it is up? But ten years ago gold was selling for $400 an ounce and today it is over $1,100. In 
terms of real money (gold), yesterday’s 10,000 DJIA should equal 27,500 today.  

Two of our favorite market analysts, Brian Wesbury and Benjamin Stein of FirstTrust Advisors, are 
still predicting a fourth quarter GDP rise of 4.5%. They insist the pessimists are “recovery-deniers.” 
While gold has increased 25.1% since March, they note that the S&P 500 has increased 64.1%. 
While they admit the price of gold has quadrupled over the last eight years and stocks have been 
flat, they insist the Fed could not have inflated that much, so gold must be “overpriced.” They do 
concede that government spending, proposed expensive new programs and potential inflation if the 
Fed cannot reduce the historically high liquidity levels 
could stifle recovery.  

But why is gold overpriced rather than a hedge 
against the day the Federal Reserve will have to soak 
up the trillions of dollars of liquidity it has created 
over the past year? Is it “overpriced” 2.7 times? The 
more likely answer is that the smart money is selling 
the dollar short. The dollar has not only fallen 
dramatically against gold. Against a basket of the six 
major currencies, the dollar has recently dropped 
6.8%. Other commodities have been increasing over 
the decade relative to the dollar too.  

Take oil. From the price collapse in 1998 to $10 a 
barrel, oil has increased 76% this year alone to $77 a barrel. More important, as Mark Shenk of 
Bloomberg reports, the number of futures contracts betting the price will go to $100 by March rose 
to 27,482 in October from 7,181 in September, and climbed another 1,609 to 29,091 by November 
5. The contracts cover more than 29 million barrels of crude. But Saudi Arabia wants a sustainable 
price near its present value and in the past has increased supply when prices went too high. The 
OPEC cartel countries are meeting December 22 to stabilize the price. Kuwait’s minster has called for 
an earlier meeting if the price reaches $100. The problem today is that demand is down and 
inventories are high, so rather than supply or demand for oil they think the price is being driven by 
hedging against the dollar, which they cannot do much about.  
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Much of the supposedly hard evidence of recovery is simply wrong. Realtors were 
cheered when existing home sales increased 10.1% the preceding month to its highest number since 
2006 before the housing crisis that sunk the economy. Yet, at the same time, housing starts fell 
10.6% and inventories still totaled 3.5 million homes, down only one-quarter from the highpoint of 
the crisis. The Fed itself now says “bank loans continued to contract sharply in all categories" and 
believes “about five or six years would be needed for the economy to converge fully to a longer-run 
path" of full recovery and low unemployment.  

There is some good news about the economy. The Obama 
Administration and the Congressional Democrats do not look 
like they will be able to do as much damage as seemed likely 
when they first entered office. The economy-draining energy 
cap-and-trade bill looks dead. Big tax hits on high income 
earners have been delayed. Even the number one priority of 
restructuring the one-sixth of the economy that is health care 
seems less likely every day. In light of the likely poor state of 
the economy, Republicans are likely to make big gains in 2010 
and this has revived optimism that if things can be stalled 
long enough at least the economy will not get worse.  

Some positive news on the economy is more tangible. 
Productivity has increased. But why? Unemployment is at a 
twenty year high ten percent. In a recession, who do 
employers lay off first? Obviously, they unload the less 
productive first – and they are more selective in who they 
rehire. Under these conditions, of course labor productivity will go up. But fewer are employed and 
the Fed predicts unemployment will remain over nine percent through 2010. And that is the more 
important factor.  

Above it all looms the coming inflation. And then the entitlements explode. 
If President Obama and Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke do not get it, 
America’s largest creditor does. Just before the President’s arrival, the 
chairman of the China Banking Regulatory Commission Liu Mingkang 
chided the U.S. for its weak dollar and low interest rates that were 
“seriously impacting world asset prices and encouraging speculation in 
stock and property markets,” inflating asset bubbles around the world that 
have created “unavoidable risks for the recovery of the global economy.”  

The U.S. government is even subsidizing short-selling the dollar. The Fed’s 
near zero discount rate has made borrowing trillions basically costless for 
big investors. Even a low-interest government bond generates a quick 
return at no risk. Assuming that horrendous inflation is imminent, one can 
even borrow at zero and invest in something that might rise with inflation. 
Gold is the most obvious but stocks in commodities and other inflation 
hedges make sense too.  

Why then do the U. S. government’s price indices not show inflation? They 
measure a full year and inflation is more recent. Actually, the Producer 

Price Index is up at a worrying 4.8% annual rate for the past six months. Consumer goods are up 
6.4%. The Consumer Price Index over the past six months is above three percent. But the fact is the 
rise in stock prices and gold are themselves a measure of inflation but CPI/PPI do not count them. 
They count purchases but miss investments in an era when half of Americans own stock through 
their retirement savings. The economists all miss the point that it is the stock and commodity price 
increases themselves that are the leading edges of what will be a stupendous inflation.  
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What we are seeing today is not recovery but inflation anticipation. What can be 
done? How about imitating the Magi and give gold or commodities for Christmas? Suddenly, even a 
lump of coal in one’s stocking has become a desirable holiday gift.  

  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 under Ronald Reagan and is Senior Scholar at Bellevue 
University’s Center for American Vision and Values. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Summits Don't Pay 
by Jake Haulk, and Frank Gamrat,  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

Shortly after the conclusion of the September G-20 
Summit, the head of Visit Pittsburgh claimed the 
event’s economic benefits to the City and region 
reached $35 million.  As we pointed out in an earlier 
Policy Brief, that was a very dubious claim.  

Two months later data are available that call into 
serious question the notion the region enjoyed a $35 
million boost in economic benefits.  We now have a 
reading on the RAD (regional asset district) tax 
revenue for September, which is a gauge of retail sales 
in Allegheny County, as well as figures for hotel 
occupancy tax revenue for September, which allow us 
to calculate the dollars spent on hotel rooms during the month.  By comparing the September 2009 
data to September 2008 numbers and examining the pattern of year over year changes for 2009, it 
is possible to come to a reasonable conclusion about the G-20 meeting’s direct impact on spending.   

Obviously, this is only a partial measure of benefits. But by the same token, it does not take into 
account any of the costs borne by the City, County, the Convention Center, the airport and Port 
Authority. Nor does it take into account for the loss of productivity of non-retail businesses in the 
City that were closed for the duration of the Summit and the expense endured by college students 
who were forced to evacuate their dorms. And it does not take into account the massive 
inconvenience to residents and motorists.  

Whether the Summit will have measurable, identifiable near term or long term benefits in terms of 
helping recruit foreign firms to locate in the City or County remains to be seen.   

But as a reasonable approximation of the near term benefits the RAD tax and hotel tax will shed 
light on the value of hosting the meeting. First the RAD tax.  Collected by the state and forwarded to 
the Regional Asset District (RAD), the monthly posting for September 2009 shows this tax generated 
$6.8 million.  In September 2008 the revenue was $7 million.  Thus, the year to year decrease was 
around $200,000 or 2.9 percent.  Other year-to-year comparisons for the earlier months of 2009, 
show most were either down or flat from their 2008 levels.  The exceptions were February and 
August (each up about 1.5 percent). Because August 2009 was higher than August 2008, it appears 
that the sales impact of the recession had perhaps run its course.  

A look back over several years at September reveals a fairly flat trend. In 2005 the RAD collections 
were $6.7 million and in 2006 they were $6.9 million. In short, the September RAD tax revenue at 
$6.8 million was not only lower than in 2008, but also weaker than 2006.  There is simply no 
evidence that neither retailers, restaurants, etc. in aggregate enjoyed an above normal September 
level of sales during September 2009.  To show otherwise will require those who still argue there 
was Summit boost to sales to demonstrate that other factors would have made September sales 
even worse without the G-20.  And since September was the month of the “cash for clunkers”, that 
might prove difficult.  

A second gauge of the Summit’s benefits is the County’s hotel tax revenue. Bear in mind that as a 
condition of hosting the Summit, local hotels had to offer their best (lowest) price for blocks of 
rooms rather than normal market price. In other words, a discounted price world leaders were 
willing to pay.  Hoteliers were pressured to come up with deep discounts that could adversely affect 
their bottom lines as well as that of the County’s hotel tax. 
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According to the County’s Treasury Department, September’s hotel tax revenue 
was just over $2.8 million.  For September 2008 and 2007 collections were around $2.2 million.  It 
appears the County’s coffers may have benefited by about $600,000 from the G-20 Summit 
meeting. With the County’s seven percent tax, an increase of $600,000 implies that an additional 
$8.5 million was spent at County hotels than in the previous two Septembers.  

The only other months in 2009 not showing declines in year over year revenue were February and 
August (February had an increase whereas August was flat). Again, as with the RAD tax, it appears 
the recession effect on year over year changes could have largely run its course by August. Be that 
as it may, the increase in September could have been attributed to the Summit, but there was some 
probably also a boost from the large number of reporters and football fans who were in town for the 
NFL’s kickoff celebration at the beginning of the month. 

Certainly some hotels benefited in terms of gross revenues, but did they actually make more profit 
in light of the increased costs from adding staff and paying overtime for accommodating the two or 
three days of extra guests?  If the hotel lost money, that loss has to be subtracted from the benefits 
of the extra pay received by full time and temporary workers. Certainly, at best, the $8.5 million 
additional hotel revenue is far short of the amount needed for VisitPittsburgh to make the claim of 
$35 million in economic benefits. 

As is often the case with high-profile events such as the G-20 Summit, the benefits are touted 
before and during the event, but within weeks after they have come and gone there is little mention. 
How many times have the people of this region have been led to believe that hosting a playoff 
game, all-star game, or convention will lead to economic revival?  And yet we still await the 
promised return to meaningful growth. Thus, despite the hoopla surrounding the G-20 Summit, it is 
unlikely the meeting will be any different in producing lasting economic benefits.   

Jake Haulk, Ph.D., is President and Frank Gamrat, Ph.D., Sr. Research Associate at The Allegheny 
Institute where this first appeared. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Peaceful Islamic Threat 
by Daniel Pipes  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

To borrow a computer term, if Ayatollah Khomeini, Osama bin Laden, and Nidal 
Hasan represent Islamism 1.0, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (the prime minister of 
Turkey), Tariq Ramadan (a Swiss intellectual), and Keith Ellison (a U.S. 
congressman) represent Islamism 2.0. The former kill more people but the 
latter pose a greater threat to Western civilization.  

The 1.0 version attacks those perceived as obstructing its goal of a society ruled 
by a global caliphate and totally regulated by the Shari'a (Islamic law). 
Islamism's original tactics, from totalitarian rule to mega-terrorism, encompass 
unlimited brutality. Three thousand dead in one attack? Bin Laden's search for 
atomic weaponry suggests the murderous toll could be a hundred or even a 
thousand times larger.  

However, a review of the past three decades, since Islamism became a significant political force, 
finds that violence alone rarely works. Survivors of terrorism rarely capitulate to radical Islam – not 
after the assassination of Anwar el-Sadat in Egypt in 1981, nor the 9/11 attacks, the Bali bombings 
of 2002, the Madrid bombing of 2004, the Amman bombing of 2005, or the terrorist campaigns in 
Israel, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. Terrorism does physical damage and kills and intimidates but 
it rarely overturns the existing order. Imagine Islamists had caused the devastation of Hurricane 
Katrina or the 2004 tsunami – what could these have lastingly achieved?  

Non-terrorist violence aimed at applying the Shari'a does hardly better. Revolution (meaning, a 
wide-scale social revolt) took Islamists to power in just one place at one time - Iran in 1978–79. 
Likewise, coup d'état (a military overthrow) carried them to power just once – Sudan in 1989. Same 
for civil war – Afghanistan in 1996.  

If the violence of Islamism 1.0 rarely succeeds in forwarding the Shari'a, the Islamism 2.0 strategy 
of working through the system does better. Islamists, adept at winning public opinion, represent the 
main opposition force in Muslim-majority countries such as Morocco, Egypt, Lebanon, and Kuwait. 
Islamists have enjoyed electoral success in Algeria in 1992, Bangladesh in 2001, Turkey in 2002, 
and Iraq in 2005.  

Once in power, they can move the country toward Shari'a. As Mahmoud Ahmadinejad faces the 
wrath of Iranian street demonstrators and bin Laden cowers in a cave, Erdoğan basks in public 
approval, remakes the Republic of Turkey, and offers an enticing model for Islamists worldwide.  

Recognizing this pattern, Al-Qaeda's once-leading theorist has publicly repudiated terrorism and 
adopted political means. Sayyid Imam al-Sharif (b. 1950, also known by the nom de guerre Dr. 
Fadl) was accused of helping assassinate Sadat. In 1988 he published a book that argued for 
perpetual, violent jihad against the West. With time, however, Sharif observed the inutility of violent 
attacks and instead advocated a strategy of infiltrating the state and influencing society.  

In a recent book, he condemned the use of force against Muslims ("Every drop of blood that was 
shed or is being shed in Afghanistan and Iraq is the responsibility of bin Laden and Zawahiri and 
their followers") and even against non-Muslims (9/11 was counterproductive, for "what good is it if 
you destroy one of your enemy's buildings, and he destroys one of your countries? What good is it if 
you kill one of his people, and he kills a thousand of yours?").  

Sharif's evolution from theorist of terrorism to advocate of lawful transformation echoes a much 
broader shift; accordingly, as author Lawrence Wright notes, his defection poses a "terrible threat" 
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to Al-Qaeda. Other once-violent Islamist organizations in Algeria, Egypt, and 
Syria have recognized the potential of lawful Islamism and largely renounced violence. One also sees 
a parallel shift in Western countries; Ramadan and Ellison represent a burgeoning trend.  

(What one might call Islamism 1.5 – a combination of hard and soft means, of external and internal 
approaches – also works. It involves lawful Islamists softening up the enemy, then violent elements 
seizing power. The Hamas takeover of Gaza proved that such a combination can work: win elections 
in 2006, then stage a violent insurrection in 2007. Similar processes are possibly underway in 
Pakistan. The United Kingdom might be undergoing the opposite process, whereby violence creates 
a political opening.)  

In conclusion, only Islamists, not fascists or communists, have gone well beyond crude force to win 
public support and develop a 2.0 version. Because this aspect of Islamism undermines traditional 
values and destroys freedoms, it may threaten civilized life even more than does 1.0's brutality.  

Mr. Pipes ( www.DanielPipes.org) is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished 
visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.  

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Hasan Media Correctness 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

Horror spread quickly across America as the story 
unfolded: an Army psychiatrist went on a shooting 
rampage at Fort Hood in Texas, killing 13 and 
wounding 30. But as more information emerged, clearly 
pointing to an act of terrorism, many in the "news" 
media simply chose not to report news. 
 
By late afternoon, it emerged that the shooter’s name 
was Major Nidal Malik Hasan. But that night, CBS and 
NBC completely avoided mentioning that the shooter 
was a Muslim. ABC’s Charles Gibson suggested he was 
a "Muslim convert," which wasn’t right, but at least he 
wasn’t playing hide-and-seek with the facts. ABC 
reporter Martha Raddatz spoke for the media in 
choosing this tidbit: "As for the suspect, Nidal Hasan, as one officer's wife told me, ‘I wish his name 
was Smith.’" 
 
The coverage grew more factual the next morning, with all the networks noting Hasan was Muslim, 
and that he shouted "Allahu Akbar" (God is great) as he opened fire. ABC’s Diane Sawyer, though, 
repeated Raddatz: "We heard Martha Raddatz say last night that the wife of a soldier said ‘I wish his 
name had been Smith,’ so no one would have a reflexive question about that." 
 
A reflexive question, as in "If a Muslim extremist attacks an Army base shouting ‘Allahu Akbar!’ 
while spraying semi-automatic fire, killing and wounding dozens, is it terrorism?" Ms. Sawyer had 
nothing to worry about. Here’s how her colleagues covered it. 
 
THEME: The shooting wasn’t just tragic because it killed patriotic Americans who were serving their 
country. The shooting was "much worse" because it gins up fear-mongering right-wingers. 
 
Newsweek’s Evan Thomas: "I cringe that he's a Muslim. I mean, because it inflames all the fears. I 
think he's probably just a nut case. But with that label attached to him, it will get the right wing 
going and it just -- I mean these things are tragic, but that makes it much worse." 
 
THEME: In the Age of Obama (as opposed to those Bush years), American can be expected to 
behave after terrorist attacks and not overreact. 
 
From USA Today: "‘We haven't heard of anything violent, which is a good thing,’ said Ibrahim 
Hooper, spokesman for the Council on American-Islamic Relations, a Muslim advocacy group. ‘It 
shows our society has matured in how it responds to these incidents.’" 
 
THEME: Let’s not be too quick to judge these Muslims. After all, we have our Christian nut cases, 
too. 
 
A Boston Globe op-ed by Harvard professor Harvey Cox: "If some seem ready to die for faith, others 
are ready to kill for it, gunning down abortion doctors in church, hijacking planes, and exploding 
bombs at weddings." On CBS, Bob Schieffer energetically sought full moral equivalence: "And you 
know Islam doesn’t have a majority – or the Christian religion has its full, you know, full helping of 
nuts, too." 
 
THEME: Blame someone other than the shooter for shooting. 
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Schieffer grew much more annoying, suggesting that this killing was all the 
Army’s fault, that "this shows the Army still does not take protecting soldiers' mental health as 
seriously as it does training them to shoot." It was the Army’s fault for not seeing that this was a 
radical Muslim who could be a danger to others. This kind of arrogance – sitting on a throne of 20-20 
hindsight and demeaning our military – explains why the media’s favorability ratings have gone into 
the toilet. 
 
If the Army had removed Hasan before his mass murder, Bob Schieffer and the other anchors would 
have been standing shoulder to shoulder with the ACLU people and the CAIR crowd suggesting anti-
Muslim bigotry. These anchormen thought the Constitution was being shredded when the Bush 
administration attempted to intercept messages between bad guys here and al-Qaeda abroad. That 
was unhealthy "domestic spying." They have forfeited their right to question the military now. In 
their idealistic vision, we would have all remained ignorant of Hasan’s phone calls, and completely 
vulnerable to his rampages. 
 
Even now, some media liberals were astonishing in the aftermath of this Islamic terrorism – and that 
is precisely what it was. Jaws dropped at the idiocy of Chris Matthews on MSNBC when he 
proclaimed, "Apparently, he tried to contact al-Qaeda. Is that the point at which you say, ‘This guy is 
dangerous?' That's not a crime to call up al-Qaeda, is it? Is it? I mean, where do you stop the guy?" 
 
Answer to the well-paid idiot: Before he kills Americans on a military base. 

 L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Ignoring Gulags 
by Daniel Crandall 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

The list of films using the Holocaust as a plot device is lengthy 
indeed. The list of films that use the gulag as a plot device can 
be counted on one hand, and perhaps still have a few fingers 
available to hold a cigarette (if you’re into that counter-
cultural habit) or a cup of coffee. Why do so few filmmakers 
show an interest in the gulag 20 years after the fall of the 
Berlin Wall? 

It is not hard to think of many excellent films in which the 
Holocaust figures prominently: Diary of Anne Frank, Judgment 
at Nuremburg, Schindler’s List, Life is Beautiful, The Reader, 
The Boy in the Striped Pajamas, and so on. In this short list, 
the Holocaust is not something of mere passing interest. It is 
each film’s central plot device. Furthermore, this is a device to 
which Hollywood returns time and time again. 

Films that use the gulag as a plot device are few and far between. In 1968, there was The Shoes of 
the Fisherman, in which a Catholic priest imprisoned in a Siberian gulag is released. Central to that 
film, however, is a potential war between Russia and China, not the “labor camp” the priest leaves 
behind. Just referring to the prison as a “labor camp” diminishes its impact and pushes it into the 
character’s back-story. 
 
The one film that comes to mind, in which the gulag does play a significant role, is 2003’s I am 
David. A young boy escapes from a Bulgarian communist prison camp and travels across Europe in 
order to find the family he was viciously torn from as a child. Most of the film’s action is set in 1950s 
Europe, but there are several revealing scenes of life in the gulag under the boot of communist 
oppression. 

So why so many excellent films set in or around the Holocaust and so few films using any gulag, be 
it Soviet, Chinese, Norty Korean, Cuban, etc.? 

One explanation for lack of dramatic films set within or using a gulag as a central plot device could 
be that there is almost no visual evidence of the gulag. While photographs depicting prisoners 
struggling with life within the frozen hell of a Soviet or Ukrainian prison can be found relatively 
easily, films are nonexistent. Furthermore, those photos that are available have never been pushed 
to the forefront of the public’s consciousness. 

While there is plenty of archival film footage mostly gained from the liberation of Nazi concentration 
camps, there is not a single film, of which I’m aware, depicting prisoners in a Soviet gulag during 
Stalin’s horrific reign. One can find, on the other hand, video of Soviet gulag tourism. 

There are other factors that play a role in forgetting about the gulag. Two that come to mind are 
Left-wing domination of the arts and Leftists’ attempts to diminish the horror of life under 
communism. Whether it is lack of visual cues or an incapacity for honest self-reflection on the part of 
the Left, the end result is a lack of imagination among an overwhelming majority of the creative 
class when it comes to the prison system that lies behind the vast majority of slaughter that 
occurred during the 20th century. 
 
Even when communists within the gulag system are portrayed, they are depicted in a relatively 
sympathetic light in contrast to Nazis running concentration camps. In I am David, for example, it is 
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the communist apparatchik running the prison camp who assists David in his 
escape. Rarely, and rightly, I believe, does one see the same kind of thing in a film depicting the 
Holocaust. 

One painter has attempted to spark the public’s moral imagination with images depicting life in a 
Soviet gulag. That painter was Nicolai Getman, whose work is currently displayed at the Heritage 
Foundation. When I struggled with a screenplay about the gulag, I often turned to Getman’s 
paintings for visual inspiration. 

Lee Edwards, of Heritage, has noted, “Getman's paintings have been called the visual counterpart to 
dissident writer Alexander Solzhenitsyn's classic memoir, The Gulag Archipelago.” 

Alex van Oss has stated that many museums ignore Getman’s paintings. When he attempted to find 
a permanent home to protect Getman’s work, among the museums Oss approached “there was 
reluctance.… [M]useums have a problem with this kind of work because it is not abstract. It’s not 
difficult. The artist is not putting in some mystery for you or resolve some sort of existential 
problem. They’re programmatic. What you see is what you get. [Getman] wanted to get out of the 
way of the picture so that you would have a window into experience.” 

The reaction among the art world's elite is shameful, given the reason Getman gave for producing 
this work. “I undertook the task,” Getman explained, “because I was convinced that it was my duty 
to leave behind a testimony to the fate of the millions of prisoners who died and who should not be 
forgotten.” The neglect by the art world and the larger creative community ensures that these 
horrors will continue to be forgotten. 

Films depicting the Holocaust remind us repeatedly, “Never again.” The failure to portray the gulags 
in any kind of dramatic presentation allows the world to turn a blind eye to current-day gulags in 
China, Cuba, North Korea, and elsewhere. In 2003, a documentarian put together a short film 
depicting Russian labor “camps” where North Koreans are literally enslaved through collusion 
between the Russian and North Korean governments. Attention in the United States was decidedly 
muted. 

The Berlin Wall came down on November 9, 1989, yet the gulag lives on. Can anyone imagine Nazi-
style concentration camps being tolerated today? Much to our disgrace, it is easy to ignore past and 
present gulags when no one seems willing to depict, in popular dramatic films and television 
programs, the horror these institutions embody. 

Daniel Crandall is a regular contributor to the American Culture, http://culture.stkarnick.com, where 
this article first appeared. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Missing "Monk" 
by S.T. Karnick 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

The USA Network's first hit show, Monk, is nearing the end of 
its eight year run. It's a time for appreciating a show that 
became something special by daring to be simple. 

The network had announced last year that this season would 
be the last, and the producers announced that the various 
story lines involving the central characters would be resolved. 

These latter include the solution of the murder of Monk's wife, 
Trudy, Monk's possible return to the San Francisco police 
force, Capt. Stottlemeyer's rocky love life, former assistant 
Sharona's love life and unfinished emotional business with 
Monk, and other such travails. The show has done a fine job 
of balancing these personal elements with the weekly 
mystery stories over the years, and it is indeed satisfying to 
see them resolved one by one. 

During the past couple of weeks, for example, Leland Stottlemeyer has gotten married, and Sharona 
reconciled with Monk and vice versa. Both of these episodes were quite affecting. In another recent 
story, Monk went before a police review board to consider reinstating him to the SFPD. In the end, 
Monk won over the lone holdout on the three-person board, but he was not given his badge back 
nonetheless. 

It appears, however, that he will indeed be reinstated as a police officer, although of course there 
will be complications, as the case involves a serial killer in an unexpectedly challenging case, 
according to the USA Network's Monk website. And according to USA, the final two episodes will 
bring a resolution of the case that has been pending throughout the run of the series: who killed 
Monk's wife, Trudy, and why. 

Such a resolution is in accord with the show's modus operandi throughout its eight seasons. Monk 
always solved the case and ultimately always made things, not right, but better than they were, with 
the truth known and justice delivered. 

I certainly understand the desire on the part of the cast and creative staff to move on to other 
things. And I'm sure there are those who will say that the show has had enough of a run and thus an 
end to it is for the best. I suppose they're right. 

Nonetheless, I'll miss Monk when it's over, and I'll hold out hope that the producers will be willing 
and able to deliver the occasional one-off TV movie they way shows such as Columbo, Murder, She 
Wrote, and Diagnosis: Murder stayed on after their series runs. 

And even if, as with those shows, the follow-ups aren't particularly great, I'll still appreciate them, 
because I just enjoy being around the characters and watching decent people trying to do some 
good in the world. As Preston Sturges wrote in Sullivan's Travels, "It isn't much, but it's better than 
nothing in this cockeyed caravan." Amen to that. Long live Monk. 

S. T. Karnick is the editor of The American Culture, where this first appeared, and blogs at   
http://stkarnick.com 
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Smart Growth Fails  
by Randal O'Toole  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

Some people have suggested that cities could avoid property 
controversies if they had more planning and smart growth. In fact, the 
opposite is true: Smart-growth planning makes land-use debates even 
more contentious. 

Smart-growth planners believe that Americans live the wrong way, 
and they use landuse regulation to impose on others what they 
believe is the right way to live. Surveys consistently show that all but 
15 percent to 25 percent of Americans want to live in single-family 
homes with a yard, but planners think we would be better off if a 
much higher percentage lived in high-density apartments or condos. 

Consider my former hometown of Portland, Ore., which many consider the nation's leader in smart-
growth planning. To increase urban densities, planners are turning dozens of neighborhoods of 
single-family homes into apartments and condos. While past land-use rules set maximum densities, 
Portland's rules set minimum densities. 

This means if your neighbors own a vacant lot, they cannot build a single-family house on it; they 
must build a rowhouse or apartment. In some cases, regulation is so strict that, if your house burns 
down, you cannot rebuild it; you must replace it with an apartment. 

Portland planners soon decided that rowhouses and low-rise apartments were not dense enough, so 
they increased height limits to 50 feet or 60 feet to allow four- and five-story mid-rise apartments. 
Even that isn't dense enough, so now they are beginning to encourage high-rises. 

After the first high-density developments saturated the demand, planners supplemented land-use 
mandates with tax breaks, below-market land sales and other subsidies to developers who built 
high-density housing. This means Portland neighborhoods continue to be invaded by mid-rise and 
high-rise developments, even though there is no more demand for dense housing. 

Many of these developments are in transit corridors. Yet independent studies reveal that the people 
living in them don't ride transit significantly more than residents of single-family neighborhoods. 

Portlanders did not welcome densification. Almost all of the targeted neighborhoods fought it; almost 
all of them lost. Planners followed a divide-and-conquer strategy, taking one neighborhood at a time 
so opponents could not build up enough momentum to stop the process. 

Increased densities destroyed the small-town atmosphere that once made Portland attractive. 
Congestion is worse, housing and consumer costs are high, and urban services such as fire, police 
and schools have declined as the city took money from these programs to subsidize high-density 
developers. 

Despite these problems, scores of cities from Missoula, Mont., to San Diego, Calif., have passed 
similar smart-growth regulations. Planners want to use smart growth everywhere they can, including 
Houston. 

Unlike most other cities, Houston makes it easy to create homeowners associations in neighborhoods 
that do not have them. Houston's system of deed restrictions puts you and your neighbors in charge 
of your neighborhood's future. 
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To get out of Portland, I moved to an exurban neighborhood 150 miles away. 
Like many Houston neighborhoods, we have a homeowners association and deed restrictions, so we 
will never have to worry about outside planners imposing some unwanted development on us. 

By contrast, smart-growth planning puts your neighborhood's future in the hands of people who may 
know little about you or your neighbors and whose ideas about how you should live may be very 
different from yours. If you want to protect your neighborhood from high-rises and other unwanted 
developments, then smart-growth planning is the last thing you need. 

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute and author of The Best-Laid Plans: How 
Government Planning Harms Your Quality of Life, Your Pocketbook, and Your Future. This article 
originally appeared in the Houston Chronicle. 
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A New Aviation Policy?  
by Bob Pool   
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

I got a very bad feeling when I saw the announcement that 
DOT Secretary Ray LaHood had convened a closed-door 
meeting of aviation stakeholders. And my misgivings only 
increased when I read the follow-up opinion piece by Bob 
Crandall and Kevin Mitchell in Aviation Daily’s Nov. 17th 
edition.  

Crandall and Mitchell, both of whom I know and generally 
respect, got it wrong in this piece, both in their statement of 
the problem and their proposed solution. They claim that 
airline deregulation has been a disaster, producing nothing 
good except lower airfares. I guess they aren’t impressed by 
the dramatic reduction in accidents and fatalities over that 
three-decade period or the variety of new airline business 
models that have emerged. They also lament the loss of “well-
paid jobs and a secure career” for airline employees, ignoring 
the fact that under the cartel conditions maintained by the CAB 
prior to deregulation, airlines and their employees were locked into Detroit-like wage and work-rule 
agreements that were no more sustainable long-term for airlines than they were for auto makers.  

But what really concerns me is their discussion of “the industry,” as if all companies were knee-deep 
in red ink and none had viable business models. Quite a few carriers, primarily low-cost carriers, are 
making profits, which means they have figured out business models better suited to an environment 
of competition than most of the legacy carriers, still encrusted with business models that have not 
adequately adjusted despite three decades of competition. On the basis of this glossing over of 
critically important differences, they call for development of a “national air transportation policy” 
that would “reshape [the industry’s] future” around some kind of consensus about air transportation 
public policy objectives.  

I respectfully disagree, and hope that Secretary LaHood’s new Federal Advisory Committee on the 
Future of Aviation does not adopt that grandiose central-planning approach. Instead, the members 
of this body would be wise to dust off two previous national commission reports, both produced 
during the Clinton administration. The more far-reaching was the 1993 Baliles Commission, which 
called for commercializing the ATC system so as to facilitate real modernization, keeping 
deregulation intact, relaxing restrictions on overseas investment in airlines, and promoting Open 
Skies initiatives. Most of that sound agenda remains to be accomplished.  

The other report was produced by the Mineta Commission in 1997. Narrower in focus, it called for 
more aggressive FAA safety programs, increasing investment in airport capacity, and a watered-
down version of ATC commercialization. That report did inspire creation of the Air Traffic 
Organization, but its even more critical ATC funding reform recommendations remain unaddressed.  

The Baliles and Mineta Commission reports should be the starting point for the new Commission. 
Besides highlighting the portions of their recommendations that remain to be implemented, the new 
body could also call for serious rethinking of the burden that poorly justified TSA regulation puts on 
commercial aviation.  

My main point is that all this ground (except security) has been well-trod twice before. There’s no 
need to re-invent the wheel. Let’s take advantage of the considerable research and hard thinking 
that’s already been done.  
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Bob Poole edits the Reason Foundation's ATC Reform News, where this first 
appeared.  
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Squeezing the Doctors  
by John Goodman 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

The political left in the United States, and for that matter, throughout the 
world, only knows two ways to try to control health care costs: (1) squeeze 
the providers and (2) deny patients care. Since they don’t believe in markets 
or economic incentives or entrepreneurship (the way costs are controlled in 
other markets), all that’s left is to take it out on doctors and patients. 

Today I will address the doctors. To help our thinking, consider these four 
questions: 

1. Since Medicare pays doctors less than private plans, can we lower the 
cost of care by enrolling everyone in Medicare?  

2. If through force of law or power of negotiations, we managed to 
suppress all provider fees, would that lower the cost of care?  

3. Since nonprofit entities don’t have to earn a profit, could we lower the cost of care by 
outlawing the profit motive in health care?  

4. Have other countries lowered their cost of health care by paying providers less than what we 
pay?  

The answer to all these questions is basically “no.” If you are inclined to answer “yes,” you don’t 
understand the concept of social cost. But don’t feel too bad. That would put you in the company of 
some very smart people — who I will charitably decline to name. 

In thinking about these questions, the only “cost” that really matters is “social cost.” That is the cost 
to all of us collectively. I can always lower my private cost of care if I can get you to pay part of the 
bill. And you can always lower your private cost of care if you can find a way to shift some of your 
health care costs to me. These observations are both true and trivial. 

Social cost is society’s opportunity cost. It is what society as a whole must give up in order to be 
able to consume something. For example, the social cost of one more doctor is what we must forgo 
in engineering or architecture or accounting or legal services that we could have had if a bright, 
talented young doctor entered some field other than medicine. 

The same concept applies to other providers. For example, the social cost of a hospital is the value 
of the forgone uses of the labor and materials that made the hospital possible. 

We can divide the aggregate social cost into units. Even though we are still thinking very abstractly, 
we can talk about the social cost of an hour of a doctor’s time or the social cost of a hospital bed 
day. But the social cost of a doctor’s hour or of a hospital’s bed day is independent of what anybody 
happens to pay for it, or even whether anyone pays at all. 

To take an extreme example, imagine that we enslave all the doctors — paying them only a 
subsistence level wage. Let us ignore for a moment the difficulty of forcing a mind and assume they 
keep right on practicing as before. Would we have lowered the social cost of doctor services? Not by 
one penny. But we would definitely have changed the incidence of that cost. The private cost to 
payers would have been lowered by shifting much of that cost to doctors. 

Suppose we nationalized a hospital. In the process, we cancel all of its outstanding financial 
obligations, telling the stockholders and creditors and mortgage holders to take a hike. Similarly, 
suppose we tell the manufacturers that we plan to keep all the hospital’s CT, MRI and PET scanners 
without making any more monthly installment payments. Would nationalization of this type lower 
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the social cost of the hospital? Not one whit. Again, what I am describing is a 
mere shifting of costs from the buyers of care to the people and entities that make that care 
possible. 

Even if these actions don’t lower the social cost of care, why not do them anyway? What’s wrong 
with screwing the providers if it helps the patients? In general, economists think it’s a good thing for 
people to pay prices that reflect the social cost of the goods and services they consume. On the 
buyer side, that means we won’t purchase items unless their value to us is at least as great as the 
social cost of their production. (Note: As explained elsewhere, ideal insurance contracts help us 
afford high prices without distorting these incentives.) On the seller side, producers are encouraged 
to supply services so long as their cost of production is at or below the value people place on them. 

By contrast, if the price is way below the social cost of production there will be perverse incentives 
that lead to three bad outcomes. First, since health care is underpriced, buyers will overconsume it. 
That means too many doctor visits, too many CT scans, etc.  Second, potential producers will 
withhold valuable services. Returning to my examples, there will be runaway slave doctors, as 
physicians seek more lucrative opportunities in other markets; future talented people will avoid 
medicine altogether; and nobody will be building any new hospitals. Third, in absence of prices that 
reflect social value, care will have to be rationed in some other way — for example, by waiting. But 
waiting uses up real resources, forces people to delay gratification of needs and in other ways adds 
to the social cost of care. 

In most markets, the principles described here are easily grasped. That’s because in a normal 
competitive market, price reflects the marginal social cost of real resources used to produce the 
product. 

In health care, things are different. Normal market forces have been so completely suppressed that 
in health care people rarely face a real price for anything. For the most part there are only 
reimbursement rates; and for each payer, there can be a different rate. Moreover, these rates 
almost never reflect the real social cost of the resources used to produce the services we get. For 
example, charts produced by the International Federation of Health Plans show the following wide 
range of prices paid in the private sector and in Medicare. 



12/9/2009                                             Page 21                                              Issue 145  
 
 

 

So let’s now answer the first three questions: 

1. Neither Medicare nor private insurers typically pay the real social cost of care. The different 
fees paid often reflect the results of shifting of costs. An NCPA study by Andrew Rettenmaier 
and Thomas R. Saving suggests that when Medicare spending is low, private sector spending 
tends to be high and vice versa — with hospitals at the end of the day managing to cover 
their outlays.  

2. Although it is possible to suppress provider fees across the board, doing so only shifts costs. 
It does not lower the true social cost of care.  

3. The cost of capital (including the cost of risk-taking) also cannot be avoided. Just because it 
does not show up on the books of nonprofit and government entities does not mean it goes 
away. Either taxpayers or some other entity is always bearing this cost.  

John Goodman is President and CEO/Kellye Wright Fellow at the National Center for Policy Analysis   
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Galileo Silenced Again  
by Willie Soon and David R. Legates  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

Four centuries ago, “heretics” who disagreed with religious orthodoxy 
risked being burned at the stake. Many were the dissenting views that 
could send offenders to a fiery end.  

In 1633, the astronomer Galileo Galilei may have come within a singed 
whisker of the same fate, for insisting that the sun (and not the Earth) 
was at the center of the solar system. In the end, he agreed to recant 
his “heresy” (at least publicly) and submit to living under house arrest 
until the end of his days.  

Growing evidence ultimately proved Galileo was right, and the 
controversy dissipated.  Theology gave way to nature in determining 
the truth about nature.   

We wish that were the case today. Unfortunately, lessons learned 400 
years ago have yet to be adopted where the Church of Anthro-
Climatism is involved. Burning dissenters at the stake may no longer be 
an option – perhaps because it would send prodigious quantities of 
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. However, many other ingenious 
punishments are often meted out, to ensure that dissent is kept within “acceptable” limits, or 
dissenters no longer dissent.  

Just recently, as scientists who specialize in environmental science, climatology, and solar variability, 
we welcomed the acceptance of our scientific session, Diverse Views from Galileo’s Window: 
Researching Factors and Processes of Climate Change in the Age of Anthropogenic CO 2. The session 
was to be hosted at the Fall 2009 Meeting of the American Geophysical Union (AGU) in San 
Francisco.  

Our session was to focus on “knowledge that spans an extremely diverse range of expertise” and 
provides “an integrated assessment of the vast array of disciplines that affect and, in turn, are 
affected by the Earth’s climate.” Our ultimate goal was to stimulate discussion at this professional 
meeting, prior to the upcoming UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) fifth 
assessment report.  

We developed this session to honor the great tradition of science and scientific inquiry, as 
exemplified by Galileo when, 400 years ago this year, he first pointed his telescope at the Earth’s 
moon and at the moons of Jupiter, analyzed his findings, and subsequently challenged the orthodoxy 
of a geocentric universe. Our proposed session was accepted by the AGU. 

In response to its acceptance, we were joined by a highly distinguished group of scientists – 
including members of the National Academy of Sciences of the USA, France and China, as well as 
recipients of the AGU’s own William Bowie, Charles Whitten and James MacElwane medals. Our 
participants faithfully submitted abstracts for the session.  

But by late September, several puzzling events left us wondering whether the AGU truly serves 
science and environmental scientists – or simply reflects, protects and advances the political 
agendas of those who espouse belief in manmade CO 2-induced catastrophic global warming.  

On September 14, Dr. Nicola Scafetta of Duke University contacted us, to say the AGU had cancelled 
his previously-approved 12-paper session on Solar Variability and Its Effect on Climate Change, 
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since it did not have enough papers. He asked if the papers from his session 
could be merged into our session; since they fit our theme well, we accepted his papers.  

The merger was approved by the AGU Planning Committee. Thus our Galileo session now had grown 
to a total of 27 papers and was approved as a poster session at the Fall Meeting.  

However, a few days later, after first approving our session and after we had assigned time slots for 
these new papers at AGU’s request, the Planning Committee revoked its approval and summarily 
dissolved our session. Now the committee claimed our session was “thematically divergent,” and 
divided the papers in our original session among six different sessions.  

To cover its tracks, the committee created a new session called Diverse Views from Galileo’s 
Window: Solar Forcing of Climate Change with 15 papers – including the 12 from Dr. Scafetta’s 
original session that it had cancelled. That reduced the focus of this session to just solar forcing of 
climate, and eliminated discussions of the impact of anthropogenic CO 2 that we had planned for our 
original session. The remaining papers from our cancelled session were moved to five other 
sessions, thereby undermining our original intent: comparing solar variability and manmade carbon 
dioxide as factors in planetary climate change. 

In responding to us, the Planning Committee defended its actions by asserting: “none of [the papers 
in our session] have to do with the Galilean moons of Saturn [sic], which have to do with climate 
change or solar activity.” That claim reflects either a poor grasp of our purpose or a failure to read 
our proposal – and leads the question, Why wasn’t this issue raised when they originally decided to 
accept our session?  

Our session proposal had clearly intended to honor Galileo’s observations of Jupiter’s (not Saturn’s) 
moons, which had led him to challenge the orthodoxy of the geocentric universe. We wanted to 
highlight how current research into the climatic effects of anthropogenic CO 2 is challenging the 
supposed “scientific consensus” that humans are causing catastrophic climate change.  

This arbitrary dissolution of our original session has serious implications for proper scientific enquiry. 
Our request that the session be reinstated has gone unheeded, despite the fact that the AGU has 
reinstated at least one cancelled session in the past. We have repeatedly been told that the 
decisions of the Planning Committee are final, though it has made clearly contradictory decisions 
regarding our session.  

Reduced sunspot activity and solar energy output, stable or even cooling planetary temperatures, 
concerns over the high cost of proposed cap-and-trade legislation, political developments in 
Washington and Copenhagen, and other factors have caused more people to question manmade 
global warming disaster claims. This has led to consternation among scientists and organizations 
that have supported those claims.  

However, as scientists, we are profoundly concerned by this behavior from a professional society 
that is supposed to serve science and its members. The AGU certainly had the right to reject our 
proposed session at the outset or before the solar variability session was merged with it. But given 
the topic of our session and the good faith approach we have taken in accepting papers from the 
cancelled solar variability session, it seems odd (at the very least) that our session was summarily 
dissolved, and that the AGU refuses to discuss the matter.  

The AGU action is hardly reasonable. Indeed, it is counter-productive to the scientific method and to 
promoting open scientific discussions. It smacks of censorship. Something is rotten in Copenhagen, 
Denmark.  

Scientific inquiry has once again been silenced … just as it was 400 years ago. 



12/9/2009                                             Page 25                                              Issue 145  
 
 
The AGU should be ashamed. Its members should be outraged.   

Dr. Willie Soon is a scientist who studies solar and climate co-variability. Dr. David Legates is a 
scientist who studies climatology and hydrology.  Both are members of the American Geophysical 
Union. 
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Where Heck Is Warming? 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

The global warming summit in Copenhagen has predictably brought 
out a new round of claims that humanity is frying the planet. Mother 
Nature, however, has told us to expect only about 0.5 degree of 
further warming over the next several centuries. Which is right, 
Mother Nature or the computerized global climate models championed 
by Al Gore? 

Apparently, we got a revealing glimpse of truth when a hacker 
recently published files taken from Britain’s Hadley Climate Research 
Unit—ground zero for the warming alarmists. The hacker, who 
published on an anonymous Russian site, said: “We feel that climate 
science is, in the current situation, too important to be kept under 
wraps.” Hadley has confirmed the hack-in.  

One of the alleged emails has Kevin Trenberth of the U.S. National 
Center on for Atmospheric Research, saying to his fellow believers in 
man-made warming:  

"…where the heck is global warming? We are asking that here in Boulder [on October 12, 2009] 
where we have broken records the past two days for the coldest day on record. We have 4 inches of 
snow. The high the past two days was below 30F and the normal is 69F, and it smashed the 
previous records for these days by 10F. The low was about 18F and also a record low, well below the 
previous record." 

“The fact is that we can’t account for the lack of warming, and it is a travesty that we can’t. The 
[government satellite radiation data] shows there should be even more warming: but the data are 
surely wrong. . . ." 

Trenberth is saying the data he’s getting can’t be right because they don’t confirm his theory that 
the Modern Warming is mostly man-made. But there’s an old saying in science: “If your data don’t 
confirm your theory, get a new theory.”   

We’ve never observed the “runaway warming” predicted by the computerized climate models. The 
warming from 1976–1998 was not significantly stronger or longer than the warming from 1915–
1940—which was too early to be caused by human-emitted CO 2. Both were followed by coolings, 
not CO2 runaways.   

My book, Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Years, offers quite a different theory on our 
global warming—and cites hundreds of peer-reviewed studies documenting a long, moderate, solar-
driven climate cycle that goes back a million years. The evidence: oxygen isotopes in ice cores; 
microfossils in seabed sediments;  fossil pollen; and even the summer skies in old museum 
paintings, which shifted from sunny in the Medieval Warming to cloudy during the Little Ice Age and 
then back again after 1850. That longer cycle gave us the Medieval and Roman warmings and the 
recent Little Ice Age.   

We see the current global cooling as triggered by our largest heat sink, the Pacific Ocean, which has 
a 60-year cycle superimposed on the longer 1,500-year cycle.  The Pacific cooling will frost Dr. 
Trenberth’s tootsies until about 2038.  
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The 1500-year Dansgaard-Oeschger cycles deliver about half their total warming 
in their first few decades, which seems to have been the 0.5 warming from 1850-1940.  Then it will 
get a bit warmer, erratically, probably totaling half a degree Celsius over the next several 
centuries—until the next “little ice age” or Big One.    

Despite the UN’s claims, we’ve never found a “human fingerprint” on the Modern Warming.  The 
computer models all predict man-made warming will produce a strong warming 5 kilometers over 
the equator—but we’ve had a slight cooling there instead. Another reason for a re-think, Dr. 
Trenberth?   

Since the warming is unstoppable, we must anyway leave Al Gore with his unsold carbon offsets and 
adapt to Mother Nature.  

Dennis Avery is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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A Gore History of Warming 
by Paul Driessen  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

Behind the persistent global warming scare is the hypothesis and assertion 
that increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide levels are causing Earth to warm 
dangerously. The thesis is espoused most prominently by Al Gore, James 
Hansen, modelers and other alarmists. It is the fundamental assumption 
behind the computer models that consistently conjure up headline-grabbing 
climate change disaster scenarios.  

A basic principle of geology and other sciences is that the same natural 
processes we observe today – erosion, plant growth, species evolution and so 
on – occurred in a similar manner throughout Earth’s history. Therefore, if 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases are causing global warming 
today, they must have done so in the past, and certainly in the recent historic 
past.  

The challenge, then, is to discover the sources of that CO2 climate villain throughout history. This 
brief summary of key events is intended to aid in that quest, and explain how the Gore-Hansen 
thesis worked through the ages.   

Sea levels have risen 400 feet since the last Ice Age ended, melting mile-thick Pleistocene glaciers, 
drowning land bridges and creating new coral reefs. So what was it? Were the repeated glacial and 
interglacial epochs caused by rising and falling levels of mammoth flatulence and emissions from 
caveman fires, the only sources of substantial greenhouse gases (GHG) at the time?  

In northern Africa, green river valleys were once home to contented hippopotami and happy human 
villagers. Then, 4,000 years ago, the region metamorphosed into the Sahara Desert. It must have 
been the Egyptian slaves cooking over open fires and breathing heavily, while building pyramids for 
pharaohs.  

Earth warmed further during the Roman and Medieval Warm Periods, apparently as fires from 
constant warfare and sacked cities dramatically increased GHG. The burning of English and Irish 
villages by Viking raiders must have raised global temperatures even further, enabling Eric the Red 
to colonize Greenland. As the Vikings swapped raiding for farming, however, atmospheric CO2 levels 
declined, and the Little Ice Age set in.  

For centuries, peaceable Anasazi Indians built cliff dwellings and farmed the land in Arizona and New 
Mexico. But then other tribes began setting forest fires to create farmland, and lightning started 
prairie fires. GHG levels rose, apparently causing a prolonged drought that finally made life 
unbearable for the Anasazi, who abandoned their magnificent stone villages on the Colorado Plateau.  

In more recent times, American families tamed and farmed the Great Plains. But then the 
automobile, airplane and World War I must have driven CO2 and GHG previously unheard of levels. 
The resultant Dust Bowl devastated the region, forcing millions to leave their homesteads.  

Fortunately, World War II intervened, and even higher concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane, 
dust, and particulates from burning oil and cities ended the warming and droughts, and ushered in a 
new era of global cooling. It was marked by snows and freezing cold at Stalingrad and the Battle of 
the Bulge, and later by the “new Little Ice Age” scare headlined by Newsweek in 1975.  

As GHG levels continued to “soar,” all the way from 0.0280% of Earth’s atmosphere to 0.0350% 
(250-350 ppm), global cooling gave way to a new bout with global warming. Finally, as CO2 and 
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GHG climbed even higher (all the way to 0.0380% of the atmosphere, equivalent 
to 38 cents out of $1000), planetary temperatures mysteriously stabilized around 1998 and then 
began to decline slightly. The world entered the age of “climate change,” or more accurately 
“manmade catastrophic climate change,” in which every weather anomaly is blamed on emissions 
from human use of hydrocarbons.  

This brief recounting of human history is admittedly incomplete, and fails to address events in Asia 
and Sub-Saharan Africa. However, Gore historians can certainly fill in those gaps.  

Alternatively, scientists, journalists, academics, modelers and politicians could begin to examine the 
climate change issue from a more scientific, less ideological perspective. They could worry less about 
perpetuating or expanding the one-track $89-billion (1989-2009) gravy train of federal government 
grants for breathless studies of how “manmade climate change” causes frightening increases in 
everything from house cats and hurricanes to malaria, rainfall, droughts and suicides. (An online 
search under “everything is caused by global warming,” will locate a complete list.)   

Gore, Hansen, Stephen Schneider, and Senators Boxer and Kerry could actually engage in a few 
debates about global warming/catastrophic climate change science and economics.  

They might be surprised to learn that climate change has actually brought benefits to mankind and 
planet Earth, including a greening of the Sahara Desert over the last twenty years, due to increased 
rainfall and CO2 levels. Even trees and animals are coming back (four millennia after Egyptian slaves 
turned a once-verdant region into Earth’s largest desert).  

They might be stunned to find that ice core and other data demonstrate that temperatures warmed 
first during past climate changes, and then atmospheric CO2 levels increased, as warming ocean 
waters released some of the carbon dioxide that they sequestered during colder periods.  

They might be amazed to discover that our ancestors, who were even more dependent on 
agriculture than we are – and even less technologically advanced – somehow managed to cope with 
climate change. They adapted! As James Burke, Brian Fagan and other historians have noted, they 
responded to the Little Ice Age by modifying their houses, heating systems, clothing and farming 
practices. (Optimists might suppose that our far more advanced technologies will make us even 
better able to adapt to whatever climate changes nature, or man, might visit upon us in the future.) 

Alarmists might be shocked to think the causes of past climate changes were the same natural 
forces and influences that drive changes in Earth’s complex, chaotic, unpredictable weather and 
climate today: continental movements and volcanoes, and periodic shifts in water vapor and cloud 
cover, evaporation and precipitation, ocean currents and jet streams, planetary alignments and the 
shape of the Earth’s orbit, the tilt and wobble of Earth’s axis, solar energy output, and cosmic rays 
hitting the planet.  

Meanwhile, hard-pressed consumers and taxpayers might finally figure out that the fear-mongering 
over global warming has little to do with scientific “evidence” to back up the speculation, 
assumptions and assertions that mankind faces a climate cataclysm. (Models are not evidence.) It 
has everything to do with money, prestige, careers, power and control over energy use and 
economic opportunity – and an abiding distaste for hydrocarbons, personal freedom, modern living 
standards, and real environmental justice.  

But don’t hold your breath for a debate. Climate alarmists are scared to death to debate. They prefer 
to dismiss and intimidate climate realists, assert “consensus,” and assiduously ignore both Earth’s 
history of natural climate change and the 31,000 “Oregon Petition” natural scientists who vigorously 
contest their claims of manmade Climate Armageddon.  
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Paul Driessen is senior policy adviser for the Committee For A Constructive 
Tomorrow (CFACT), which is sponsoring the All Pain No Gain petition against global-warming hype. 
He also is a senior policy adviser to the Congress of Racial Equality and author of Eco-Imperialism: 
Green Power - Black Death. 
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Harding Outlasts Wilson 
by David Keene 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

We tend to see the past we have been taught to see rather than what 
actually took place a century or even a decade ago. 

This simple truth struck me anew recently with the publication of a new 
book on Warren G. Harding, the man who succeed Woodrow Wilson at the 
end of the first World War and preceded Bill Clinton in his admiration of the 
ladies and inability to avoid scandal. 

When we think of Woodrow Wilson, we think of the League of Nations, the 
Fourteen Points and the war led by a Princeton intellectual to “make the 
world safe” for democracy, but Harding’s name conjures up images of 
Teapot Dome, corruption in high places and a president hailing (boringly) 
from Marion, Ohio, who is often dismissed as a presidential nonentity. 

Many politicians today identify with a “Wilsonian” foreign policy; Princeton 
has named a school after him and many consider him one of the great presidents of the last century.  

Wilson’s many admirers never mention the fact that he was a barely reconstructed racist so offended 
at the concept of having to use the same restrooms as blacks that once he got to the White House, 
he ordered government agencies to establish separate “but equal” restroom facilities for whites and 
blacks. 

And few of his devotees mention the fact that as president during the Great War, the notoriously 
thin-skinned president championed laws that sent newspaper reporters, editors and anyone else who 
dared criticize his policies to prison. 

The real Woodrow Wilson, it turns out, was a far less admirable character than the cardboard hero 
we learned about in school. In fact, in some ways the boring Midwesterner who succeeded him looks 
better than him when one compares what the two actually accomplished. 

Harding famously said he wanted to restore “normalcy” to a nation on the verge of a breakdown at 
the end of the Great War and set about working to heal the wounds that divided the nation. During 
the war, Wilson attacked those he called “hyphenated Americans” as disloyal and set about 
systematically using his power as president to silence opposition to his policies. 

Perhaps the most famous of Wilson’s domestic critics was Eugene Debs, who had run and was to run 
again for the presidency as a socialist. Debs opposed what author John Dos Passos always referred 
to as “Mr. Wilson’s War,” and said so. Never one to take criticism lightly, Wilson had Debs arrested, 
tried for sedition and shipped off to a federal prison for 10 years. 

As he was leaving the White House, Wilson’s closest advisers, including Attorney General Alexander 
Mitchell Palmer, who is not himself remembered as a great champion of civil liberties, urged the 
departing president to free Debs. Wilson scowled, grabbed the pardon and scrawled “denied” across 
it as one final mean-spirited act before turning things over to Harding, whom he dismissed as 
uncultured, uneducated and hardly fit to be in the same room with him. 

As president, Harding unhesitatingly freed Debs and others unfairly persecuted by Wilson; his 
“normalcy” was, it seems, built on a respect for the Constitution, and while he craved the good 
opinion of others as much as any politician, he didn’t spend his time dreaming up ways to send his 
critics to prison. 
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Also differing from Wilson on questions involving race, the new president headed 
off to Birmingham, Ala., of all places, to tell a crowd in excess of 25,000 that America would never 
realize her full potential until blacks and whites could count on equal treatment under the law in a 
society in which men and women would be judged as individuals rather than on the color of their 
skin. The crowd that day was divided by a chain-link fence with whites on one side and blacks on the 
other. When Harding uttered these words, the 10,000 men and women on the “black side” of the 
fence cheered while the whites stood stonily silent staring at them and the president of whom they’d 
expected “better.” 

That speech is forgotten today, though it would be nearly half a century before national politicians 
would speak as forthrightly and few would have the courage, even in the ’60s, to say what Harding 
said in Birmingham. 

So things aren’t always as they appear. Historians have always loved Wilson, perhaps because they 
see him as one of their own: an author, an intellectual and a university president. Harding, on the 
other hand, was just a regular guy without pretension who tried to do the right thing; not the sort of 
guy admired by the academic and journalistic elitists who write histories. 

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. 
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Politicized Warming Fraud 
by Alan Caruba  
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

The revelations that scientists at the University of East Anglia’s Climate Research 
Unit (CRU) doctored the data supporting the global warming claims of the United 
Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) means that 
EVERYTHING attributed to or based upon “global warming” is invalid. 
 
It means the Kyoto Climate Protocols that nations agreed to on December 11, 
1997 and which entered into force on February 16 2005, and all subsequent 
agreements based on “global warming” have no validity, scientifically or as the 
basis for public action by any nation, state, province, city or town.  
 
It means that Al Gore’s pusillanimous “documentary” is a fraud along with just 
about every other statement uttered by any scientist, academician, or politician claiming that 
something, anything, should be done to avoid “global warming.” 
 
There is no “global warming”, if by that discredited term, you mean a dramatic increase in the 
Earth’s temperature, the vast rising of ocean levels, the melting of the polar ice caps, and the 
thousands of other things attributed to a massive fraud orchestrated by the IPCC and a vast network 
of scientists and environmental groups that benefited from the billions of U.S. taxpayer dollars they 
received in grants and other payments for their “research.” 
 
Global warming, allegedly the result of rising levels of “greenhouse gas emissions”, primarily carbon 
dioxide (C02), underwrites the sale of “carbon credits” that industries, utilities, and other entities 
purchased for the “right” to use energy and as further revelations about the doctoring and virtual 
invention of false scientific data become known, it means those sales were a complete fraud. 
 
It was never really a secret. You could have read about it in “Climate of Extremes: Global Warming 
Science They Don’t Want You to Know” and a dozen other books I can put my hand on this very 
moment. The only thing missing was the proverbial “smoking gun” and the revelations about the 
CRU now confirms what the “deniers” and “skeptics” kept saying. 
 
It’s worth keeping in mind that in several Northeastern States, utilities were required by law to 
purchase these worthless carbon credits and spend millions, not on improvements to the electric 
grid, not on building more capacity to serve their customers, but on what is worthless paper. 
 
The release of thousands of emails and other data, now believed to be the work of a conscious-
stricken CRU insider, will as they are examined in detail reveal what has long been known to those 
actively opposing the “global warming” fraud. As Christopher Horner, the author of “Red Hot Lies”, 
recently noted, the CRU and its lead scientists refused for years to release the data which they 
alleged proved that “global warming” was happening.  
 
This data and the periodic reports of the IPCC are the basis for the existence of the IPCC, the Kyoto 
Protocol, and the “cap-and-trade” legislation awaiting a vote in the U.S. Congress. Horner observed 
“After running out of excuses, in September CRU’s Phil Jones simply claimed that he had lost the 
data so, sorry, no one can check it.” Horner called it “implausible beyond comprehension.” 
 
And yet the United States and the representatives of many other nations will gather in Copenhagen 
this month for yet another UN conference on climate change, the now preferred synonym for “global 
warming.” Basing any international treaty on climate change or global warming is an utterly deceitful 
act.  
 
The IPCC conference is based on the original Kyoto Protocol and, since there is no global warming, 
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and since the science supporting it has been revealed to be false and misleading, 
no action should be taken other to disband the IPCC entirely. 
 
All U.S. laws and regulations based on the so-called “global warming” should be reexamined and 
exorcised from the Congressional Register and from all state bodies of law. Most certainly, “cap-and-
trade” should be withdrawn from further consideration. 
 
Beyond that, school books about the environment must now be reviewed to determine how much of 
their content is invalid as well.  
 
The undoing of this fraud must begin and begin NOW!  

Alan Caruba, the founder of The National Anxiety Center, a clearinghouse for information about 
"scare campaigns" designed to influence public opinion and policy, blogs at 
http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  

 

 



12/9/2009                                             Page 35                                              Issue 145  
 
 

Going Rogue 
by Jeffrey Folks 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

With the release of Going Rogue it appears that we’re in for weeks of sneering 
media reviews like that of Andrea Mitchell broadcast on Nov. 15th by the NBC 
Sunday Evening News. Sarah Palin terrifies the Left, and they will stop at 
nothing, including if necessary three years of unrelenting attack, to defeat her 
in 2012.  

Nonetheless, Sarah is on the right path. Going Rogue, and the book signing 
tour and media coverage surrounding it, will reintroduce her to millions of 
voters who, despite their fleeting political memories, came to admire her 
during the 2008 Republican convention and subsequent campaign, and the 
2010 elections can demonstrate her to be the natural leader of the party, even 
if the party refuses to acknowledge it. The main question is how to handle the 
media. 

If she is smart, Sarah will follow the example of Ronald Reagan and take her campaign directly to 
the people, bypassing both the party and the media to the extent possible. No other candidate can 
speak to the American people with the compelling voice that Sarah Palin possesses. No other 
candidate can touch the heart with the truth of Palin’s experience or of what she is. Perhaps most 
important, in a time in which polls have shown that a plurality of voters wish to remove every single 
member of Congress of both parties from Washington, no other candidate, with the exception of the 
considerably less charismatic Mike Huckabee, really emanates from outside Washington.  

It is not just Democrats who are terrified of Sarah Palin, of course; it is the entire corrupt, profligate, 
power-wielding, elitist gang of Congressmen, Senators, lobbyists, bureaucrats, administrators, 
aspiring interns, and one very inept president who inhabit Washington. For all of these Washington 
insiders, so much despised by the general population of the United States, Sarah Palin is like a very 
loud and impertinent alarm clock going off at 4:00 in the morning. What she represents—what she 
is, in fact—is nothing less than the decency and common sense of America making itself heard in 
opposition to the cynical complacency of greed and privilege. 

It is true that Sarah Palin has not announced her candidacy for the presidency, but this is a nicety of 
politics. Clearly she is running, and the campaign began with her efforts on behalf of Conservative 
candidate Doug Hoffman in New York’s 23rd congressional district. In that race, Hoffman lost, but 
Palin proved her effectiveness in rousing over 40% of the vote for a last-minute entry in a race in 
which the Republican candidate threw her support to the Democrat, Bill Owens. Imagine what Sarah 
would have done with the Republican Party standing behind her from the beginning! 

Yes, Sarah Palin is running, and if she is smart, she will bypass the Katie Couric interviews and take 
her case straight to the people who love her. The great American heartland, which knows that 
Obama threatens its way of life, is waiting desperately for a savior, and its people know that Sarah 
Palin is the only candidate sharing its values who can win. No other woman—or man, for that 
matter—is so much beloved in the red states, just as no one else is so much distrusted and despised 
as Barack Obama.  

If she wished, Sarah Palin could fill every football stadium in the American heartland with cheering 
crowds, but that would not be necessary. If the election were held today, Palin would capture every 
red state, and Florida and Ohio as well. It would only take a win in New Hampshire or New Mexico to 
put her over the top. After what happened in the New Jersey gubernatorial race, even that very 
liberal state might be Palin country, as well. The liberals have reason to fear her. 
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The fact is that the conservative base of the Republican Party is outraged over 
what it has seen in the last 11 months. From Kentucky to Texas, and on to Arizona, there exists a 
visceral dislike of the current administration. Never in my lifetime have I heard greater scorn heaped 
upon a president, not even of the hapless Jimmy Carter. By 2012 the presidency should be ripe for 
picking, but no one should underestimate the political skills of Obama’s handlers. The media will 
remain cluelessly loyal, and a president can remain popular on a personal level even in absence of 
statesmanship and good judgment. The only candidate who can rally the GOP base and regain the 
presidency is Sarah Palin.  

Given the damage that a second Obama term would do, the need for a strong and unified 
conservative base is imperative. It’s time for the Republican Party to repudiate losers like those who 
managed, or mismanaged, the McCain campaign and to rally squarely behind the rogue conservative 
who can win in 2012. Not just win, though, but remain true to her principles and return the country 
to true conservatism. 

Dr. Jeffrey Folks taught for thirty years in universities in Europe, America, and Japan. He has 
published nine books and over a hundred articles on American culture and politics in national 
journals and newspapers. He is currently writing on issues in American literature, media, and 
education.  
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The Burkha Barbie 
by Jim Lakely 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009  

 

From The Daily Mail of London: 

Makers Mattel are backing the exhibition which is the work of Italian designer Eliana Lorena. 

The auction is part of Barbie celebrations for her 50th anniversary this year. The UK's biggest Barbie 
fan Angela Ellis, 35, has a collection of more than 250 dolls. 

So far, it appears this new version of the iconic American doll is for "collectors" only. But, c'mon! 
What girl wouldn't be excited by the prospect of spending hours with friends on a rainy day playing 
with these fetching numbers. Oh, the fun you can have! 

Burkha Barbie has been a bad girl. She's been seen with Ken Khaled at the goat market without a 
family escort. So let's bury her up to her waist in the sandbox and call in the neighborhood kids for a 
stoning. 

What's that? Burkha Barbie wants to go to school? Grab the acid out of Rahman's chemistry set and 
throw it in her face. 

Burkha Barbie has moved with her family to Arizona and wants to date an American boy? 
Blasphemy! Let's put Ken Khaled in the Malibu and run her down for shaming the clan. 

Jim Lakely blogs at The American Culture and Infinite Monkeys, where this first appeared. (HT: K-Lo 
at The Corner) 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Darkening Unemployment  
by Latoya Egwuekwe 
Issue 145 - December 9, 2009 
 
For a spectacular moving picture of the deepening unemployment rate by county since January 
2007, please click here or the map below. It presents a dramatic depiction of the geography of the 
current recession.  
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Reader Comments  Issue 145 - 
December 9, 2009  

 
Editor: “Hasan Correctness Psychology” is a great 
article. Too bad more liberals won’t read it. They probably wouldn’t understand anyway. I liked Star 
Parker’s “Is Murder Not Murder?”. She has a good grasp of what is going on. Good news on Ms. 
Dunn’s White House departure too. Keep up the good work. Nancy Cooper  

 

Editor: Regarding “Hasan Correctness Psychology,” this man is simply a terrorist and should be put 
before a firing squad as he did to our troops. He praised Allah before killing our U.S. troops, who 
were not even armed. He cannot be allowed to get away with this. Peggy  

 

Editor: Regarding “Hasan Correctness Psychology,” I think this military correctness has been going 
on a long time. It reminds me of the incident where a female Navy pilot was pushed through her 
training even though she failed many tests. So desperate were they to have female combat pilots 
that when she crashed and was killed, the Navy tried to blame the enlisted men who worked on her 
plane. Well at least publicly. But they actually did an investigation and produced a classified report 
to the contrary. It was leaked out. The military lied, passed her on critical tests that she failed, then 
tried to deflect the blame. And worst instead of dealing with the problem of female flight training, 
they were hellbent on finding out who leaked the report. WC  

 

Editor: As far as “Hasan Correctness Psychology” is concerned, 1) Major Hasan was appointed by 
David Axelrod to the Obama Transition Team’s Homeland Security Assessment in November 2008; 
so the Obama Administration knew about Major Hasan over a year ago, even though he had 
problems then he was still appointed to this board. 2) It is protocol for the CIA, FBI and US Army to 
brief the President and the Attorney General when an active duty officer is communicating to known 
terrorists overseas. It is probably in the President’s daily briefing (PDB) for March 2009 or April 2009 
that can be subpoena by the US Congress. 3) Major Hasan’s security clearance (all commissioned 
officers get security clearances) was never removed even though they knew he communicating to 
terrorists overseas. It is protocol to immediately remove the officer’s security clearance if there is a 
problem. This was not done. All this details is that the Obama Admin knew of Major Hasan’s radical 
views a year ago and now they are covering up this fact. Note that David Axelrod has been silent on 
the Major Hasan ordeal.Thank you. Ray Kohn, Illinois, retired U.S. Navy  

 

Editor: Too bad you couldn't say the same thing about political correctness as you did on “Hasan 
Correctness Psychology” when the Israelis deliberately attacked the USS Liberty and because of 
political correctness there will never be a full scale investigation. Do you see the hypocrisy? Brigadier 
General, retired, James J. David  

 

Editor: Regarding “Hasan Correctness Psychology,” political correctness is the excuse used by 
everyone because they have no guts; they are yellow to the core. Many are professional liars. You 
know, of course, that Hasan was on Mr. Presidents Transition Team both are Muslims so both knew 
what was going on. The whole Administration is doing ONLY ONE THING: They are working to 
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destroy the Country and convert it from a free Republic to a 
Socialist/Communist/Moslem Dictatorship. All the "talk, talk, talk" will accomplish nothing... Action is 
required to STOP the process OR by 2012 The Powers that Be will have complete control over ballot 
boxes and every thing else. We, the FORMER USA, will then be a third world banana republic 
dictatorship. Where are all the people who swore sacred oaths on the Bible to uphold and PROTECT 
the Constitution? Nothing done in the last 11 months has been constitutional and nothing in process 
and attempting to be done is constitutional. YET NO ONE is doing anything - except talk political 
correctness. B. Nichols  

 

Editor: John Cox’s article “Making Legislatures Work” is good. However, if we remove all salary and 
benefits from our elected officials, only well-off businessmen and women will be able to afford to be 
elected officials. I don’t want the benefits to be the draw either, but we have to give some 
remuneration or we will end up with the same pack of multi-millionaires padding their own pockets 
that we have today. But I do agree that we need to get the representative districts back to about 
30,000 people each. Similarly, we need to repeal the 17th amendment and return the election of 
Senators to the States. Sincerely, Jonathan Tucker  

 

Editor: Myron Ebell’s “Senators Warn Business” is correct. The cap and tax bills will be the 
damnation of America and our industry. Just what fool believes for one, that purchasing a "carbon 
credit" from an Al Gore company will reduce pollution one iota? How does that work? Can we 
purchase a murder credit next and make that just go away? If Al stayed out of the skies in his 
Gulfstream fuel guzzler and reduced his electric and fuel consumption at that sprawling mansion, 
that would cut his enormous carbon footprint and make breathing easier for the rest of the folks. By 
the way, it is finally coming to light that global warming alarmists have been "cooking the books" for 
some time, and we are actually in the 12th year of a global cooling cycle. Can these idiots be 
punished for perpetrating fraud upon the world and causing great alarm among some of the easily 
bamboozled, unaware folks? In America's time of need, we have tremendous oil reserves in and off-
shore our land, estimated to be over 100 years worth of gas and oil, develop them and become an 
American Petroleum Exporting Company, ie, APEC. Right now, OPEC is where the money goes 
(nearly a trillion a year) and with this new development, the money could come home to roost for 
the folks, and put some 5 million or more back to work. That's about the only way to bail us out of 
this "Obama debt". Some experts say that if we took all the profit from the Fortune 500 companies it 
would not even pay the interest on the Obama debt. Sing it. "What kind of fools are we"? Worse yet, 
how long will we allow these obscene congress-critters and administration of socialists to lead us 
down the path to destruction? Darjon  

 

Editor: Once again, with her editorial “Is Murder Not Murder?” on "hate crimes" legislation and 
murder, Star Parker has hit a home run. Keep swinging that bat, Girl! It was Colin Powell, oddly 
enough, who coined the phrase " . . . The soft bigotry of low expectations. . ." And then he rendered 
himself intellectually impotent by voting with his skin instead of his brain, for a "man" who is the 
poster boy for that bigotry. The next election cycle simply cannot come soon enough, when we'll 
have the opportunity to continue the momentum from Virginia and New Jersey. Kevin O'Malley, Little 
Silver, NJ  

 

Editor: I appreciated Paul Kingor’s article “Inspired By Mao” regarding Anita Dunn and her Mao Tse 
TUNG fetish & hero worship. She is the most annoying woman in the government along with Nancy 
PELOSI. Please don't judge women by those two WITCHES. They give women a "Bad Name". I feel 
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sorry for them when they meet the Maker for all the ignorant words they have 
uttered. They have misled enough people. They need to get a "real job" or join the ranks of the 
"UNEMPLOYED". They are not doing their job, which is to represent, not ram rod their liberal agenda 
down the innocent throats of the conservatives. I am so scared for our nation since Obama was 
elected. There is no logic or common sense in the White House. Keep up the good work! Thank you. 
Rosanne Ruschman Geiman  

 

Editor: Regarding John Goodman’s “The Other Health Bill,” if a state (Arizona) would opt-out of the 
government Health care Plan then why do we still have to pay for this Obama Health care Plan? If I 
don't want to buy something I do not pay for it. The states should put this question on a ballot to 
see if the folks want this plan. Thank you, Mary Ann Kotelnicki  

 

Editor: Regarding Jarrett Skorup’s “Moore’s Capitalism,” Michael Moore is an idiot looking for shock 
value to peddle his films. Michael lives in a big house, eats at expensive restaurants (apparently 
often) and drives a new car. Capitalism is what bought these things for him. Darrell Griffin, Sr. 
http://www.thinkinpatriots.wordpress.com 
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Hasan Correctness Psychology 
by Donald Devine 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

Everyone is so reasonable and correct these days. When President 
Barack Obama held his first Rose Garden news conference following 
the horrendous killing of 13 and wounding of 40 other Americans by 
Maj. Nadal Malik Hasan the previous day at Ft. Hood Texas, he 
announced: 

This morning I met with FBI Director Mueller and the relevant 
agencies to discuss their ongoing investigation into what caused one 
individual to turn his gun on fellow servicemen and women. We don't 
know all of the answers yet, and I would caution against jumping to 
conclusions until we have all of the facts. 

That was pretty cool and balanced considering the horrific events.  

President Obama had earlier tried to convince Cardinal Francis 
George of Chicago that they deep-down agreed on abortion in the face of the president’s support of 
a bill the Catholic official had just said was “wrong.” Liberal columnist Richard Cohen was amazed 
President Obama could say Afghanistan was a “war of necessity” and then hesitate sending the 
troops his appointee said were necessary. Stolid centrist David Broder was flabbergasted at Mr. 
Obama on healthcare: both assuring those already covered by insurance and Medicare seniors that 
nothing would change but telling the public at large and his base there would be “change we need 
not fear.” NPR could not ignore that the president both praised free trade in South Korea and was 

not pressing Congress to approve the deal signed two years before. 

President Obama was by no means alone in having it all ways, trying to be 
correct with everyone. Army Chief Gen. George Casey, while promising 
action against terrorists, warned his subordinates not to infer anything from 
the fact Maj. Hasan had yelled the Islamic Jihad war cry “ Allahu Akbar" 
(Allah is Great) before opening fire. The widespread reluctance of the 
mainstream media to state the obvious was only exceeded by Time's Joe 
Klein who considered any mention of Hasan’s religion as akin to "odious 
attempts by Jewish extremists . . . to argue that the massacre perpetrated 
by Nidal Hasan was somehow a direct consequence of his Islamic beliefs." 
But it is the Army psychiatrists who really take the prize for correctness. 

In a marvelous exception to the general obscuration (rightists take note), 
National Public Radio’s Daniel Zwerlding went to Walter Reed Army Medical 

Center and the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences in Washington where Maj. 
Hasan was previously stationed and asked the right questions. He found that “Hasan spent six years 
as a psychiatrist at Walter Reed, beginning in 2003, and he had a fellowship at USUHS until shortly 
before he went to Fort Hood in the summer of 2009. A committee of officials from both places 
regularly meets once a month to discuss pressing topics surrounding the psychiatrists and other 
mental health professionals who train and work at the institutions.” He continued,  
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When a group of key officials gathered in the spring of 
2008 for their monthly meeting in a Bethesda, Md. 
office, one of the leading — and most perplexing — 
items on their agenda was: What should we do about 
Hasan? Hasan had been a trouble spot on officials' 
radar since he started training at Walter Reed, six 
years earlier. Several officials confirm that supervisors 
had repeatedly given him poor evaluations and 
warned him that he was doing substandard work. 
Both fellow students and faculty were deeply troubled 
by Hasan's behavior — which they variously called 
disconnected, aloof, paranoid, belligerent, and 
schizoid. The officials say he antagonized some 
students and faculty by espousing what they 
perceived to be extremist Islamic views. His 
supervisors at Walter Reed had even reprimanded him 
for telling at least one patient that "Islam can save your soul." [By Spring 2009] One official involved 
in the conversations had reportedly told colleagues that he worried that if Hasan deployed to Iraq or 
Afghanistan, he might leak secret military information to Islamic extremists. Another official 
reportedly wondered aloud to colleagues whether Hasan might be capable of committing fratricide, 
like the Muslim U.S. Army sergeant who, in 2003, killed two fellow soldiers and injured 14 others by 
setting off grenades at a base in Kuwait. 

So, why did they not do something? They did. After six years of “trouble” and “repeatedly” bad 
evaluations, he was promoted from captain to major in May 2009. Why? As Zwerlding explained, the 
psychiatric staff did not want to appear judgmental and wanted to demonstrate to Hasan that they 
were understanding. The psychiatric officials “worried they might be ‘discriminating’ against Hasan 
because of his seemingly extremist Islamic beliefs.” A member of the medical staff told the 
Washington Post that Hasan’s teachings on Islam were suspicious but “ You don't want to close him 

down just because it's different.”  

The more Hasan failed, the more the psychiatric staff felt they had to 
prove compassion and pass him. But they did do something more. As 
good bureaucrats, they knew that “Walter Reed and most medical 
institutions have a cumbersome and lengthy process for expelling 
doctors, involving hearings and potential legal battles. As a result, 
sources say, key decision-makers decided it would be too difficult, if 
not unfeasible, to put Hasan on probation and possibly expel him from 
the program.” So what did these government officials do? They 
transferred him to Ft. Hood. Why? Zwerlding explained to an 
interviewer it was because they knew Ft. Hood had the largest 
contingent of psychiatrists in the Army and that the good ones could 

pick up the slack of the poor performer Hasan. There was some thought too that with so many other 
psychiatrists maybe someone would decide to help him.  

But no one would put anything on the record because they did not want to punish “a member of the 
team.” So Hassan was sent to perform soldier readiness evaluations. We now know the deadly 
consequences at Ft. Hood of playing this bureaucratic game. Moreover, even with the largest team 
of psychiatrists , a “resiliency center” and a much-ballyhooed free cookies and soft music approach, 
there have been 75 suicides at Ft. Hood since the Iraq war began, one of the highest rates in the 
Army. Separately, the Army has just reported that it only has 43 psychiatrists in Afghanistan and 
could use 60 more to assure the soldiers there have ready access to help. To the degree it relies 
upon psychotherapy, here is the kind of “help” they might expect according to a new two-year study 
of U.S. clinical psychologists by three of their own, Timothy Baker, Richard McFall and Varda 
Shoham: 
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Many psychotherapists openly state that scientific research is 
largely irrelevant to their practice. Most say that their clinical 
techniques largely reflect their own insights and experience; they 
tend not to use the most effective types of treatments available; 
and they admit to little in the way of scientific training. For 
instance, very few clinical psychologists -- about 15 percent -- use 
what's called exposure therapy to treat post-traumatic stress 
disorder. This is an intervention in which individuals with PTSD are 
trained to imagine or experience feared situations and stimuli (such 
as memories of a traumatic event) until their fear subsides. There 
is strong evidence that this treatment is highly effective, but seven 
in 10 clinicians, according to a recent report in the journal 
Behaviour Research & Therapy, have not been trained to use it. 
This sort of disconnect exists in other areas of treatment as well: 
for depression, obsessive-compulsive disorder and alcoholism. 
Clinicians continue to use treatments that have less research 
support. We believe that graduate education is largely to blame for 
this dismal situation. Graduate programs in psychology do not 
select science-oriented students to begin with and do not train students to understand and use 
science once they are enrolled. 

The good doctors think the situation is redeemable but it will take years at best. A more objective 
view is that reform is unlikely. Psychiatry has some different tools than psychology but to the extent 
it utilizes psychoanalysis rather than medicine or surgery, similar limits apply. Analysis and 
counseling remain subjective – relying on “their own instincts and experience.” Psychoanalysis was 
once thought to be a secular replacement for religion but it has turned to be neither effective nor 
scientific nor even the main tool of advanced psychiatry today.  

Assuming psychiatry can do what it cannot do is dangerous for institutions, as was discovered by the 
Catholic Church when it allowed sexual abusers to return to duty after psychoanalysts had 
pronounced them ready – before they decided to return to a religious orientation. The Hassan affair 
should be a similar wake-up call to the U.S. military. It is worse than normal correctness among the 
population. Relying on a profession that has no objective standards inevitably turns to calling evil “ 
seemingly extremist” or labeling true madness merely “different” and turning to political correctness 

to mask the confusion.  

While conceding that political correctness might be part of the problem, 
The Wall Street Journal’s Daniel Henninger says there is nothing that can 
be done about it. He is most concerned that investigators now fear 
prosecution after the president authorized Attorney General Eric Holder to 
decide whether to pursue CIA interrogators for possible torture. 
Henninger instead wants to enforce the Patriot Act. But the “key” Army 
psychiatrists did not fear prosecution but only being considered 
unreasonable or intolerant. No matter the guarantees against prosecution 
of or additional training for the FBI, CIA, NSA or military: if political 
correctness is not confronted, officials will not act. Indeed, as the facts 
emerge, they will undoubtedly show that political and bureaucratic 

correctness was also the cause for FBI inaction in the face of Hasan’s known communications with 
radical clerics.  

There is good reason to wish that a president would be subtle enough to know that things are not 
always black and white and that balance, tolerance, synthesis and harmony are positive attributes of 
leaders and even components of basic human intelligence. It is likewise proper to be considerate of 
others’ beliefs. But there are some limits as to how many contradictory themes can be held 
simultaneously and to which problems can be correctly overlooked and which safely cannot.  
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At some point, clarity becomes imperative. Truth must ultimately trump 
compassion and open-mindedness. Political correctness cannot of course be eliminated by legal 
decree but rational people can unite in agreeing that what people think has consequences, whether 
denied by pseudo-scientific psychiatric bureaucrats, an over-protective media, or smooth-talking 
presidents of the United States.  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 under Ronald Reagan and is Senior Scholar at Bellevue 
University’s Center for American Vision and Values. 
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Making Legislatures Work 
by John Cox 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009 
 
Marty Russo was my Congressman many years ago. Contrary to what 
many people might think, he is correct when he said the Constitution does 
give us the right to address our grievances and that lobbying on issues 
does serve a good purpose.  
 
The problem is not with the lobbyists; it is with the career politicians we 
elect who agree to be bought. Why? Because they want to get re-elected 
and their districts and states are so large, they need prodigious sums to do 
it. That is why lobbyists bring a check with them or host fundraisers - 
money talks with people that need so much money to get elected. 
 
The Constitution (and the Founding Fathers) anticipated this. They capped 
the size of districts at 30,000 people and had Senators elected by state legislators. They also had 
the electoral college elect the President. I am not sure they anticipated today's very expensive mass 
media but they did anticipate that large numbers of voters would mean big costs and the 
concomitant need to raise large sums. In the late 19th Century, we amended the Constitution to 
popularly elect Senators because of a bribery scandal involving a state legislator. A little later, we 
capped the number of Congressmen at 435 so that now, each represents almost 700,000 people. 
 
The answer is to reduce the size of districts on the state and federal level. This, combined with 
eliminating salaries and benefits for lawmakers and drastically increasing their numbers will remove 
the need for huge sums for campaigns. That will lessen dramatically the 'legalized bribery' that goes 
on with lobbyists funding campaigns. We do need lobbyists; they should lobby on the issues and 
make persuasive arguments. But they should not be allowed to buy legislators or public officials. 
 
Term limits and other limits don't work. The problem is not that we have lobbyists; it is that we have 
politicians who pursue politics as a career and can be bought because they need so much campaign 
money. Look at New Hampshire. This works - they have 400 member of their House and they get 
paid $100 per year. They are not career politicians; the leave after donating their services. That 
state has no statewide taxes; no corruption; no huge deficits; no overreaching government. 
 
Reduce the need for money and we will get honest, good policy. 
 
John Cox, Chicago, Illinois  

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Senators Warn Business  
by Myron Ebell  
Issue 143 - November 11, 2009  

Senators David Vitter (R-Louisiana) and John Barrasso (R-Wyoming) recently 
called attention to a remarkably broad delegation of authority to the 
President in the Kerry-Boxer and Waxman-Markey energy-rationing bills that 
would require shutting down the U. S. economy beginning in 2015.  

Section 705 of Kerry-Boxer, S. 1733, requires that the EPA Administrator 
must submit a report to Congress every four years beginning in 2013 
including a determination of whether the legislation and other policies in 
place are sufficient to avoid greenhouse gas concentrations above 450 parts per million of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (ppm CO2-e). Since concentrations are already at 430 ppm CO2-e and rising 
every year, there is no way that the policies in Waxman-Markey or Kerry-Boxer can keep them 
below 450. The U. S. economy could shut down completely, and emissions from other countries 
would soon push atmospheric levels past 450.  

That’s where section 707 of Kerry-Boxer is triggered. Section 707 directs the President to use 
existing authority to keep atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases below 450 ppm CO2-e. 
Senators Vitter and Barrasso repeatedly asked EPA about this target beginning last summer. A few 
days ago they finally got answers to their questions from the Department of Energy’s Pacific 
Northwest National Laboratory. PNNL’s modeling shows that 450 ppm CO-e will be reached in 2010. 
Therefore section 707 will inevitably be triggered on July 1, 2015 if these provisions in Kerry-Boxer 
and Waxman-Markey are enacted.  

What does that mean? Well, EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson was not willing to speculate when asked 
by the Senators. But it’s easy to see that the complex mechanisms of the cap-and-trade program in 
Kerry-Boxer and Waxman-Markey will have to be scrapped as of 2015. All those free ration coupons 
that big companies like Duke Energy and Exelon and P G and E are hoping to get won’t be worth 
anything because the President will be obligated to use whatever statutory authority exists to reduce 
emissions and get greenhouse gases back down to below 450 ppm CO2-e. All the command-and-
control tools of the Clean Air Act will have to be used to require emissions reductions. 

The kicker is that Senator Vitter also sent letters to the heads of the big corporations that support 
Kerry-Boxer warning them that: “beginning July 1, 2015, the President would be mandated to deny 
discretionary permit requests for any activity that results in greenhouse gas emissions if the global 
greenhouse gas concentration of 450 ppm has been reached. Under this mandate, environmental 
groups will seek to block all new economic activities that require discretionary permits. Any allocated 
carbon credits (that is, ration coupons) …would be useless if discretionary permits are required.”  

Then Senator Vitter’s letter plays the Sarbanes-Oxley card: “I wanted to ensure that you were aware 
of the impact sections 705 and 707 would have on your company’s operations and investments. 
Given your fiduciary duties, I know that you will advise your shareholders and others of the 
impairment of your financial condition and the value of any credit allocation that these sections’ 
enormous mandates and restrictions would create.”  

I hope James Rogers, CEO and Chairman of Duke Energy and the biggest corporate promoter of cap-
and-trade legislation, has a hard time sleeping tonight. Ditto Peter Darbee of P G and E, John Rowe 
of Exelon, Jeff Sterba of PNM Resources, Andrew Liveris of Dow Chemical, Jeff Immelt of General 
Electric, and all the other members of the U. S. Climate Action Partnership.  

Myron Ebell is Director of Energy and Global Warming Policy at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. 
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Media Depression Myths 
by S. T. Karnick 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

Government broadcaster PBS is running a new, five-part series on a subject 
naturally interesting in our time: American Experience: The 1930s. Episodes are 
available for online viewing here. 

The program is just what one would expect from PBS: earnest, well-researched, 
skillfully presented, and eager to lick the boots of government while criticizing 
individual freedom for everything wrong in the world. 

There are two main lessons to be learned from the Depression, in my view: 

1. The government causes business cycles and downturns through its erratic, manipulative policies 
intended to benefit powerful voting blocs at the expense of those less able to fight back. The market 
works when left alone, and government interference should be limited to redressing actual harms 
done by one party to another. This includes combating fraud, enforcing valid contracts, and setting 
clear but liberal guidelines for transactions made across political borders. And nothing more. 

2. The Great Depression brought on a cultural conservatism and moral regeneration of the American 
people. This is an aspect of the era which few people seem to understand. It was in the early '30s, 
for example, that the movie industry was finally badgered into imposing a Production Code ensuring 
all widely distributed films would conform to a set of standard plotlines, language restrictions, and 
limits on visual sensationalism (a move which undoubtedly had salubrious results but was probably 
unnecessary given the change of public taste in a more conservative direction; in addition, the 
movie studios engaged in it voluntarily, even if under the threat of state regulation; thus the Code 
was surely less drastic, damaging, arbitrary, and politically controlled than it would have been if 
imposed by government). During the 1930s the American people revolted against what they saw as 
the social and cultural excesses of the 1920s just as strongly as they did against what they saw as 
the economic excesses of the time. Earnestness and attention to the political, economic, and moral 
implications of human action were on the rise in all media. Breaking economic and political 
corruption was a major concern of the American culture. 

The Great Depression was widely seen at the time as a punishment for the economic, social, and 
moral changes of the 1920s, when the nation had moved in a more classical-liberal direction 
affording greater economic, social, and personal freedom. The Roaring '20s were seen in retrospect 
as a time of excessive license in all things (which they indeed were in some cases), and the 
Depression was viewed as an understandable payment that had to be made--the hangover after the 
party. 

Thus the nation decided to swear off the booze of individual liberty altogether. As a cure, the people 
turned to government control of the economy and tighter moral strictures against individual 
freedom. If this sounds like today's regnant political agenda, that's because the two are indeed 
identical in means, motive, and opportunity. And they are both criminal in their stupidity. 

I believe that both the moral reaction and economic impositions of the Depression era were 
overwrought and unnecessary, but the moral reaction was the more justifiable of the two because it 
largely avoided using government force for its implementation. As a result of its relatively voluntary, 
organic nature, the moral response to the Roaring '20s managed to do some good, as noted above, 
while refraining from doing much harm. 

Of the economic puritanism of the time, the very opposite was true. That is the way of government 
action. 
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Given PBS's track record as a diehard advocate of a statist, progressivist agenda, 
it should surprise no one that the American Experience series refuses to incorporate liberal notions 
such as these, choosing instead to smother the truth in a miasma of irrelevant moralization. 

Right at the beginning of episode 1, "The Crash of 1929," the narrator refers to "the promise and the 
illusion of the 1920s," setting the moralistic tone of the episode. Immediately thereafter, the noted 
statist economist the late John Kenneth Galbraith is shown saying, "Let us not think for a moment 
the illusion, the aberration of the 1920s is unique. It is intimately a part of the American character." 

In other words, people will go mad if not constrained by a gigantic, all-powerful benevolent 
government. We are undoubtedly supposed to be grateful for the warning. 

Immediately thereafter, two commentators criticize the lovely Irving Berlin song "Blue Skies" as 
emblematic of the 1920s "illusion" that freedom was a good thing. The machinations of stock market 
manipulators in the decade are limned in some detail, and the commentators explicitly condemn the 
lack of government regulation. 

What they do not note is that fraud of the sort described in this part of the program is illegal now 
and was illegal then. Thus while the perpetrators of such actions were morally responsible for their 
wrongs, from a social perspective the real culprit behind such market manipulation was in fact the 
government, in failing to perform its basic function of preventing fraud, enforcing valid contracts, 
and otherwise preventing people from harming one another. 

Indeed, a commentator in the program explicitly states that such manipulation was legal at the time, 
which is quite wrong and would be deceptive even if true. Yes, it was the case that there were no 
specific laws explicitly criminalizing a variety of particular manipulative actions in the stock market, 
but those acts were fraud and could have--and should have--been prosecuted under existing laws. 
In addition, the failure to have laws preventing such fraud would be a failure of government criminal 
law, not of economic policy. 

Economic regulation, however, is the agenda here, and every possible means is used to argue for it. 
The episode briefly criticizes New York Mayor Jimmy Walker for his fiscal imprudence, but the 
moment is conveyed as a critique of 1920s excessive exuberance and liberality, not as a matter of 
government corruption and a failure of government to do its duties. 

Similarly, the role of the Fed in the 1920s bubble (which it fed by debauching the currency) and in 
the subsequent Depression (which it created and prolonged by by tightening the currency far too 
much and excessively interfering in the markets, thus preventing the needed corrections from 
occurring) is alluded to but presented in moralistic terms, as another example of excessive liberality 
followed by a painful but necessary corrective action. 

Individual investors are likewise presented in moralistic terms, depicted as greedily and foolishly 
chasing after "the one lucky break," as one person puts it. One is given no understanding of how the 
investors' actions could in fact have seemed at the time to be rational, not speculative. The reality is 
that, then as now, an individual must look at the possible returns and risks involved in investing 
one's money and also in not doing so. If the government reduces apparent risk to zero--as the Fed 
did during the 1920s and 2000s--what on earth does one think investors will do but continue to 
invest in a wide variety of ventures based on increasingly risky foundations? 

This is what happens in all bubbles, and it is what happened in the most recent one, but American 
Experience refuses to acknowledge this critical fact. Thus here too a failure of government is elided 
and its effects blamed on the allegedly free choices of individuals in an allegedly underregulated 
market. 
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Tellingly, as the program describes the stock market crash of 1929 and the 
events that led up to it, nothing about Fed policy or the money supply is mentioned. Yet the Nobel 
Prize-winning economist Milton Friedman has convincingly argued that the manipulation of the 
money supply caused both the bubble and the bust. That particular truth, however, does not 
contribute to and in fact contradicts the program's agenda for government power and against 
individual liberty. Thus it, too, is redacted from the story. 

Near the end of the episode, Galbraith blames it all explicitly on the investors--the "suckers" as he 
crudely and callously calls them--and says that such crashes happen every twenty or thirty years 
because that's how long it takes for the "suckers" to forget that their earlier greed and foolhardiness 
led to disaster. The alternative explanation--and the true one--is not given any attention: that every 
twenty or thirty years the government's renewed manipulation of the economy as a means of buying 
votes results in disaster. 

The program concludes with an argument that what the stock market crash taught Americans was a 
great lesson in humility. Certainly that was the lesson that the American people took from it. The 
real lesson, however, is that governments' attempts to manipulate the economy always bring 
catastrophic consequences in time. 

Of course it's true that many people did many bad things both in the stock market and in other 
areas of human endeavor in the 1920s. But that's always the case, human beings being what we 
are. What was different about the 1920s and '30s was the choices government made, and the 
consequences were world-changing.  

The real moral failure to be found in American Experience: The 1930s is in many people's continual 
refusal to recognize that freedom of choice is a good, and coercion an evil, regardless of who is 
doing which. 

S. T. Karnick is editor of the American Culture, http://culture.stkarnick.com, where this article first 
appeared. 
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Moore's "Capitalism" 
by Jarrett Skorup 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

Love him or hate him, or his films, theres no question about 
where Michael Moore stands ideologically: Left-wing, 
progressive, populist, socialist. In some ways Moore's newest 
film, Capitalism: A Love Story, muddies the water. But in the 
end, all it really shows is that Michael Moore doesn’t actually 
know what capitalism is. 

Apparently, Moore thinks that capitalism is a system where the 
government bails out and controls the financial sector, or one 
whereby a few rich people dominate the entire structure and 
keep everyone else poor. Both are leftist caricatures that have 
nothing in common with capitalism properly construed, as best 
described by its first and best exponent, Adam Smith. 

So Moore’s film needs a new title. Perhaps something like, Corporatism: What the Left Thinks 
Capitalism Is. 

Watching Michael Moore rail against corporate bailouts in the early scenes of his latest movie, a free 
marketeer might wonder if perhaps the film maker has inadvertently blundered into the truth. 
Among other things, he rips apart the notion that government and big business partnering up is 
good for the little guy. About half-way through the movie, I actually caught myself thinking: Do 
Michael Moore and disciples of Adam Smith actually agree? 

Eventually the film predictably drifts leftward, criticizing excesses such as high foreclosure rates, 
individuals hurt by (downward) stock-market swings, problems with a privatized jail and, of course, 
the fact that rich people are, well, rich (this from a guy worth millions himself). Moore also makes a 
faux-religious argument, asking some priests, What would Jesus do? 

Many on the left similarly cite such excesses of capitalism as their reasons for opposing a free-
market system. The reality, of course, is that most of these excesses have nothing to do with 
capitalism. Indeed, things like high foreclosure rates are the result of government policies that 
subsidized and virtually forced banks to give mortgage loans to people who couldn’t afford the 
home. The financial and stock-market crashes of one year ago were byproducts of the inevitable 
collapse of that house of cards. 

But alas, excesses and villains are what sell movie tickets. Perhaps Moore will expand on the theme 
with films on the excesses of non-capitalist systems? How about these?: The Khmer Rouge in 
Cambodia (two million murdered), the Soviet Union (65 million dead), Communist China (70 million 
dead), and so on. Now, those are some excesses, and gripping ones at that. 

Michael Moore incoherently argues that we need to replace capitalism with a true American system: 
Democracy.  

Ironically, a true capitalist system is the best and most pure system of the democratic ideal: 
individual consumers and producers engaging in purely voluntary and mutually beneficial exchanges. 
This could not be more different from government and politics, the hallmarks of which are coercion 
and dishonesty. 

Here is how economist Walter Williams defines capitalism and the proper role of government in such 
a system: 
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Capitalism is an economic system characterized by private ownership and control 
over the means of production. The distribution of goods and services and their prices are mainly 
determined by competition in a free market. Under such a system the primary job of government is 
to protect private property, enforce contracts, and ensure rule of law. 

Capitalism is a system that has pulled millions upon millions of people out of poverty, but Michael 
Moore is profoundly ignorant of that. When pressed in an interview, he said he does not want to get 
caught up in titles. He apparently doesn't want to get caught up in truth either. Yet, condemning a 
system without understanding its basic principles sells movie tickets, i.e., it makes money and earns 
the praise of others who share Moore’s ignorance. 

Before the film was released, Moore wrote, “The time has arrived for, as Time magazine called it, my 
magnum opus. I only had a year of Latin when I was in high school, so I'm not quite sure what that 
means, but I think it's good.” 

Michael Moore may have had one year of Latin, but he either skipped or flunked Econ 101. 

Jarrett Skorup is a 2009 graduate of Grove City College and former student fellow at The Center for 
Vision & Values. He is a research intern at the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, a research and 
educational institute headquartered in Midland, Mich. 
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Sponsor Accountability  
by Brent Bozell  
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

In the earliest days of television, shows were often supported entirely by one 
sponsor. There was the "Texaco Star Theater" with Milton Berle. Remember 
"General Electric Theater" with Ronald Reagan? The corporate patron was held 
responsible for the content within the program. More to the point, the 
corporate patron wanted the association with the show it was sponsoring. 
 
Perhaps the best branding of them all was, and is Hallmark, with its Hallmark 
Hall of Fame movies. When that movie airs you just know it’s a quality movie, 
because that’s all Hallmark will produce. 
 
On today’s TV shows, it’s all changed. Today's sponsors run in large packs and 
appear to make no attempt to monitor shows and have no expectation of 
being held accountable for the "art" they’ve enabled. In fact, they insist they 
not be held accountable for that which they sponsor. They are the unsponsors. 
 
So it is refreshing to learn that Microsoft has backed out of a deal to be the sole sponsor of a 
commercial-free special aired November 8 called "Family Guy Presents: Seth & Alex’s Almost Live 
Comedy Show." For a change, Microsoft executives attended the special’s taping on October 16, 
where "Family Guy" creator Seth MacFarlane and comedienne Alex Borstein (the voice of "Family 
Guy" matriarch Lois Griffin) would pitch the debut of Windows 7 software to the audience. 
 
There was only one problem: MacFarlane’s repellent sense of humor and complete lack of taste. 
Variety reported Microsoft may have walked away since there were "riffs on deaf people, the 
Holocaust, feminine hygiene, and incest." They added that the animated portions of "Almost Live 
Comedy Show" were the tamest parts of the show. "It was the live-action segments (such as one in 
which MacFarlane and Borstein play Latino housekeepers) that probably raised the most eyebrows." 
The Los Angeles Times said those characters were housekeepers for Miley Cyrus, and they were 
scorching the Disney teen star. Microsoft sent MacFarlane and Fox chieftains several notes 
expressing their concern over the show’s contents, but ultimately decided just to wave a white flag 
and drop out.  
 
It’s a safe bet that Seth MacFarlane wasn’t going to genuflect for anybody. After all, Fox is so 
indulgent of this spoiled Peter Pan that his live special and his incessantly vile cartoons are the entire 
Sunday night lineup. The only thing missing was an entire "Fox News Sunday" devoted to "Family 
Guy" plugs; maybe also a couple of shamelessly promotional NFL halftime shows, complete with 
wardrobe malfunctions.  
 
To be sure, Microsoft put out a strange statement: "We initially chose to participate in the Seth and 
Alex variety show based on the audience composition and creative humor of 'Family Guy,' but after 
reviewing an early version of the variety show, it became clear that the content was not a fit with 
the Windows brand."  
 
Variety suggested Microsoft "may have been optimistic" in "believing that MacFarlane and Borstein 
wouldn't be as raunchy in live performance as their animated alter egos are on ‘Family Guy.’" But 
Microsoft’s statement embraced the "creative humor" of the cartoon. That’s an understatement: 
Microsoft has spent close to $5 million on commercials in "Family Guy" both on Fox and on TBS and 
Cartoon Network, which carry reruns of the show. 
 
So Microsoft is both supportive and offended by the same show? 
 
It’s fair to conclude that Microsoft found it safe to buy ads on "Family Guy" when it was but one of 
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12 advertisers of the show. Now it would have to stand alone, the sole sponsor.  
 
This doesn’t mean that Microsoft didn’t retain the rest of its deal with Murdoch properties, including 
Fox Sports, FX, Hulu, FoxSports.com on MSN, even a 12-week college tour sponsored by Fox 
Licensing and Merchandising -- featuring events such as "Family Guy"-themed movie nights. 
Microsoft’s statement suggested they didn’t want any hard feelings for stepping away from what the 
"talent" was producing: "We continue to have a good partnership with Fox, Seth MacFarlane and 
Alex Borstein and are working with them in other areas. We continue to believe in the value of brand 
integrations and partnerships between brands, media companies and talent." 
 
As for the live special, with all the incest and Holocaust and Latino-housekeeper-for-Miley-Cyrus 
jokes presumably intact, Fox did find another sponsor, right there in Hollywood. It’s Warner 
Brothers, seeking to promote the Christmas Day debut of its new movie version of "Sherlock 
Holmes." It’s quite amazing to see how low Warner Brothers can go: from the makers of Bugs Bunny 
to the enablers of Holocaust and incest jokes on prime-time Sunday night TV. 

Is there any way to return to single sponsorship and at least get some accountability back into the 
TV wasteland? 
 
L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center. 
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The Other Health Bill 
by John Goodman 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

It’s hard to believe we are even considering such a Rube Goldberg approach 
to health insurance as the Senate Baucus Bill. But since the House-passed bill 
is so bad, we are. What are the likely consequences? Here are the first ten 
that come to mind: 

1. Millions of jobs lost. Economic theory teaches that employee benefits 
and/or labor taxes are substitutes for wages. Eventually, employees pay for 
their benefits with less take home pay. No doubt in the long run this is true. 
In the short run, however, the employer of a $30,000 uninsured employee 
under alternative (1) either has to endure a one-third increase in labor costs 
or cut his employee’s paycheck by one-third. I believe the short-run response 
is likely to be unemployment. For a state such as Texas — where 30 percent 
of working-age adults are uninsured — the economic effects will be devastating. 
 
As employers and employees adjust to the new health insurance regime (in ways described below), 
politicians are unlikely to sit idly by. They will meddle more and more. So for almost every employer, 
the likely future is higher and higher labor costs. As in Europe, employers will try to avoid new hires 
wherever possible. In any sector that relies on low- and moderate-wage labor that must be 
supervised on-site, jobs will be permanently lost. Many will go offshore.  

2. A shift to independent contracting. The CBO is not being creative enough in estimating that 
only 17 million people will enter the exchange. If you have lavish subsidies in one sector and 
draconian taxes in the other, people will find a way to exit the latter and enter the former. For 
example, wherever possible, people will become independent contractors — doing work that could 
be done by employees in a way that is not counted as “employment.” That way, people can take 
advantage of subsidies in the exchange without any reduction in wage income.  

3. Major industrial restructuring. The ideal solution for a big firm with few low-skilled and many 
high-skilled employees like IBM is to fire all its low-paid workers and contract with outside firms for 
their services. Newly-created firms could offer grounds keeping, maid, custodial and other services 
and send all the employees to the exchange for a $400-a-piece fine. More generally, we would 
expect low-income employees to congregate in firms that specialize in hiring them and selling their 
services to other firms.  

4. Emergence of niche markets. Any head of family earning up to $24,000 in 2016 will qualify for 
Medicaid. And (ironically), employers will not have to pay any fine if they don’t provide insurance to 
employees who enroll in Medicaid. So low-paid workers will look attractive to employers, so long as 
they remain low-paid. After a $1 raise, however, if the employee seeks highly subsidized (and 
probably much better) insurance in the exchange, the employer will get hit with a $17,300 fine! So 
employers in these markets will survive only by keeping a lid on their payrolls. We can also imagine 
niche market firms employing spouses, live-at-home teenage workers and anyone else who is 
getting insurance through another family member. Niche market firms could also emerge, hiring 
part-time employees (less than 30 hours per week), for whom there are no fines or penalties.  

5. Growth of the underground economy. Since the subsidy within the exchange phases out as 
income rises, it creates a penalty on higher earnings that operates just like a tax. As family income 
increases from $30,000 to $54,000, for example, the decline in subsidy is almost 31% of the income 
increase. When added to a 15.3% (FICA) payroll tax and, say, a 15% income tax, this pushes the 
overall marginal tax rate to 61% for below-average-income workers! And this is without even 
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considering the effects of phasing out the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and 
other welfare benefits. These high tax rates will strongly discourage reported income.  

6. Higher insurance premiums. Insurers will be required to sell to all comers (guaranteed issue) 
and charge everyone of the same age the same premium (modified community rating). These 
restrictions encourage people to remain uninsured (paying a $600 fine if it is really enforced) while 
they are healthy, secure in the knowledge they can always buy coverage after they get sick. The 
result: premiums for those who do insure will be much higher than otherwise. We previously 
reported that in New York’s individual market, premiums are $9,036 for singles and $26,460 for 
families. Also as previously reported, studies by BlueCross, WellPoint, the insurance industry trade 
association (AHIP) and every other public and private study are all predicting soaring premiums — a 
50% average increase by one estimate and premiums tripling for the young and the healthy by 
another.  

7. Fewer insurance choices. Although advocates of health insurance exchanges tout the 
advantages of competition and choice, there are likely to be far fewer choices in the exchange than 
there are in the individual market today. In New York, for example, all the commercial carriers have 
left the market — leaving only BlueCross as the monopoly insurer!  

8. Higher than anticipated taxpayer costs; fewer than anticipated people insured. We have 
previously reported on budget shenanigans, designed to disguise the true cost of health reform. 
Insider leaks now reveal that even with these shenanigans, the first-ten-year cost is in excess of $1 
trillion. Beyond that, the CBO is under-estimating how much people will reorder their behavior in the 
face of the perverse financial incentives described above. Where there are lavish subsidies to be had, 
people will find ways of having them and this can occur even without any reduction in the number of 
uninsured. Indeed, the Baucus bill makes being uninsured a very attractive proposition for healthy 
people.  

9. New unfunded liabilities. The Social Security/Medicare Trustees reported last spring that the 
combined unfunded liability in the two programs is $107 trillion — almost seven times the size of the 
U.S. economy. These obligations will get larger. Even without “reform,” the number of people 
covered by Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (S-CHIP) will be 76 million 
by 2019. With “reform,” the number will reach 90 million. 
 
Employers will be indirectly required to provide health insurance for which employees nominally pay 
no more than 10% of income. Within the exchange, the maximum cost (for the minimum required 
insurance) will be capped at between 2% of income and 12% (from 300% to 400% of poverty). And 
here is the problem with that: For the past 40 years health care costs have been rising at twice the 
rate of growth of income and there is no reason to expect abatement. 
 
So either health insurance costs will take more and more of family income (as the legislation now 
reads), or government subsidies will close the gap — meaning that taxes will take more and more of 
family income. If the recent response to Medicare costs for seniors is any guide, the taxpayers will 
be stuck with a larger liability than anyone is now estimating.  

10. Exacerbating the problems of cost, quality and access. The Baucus bill will increase 
demand, but it will do nothing to increase supply. This almost certainly will lead to higher prices and 
more health care spending. As previously explained, there are no realistic offsetting provisions for 
controlling health care costs. 
 
Also, the perverse incentives of managed competition will encourage health plans within the 
exchange to underprovide care to the sickest enrollees. 
 
Even if the number of people who are nominally insured rises, access to care may actually decrease. 
As demand increases and supply does not, the waiting costs of care will rise for almost everyone and 
the money cost of care will rise for most people. (Remember: The vast majority of people are 
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getting no new government subsidy.) Massachusetts cut the number of uninsured 
in half. But waiting times to see a new doctor in Boston are twice as long as in any other U.S. city 
and the number of people seeking nonemergency care at hospital emergency rooms is as high today 
as ever.  

Here is what is worst of all: Not only will “reform” not solve any of the problems it is supposed to 
solve, it will almost certainly undermine the ability of entrepreneurs in the private sector to solve 
them. 

John Goodman is president of the National Center for Policy Analysis. 
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Regulation For Obama Pals 
by Timothy Carney 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

Liberals love a good fight against powerful corporate interests, and they're 
spoiling for a punch-up to defend President Obama's push for "net neutrality" 
regulations on how phone and cable companies deliver and charge for Web 
data. 

For the Obama-allied Center for American Progress, and for liberal MSNBC 
host Rachel Maddow, net neutrality is a way to protect consumers from 
telecoms, pitting Obama against bought-and-paid-for Republicans. 

In truth, the net neutrality fight is between the telecoms and the giant 
content providers such as Google and Amazon, which heavily funded 
Obama's campaign. The networks in this case want the freedom to change 
their business model as the Internet changes and profit angles change. The 
content companies friendly to Obama want regulation to preserve the current 
business model that maximizes their profits. 

Here's a simplified model of the Internet to clarify the issue: Some companies make, gather or 
present digital stuff you want, including content (such as YouTube's videos), communication (such 
as the new Google Voice service) or applications (such as eBay's auction software). Other companies 
deliver these digital "goods" over wires or through the air to your computer or iPhone -- such as 
AT&T, Verizon or Comcast. In brief, there are content providers and there are networks. 

Currently, customers pay networks for a month of Internet service, and content providers ship their 
content over the wires (usually for free). Further upstream, there is no money exchanged between 
content providers and networks, which operate hand in glove: Without the networks, nobody could 
get the Web; and without good content out there, nobody would pay AT&T for a month of Internet. 

Another key principle has guided the business of the Internet so far: nondiscrimination. In the 
complex web of servers, wires and computers, every bit of information is considered equal by the 
machines and programs routing requests and data to and from customers -- nobody's data gets to 
skip in line. This voluntary principle is called "net neutrality." 

Obama's Federal Communications Commission has proposed to codify net neutrality into law. This 
would prevent networks from charging content providers or giving preferential treatment to certain 
content -- new business models that could make sense as we begin use the Internet in new ways. 

For instance, more people could soon watch live high-definition video online. The current network of 
wires cannot support half of Bowie live-streaming the Redskins game over the Net. For downloading 
a book or a photo, a slow connection is merely annoying. For streaming video or audio, a slow, 
choppy connection is disastrous. 

One solution: Just build massive amounts of new bandwidth. A better solution: Networks could build 
special "express lanes" for content that requires lots of bandwith. Express lanes -- especially if the 
networks wanted to charge the content producers for access to them -- would probably violate net 
neutrality regulations. 

Amazon, Google, Expedia, Skype, Flickr, Facebook, eBay, EchoStar and other content providers, 
which don't want to pay to use AT&T's wires, have allied to lobby government to set net neutrality 
principles into law. It's comparable to a manufacturer lobbying for price controls on shipping 
companies. 
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To the Left, however, the profit motive is visible only on the anti-regulation side. 
Liberal MSNBC host Maddow recently ran a segment titled "Net Profits" pointing out that John 
McCain, who has proposed a bill to block the FCC from creating net neutrality regulations, was "the 
single largest congressional recipient of campaign contributions from the telecom industry" over the 
past 30 months. 

But at least one politician has outraised McCain from this industry over this period: Barack Obama. 
Maddow also omitted that Obama's No. 5 source of funds during the 2008 campaign was Google, the 
lead lobbying force for neutrality regulations, giving him more than $800,000, about 40 times what 
McCain raised from the company. From Amazon employees and executives, Obama outraised McCain 
13-to-1. 

So Obama is pushing federal regulations that would profit companies that generously funded his 
campaign, but when Obama's chums at the Center for American Progress wrote about it, they 
described McCain as a "long-time friend of" the networks while omitting Obama's coziness to Google 
and crew. 

This one-sidedness is typical in regulatory battles: Businesses that lobby for and profit from big 
government are given a free pass, while those who oppose regulations as damaging to profit are 
assailed for their corrupting influence. 

There's money on both sides. The only question is whether the flow of money will be determined by 
the market or by Obama's bureaucrats. 

Timothy P. Carney is lobbying editor for The Washington Examiner, where this first appeared. 
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Congress Is the Energy Problem 
by Alan Caruba 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

I have long harbored strong doubts about the knowledge that most Americans 
possess regarding the sources of energy they largely take for granted. We flip a 
switch and the lights go on. We pull up to the gas pump and drive away. We use 
machines that are totally dependent on having enough electricity to power entire 
cities as well as rural communities.  

Since all successful economies depend on abundant, affordable energy, why is 
the Congress preparing to pass a cap-and-trade bill that will represent a huge tax 
on the use of energy by all Americans?   

There are some fundamental facts about energy in America. The Congressional Research Service 
recently released a report on U.S. energy reserves. To begin: The U.S. has 1,321 billion barrels of oil 
(or barrels of oil equivalent for other sources of energy) when combining its recoverable natural gas, 
oil and coal reserves. This is oil known to exist and oil estimates in fields as yet untapped. Between 
Alaska and the continental offshore potential, we could literally be self-sufficient. 

Keep in mind, however, oil represents less than 40% of our energy use, nor do we import most of 
that from the Middle East. Two-thirds of our oil consumption comes from North America with Canada 
and Mexico being major providers. By expanding domestic production, we could reduce dependency 
on the Middle East even further.  

That said, since the days of Jimmy Carter, the White House and Congress has gone out of its way to 
make it difficult, if not impossible, to tap domestic reserves. When a windfall profits tax was imposed 
on November 9, 1978, it sent a message to U.S. oil companies they were not welcome here.  

While ExxonMobil is the favorite target of environmental organizations such as Friends of the Earth 
or the Sierra Club, the fact is that it is no longer in the seven top oil producers in the United States. 
The “big” domestic oil companies are now Aera Energy, Anadarko, and Occidental. ExxonMobil looks 
for oil in overseas locations. 

Astonishingly, other oil producing nations whose reserves are ranked behind the U.S. are Russia, 
Saudi Arabia, China, Iran, and Canada. The only oil “shortage” in the U.S. is one created by 
Congress and the energy policies of a succession of past presidents. An estimated 87% of our oil 
reserves remain untouched. 

When it comes to coal, the United States is the Saudi Arabia of coal with 28% of all the world’s coal 
reserves. Russian comes in second with 19%.  Coal represents more than 50% of all the electricity 
produced in America and the Obama administration has declared war on it. 

The cap-and-trade bill before Congress puts all of its emphasis on the two worst, most expensive, 
and job-killing forms of energy, wind and solar. Combined they represent a pathetic 1% of 
electricity. They are unreliable sources, dependent on whether the sun is shining or the wind is 
blowing. Moreover, though never mentioned, they require backup sources of traditional energy 
production. You cannot have wind or solar energy without also having a coal-fired, hydroelectric, or 
nuclear plant to ensure a steady source. 

As reported in Newsweek, “Each year as much as $100 billion is spent by governments and 
consumers around the world on green subsidies to encourage wind, solar, and other renewable 
energy markets.”  
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The result, in the U.S. is a virtually army, “1,150 lobbying groups that spent 
more than $20 million to lobby the U.S. Congress as it was writing the Clean Energy bill (which 
would create a $60 billion annual market for emissions permits by 2012.)” 

The Newsweek article said, “It’s a genetic defect that not only guarantees great waste, but opens 
the door to manipulation and often demonstrably contravenes the objectives that climate policy is 
supposed to achieve.” 

We do not have a climate policy in the United States. We have a huge scheme to enrich a small 
group of people who will control the exchanges for utterly bogus “carbon credits”, nothing more than 
the right to emit carbon dioxide as the natural result of burning fuel for energy. It is not, however, 
such industrial and other uses that represents the largest emitter of carbon dioxide. The Earth itself 
is responsible for 95% of the CO2 in the atmosphere and that CO2 represents 3.618%.  

By comparison, nuclear energy does not produce CO2 emissions and yet there hasn’t been a new 
nuclear reactor built in the United States for some thirty years.  

The same is true for the building of a single new oil refinery in America. Since it takes about a 
decade from start to finish on these huge engineering projects and a billion dollar investment, it 
would be 2020 before one was in full production if begun next year. The real question is, if you were 
an oil company CEO, would you invest that kind of money when the U.S. Congress won’t let you 
explore or extract oil on or offshore? 

The nation as a whole is being put at risk because Congress denies access to our own vast energy 
reserves, coal, oil, natural gas and nuclear power and now wants to impose a new tax on what we 
do have available. America has an energy problem because Congress will not allow it to be solved 
and now wants to make it worse.  

Alan Caruba writes a daily post at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. An author, business and 
science writer, he is the founder of The National Anxiety Center.  
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Inspired By Mao 
by Paul Kengor 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

[T]he death of ten to twenty million people is nothing to be afraid of.  
Mao Tse-tung 

I recently wrote about the spectacle of New York’s tallest building 
aglow in red and yellow to commemorate the founding of Mao Tse-
tung's People's Republic of China. Oblivious New Yorkers basked in the 
glow of a leader and nation that killed more people more quickly than 
any leader or nation in history. Within its first two decades, Mao’s Red 
China annihilated 60-70 million people, exceeding the combined death 
toll of World War I and II. 

As I said, I’m not surprised by such horrible historical ignorance. This 
is what our education system, from K-12 to universities, has taught or 
failed to teach. Besides, Mao was idolized by many of the 60s leftists 
who today pervade our culture and politics. 

But it hurts when it comes from the White House director of 
communications, in this case one Anita Dunn. 

Speaking on June 5 at a high-school graduation ceremony at the National Cathedral, Ms. Dunn 
provided the youngsters with some nuggets of wisdom. She cited two of my favorite political 
philosophers: Mao Tse-tung and Mother Teresa. 

I know that seems unbelievable. Yet, thanks to the advent of FOXNews, talk-radio, and the web, 
these things are no longer easily censored by the partisan mainstream media. You can look them up 
yourself.  

Specifically, Dunn's comments were exposed by Glenn Beck on Fox. In response, liberals are 
attacking not Dunn but Beck. This is sadly predictable, as it has always been anti-communism that 
upsets liberals. 

Its maddening to have watched the children of the 60s openly embrace Chairman Mao some for 40 
years now and then, on a dime, cry foul (with the media’s backing) when criticized. But so be it. 

Dunn has since tried to argue that she was using irony. Even more lamely, she claims to have 
borrowed from a comparison she heard from late Republican political strategist Lee Atwater. 

In fact, if you actually watch and read Dunn's remarks - CNN didn't quote them in full – you will see 
she was not being ironic. She was dead serious, going into precise detail on how Mao inspired her. 

Almost as if she were describing a political squabble within the Democratic or Republican Party, 
Dunn spoke of when Mao Tse-tung was being challenged within his own party on his plan to basically 
take China over. She added, Chiang Kai-Shek and the nationalist Chinese held the cities. They had 
the army. They had the air force. They had everything on their side, and people said [to Mao], How 
can you win? How can you do this? 

Therein was the core message in Dunn's parable: to inspire the youngsters with the tale of Mao's 
triumph. Dunn said: “Against all the odds ... Mao Tse-tung said, You fight your war, and I'll fight 
mine.” 



11/25/2009                                             Page 23                                              Issue 144  
 
 
Dunn told the graduates to think about that for a second. As they so meditated, 
she prodded with this insight. Dunn told the teens that they do not have to accept others’ 
definitions. They should not accept external definitions. No, she told them, standing aside a crucifix, 
they must set their own definitions. “It is about your choices,” Dunn instructed. “You figure out what 
is right for you.” 

She told the youngsters to establish their own definitions of what is right and wrong in following 
their own path. 

To be sure, this was indeed Mao Tse-tung's philosophy: Right and wrong is not set by a universal 
authority, by a Supreme Being, but by oneself. Each and every human being is his or her own moral 
arbiter. This explains how Mao killed so many people without bothering his conscience. The Marxist-
atheist created his own definitions. He decided it was right to let all those people die in order for him 
to follow his own path, according to his own definitions. 

Needless to say, none of this would have found approval from Mother Teresa. As the saintly nun 
from Calcutta put it, there is only one God and He is God to all. We are not our own gods. There are 
external definitions of right and wrong set by God, not by ourselves. That was Mother Teresa's 
philosophy, and it wasn't Mao's. 

Of course, Anita Dunn obviously does not support killing 60-70 million people. But she does support 
a morally relativistic philosophy that is hurtful enough on its own. That philosophy, taken to its 
logical conclusion, allows for the kind of reckless madness advocated by Mao.  

This is why moral relativism does not work, why it is nonsense, and why even its purported 
advocates rarely really support it. (For a great book, see Greg Koukls "Relativism: Feet Firmly 
Planted in Mid-Air.") And it is why our schools shouldn't be inviting graduation speakers to deliver 
such inane messages to wide-eyed youngsters preparing to enter the world. 

By the way, Ms. Dunn just announced she will be resigning at the end of the month. 

Dr. Paul Kengor is professor of political science and executive director of The Center for Vision & 
Values at Grove City College. His books include The Judge: William P. Clark, Ronald Reagan's Top 
Hand and The Crusader: Ronald Reagan and the Fall of Communism. 
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Greens Obstruct World Food 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

“Environmentalists are standing in the way of feeding humanity 
through their opposition to biotechnology, farm chemicals and 
nitrogen fertilizer”—straight talk from billionaire Bill Gates at the 
World Food Prize Symposium in Des Moines October 15th.    

Gates could have said with equal truth that the same 
environmentalists, by demanding organic-only farming, are risking the 
future of the planet’s wildlife. The world will need more than twice as 
much food by 2050 to feed a peak population of 8 billion affluent 
humans and their pets. Gates believes we should get that additional 
food from higher yields on the 37 percent of the earth’s land area we 
already farm, not by threatening massive numbers of wildlife species 
by clearing more land for low-yield crops.  

Gates has thus delivered the most important speech on food and the 
world’s future since Dr. Norman Borlaug accepted his 1970 Nobel 
Peace Prize. Borlaug’s “miracle wheat” had made him the symbol of the original Green Revolution, 
which tripled yields on the world’s best cropland through scientific research after 1960. Dr. Borlaug 
spent the last years of his amazing life trying to extend the Green Revolution to Africa and many 
farming regions with marginal lands, where today more than 1 billion people try to feed their 
families with hunting and slash-and-burn farming.  

Now, Gates has committed more than $1 billion of his personal fortune to improving crop yields in 
Africa and marginal farming regions. He announced in Des Moines another $120 million in gifts for 
additional farm productivity research, including support for drought-tolerant corn and pest-resistant 
sweet potatoes. Until this moment, Gates had not spoken out on the use of biotech and chemicals to 
continue raising world crop yields. 

Britain’s Royal Society has also just produced a study, Reaping the Benefits:  Science and the 
Sustainable Intensification of Agriculture. Led by Dr. David Baulcombe, this report also concludes 
that biotech crops are one of the technologies urgently needed to avoid a global food crisis. 

The eco-activists have claimed that organic-only farming could provide all the food needed—but only 
if humanity became vegetarian. Otherwise, there’s a severe global shortage of cow manure and 
“extra” land and water to plant vastly more nitrogen-fixing green manure crops. However, history 
tells us that only a tiny percent of humans voluntarily choose to be vegetarian. 

The Center for Global Food Issues and the reports of the Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology say even going vegetarian wouldn’t save enough land from the plow.  More research 
must be brought to the farms in the coming decades to avoid wildlife disaster. The saving grace to 
date is that we’ve farmed the best land, which had large numbers of a few species; expanding onto 
the poor soils will threaten huge numbers of species.  

Ironically, another speaker at the World Food Prize Symposium—economist Jeffrey Sachs who 
directs the Earth Institute at Columbia University—criticized agriculture as the world’s largest emitter 
of greenhouse gases. Sachs, of course, was implying that either the world’s people must somehow 
sharply cut back on food and manufacturing, or cut human numbers by some enormous percentage.  

It was an ironic reminder that the first Green Revolution lost its momentum after its funding from 
the Rockefeller Foundation had been drastically cut back. Ethicist Garrett Hardin tells us that Allan 
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Gregg, a Rockefeller vice president, was one of the first to refer to population 
growth as “a cancer on the earth.”  The government agencies that took over support for the 
international agricultural research network after Rockefeller dropped it have not been able to stand 
up to the political clout of the green movement.  

Once again private philanthropy may provide the final step toward a world of adequately fed people 
and abundant wild-lands, as it did during the first Green Revolution.  

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist and senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC.  He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, 
with S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write 
him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421  
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Is Murder Not Murder? 
by Star Parker 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

President Obama has signed into law the Hate Crimes Prevention Act. Actually, 
he signed into law the 2010 National Defense Authorization Act tacked onto 
what was the hate crimes legislation. 
 
Sen. Harry Reid, our brave Democratic majority leader, slipped the hate 
crimes bill into the defense authorization bill to avoid having to have our 
senators consider the controversial hate crimes bill on its own. 
 
It’s for good reason that our Democratic legislators wanted to hide under a 
rock while passing this terrible piece of legislation. It may help them with the 
far-left wing of their party. But weakening and damaging our country is not 
something to be proud of. And that is exactly what this new hate crime law 
does. 
 
The bill adds extra penalties to punishment of violent crimes when it is deemed they were motivated 
by gender, sexual orientation or disabilities. It’s the first major expansion of hate crimes legislation 
originally passed in 1968, targeted then to crimes aimed at race, color, religion and national origin. 
 
After signing this new law, Obama celebrated it by saying that in this nation we should “embrace our 
differences.” But law isn’t about embracing our differences. It is about providing equal and non-
arbitrary protection to all citizens. 
 
Equal protection for every individual American under the law is what the 14th Amendment to our 
Constitution, passed after the Civil War, guarantees. That this nation takes this guarantee seriously 
— that there are no classes of individuals that are treated differently under the law — has been a 
justifiable obsession of blacks. 
 
A society in which all life is not valued the same, where murder of one citizen is not the same as 
murder of another citizen, is a horror that black Americans have known too well. 
 
So it is a particular irony that this major expansion of the politicization of our law has been signed by 
our first black president. 

 
What could it possibly mean that the penalty for the same act of violence — for murder — may be 
different depending on what might be deemed to be the motivation? 
 
Can you imagine a football game where the penalty for roughing the passer is 20 yards rather than 
15 if the referee concludes that the violence perpetrated was motivated because the quarterback 
was homosexual? 
 
Is it not a sign of our own pathology that we now have codified that it is worse to murder a 
homosexual than someone who has committed adultery, even with your husband or wife, or who has 
slandered or robbed? Isn’t the point murder? 

Can we really believe that someone capable of murder is less likely to do so if the victim is a 
homosexual and the penalties are greater than for the other reasons above? 
 
It should be clear that hate crime law has nothing to do with improving our law but rather with 
creating favored political classes. Something that should be hateful to everyone who cares about a 
free society. And particularly hateful to those, such as blacks, who have been so victimized by 
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politicization of law. 
 
How about the sad and pathetic recent murder of a 16-year-old Christian black honor student in 
Chicago by four teenage thugs, also black? A hate crime? 
 
Black-on-black homicides that are tearing up our inner cities? Hate crimes? 
 
The social breakdown that produces the disproportionate violence in black America is the product of 
the same moral relativism and politicization of law that has produced hate crime bills. 
 
We already have a source that instructs against murder and to love your neighbor as yourself. But 
this has been banned from our schools and our public spaces. 
 
So once again, in what is becoming our godless nation, we mistake the disease for the cure. 

Star Parker is a Washington Examiner Columnist and president of CURE, Coalition for Urban Renewal 
and Education (urbancure.org). She is syndicated nationally by Scripps Howard News Service. 
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How House Loss Helps  
by David Keene  
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

The Democratic win in New York’s 23rd congressional district was seen by 
more than a few observers as a sign that even on the rebound, Republicans 
might tear themselves apart as the crucial 2010 races approach.  

David Axelrod, President Barack Obama’s chief political aide, went so far to 
say the contest up in the Adirondacks was the only race that really 
mattered. Thus, Mr. Axelrod was dismissing the sweeps in Virginia and New 
Jersey as unimportant when compared to what he sees as a sign that 
internal Republican divisions will allow Democrats to emerge relatively 
unscathed next November regardless of how upset most Americans might 
be today with the president’s programs and the performance of Speaker 
Nancy Pelosi’s (D-Calif.) Congress.  

That, to put it gently, is wishful thinking. In fact, the topsy-turvy race that 
took place up in New York this year will make it more rather than less likely 
that the Republicans will be united next fall.  

Without rehashing the events that led to the candidacy of a woman so liberal that she had virtually 
no ability to hold the support of her own party’s voters and instead forced them to turn to a virtually 
unknown third-party alternative, it should be noted that what happened up there sent a message to 
Republican leaders that has been received and is apparently being heeded.  

Thus, while the National Republican Congressional Committee (NRCC) enraged conservatives by 
spending nearly a million dollars on behalf of a candidate who had vowed to oppose her 
congressional Republican colleagues on virtually every issue, NRCC Chairman Pete Sessions (Texas) 
issued a statement after the election demanding that New York Republicans reform a system that 
allows party leaders to select candidates in smoke-filled rooms without considering the views of the 
voters whose support they will need to win.  

Just as important was a statement issued by Texas Sen. John Cornyn pledging that the National 
Republican Senatorial Committee will not try to dictate to primary voters by spending money on 
candidates in contested GOP primaries, but leave the ultimate decision on Senate nominations to the 
voters of the various states.  

Liberal analysts suggested after Tuesday’s election that what Republican “moderates” faced in New 
York was a revolt by “tea party activists” and out-of-control “social conservatives.” Indeed, Dan Balz 
of The Washington Post seemed in his analysis to confuse the Club for Growth with the National 
Right to Life Committee. In fact, Dede Scozzafava, who sparked the revolt, was not just anathema 
to the social right, but to every segment of the Republican coalition.  

Egged on perhaps by establishment Republicans who attacked the Conservative Party candidate and 
his Republican Party backers as absolutists who simply couldn’t tolerate a “moderate” or, as New 
York Times columnist David Brooks described her, a “centrist,” analysts predicted ideological civil 
war from Maine to California that might doom the GOP in 2010. In fact, however, the conservatives 
who spoke out in opposition to the Scozzafava candidacy were saying not that they won’t support 
candidates who disagree with them some of the time, but that asking them to dutifully line up 
behind a candidate who shares virtually none of their values is asking too much.  

Winning parties do indeed have to both tolerate and welcome those who aren’t with them all the 
time, but parties that stand for nothing end up losing. The quasi-Machiavellian decision by the New 
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York GOP establishment to nominate a candidate who supported none of what 
they stood for in the hope that she might win by attracting liberal Democratic votes didn’t work. The 
boys and girls in the smoke-filled room chose her from a field of eight potential nominees knowing 
that she was the only one whom Conservative Party Chairman Mike Long couldn’t get behind. The 
others weren’t all diehard conservatives, but they were all acceptable.  

Winning elections requires candidates and issue positions that appeal both to a party’s base and to 
enough voters outside that base to outpoll one’s opponents.  

Republicans in Virginia and New Jersey were able to grasp this elementary truth, but others seem 
oblivious to it.  

Losing one seat in the Adirondacks will have been a small price to pay if it convinces Republican 
candidates around the country that to win, they have to pay some attention both to their electoral 
base and to the views of the voters whose support they need to win.  

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. 
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Cao Votes Flawed Health 
by Jeff Crouere  
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

I admire U.S. Congressman Joseph Cao (R-New Orleans) and have enjoyed 
interviewing him on my TV and radio shows. He is cordial, intelligent and an 
extremely hard worker. He has a great personal story of persistence, survival 
and triumph in the face of tremendous obstacles.  

There is no doubt that Cao is a man of integrity and is a great contrast to the 
man he replaced in Congress, convicted felon “Dollar” Bill Jefferson. Cao is a 
former Jesuit seminarian and ethics professor, so his constituents can feel 
assured that he will serve as an honorable public servant. No one will ever 
suspect that Cao will imitate Jefferson and stash cash in his freezer or put 
personal business dealings over the needs of his district.  

As the first Vietnamese American in Congress, Cao is an historic figure on Capitol Hill. He is also a 
unique politician because he actually reads the bills and studies them before casting a vote. I am 
sure he is one of the only politicians in Congress to read the 1990 page healthcare bill before voting 
on the issue.  

Despite his outstanding personal qualities, Cao made a horrible mistake in voting for a piece of 
legislation that, if enacted, will wreck our healthcare system and do terrible damage to our economy. 
Cao said that he was voting on behalf of his constituents who support the bill; however, he should 
have put the interests of his country first. This bill will harm his congressional district and the nation. 
It will add to our deficit, increase taxes and inevitably will lead to healthcare rationing. Bureaucrats 
will be placed in charge of decisions which should be made by patients and their doctors. The bill will 
force insurance companies out of business and make more people dependent on government.  

What does the government do well? Is it a good operator of Amtrak, the post office or Medicare? Of 
course not, it has a horrible track record and every program that the government controls runs a 
deficit, is mismanaged and is inefficiently operated. If the federal government manages our 
healthcare system, the poor results will be magnified because it will involve 16% of our entire 
economy.  

By casting the lone Republican vote for this monstrosity, Cao has given President Obama and 
Speaker Pelosi the cover of a “bi-partisan” bill. In the process, Cao betrayed his party and the many 
Republican donors who supported his campaign. He will be unable to send out fundraising appeals to 
Republican donors and activists touting his conservative credentials. Currently, he is being embraced 
by Rachel Maddow, Barack Obama and Nancy Pelosi, not exactly good credentials for a Republican.  

Since his vote is so unpopular with Republicans and will lead to fewer contributions and less support 
from the party, Congressman Cao should consider switching to the Democratic Party. On many 
votes, he is the lone Republican or one of the only a few Republicans to support legislation 
sponsored by the White House. Besides this health care bill, Cao voted for the pork barrel laden 
omnibus spending bill and the hate crimes legislation. Yet, nothing compares with his vote on 
Saturday night as the healthcare bill is one of the most disastrous pieces of legislation that has ever 
been debated in Congress.  

By standing up to his party, Cao has become a favorite of President Obama, who lobbied the 
Congressman for many months. Even if Cao receives some token Democratic donations or even has 
the President campaign on his behalf, it will not sway the opinion of the voters in the 2nd 
Congressional District who will likely vote on racial and political lines.  
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Cao already is facing several serious and well funded Democratic challengers in 
his 2010 re-election campaign. They will not withdraw because of the healthcare vote. In fact, there 
is also a chance that other Democrats may enter the race. After this vote, Cao might even have to 
worry about a Republican challenger in the GOP primary.  

As a congressman for a Democratic dominated district, Cao had a chance to educate his constituents 
about the fallacy of liberal “solutions” such as this healthcare bill. Instead, he decided to “represent” 
them by supporting a flawed, expensive and harmful bill.  

For decades, the people of the 2nd Congressional District have been dependent on the federal 
government assistance programs and the result is that the district is still one of the poorest in 
America . Government does not solve problems, it only makes them worse. For healthcare, a much 
better solution involves tort reform, more competition, portability of policies, and removing 
government interference, not inviting government to ruin the best healthcare system in the world. A 
congressman as intelligent as Joseph Cao should know that this healthcare bill will not work. It is 
sad that he was unable or unwilling to see this reality.  

Jeff Crouere is the Host of “Ringside Politics,” which airs at 7:30 p.m. Fri. and 10:00 p.m. Sun. on 
WLAE-TV 32, a PBS station, and 7 till 11 a.m. weekdays on WGSO 990 AM in New Orleans and the 
Northshore. He is the Political Analyst for WGNO-TV ABC26 and a Columnist for selected 
publications. For more information, visit his web site at RingsidePolitics.com.  
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Obama’s Credentialed Education 
by Mark Rhoads 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

As political gaffes go, one last summer by President Barack Obama was 
relatively minor and less noticed compared to some of the 2008 
campaign gaffes of many candidates.  But it fit into a pattern of 
surprising gaps in historical knowledge by men and women who are 
often presented with an image in news media as well-educated public 
figures.  The President was born 16 years after the end of World War II 
and is now 48.  He graduated from Harvard Law School magna cum 
laude just 18 years ago in 1991.  For those who focus on academic 
credentials, such credits appear to be impressive and might lead some 
people to assume that Obama had benefitted from a well-rounded 
general education. 

 But on July 23, during an interview with Terry Moran of ABC News, 
Obama started to explain why he would be cautious about using the 
word “victory” in connection with the purpose of US armed forces 
fighting in Afghanistan.  In the ABC transcript Obama said, “I'm always worried about using the word 
‘victory’ because, you know, it invokes this notion of Emperor Hirohito coming down and signing a 
surrender to MacArthur.” 

  As Obama spoke those words, I am sure there were many who instantly realized that never 
happened.  Emperor Hirohito never signed any surrender document in front of Gen. Douglas 
MacArthur—not on the Battleship Missouri on Sept. 2, 1945 or at any other time.  Hirohito and Gen. 
MacArthur did not meet for the first time until Sept. 27, 1945 at the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo and no 
documents were signed. 

 Who did sign the surrender for Japan?  It was a rag tag collection of Foreign Ministry officials and 
Imperial Army and Navy officers in wrinkled uniforms who drew the short straw to attend what was 
for them a humiliating ceremony with MacArthur and allied officers on the Battleship Missouri at 
anchor in Tokyo Bay on Sept. 2, 1945.  They included  Army Major General Yatsuji Nagai, Foreign 
Ministry official Katsuo Okazaki, Imperial Navy Rear Admiral Tadatoshi Tomioka, Toshikazu Kase of 
the Foreign Ministry, Army Lieutenant General Suichi Miyakazi, Imperial Navy Rear Admiral Ichiro 
Yokoyama, Saburo Ota or the  Foreign Ministry; Navy Capt. Katsuo Shiba, and Army Col.  Kaziyi 
Sugita.   

Should one reasonably expect President Obama to know those names forgotten to all but scholars?  
No, of course not.  Not any more than one might have expected President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 
1953 to remember the names of German officers who surrendered to Marshall Foch in the famous 
railroad carriage in the forest at Compiegne on Nov. 11, 1918 to end World War I.  But Ike surely 
would have known that Kaiser Wilhelm was not present at that ceremony just as I think President 
Obama, notwithstanding his age, should have been expected to know if he had studied some history 
that Hirohito was not present on Sept. 2, 1945 onboard the Missouri.      

The Kaiser was not at Compiegne because he abdicated on Nov. 9 and fled for his life to the 
Netherlands and it really was not clear on Nov.11 who the top civilian official was in Germany. In the 
case of Japan at the end of World War II, State Department planners decided it was more beneficial 
for the safety and success of post-war American occupation forces if Hirohito were not humiliated in 
public and retained enough of his dignity and authority, but not his divine image, to cooperate with 
and American forces to safely occupy and rebuild Japan.  If President Obama had known those facts, 
he might have understood why clear-cut victories, even over non-state actors, make it easier and 
not more difficult to rebuild a country after a war.   
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Is all this really important?  While it might not be crucial for a political leader to 
know every name and date in the chronology of historical events, being sure that one “knows” 
 “facts” that are really fiction can cause misunderstandings that can lead to policy difficulties.  The 
19 th Century-humorist Josh Billings often said “the trouble with the world ain’t ignorance, it’s just 
that people know so much that isn’t so”  Some conservatives worry that President Obama “knows” 
much that isn’t so and he seems so positive that he knows it.  

Instead of being the beneficiary of a broad general education that his academic credentials might 
otherwise imply, a closer examination of his studies might reveal a narrow education limited to law 
and some social sciences.  Without public transcripts from Occidental College or Columbia, it is 
impossible to know what subjects the president studied and I would be surprised to see business, 
economics, or history classes on the list.  Obama published almost no writing before his two books in 
2008.  Neither book indicates any understanding of how free markets work.  A few Chicago radio 
interviews that still exist from his days as a member of the Illinois State Senate are notable for his 
expression of extreme liberal views on the redistribution of wealth as a worthy goal for government.  

How could someone be as ostensibly articulate as President Obama and yet not have been the 
beneficiary of a broad education in many disciplines?  One reason is that articulation is nothing more 
than the ability to manipulate verbal symbols.  Articulation by itself is not a reliable indicator of 
either general education or wisdom.  President Bill Clinton was also considered by the chattering 
class to be articulate and to a degree he was able to mimic the catch phrases of policy wonks in a 
way that might impress the scribes of major newspapers.  President George W. Bush was widely 
regarded by the press as a man who was not articulate at all.  And yet Bush, more so than either 
Obama or Clinton, was much better able to make his meaning clear to all his listeners.  Bush was 
not good at expressing nuance, but citizens usually knew where he stood and that is one element of 
good leadership. 

Conservatives have often complained that grades and academic credentials are being devalued over 
time at that is true.  It is also true that sometimes academic credentials in social sciences are 
evidence of nothing more than the ability to pay tuition and please one’s professors for a number of 
years.  In business, few investors are impressed with where a CEO might have earned an MBA, but 
they are impressed if the company is making a profit and is offering a good return on investment.  If 
more voters did as much homework before awarding their precious vote as many investors do before 
parting with their money, maybe they would not rely so much on the illusion that academic 
credentials signify real education.   

Mark Q. Rhoades blogs at Illinois Review. 
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Force Congress Into Health Plan 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

Recently, the Senate health committee voted 12-11 in 
favor of a two-page amendment, courtesy of Republican 
Tom Coburn which would require all Members of Congress 
and their staff members to enroll in any new government-
run health plan. 

Congressman John Fleming has proposed an amendment 
that would require Congressmen and Senators to take the 
same health care plan that they would force on us. (Under 
proposed legislation they are exempt.) 

Congressman Fleming is encouraging people to go to his Website and sign his petition.  

Senator Coburn and Congressman Fleming are both physicians. 

Regardless of your political beliefs, it sure seems reasonable that Congress should have exactly the 
same medical coverage that they impose on the rest of us. 

The process is very simple. You can sign the petition at:  

http://fleming.house.gov/  

Fill out name address, etc...click "YES" and submit!!  

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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New Health Bureaus 
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

The House Republican Conference has gone to the Herculean effort 
of tabulating the new federal boards, bureaucracies, commissions, 
and programs that would be established by the House health 
“reform” bill--all in the name of cutting costs, of course! They add 
up to 111.  

Here they are: 

1. Retiree Reserve Trust Fund (Section 111(d), p. 61)  
2. Grant program for wellness programs to small employers 
(Section 112, p. 62) 
3. Grant program for State health access programs (Section 114, 
p. 72) 
4. Program of administrative simplification (Section 115, p. 76) 
5. Health Benefits Advisory Committee (Section 223, p. 111) 
6. Health Choices Administration (Section 241, p. 131) 
7. Qualified Health Benefits Plan Ombudsman (Section 244, p. 138) 
8. Health Insurance Exchange (Section 201, p. 155) 
9. Program for technical assistance to employees of small businesses buying Exchange coverage 
(Section 305(h), p. 191) 
10. Mechanism for insurance risk pooling to be established by Health Choices Commissioner (Section 
306(b), p. 194) 
11. Health Insurance Exchange Trust Fund (Section 307, p. 195) 
12. State-based Health Insurance Exchanges (Section 308, p. 197) 
13. Grant program for health insurance cooperatives (Section 310, p. 206) 
14. "Public Health Insurance Option" (Section 321, p. 211) 
15. Ombudsman for "Public Health Insurance Option" (Section 321(d), p. 213) 
16. Account for receipts and disbursements for "Public Health Insurance Option" (Section 322(b), p. 
215) 
17. Telehealth Advisory Committee (Section 1191 (b), p. 589) 
18. Demonstration program providing reimbursement for "culturally and linguistically appropriate 
services" (Section 1222, p. 617) 
19. Demonstration program for shared decision making using patient decision aids (Section 1236, p. 
648) 
20. Accountable Care Organization pilot program under Medicare (Section 1301, p. 653) 
21. Independent patient-centered medical home pilot program under Medicare (Section 1302, p. 
672) 
22. Community-based medical home pilot program under Medicare (Section 1302(d), p. 681) 
23. Independence at home demonstration program (Section 1312, p. 718) 
24. Center for Comparative Effectiveness Research (Section 1401(a), p. 734) 
25. Comparative Effectiveness Research Commission (Section 1401(a), p. 738) 
26. Patient ombudsman for comparative effectiveness research (Section 1401(a), p. 753) 
27. Quality assurance and performance improvement program for skilled nursing facilities (Section 
1412(b)(1), p. 784) 
28. Quality assurance and performance improvement program for nursing facilities (Section 1412 
(b)(2), p. 786) 
29. Special focus facility program for skilled nursing facilities (Section 1413(a)(3), p. 796) 
30. Special focus facility program for nursing facilities (Section 1413(b)(3), p. 804) 
31. National independent monitor pilot program for skilled nursing facilities and nursing facilities 
(Section 1422, p. 859) 
32. Demonstration program for approved teaching health centers with respect to Medicare GME 
(Section 1502(d), p. 933) 
33. Pilot program to develop anti-fraud compliance systems for Medicare providers (Section 1635, p. 
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978) 
34. Special Inspector General for the Health Insurance Exchange (Section 1647, p. 1000) 
35. Medical home pilot program under Medicaid (Section 1722, p. 1058) 
36. Accountable Care Organization pilot program under Medicaid (Section 1730A, p. 1073) 
37. Nursing facility supplemental payment program (Section 1745, p. 1106) 
38. Demonstration program for Medicaid coverage to stabilize emergency medical conditions in 
institutions for mental diseases (Section 1787, p. 1149) 
39. Comparative Effectiveness Research Trust Fund (Section 1802, p. 1162) 
40. "Identifiable office or program" within CMS to "provide for improved coordination between 
Medicare and Medicaid in the case of dual eligibles" (Section 1905, p. 1191) 
41. Center for Medicare and Medicaid Innovation (Section 1907, p. 1198) 
42. Public Health Investment Fund (Section 2002, p. 1214) 
43. Scholarships for service in health professional needs areas (Section 2211, p. 1224) 
44. Program for training medical residents in community-based settings (Section 2214, p. 1236) 
45. Grant program for training in dentistry programs (Section 2215, p. 1240) 
46. Public Health Workforce Corps (Section 2231, p. 1253) 
47. Public health workforce scholarship program (Section 2231, p. 1254) 
48. Public health workforce loan forgiveness program (Section 2231, p. 1258) 
49. Grant program for innovations in interdisciplinary care (Section 2252, p. 1272) 
50. Advisory Committee on Health Workforce Evaluation and Assessment (Section 2261, p. 1275) 
51. Prevention and Wellness Trust (Section 2301, p. 1286) 
52. Clinical Prevention Stakeholders Board (Section 2301, p. 1295) 
53. Community Prevention Stakeholders Board (Section 2301, p. 1301) 
54. Grant program for community prevention and wellness research (Section 2301, p. 1305) 
55. Grant program for research and demonstration projects related to wellness incentives (Section 
2301, p. 1305) 
56. Grant program for community prevention and wellness services (Section 2301, p. 1308) 
57. Grant program for public health infrastructure (Section 2301, p. 1313) 
58. Center for Quality Improvement (Section 2401, p. 1322) 
59. Assistant Secretary for Health Information (Section 2402, p. 1330) 
60. Grant program to support the operation of school-based health clinics (Section 2511, p. 1352) 
61. Grant program for nurse-managed health centers (Section 2512, p. 1361) 
62. Grants for labor-management programs for nursing training (Section 2521, p. 1372) 
63. Grant program for interdisciplinary mental and behavioral health training (Section 2522, p. 
1382) 
64. "No Child Left Unimmunized Against Influenza" demonstration grant program (Section 2524, p. 
1391) 
65. Healthy Teen Initiative grant program regarding teen pregnancy (Section 2526, p. 1398) 
66. Grant program for interdisciplinary training, education, and services for individuals with autism 
(Section 2527(a), p. 1402) 
67. University centers for excellence in developmental disabilities education (Section 2527(b), p. 
1410) 
68. Grant program to implement medication therapy management services (Section 2528, p. 1412) 
69. Grant program to promote positive health behaviors in underserved communities (Section 2530, 
p. 1422) 
70. Grant program for State alternative medical liability laws (Section 2531, p. 1431) 
71. Grant program to develop infant mortality programs (Section 2532, p. 1433) 
72. Grant program to prepare secondary school students for careers in health professions (Section 
2533, p. 1437) 
73. Grant program for community-based collaborative care (Section 2534, p. 1440) 
74. Grant program for community-based overweight and obesity prevention (Section 2535, p. 1457) 
75. Grant program for reducing the student-to-school nurse ratio in primary and secondary schools 
(Section 2536, p. 1462) 
76. Demonstration project of grants to medical-legal partnerships (Section 2537, p. 1464) 
77. Center for Emergency Care under the Assistant Secretary for Preparedness and Response 
(Section 2552, p. 1478) 
78. Council for Emergency Care (Section 2552, p 1479) 
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79. Grant program to support demonstration programs that design and 
implement regionalized emergency care systems (Section 2553, p. 1480) 
80. Grant program to assist veterans who wish to become emergency medical technicians upon 
discharge (Section 2554, p. 1487) 
81. Interagency Pain Research Coordinating Committee (Section 2562, p. 1494) 
82. National Medical Device Registry (Section 2571, p. 1501) 
83. CLASS Independence Fund (Section 2581, p. 1597) 
84. CLASS Independence Fund Board of Trustees (Section 2581, p. 1598) 
85. CLASS Independence Advisory Council (Section 2581, p. 1602) 
86. Health and Human Services Coordinating Committee on Women's Health (Section 2588, p. 
1610) 
87. National Women's Health Information Center (Section 2588, p. 1611) 
88. Centers for Disease Control Office of Women's Health (Section 2588, p. 1614) 
89. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality Office of Women's Health and Gender-Based 
Research (Section 2588, p. 1617) 
90. Health Resources and Services Administration Office of Women's Health (Section 2588, p. 1618) 
91. Food and Drug Administration Office of Women's Health (Section 2588, p. 1621) 
92. Personal Care Attendant Workforce Advisory Panel (Section 2589(a)(2), p. 1624) 
93. Grant program for national health workforce online training (Section 2591, p. 1629) 
94. Grant program to disseminate best practices on implementing health workforce investment 
programs (Section 2591, p. 1632) 
95. Demonstration program for chronic shortages of health professionals (Section 3101, p. 1717) 
96. Demonstration program for substance abuse counselor educational curricula (Section 3101, p. 
1719)49. Grant program for innovations in interdisciplinary care (Section 2252, p. 1272) 
97. Program of Indian community education on mental illness (Section 3101, p. 1722) 
98. Intergovernmental Task Force on Indian environmental and nuclear hazards (Section 3101, p. 
1754) 
99. Office of Indian Men's Health (Section 3101, p. 1765) 
100. Indian Health facilities appropriation advisory board (Section 3101, p. 1774) 
101. Indian Health facilities needs assessment workgroup (Section 3101, p. 1775) 
102. Indian Health Service tribal facilities joint venture demonstration projects (Section 3101, p. 
1809) 
103. Urban youth treatment center demonstration project (Section 3101, p. 1873) 
104. Grants to Urban Indian Organizations for diabetes prevention (Section 3101, p. 1874) 
105. Grants to Urban Indian Organizations for health IT adoption (Section 3101, p. 1877) 
106. Mental health technician training program (Section 3101, p. 1898) 
107. Indian youth telemental health demonstration project (Section 3101, p. 1909) 
108. Program for treatment of child sexual abuse victims and perpetrators (Section 3101, p. 1925) 
109. Program for treatment of domestic violence and sexual abuse (Section 3101, p. 1927) 
110. Native American Health and Wellness Foundation (Section 3103, p. 1966) 
111. Committee for the Establishment of the Native American Health and Wellness Foundation 
(Section 3103, p. 1968)  
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Reader Comments  
Issue 144 - November 25, 2009  

 

Editor: Thanks so much for sending along your piece on “Getting Afghanistan Right.” It is a valuable 
contribution to the important debate taking place in the country. Keep them coming. Best regards. 
Hon. Donald Rumsfeld  

 

Editor: Fine piece on Afghanistan. It sure will be interesting to see if Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's 
memoir talks at length about the frustration of his original plans to leave both Iraq and Afghanistan 
immediately after killing the threatening regimes there -- by both neocons and careerists at 
State/CIA/etc. who wanted to play "nation building" and "spreading democracy". Jameson 
Campaigne, publisher, Ottawa, Illinois 

 

Editor: Precisely correct. This has been my point and will continue to be. “Getting Afghanistan Right” 
is somewhat mistaken on why the Sunnis scrambled for US help beginning in the third quarter of 
2007: The Shia death squads were decimating them and foreclosing their dreams of national 
dominance. Prof. Angelo Codevilla  

 

Editor: “Getting Afghanistan Right” is an excellent analysis of the situation and difficulties ahead in 
Afghanistan. I agree with your conclusion as I stated a few weeks ago in http://tinyurl.com/ykn95tt. 
We should separate the noble aspiration of supporting and contributing to institution/nation building 
in poorly governed nations from military action. The two rarely belong together. The presence of 
foreign troops--even or especially ours--undermines or at the least complicates lasting nation 
building. Best wishes, Warren Coats, international financial consultant, Bethesda MD 

 

Editor: Your editor strikes again in “Getting Afghanistan Right”! I wish there were more people down 
here in Washington and especially among my former colleagues in Congress with the ability to slice 
through the political and partisan assumptions and rhetoric as cleanly as he does. JB  

 

Editor: Regarding “Getting Afghanistan Right,” the only legitimate reason for U.S. troops to be 
engaged in Afghanistan is to prevent it from once again becoming a refuge and staging area for Al 
Qaeda, or in some other way to keep it from becoming a direct threat to the U.S. The Taliban, left to 
its own devices, largely contents itself with oppressing the people of Afghanistan, which is not a 
good thing, but also not something for which American blood and treasure ought to be spent. Our 
pursuit of Al Qaeda is hampered by the same thing that bedeviled us in Vietnam: a national border 
behind which the enemy can retreat more or less unscathed. We can attack them from the air as we 
did in Vietnam, more accurately than was possible in 1970, but so far the result remains the same. 
There are three factors that set this conflict apart from Vietnam. One is that the Taliban, unlike the 
Viet Cong, are not backed by the government of the country in which they have refuge (although 
they have some sympathizers within Pakistani intelligence). Another is that Vietnamese Communism 
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was an alien ideology imposed on the country by Ho Chi Minh and a ruthless 
armed band of followers. The Islamism pursued by the Taliban is simply an extreme form of a 
religion that has very deep roots in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Finally, Vietnam was a country 
with a homogenous population and a common language, whereas Afghanistan and the troublesome 
parts of Pakistan are occupied by a fractious population divided by tribe, language and ethnicity. And 
perhaps one other thing might make this conflict different: Pakistan is a nuclear power, and we 
cannot discount the risk that the Taliban could lead an Islamist coup in Islamabad, thereby forming 
a deadly axis with the soon-to-be nuclear-armed regime in Tehran. I think the author's main point is 
that attempting nation- building in Afghanistan is ill-advised (indeed, all but impossible) and that our 
focus must be placed on the threat posed by Taliban and Al Qaeda forces. If that invisible line 
separating Afghanistan and Pakistan remains inviolable, and the Pakistani army remains ineffective, 
I cannot see a path that leads to victory. What then? Pat Korten  

 

Editor: The latest issue of ConservativeBattleline is superb as always. I loved your Afghanistan piece, 
which accords with my thoughts on the situation. I’m going to blog it today on The American 
Culture, in fact. Sam Karnick 

 

Editor: Regarding “Getting Afghanistan Right” how about statecraft for a change? Let's think like 
Julius Caesar. The US policy should be to draw in the regional powers: India, Iran, China and Russia 
into a fruitless rivalry and maintain a "balance of power" so that our rivals are all dependent on us 
for permissions to operate. The business about accommodating Pashtuns, Tadzhiks, and other 
nationalities is all humbug. America should not give a fig for the local tribes or which ones go off the 
reservation. Our key national key objective should be to employ our military, diplomacy, financial, 
intelligence and cultural assets as a "combined team" and coordinate the creation of a "black hole" 
to draw our opponents into a fruitless, 
wasteful competition while America stands by coolly, with limited troop involvement, and decide 
which of our rivals should battle with which other rivals. The Afghan war as currently configured 
does nothing to advance just American interests (see the 1960 conservative Sharon Statement). Tim 
Hunter 

 

Editor: I thought “Getting Afghanistan Right” was a very thoughtful piece but I am not sure what our 
answer as conservatives can be to this problem you address so well in your writing. The occasions 
that have prompted me to write in this forum were those in which I felt compelled to remind my 
friends that we have sons and daughters committed in battle - Afghanistan and Iran being two 
examples -and we should act accordingly. Your thoughtful writing certainly does that. When asked 
my opinion about my son going back to his old National Guard platoon which had just received a call 
up to go to Iran, my advice to him was - nothing. I could only help my son weight the pros and 
cons. As a former Ranger, his experience would certainly be essential to that unit, true. But...... as I 
told him then, years ago, we are fighting a war which has too many similarities to Vietnam... too 
many advantages to the left and their allies in the news media and the Democratic Party, to profit 
from the deaths of Americans... too much temptation by our own leaders to vacillate and hope they 
can "negotiate" their way out... too much impatience that will develop on the part of the American 
people... an opponent who knows that Ho Chi Minh taught and will use those tactics... an apparently 
very porous border where more weapons and ammo and even non-indigenous forces will keep 
coming at us, endlessly... the list goes on but the worst one of them all, is one that you wrote 
about: there are crooks and thieves running things in so many of the countries - including especially 
Afghanistan - where we want to help the people there resist tyranny and have some type of freedom 
and self determination. So, the only advice I gave my son about whether he should go back in - 
which he did - was this: don't go there because you think you are bringing water to the thirsty, 
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freedom to the enslaved, liberating the women, ending oppression and are going 
to be welcomed by everyone you meet....DO go there, if your purpose is to stand with your brothers 
and in a small way, make a life and death difference to those around you who are simply doing their 
duty as they have been called upon by their commanders, to do. Your article of course, goes to the 
policy side of the matter, and like some of the things I learned about Vietnam, it really is an immoral 
policy which does not have as its goal, the national interests of our country and a way to WIN so 
that at some point we can reduce our commitment. Just facing off and trading punches with a guy 
who cannot ever, ever be knocked out, is not a way to ever win, if you are a democracy, and your 
ally is a country run by folks who are corrupt to the core. I do appreciate what you wrote and, in 
fact, I was very tempted to send it to my son, who is, in the these weeks since his graduation from 
the Q course in Fayetteville, now returned to CA and still considering his future options - to be in the 
reserve and have shorter deployments in the future, or to go full time, all the way, wherein I 
imagine he will be wearing a beard and will be out of the country, in Afghanistan, for at least the 
next 5 to 10 years of his life, most of the time. Thanks for your thoughtful piece. Richard Delgaudio 
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Phony Economic Recovery  
by Donald Devine  
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

“We're on the road to recovery,” President Barack 
Obama told a sympathetic union audience following last 
month’s government report on jobs: “Don't let anybody 
tell you otherwise." A few days later Fed Chairman Ben 
Bernanke went further, insisting the recession was 
“technically” over. Unfortunately, the facts in that same 
report prove otherwise.  

One knows he is in trouble when his own study shows 
the country lost an additional 216,000 jobs and the 
president can only reply that “for the second straight 
month, we lost fewer jobs than the month before ” and 
that the “trajectory is in the right direction.” He 
neglected to note its 9.7 percent unemployment rate 
was the highest in 26 years. Over 7.4 million Americans 
had lost their jobs since the 2007 recession began. Even Bernanke conceded employment will not 
recover soon. Actually, it is worse than that. The average employee now works and gets paid for 
only 33 hours per week and the unemployment rate including those who have been discouraged 
from even looking for work is an incredible 16.8 percent, doubling the unemployment level the 
stimulus was supposed to avoid in the first place and approaching Great Depression era levels of 25 
percent.  

What is the president thinking about? Why, all of the jobs he created with the massive $780 billion 
Treasury stimulus bill. The White House claims one million jobs were “created or saved” so far. Are 
they not already included in the statistics? Well, only $300 billion has been spent. To the president, 
that proves when the bureaucrats get around to spending the additional $480 billion that will 
produce recovery. In total, the president promised 3 million new or “saved” jobs. But even if all of 
the jobs promised from the stimulus were new, that would still mean less than half of the seven 
million who lost jobs would be back at work. More important, these are temporary, government jobs. 
What happens when the funds run out? President Obama responds that he will create new jobs, 
green jobs, using his czars to develop them, as with his announcement at the union rally he was 
upgrading his auto czar to manufacturing czar (filling it with a former union consultant) with a 

mandate to “craft the policies that will create the next 
generation of great manufacturing jobs.”  

It is heartwarming that someone still has faith in government 
expertise to create jobs and indeed to solve all problems. Not 
many people do. A very recent Gallop/USA Today poll found 
“ 57% of adults say the stimulus package is having no 
impact on the economy or making it worse. Even more —
60% — doubt that the stimulus plan will help the economy in 
the years ahead, and only 18% say it has done anything to 
help improve their personal situation.” A study [available 
here] of the economic data by John Cogan, John Taylor and 
Volker Wieland demonstrates the people are correct. Neither 
the Bush 2008 nor the Obama 2009 stimulus increased 
personal consumption or growth.  

Everyone agrees it was bad loans, principally from semi-
public Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac that caused the economic 
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mess in the first place. So Congress responded by shifting mortgages to the 
Federal Housing Administration, to manage them better solely under government supervision. So, 
FHA’s share of mortgages increased from 2.7 percent in 2006 to 22 percent this year. What is the 
result of more government “crafting?” FHA has just informed Congress it will not be able to meet its 
required reserves and may need a bailout, in addition to perhaps $1.5 trillion bad mortgage debt still 
at Fannie and Freddie. No one knows how much more bad mortgage 
debt hides in private hands.  

Well, at least the Securities and Exchange Commission was keeping 
the private sector honest? Well, the largest fraud of all time involved a 
Bernard Madoff, who federal officials estimate stole $65 billion from 
clients by running a straightforward Ponzi fraud that simply deposited 
funds in an account and then paid enough out of it to keep the 
“investors” quiet. It was not rocket science and it took place right 
before the SECs eyes. Madoff himself told the inspector general who 
reviewed the matter afterwards he was “astounded” the government 
regulators could not discover he was not even making trades but was 
hoarding the funds. Did he just slip by? No, the SEC opened five 
inquiries over the past 16 years into his account, missing this 
uncomplicated fact in each. Alerted by a prominent investor in 2003, 
the SEC even opened two probes, in Washington and in New York, and 
both ended with no action. As the IG noted, a simple phone call to 
Madoff’s depository would have shown he was not even trading. The SEC learned of Madoff’s fraud 
only after he confessed.  

The SEC excuse, reported in the Washington Post, was that its agency “doesn’t have the resources 
necessary to oversee the exploding number of financial firms.” It is the classic government defense. 
We failed, so give us more money. But the bureaucrats were informed at least six times by credible 
sources that Madoff was involved in criminal activity, including one that specifically said it probably 
was a Ponzi scheme. The SEC had five different bites at the apple by a half dozen different 
investigative teams to get him and they all failed miserably. Congress is considering giving SEC 
more power and resources. But it was not a matter of resources. The SEC had the authority and the 
people but its bureaucrats would not even make a phone call.  

Bernanke’s Federal Reserve is no more efficient than the Treasury, SEC or FHA. Re-appointing 
Bernanke made him the president’s man. How has he done? After interviewing many economists, 
The Wall Street Journal’s David Wessel concluded the experts believe Bernanke’s actions did help 
avert a worse crisis. But they differed greatly on which of his actions did so. In other words, they did 
not have a clue. Even conceding some improvement in the economy – although even the White 
House report admitted it is very limited - why did the recovery start in France and Germany? Both 
nations actually ignored Federal Reserve pressure to use massive bailouts and liquidity to stimulate 

their economies and they led the way. It was a mere 0.3 
percent gain but unlike the U.S., which threw trillions of 
dollars at the problem, the results were actually positive. 
Whether it lasts is another matter.  

The real problem, as even Bernanke acknowledged in 
another statement, is drawing down the enormous liquidity 
created and supported by Treasury bonds. While exuding 
confidence that the Fed can drain the inflationary swamp, 
few even of the most optimistic are assured since the Fed 
keeps sending signals that it will not increase interest 
rates. Any attempt to restrain credit will endanger the 
fragile recovery so the political pressure not to do is 
enormous. Rather than restraining spending to ease the 
pressure, President Obama has plans for health, energy 
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and education that will vastly expand it. The Fed can handle private central bank 
functions but the economic planning dreams of the central bankers are just that, dreams. No one 
knows how to do this and even if they did, making unpopular but necessary decisions in a 
democratic government would frustrate them.  

What would a free marketer do? The problem is that government has become so involved in the 
economy today it is almost impossible to separate it from the free institutions of society. Even a 
private central bank (i.e. a dominant player but without monopoly support from the government) 
could properly ease or tighten credit, even theoretically up to what the Fed actually did. The Bank of 
England was once basically of this nature. Yet, a private bank would almost certainly have not gone 
near as far as the Fed since it would have been extremely risky. Even the Fed sought the security of 
backing from government bonds. The almost trillion dollar “stimulus,” the later bailouts, coercing the 
banks that did not want to participate and the explicit guarantee of “too big to fail” were clearly not 
private functions, however, and there is no evidence these helped at all, especially for the long term. 
The public certainly does not think so.  

All this, of course, is purely theoretical since the Fed does exist with a government monopoly and 
backing. Given today’s mess someone must act as a private central bank would in a crisis and the 
Fed is the only alternative. Some credit intervention can be justified but the fact the Fed has a 
monopoly and unhindered access to the Treasury forces reckless expansion of credit topped by 
extraordinary spending that significantly inhibits growth as Europe and Japan have learned, or leads 
to massive inflation, or to both, i.e. stagflation, as the U.S. demonstrated under Jimmy Carter. Rep. 
Ron Paul is on the right track here, remove the Fed monopoly, cut liquidity and spending, and slowly 
separate the bank from the government functions.  

Unfortunately, there are consequences for improvident actions and 
the U.S. will pay one way or another. Everything President Obama 
has proposed would only make things worse. At 21 months duration, 
his recession is already the longest since World War II. It will be 
extremely difficult to escape unharmed as even Bernanke conceded. 
But it goes deeper. As lawyer Harvey Silverglate argues in Three 
Felonies a Day, existing regulations are so numerous, obscure and 
conflicting, it is impossible for a businessman to act without violating 
a law or regulatory dictate. With everyone afraid to act, the economy 
has become chaos.  

Almost no one has noted that the “ownership society” once so giddily 
proclaimed as the future guarantee of majority support for capitalism 
is gone. The Investment Company Institute has announced that its 
latest survey finds that the share of U.S. households that own stocks 
has fallen from 53 percent in 2000 to 45 percent in 2008. Although 
the public remains skeptical, if Mr. Obama continues along his present 
course, his fettering of the market may become so excessive people 
may in fact turn to socialism as the only remaining choice. Or perhaps 
they will wake up before it is too late. 

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Price Inflation Up 6.4% 
by Brian Wesbury and Robert Stein 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

After taking a month off in July, consumer prices were up 0.4% in August 
(0.447% unrounded). The gain in prices was primarily due to energy. In 
particular, gas prices increased 9.1%. Consumer prices are down 1.5% 
versus last year but this number is misleading. Commodity prices dropped 
rapidly late last year as the economy fell off a cliff and into a panic. So far 
this year, consumer prices are up at a 2.7% annual rate.  

In the past three months prices are up at a 4.9% rate. “Out-of-pocket” 
inflation has been even higher than these figures suggest. About 24% of the 
CPI consists of “owners’ equivalent rent,” which is the government’s 
estimate of what homeowners would get for their homes if they rented them 
out. This estimate of rent has been very subdued lately. But remember, no homeowner actually pays 
this money to anyone. Excluding imputed rent, the CPI is up at a 3.1% annual rate so far this year 
and a 6.4% rate in the past three months.  

Month-to-month data can be volatile, so not every month will show accelerating inflation, but with 
the Federal Reserve still implementing the loosest monetary policy in peacetime US history, we 
believe the underlying trend will remain upward. In the past year, real (inflation-adjusted) average 
hourly earnings are up 4.5%. If inflation is not arrested soon, it will increasingly rob workers of their 
wage gains, converting nominal wage increases into flat or negative movements in real wages. 

Whether inflation moves higher after that is an open question. And the answer depends on how 
quickly the Fed unwinds its unprecedented liquidity injections. 

Some of this exit strategy is relatively simple – with the Fed letting its exotic lending facilities wind 
down. But sooner or later, the Fed will need to use traditional tools – withdrawing money from the 
system (or slowing its growth sharply), and allowing interest rates to rise. 

Right now, despite much stronger economic data, the Fed is intent on keeping rates where they are 
for an “extended period.” The Fed has no desire to raise rates this year as it fights what it believes 
could be Great Depression II. We think this is a mistake. The economy is bouncing back rapidly in a 
V-shaped pattern. And the sooner the Fed lifts rates, the less inflation (and more economic stability) 
the US will have down the road. 

We project that in the second half of this year, nominal GDP will grow at about a 6% annual rate, 
with four points from real GDP growth and two from inflation. (The GDP deflator should grow more 
slowly than CPI inflation as import prices increase faster than export prices.) In 2010, because of 
past monetary ease, nominal GDP will be growing even faster. In this environment, the federal funds 
rate should be significantly higher than it is today – a 5% rate would not be too tight. 

While this probably took the breath away from some readers, it is important to remember that 
higher rates do not, by themselves, have to mean a quick end to the economic recovery. The federal 
funds rate was 8.5% in late 1982 as the US started emerging from the brutal recession of 1981-82. 
Eighteen months later the federal funds rate was 11.5% and yet the economic recovery powered on 
even as many banks and S&L’s failed due to the bursting of the 1970s inflation bubble. 

Granted, the Reagan tax cuts and de-regulation helped the economy grow without artificial 
monetary stimulus in the 1980s. And it is also true that fiscal policies these days are not designed to 
boost growth. But loose money is never a good long-term stimulant. In fact, the longer it takes the 
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Fed to move toward the exits, the more damage will be done and the harder it 
will become to exit at all. 

Brian S. Wesbury is Chief Economist and Robert Stein, CFA is Senior Economist at First Trust 
Advisors 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Bush's "Conservatism"  
by Byron York  
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

How many times during the last eight years did you hear that 
George W. Bush was a dangerous right-wing extremist? Probably 
too many to count.  

What you heard less often were expressions of the deep 
reservations some conservatives felt about Bush's governing 
philosophy.  

Conservatives greatly admired Bush for his steadfastness in the War 
on Terror -- to use that outlawed phrase -- and they were delighted 
by his choices of John Roberts and Samuel Alito for the Supreme 
Court. But when it came to a fundamental conservative principle like 
fiscal discipline, many conservatives felt the president just wasn't with them.  

You saw that throughout the 2008 Republican presidential primaries, when GOP candidates, while 
not mentioning Bush specifically, got big applause from conservative Republican audiences by 
pledging to return fiscal responsibility to the White House.  

Those cheering conservatives will find a revealing moment in a new book, scheduled for release next 
week, by former White House speechwriter Matt Latimer.  

Latimer is a veteran of conservative politics. An admirer of Republican Sen. Jon Kyl, for whom he 
worked for several years, Latimer also worked in the Rumsfeld Pentagon before joining the Bush 
White House in 2007.  

The revealing moment, described in "Speechless: Tales of a White House Survivor," occurred in the 
Oval Office in early 2008.  

Bush was preparing to give a speech to the annual meeting of the Conservative Political Action 
Conference, or CPAC. The conference is the event of the year for conservative activists; Republican 
politicians are required to appear and offer their praise of the conservative movement.  

Latimer got the assignment to write Bush's speech. Draft in hand, he and a few other writers met 
with the president in the Oval Office. Bush was decidedly unenthusiastic.  

"What is this movement you keep talking about in the speech?" the president asked Latimer.  

Latimer explained that he meant the conservative movement -- the movement that gave rise to 
groups like CPAC.  

Bush seemed perplexed. Latimer elaborated a bit more. Then Bush leaned forward, with a point to 
make.  

"Let me tell you something," the president said. "I whupped Gary Bauer's ass in 2000. So take out 
all this movement stuff. There is no movement."  

Bush seemed to equate the conservative movement -- the astonishing growth of conservative 
political strength that took place in the decades after Barry Goldwater's disastrous defeat in 1964 -- 
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with the fortunes of Bauer, the evangelical Christian activist and former head of 
the Family Research Council whose 2000 presidential campaign went nowhere.  

Now it was Latimer who looked perplexed. Bush tried to explain.  

"Look, I know this probably sounds arrogant to say," the president said, "but I redefined the 
Republican Party."  

The Oval Office is no place for a low-ranking White House staffer to get into an argument with the 
president of the United States about the state of the Republican Party -- or about any other subject, 
for that matter. Latimer made the changes the president wanted. When Bush appeared at CPAC, he 
made no mention of the conservative movement. In fact, he said the word "conservative" only once, 
in the last paragraph.  

Bush veterans are going to take issue with some of Latimer's criticisms in "Speechless." As an 
observer of it all, I certainly don't agree with his characterizations of some Bush administration 
officials. But looking back at the Bush years, the scene in the Oval Office adds context to the debate 
that is going on inside conservative circles today.  

Right after the Republican Party's across-the-board defeat last November, there was a wave of 
what-went-wrong self-analysis. Republicans were divided between those who believed the party had 
lost touch with conservative principles and those who believed it had failed to adapt to changed 
political and demographic circumstances.  

Bush's words in the Oval Office speak directly to that first group. You can argue whether Bush was a 
fiscal conservative at any time in his political career, but he certainly wasn't in the White House. And 
some real fiscal conservatives, with their guy in charge, held their tongues.  

Now, with unified Democratic control of the presidency and both houses of Congress, we're seeing 
spending that makes Bush's record look downright thrifty. Republicans have again found their voice 
on fiscal discipline. And some of them wish they had been more outspoken when a president of their 
own party was in the White House.  

Byron York is chief political correspondent at The Washington Examiner, where this first appeared. 
His column appears on Tuesday and Friday, and his stories and blog posts appears on 
www.ExaminerPolitics.com 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Eszterhas Miracle 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

I was stunned to read that a new movie is being planned about Our Lady of 
Guadalupe, so-named for an appearance of the Virgin Mary near Mexico City 
in 1531 that’s credited with converting nine million indigenous Mexicans to 
Christianity. The film, still untitled, will be produced by Mpower Pictures, the 
company that was launched with the pro-life movie "Bella" in 2006 and 
founded by "The Passion of the Christ" producer Steve McEveety. 
 
That a movie would be made about Our Lady of Guadalupe is amazing, but 
that wasn’t half the surprise. The movie is being written by Joe Eszterhas. 
Yes, the same Joe Eszterhas responsible for screenwriting filthy movies like 
"Basic Instinct" and most infamously, "Showgirls," a movie so pornographic 
even the late Jack Valenti condemned it.  
 
What I didn’t know until now is the story of the conversion of Joe Eszterhas in 2001, powerfully 
captured in his 2008 memoir entitled "Crossbearer: A Memoir of Faith."  
 
With serious habits of smoking (since age 12) and drinking (since age 14) plaguing him after a 
diagnosis of throat cancer in 2001, Eszterhas felt impending doom. Last year he recounted in the 
Washington Post’s "On Faith" site about collapsing on the side of a street. "I cried and begged God 
to help me," he wrote, ". . . and He did. I hadn't prayed since I was a boy. I had made fun of God 
and those who loved God in my writings. And now, through my sobs, I heard myself asking God to 
help me . . . and from the moment I asked, He did." 
 
He reported his throat doctor told him seven years after the surgery that I am "cured.....That my 
throat tissue has regenerated so remarkably that even a doctor examining my throat wouldn't be 
able to tell that there was ever cancer there." The doctor, who had removed about eighty percent of 
the writer’s larynx, called this "a miracle."  
 
Eszterhas asked: "Why did God save the life of a man who had trashed, lampooned, and 
marginalized Him most of his life? Why did He take the time and the trouble to save me?" It sure 
wasn’t on account of his professional body of work. Quite the opposite. "His love is so strong that it 
was even able to open my rusty old closed heart."  
 
What an amazing transformation this is. It could be a movie all its own. Eszterhas now attends Mass 
weekly near his home in the suburbs of Cleveland, where he had moved with his wife and four 
children to give them a life away from the snares and temptations of Hollywood.  
 
Oh, he’s retained some of his rebellious nature: he enjoys carrying the cross down the aisle at his 
church, but he does it wearing blue jeans and Rolling Stones T-shirts. Like most, he was thoroughly 
disgusted by the clerical sex abuse scandal in the Catholic church earlier in the decade, but it doesn’t 
diminish his allegiance to his Catholic faith.  
 
"The Eucharist and the presence of the body and blood of Christ is, in my mind, an overwhelming 
experience for me. I find that Communion for me is empowering. It's almost a feeling of a kind of 
high."  
 
The same enthusiasm applies to his new Guadalupe project, which he calls a "labor of love," because 
he’s been "hoping for some time to write a film that is both entertaining and inspiring." 
 
Now that he’s outside the Hollywood system, he can see how it looks from the churchgoer’s 
perspective. He told the Toledo Blade "I find it mind boggling that with nearly 70 percent of 
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Americans describing themselves as Christians, and witnessing the success of 
‘The Passion of The Christ’ and ‘The Chronicles of Narnia,’ that Hollywood still doesn't do the kinds of 
faith-based and family-value entertainment that people are desperate to see." (I chuckle. That’s 
what we’ve been saying for years, Joe.) 
 
But his is not the only religious movie in the works. Director Roland Joffé, acclaimed years ago for 
"The Killing Fields" and "The Mission," is shooting a movie in Argentina focused on the founder of 
Opus Dei, the Catholic lay organization so thoroughly smeared by "The Da Vinci Code." The movie, 
"There Be Dragons," tells the story of St. Josemaria Escriva, the order’s founder.  
 
In an interview, Joffe called himself a "wobbly agnostic," but explained "I was very interested in the 
idea of embarking on a piece of work that took religion seriously on its own terms and didn’t play a 
game where one approached religion denying its validity." 
 
Joe Eszterhas’ cure may have been miraculous. If so, it appears it isn’t the only miracle taking place 
in Hollywood these days. 

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Music Getting Better? 
by S.T. Karnick 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

The stranglehold of "rockist" critics on evaluation of popular music is loosening. 
That's a good thing, even if what's replacing it is by no means perfect. 

It's difficult to ascertain just how much influence critics really have, and in the field 
of popular music it's just as hard to discern as anywhere else. 

One thing is certain, however, and that is that critics do influence people's 
perceptions of what is going on in the culture and help them find cultural works 
they might not otherwise hear about. That enables them to influence producers and 
distributors of cultural works, who can hope that critical plaudits will help sales.  

Thus it's important when various critical schools rise and fall. The rise of the New Criticism in 
literature had good effects but also helped legitimate the rise of dreary, academic, navel-gazing 
fiction during the 1960s. 

Hence it's good that the field of popular music criticism is beginning to splinter, as the stranglehold 
of Rolling Stone magazine attitudes, known today as "rockism," is being increasingly questioned. 

A recent article in Slate outlines some recent events in this realm, noting the rise of a "popist" or 
"poptimist" aesthetic as an alternative to rockism. The key to the popist approach is simply to 
discard the constricted, rockist ideal of what popular music should be, the Slate writer notes: 

It's part of a new generation's reaction to the conventional wisdom, forged by first-wave critics in 
the 1960s and '70s, that enduring pop music art is a thing made by singer-songwriters using 
traditional rock instruments on long-playing albums, and that pop hits reside on a lower aesthetic 
plane, a source of fleeting, and often shameful, enjoyment. There is a name for this new critical 
paradigm, "popism"—or, more evocatively (and goofily), "poptimism"—and it sets the old 
assumptions on their ear: Pop (and, especially, hip-hop) producers are as important as rock auteurs, 
Beyoncé is as worthy of serious consideration as Bruce Springsteen, and ascribing shame to pop 
pleasure is itself a shameful act.  

Although there is a risk that poptimism will become an orthodoxy itself, the opening up of popular 
music criticism to alternative points of view and greater appreciation for a more diverse variety of 
musical forms is a good thing: 

Lest anyone think I'm getting set to make a straw-man argument about poptimists: I more or less 
am one. The poptimist critique of rockism squares with my sense of musical history and resonates 
with my taste. I love hip-hop and commercial R&B and Nashville country and teen pop, and have 
spent much of my professional life listening to and writing about pre-rock Tin Pan Alley pop, a genre 
that rockists insult by ignoring completely. I'm not so crazy about most indie rock, never cared much 
for Neil Young, and will listen to the new Pearl Jam album only out of a sense of professional 
obligation. I think Britney Spears' "Toxic" is one of the greatest songs of the new century, that the 
Backstreet Boys' "I Want It That Way" was one of the great ones of the last, and that R. Kelly's 
"Ignition (Remix)" is as transcendent as any Holland-Dozier-Holland Motown classic I've ever 
heard—and what's more, most other critics I know agree. 

The Slate writer sees this change as a generational thing and an honest acknowledgment of changes 
in popular music: 
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This turn of events isn't all that surprising. Inevitably, each generation of critics 
will swoop in to adjust the excesses of the previous, and besides, current pop is dominated by 
sonically adventurous hip-hop and dance music while rock's commercial power and cultural influence 
is on the wane. I also suspect that many of my colleagues, like me, have embraced the anti-rockist 
critique with particular fervor as a kind of penance, atoning for past rockist misdeeds—for the party 
line we'd swallowed whole in our formative years and maybe even parroted under our bylines.  

Poptimism, in other words, is a pure product of the zeitgeist, and as such, it's probably wise to keep 
an eye out for its perils, lest what began as a necessary corrective devolve into, as Sanneh wrote of 
rockism, a caricature used as a bludgeon against other music.  

There's a good deal of truth to his claims here, but there was plenty of good music being 
undervalued by rockist critics during the three decades before the rise of poptimism, yet the critics 
who rose to the fore in prominent publications during that time nonetheless adhered strongly to the 
rockist aesthetic. 

That means something else must have changed in bringing an alternative set of values to the fore. I 
suspect that the rise of the internet has contributed greatly to the process of allowing new voices to 
be heard, as the hold of a few influential music magazines (most notably, Rolling Stone) and 
newspapers has declined under pressure of a plethora of new sources of information about music 
created by the Web. 

My disagreement with rockism is that it creates a stagnant pool of criticism that rests on a perverse 
self-contradiction: in over-praising music that reflects a self-proclaimed individualism (which they 
think of as originality) and a pretense of greater authenticity than alternative forms but is actually 
relatively simple and lyric-oriented, rockist criticism actually ends up pushing conformity, careerism, 
and a lack of sophistication and musical intelligence while advocating a too-limited idea of what 
constitutes real innovation The failure to see the value of metal, pop, progressive rock, hiphop 
(other than rap), country, electronica, etc., is not a liberal or liberating position, as rockists fancy 
themselves to be holding. 

On the contrary, it is a stifling, willfully ignorant attitude that ultimately disserves both 
culturemakers and consumers. It's long past time for criticism of popular music to expand its 
horizons and its awareness of the great potential variety of musical forms. To the extent that 
poptimism moves that process forward, it is a good thing indeed. 

S. T. Karnick is editor of the American Culture website, http://culture.stkarnick.com, where this first 
appeared 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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More Julia, Less Julie 
by Jim Lakely 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

I'm not normally a fan of Nora Ephron movies (I am a man, after all) 
but Julie & Julia is worth seeing with the love of your life if only to 
watch Meryl Streep's charming and captivating Julia Child impression. 

But even in this cute little movie, Ephron can't help but take political 
shots at nonliberals—one of which was perhaps the most jarring I can 
ever remember watching. 

When my wife and I saw Julie & Julia we thought it was a nice film, 
but one that is hard to characterize. It's not quite a romantic 
comedy—though there are funny moments and the depiction of the 
genuine, lifelong romance between Julia Child and her husband is the 
sweetest expression of loving, marital devotion on film since the 
opening scenes of Up. 

It's not quite a biopic, either, though it recounts the life Julia Child led starting from her move to 
Paris after World War II to her finally getting her iconic cooking book published, as well as the much-
less-interesting life of the Julie Powell (played delightfully by Amy Adams, who has now taken for 
good the "Meg Ryan" mantle Hollywood's been trying in vain to pass off for more than a decade). 

In fact, in the dueling plots of the film, one is most struck by how substantive, intelligent, generous, 
determined and talented Julia Child is compared to the shallow, jealous, defeatist, pseudo-
intellectual Julie Powell. 

It's not entirely Julie's fault. She is the product of a much more narcissistic age, and she gets points 
for embarking on an ambitious project—trying to cook every recipe in Child's Mastering the Art of 
French Cooking in one year and blogging about it every day. And Julie does it because she has 
genuine admiration for Julia Child. 

But as you watch the film, you really wish there were lots more Julia and a lot less Julie. Meryl 
Streep is probably a good bet for another Oscar nomination. Critics may complain that Streep is 
merely doing an impression of Child, but that's to sell the performance short. Yes, Streep has Child's 
unique voice spot on, and has captured Child's mannerisms, as well. But Streep transcends merely 
aping Child and plays her with nuance, emotion and sophistication. Streep as Julia Child is one of the 
more entertaining and interesting performances I've seen this year. 

But now we get to the point of this post—the jarring and totally unnecessary injection of leftist 
politics that nearly ruined the movie for me and likely countless others who are not partisan liberal 
Democrats.  

There is a subplot in the Julia Child half of the film in which her diplomat husband is worried that 
they'll be transferred out of their beloved Paris because of McCarthyism. Paul and Julia, you see, 
once traveled to China (Julia was posted there working as a file clerk for the OSS). And the evil 
McCarthy is stirring up trouble back in Washington—trying to destroy the lives of good people who 
have given their lives to "government service." 

Ephron, a committed liberal, returns to this theme several times—all the while leaving out the 
important fact that despite the excesses of McCarthy, there actually were communists and Soviet 
agents who had infiltrated high levels of the U.S. government. 
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Paul is called back to Washington and subject to three days of questioning. He's 
exonerated of any communist sympathies, but Paul and Julia are eventually transferred out of Paris. 
Ephron leaves the audience with the impression he's transferred because he came under suspicion 
by McCarthy, even if that is not necessarily the case. 

Now, I have not read Julia Child's memoir, My Life in France, but she does write about the McCarthy 
hearings and how it affected their life, and it is reasonable to bring it up in the movie. However, by 
the fifth time Ephron brings it up, it starts to have less of a feel of historical accuracy and more of 
gratuitous reflection of one of Hollywood's most popular pastimes: exhuming McCarthy to burn him 
in effigy. OK. We get it. 

And was it really necessary to have to have a scene in which Child argues with her Republican father 
in Pasadena and Dear Old (and mean) Dad defends McCarthy with a scowl and very nearly some 
spittle? C'mon. It comes off as ludicrously forced. 

But that's not even the worst of it. Julie Powell works in a cubicle answering phone calls from the 
development corporation that owned the World Trade Center—in 2002. She gets numerous calls 
from family members of people killed in the 911 attacks, as well as people complaining about the 
plans to build something on the hallowed ground. She calls in sick to work one day, obviously 
feigning illness, and her boss calls her into his office the next day to chew her out. At the end, the 
boss says, "A lot of people want your job. If I was a Republican, I'd fire you!" Seriously. 

That comes from so far out of left field (pun intended) that it rises to the level of unintentional liberal 
Hollywood self-parody. In fact, it is among the most glaring examples of liberal Hollywood 
fantasyland thinking I've ever seen in a film. It's so out of place. Powell's boss might as well have 
said, "If I was an alien from planet Loon, I'd lick your elbow!" 

Let's remember the context here. Republican New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani was still revered as 
probably the greatest hero in the history of that great city. Republican president George W. Bush 
was still riding high in the public opinion polls (even if this screed was delivered in 2003). 
Republicans were still in control of Congress, and also enjoying similar popularity in the United 
States. Yet Ephron ignores all this and instead fantasizes that in 2002-2003, ordinary folks were 
using the word "Republican" as a stand-in for "heartless monster." 

The line landed with a thud — like a Cornish game hen slipping off the counter and onto the kitchen 
floor. Only blind and enduring disgust, if not hatred, for those who differ from one's political views 
can explain such a jarring, tin-eared line of dialogue. 

My wife is still in the process of reading Powell's book, upon which the film is partly based, and she 
informs me that the author peppers the book with gratuitous shots at Republicans (not just 
politicians, but ordinary people who don't vote "D" every time) that are similarly out of place. Hence 
one might surmise that Ephron was trying to reflect the tone of the source material with all this 
political badgering. 

But that's no excuse for bad writing, The movie would have been more enjoyable, and less insulting 
to half of its audience, if Ephron left it out. 

Jim Lakely blogs at the American Culture website, http://culture.stkarnick.com, where this first 
appeared. 
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Public: Change Equals Worse Health 
by John Goodman 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

My faith in democracy is being restored. Take a look at the chart below…..then look again…..and 
again. 

 

Q:  If the health care system is changed, do you think ….. will get better, worse, or remain 
the same? 

These are some of the most remarkable polling results I've ever seen. If they don't knock your socks 
off, you just don't understand the situation. 

Note first that these opinions are not directed at the Kennedy/Dodd bill or the Waxman bill or at a 
likely Baucus/Grassley bill. They are opinions about health reform as such, or about any reform bill 
that is likely to pass and be generically referred to as "Obama Care." 

Note second that (a) these are the same people who gave Barack Obama a landslide election victory 
last November, that (b) Obama's signature domestic policy issue was health care and that (c) 
Obama claimed we needed reform for the express purpose of solving the problems of cost, quality 
and access. 

Note third that the opinions reflected in the poll have not been vocalized anywhere on Capitol Hill or 
anywhere in the mainstream media. Sure, there have been Republican critics of Democratic 
proposals, and the mainstream media has questioned whether the bills will accomplish all that the 
sponsors are hoping for. But virtually no politician or news reporter or editorial writer or network 
talking head has gone so far as to say: not only are these plans not going to work, they are going to 
make every one of our health care problems worse than they would have been. [Okay, the Wall 
Street Journal editorial page comes close to being the exception.] 
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Note finally that the opinions held by the general public are almost certainly 
correct. As we have explained at this blog on many occasions for well over a year now, the 
fundamental structure of Obama Care is deeply flawed. So much so, that almost any version of it will 
likely make our health care problems worse — not better. 

Here is a parting question for you to ponder: Why are the people so much more perceptive than the 
pundits who try to tell them what to think? 

John Goodman is president of the National Center for Policy Analysis.  
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Cap-Trade $1,761 a Family 
by Declan McCullagh 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

The Obama Administration has privately concluded that a cap and trade 
law would cost American taxpayers up to $200 billion a year, the 
equivalent of hiking personal income taxes by about 15 percent.  
 
A previously unreleased analysis prepared by the U.S. Department of 
Treasury says the total in new taxes would be between $100 billion to 
$200 billion a year. At the upper end of the administration's estimate, 
the cost per American household would be an extra $1,761 a year.  
 
A second memorandum, which was prepared for Obama's transition 
team after the November election, says this about climate change 
policies: "Economic costs will likely be on the order of 1 percent of GDP, 
making them equal in scale to all existing environmental regulation."  
 
The documents (PDF) were obtained under the Freedom of Information 
Act by the free-market Competitive Enterprise Institute and released on 
Tuesday.  
 
These disclosures will probably not aid the political prospects of the Democrats' cap and trade bill. 
The House of Representatives approved it by a remarkably narrow margin in June -- the bill would 
have failed if only six House members had switched their votes to "no" -- and it faces significant 
opposition in the Senate.  
 
One reason the bill faces an uncertain future is concern about its cost. House Republican Leader 
John Boehner has estimated the additional tax bill would be at $366 billion a year, or $3,100 a year 
per family. Democrats have pointed to estimates from MIT's John Reilly, who put the cost at $800 a 
year per family, and noted that tax credits to low income households could offset part of the bite. 
The Heritage Foundation says that, by 2035, "the typical family of four will see its direct energy 
costs rise by over $1,500 per year."  
 
One difference is that while Heritage's numbers are talking about 26 years in the future, the 
Treasury Department's figures don't have a time limit.  
 
"Heritage is saying publicly what the administration is saying to itself privately," says Christopher 
Horner, a senior fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute who filed the FOIA request. "It's nice 
to see they're not spinning each other behind closed doors."  
 
"They're not telling you the cost -- they're not telling you the benefit," says Horner, who wrote the 
Politically Incorrect Guide to Global Warming. "If they don't tell you the cost, and they don't tell you 
the benefit, what are they telling you? They're just talking about global salvation."  
 
The FOIA'd document written by Judson Jaffe, who joined the Treasury Department's Office of 
Environment and Energy in January 2009, says: "Given the administration's proposal to auction all 
emission allowances, a cap-and-trade program could generate federal receipts on the order of $100 
to $200 billion annually." (Obviously, any final cap-and-trade system may be different from what 
Obama had proposed, and could yield higher or lower taxes.)  
 
Because personal income tax revenues bring in around $1.37 trillion a year, a $200 billion additional 
tax would be the equivalent of a 15 percent increase a year. A $100 billion additional tax would 
represent a 7 or 8 percent increase a year.  
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One odd point: The document written by Jaffee includes this line: "It will raise 
energy prices and impose annual costs on the order of XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX." 
The Treasury Department redacted the rest of the sentence with a thick black line.  
 
The Freedom of Information Act, of course, contains no this-might-embarrass-the-president 
exemption. You'd hope the presidential administration that boasts of being the "most open and 
transparent in history" would be more forthcoming than this.  

Declan McCullagh is a correspondent for CBSNews.com and blogs at “Taking Liberties,” where this 
first appeared. 
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Illegal EPA Green Rule 
by Marlo Lewis 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

The Environmental Protection Agency has sent a proposed rule to the 
White House that would allow regulation of greenhouse gas emissions, but 
restrict the scope to only very large industrial sources. This proposal, 
issued under the Clean Air Act, violates the language of the statute and 
effectively amounts to the EPA usurping the role of Congress. 

EPA is simply proposing an illegal rule. They are presuming – on their own 
authority – to amend the Clean Air Act. It turns out that the Competitive 
Enterprise Institute was correct all along – that EPA cannot regulate 
carbon dioxide without grave risks to the U.S. economy unless it plays 
lawmaker and amends the Clean Air Act, which is a clear violation of the 
separation of powers. 

EPA’s potentially vast role in regulating carbon dioxide stems from the 
U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in the case of Massachusetts v. EPA, which held that the Clean Air Act 
does allow the agency to regulate carbon dioxide emissions, but did not – contrary to widespread 
misreporting at the time – require EPA to do so. 

This move by EPA confirms CEI’s argument that Massachusetts v. EPA was incorrectly decided. Of 
course, the larger constitutional crisis spawned by the Supreme Court’s decision is that we could get 
an energy suppression regime far more costly and intrusive than either the Kyoto Protocol or 
Waxman-Markey without the people's elected representatives ever voting on it. 

Marlo Lewis is a Senior Fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. Lewis’ more detailed 
comments on the EPA’s endangerment proposal regarding carbon dioxide may be found here. CEI is 
a non-profit, non-partisan public interest group that studies the intersection of regulation, risk, and 
markets. 
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Kabul Today 
by Warren Coats 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

Guns and traffic are the two most conspicuous features 
of Kabul, along with the utter poverty and collapsed 
structures everywhere. I just came back from a little 
walk up and down my street and a few side streets. 
They are all enclosed at either end with barricades and 
armed guards. My street, on which sits the IMF 
guesthouse, has six barricades spaced out from one 
end to the other, two with zig zig concrete approaches, 
a dozen armed pillboxes and about 50 or 60 armed 
guards.  

Behind the sand bags and high concrete walls are 
houses like mine, the Canadian Embassy, the British 
Embassy, the World Bank and a few others. You can’t 
see any of them from the street. The side streets are even more cluttered with barriers. The guards 
find my strolls amusing, I think, as they wave me on through their respective checkpoints with a 
smile. The weather out today is wonderful. The nearby Himalayan Mountains—the other most 
conspicuous feature of Kabul—were shining beautifully in the sun. 

Guns—AK 47s mainly—are everywhere, inside the central bank and out. You just get used to it. 
Driving between the IMF guesthouse and the central bank we always pass a number of pickup trucks 
with three or four guys in the back with machine guns. Some are police. Some are dressed in black 
with black masks covering their entire faces (not just their mouths cowboy style). It can be kind of 
spooky. The masked ones are not as usual. 

As usual, there are several Canadians staying in our guesthouse. These guys are preparing for a 
major irrigation/farming project near Kandahar that involves repairing a dam and levies, introducing 
more efficient irrigation techniques and equipment, training maintenance people, working with 
farmers to introduce new crops (poppies don’t need much water so this opens up broader options), 
adjustments in processing plants, establishing markets for the new crops and transportation to get 
them there, and political negotiations with the surrounding village chiefs to obtain their buy in and 
cooperation (some of the land along the waterway is owned by Taliban).  

My Canadian friends commented how shockingly large a share of the project’s costs went for 
security (one of their cars had already been hit by gun fire). I replied that five years from now a 
congressional (Parliamentary) inquiry would notice and refer to the large and wasteful payments to 
securities contractors who made big profits (if they survived). Did someone think we could have a 
war cheaply? A private American security company has gotten into trouble here recently. I hope this 
does not give outsourcing a bad name because it is generally a very good and efficient thing to do. 

Traffic has gone from bad to worse. The economy is growing rapidly (around 10 percent per year for 
the last seven years) and people keep buying more cars. But as security has deteriorated, more and 
more roads are closed to regular traffic or more checkpoints erected, so more cars are trying to 
travel fewer roads. Those still moving their commerce by donkey cart and wheel borrow have an 
advantage. The IMF has three heavy armored cars with three very skilled drivers. In my seven and a 
half years of coming here never once have they hit or even grazed anything (or anyone). Thus I 
guess I can still believe in miracles. 

Warren Coats is an international financial consultant. 
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Burqa Crime 
by Daniel Pipes 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

What's new on the niqab and burqa front? 

To remind, both garments are designed for the modesty of Muslim females; the 
niqab covers all but the eyes and the burqa covers the entire face. In "Ban the 
Burqa – and the Niqab Too ," two years ago, I documented how these two items 
pose criminal and terrorist dangers. 

Is that still the case? 

Criminality: Jordan offers a glimpse into the potential for niqabs and burqas as 
illegal accessories: one news report indicates that 50 people committed 170 
crimes using Islamic garments during the past two years, or roughly one 
incident every four days, a crime wave that has prompted some Jordanians to call for restricting or 
even banning these Islamic head coverings. 

No other country reports nearly so many head-garment-related crimes, but Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania boasts multiple robberies (3 banks and 1 real estate leasing office) in a sixteen-month 
period in 2007-08, including the murder of a police officer. 

The United Kingdom has the West's second-worst record. Jewelry stores – some owned by Muslims – 
have been targeted in the West Midlands, Glasgow, and Oxfordshire. Two travel agencies were 
attacked in the adjoining towns of Dunstable and Luton while an armored truck driver was assaulted 
in Birmingham. Robbery is not the only motive; teenagers in London, used niqab-style face 
coverings when stabbing a younger boy. 

Other criminal incidents in the West include east European pickpockets wearing Islamic headgear in 
Rotterdam and a burgundy burqa'ed armed robbery at the People's Bank in Hiddenite, North 
Carolina (population: 6,000). The man who abducted Elizabeth Smart, 14, of Salt Lake City, forced 
her to wear a niqab-like garment that hid her in plain sight for nine months. 

In response, banks, credit unions, jewelry stores, and schools are limiting access to persons of 
cover. For example, the Carolina Federal Credit Union of Cherryville, North Carolina, not far from 
Hiddenite, steers anyone wearing hats, sunglasses, or hoods to an isolated teller where special 
security measures obtain. 

Terrorism: Taliban reliance on burqa'ed terrorism, often of the suicide variety, makes Afghanistan 
the current world epicenter of this tactic. On two occasions, authorities foiled would-be suicide 
bombers before they could act – one a Russian male convert to Islam with 500 kilograms of 
explosives in an automobile in Paktia Province, the other an Afghan woman hiding a bomb in 
Jalalabad. 

Usually, though, violent intentions are hidden by the burqa, becoming apparent only after an attack 
begins: 

• A Taliban commander, Haji Yakub, was killed in burqa as he tried to escape a house in Ghazni 
Province while attacking U.S. forces.  

• A Taliban operative, Mullah Khalid, attacked a police patrol in a crowded market in Farah 
Province. killing at least 12 people (7 police, 5 civilians).  

• A suicide bomber in Helmand Province killed a Pashtu-speaking British soldier before being 
shot in the forehead.  
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• About fifteen suicide bombers in burqas armed with suicide vests, 
Kalashnikovs, and grenade-launchers drove to government buildings in Paktia Province and 
killed 12 persons.  

Iraq suffered three such incidents (a male insurgent disguised as a pregnant woman, an attempted 
assassination of a governor, and two suicide bombers killing 22 Shi'i pilgrims) while Pakistan 
suffered two (one, operating from a rickshaw, killed 15 people). The attack on Mumbai that left 
nearly 200 dead included a mysterious burqa'ed woman. Elsewhere, incidents involved an attack on 
French tourists picnicking in Mauritania and a Molotov cocktail attack in Bahrain. 

As a side problem, new studies in both England and Ireland have found that covered women (and 
their breast-fed children) tend to get rickets disease due to an insufficiency of vitamin D, which the 
skin absorbs from sunlight. 

Oh, and on the bright side, Herve Jaubert, a Frenchman falsely accused of embezzling $3.8 million 
managed to escape Dubai by donning a niqab. 

(For greater detail on all these incidents, see my weblog entry, "The Niqab and Burqa as Security 
Threats.") 

I have previously called for a ban on "these hideous, unhealthy, socially divisive, terrorist-enabling, 
and criminal-friendly garments" from public places. Now joining with fed-up Jordanians, I reiterate 
that call. Islam requires that women wear neither niqab nor burqa, while public welfare emphatically 
requires their public prohibition. How many more cases of robbery and terrorism must occur for this 
common-sense stricture to be applied from Afghanistan and Jordan to the United Kingdom and 
Philadelphia? 

Mr. Pipes (www.DanielPipes.org) is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished 
visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.  
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Saving Trees? 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

If a traveler on Continental Airlines pays an optional $5 surcharge to 
plant a tree as a “carbon offset” how much difference will it make to 
the planet? Traveling Americans are paying millions of dollars to plant 
hundreds of thousands of additional trees. Many of these new trees 
are being planted in the tropics; where tree-planting does the most 
good in cooling the earth.  

It seems a well-intended way to spend the cost of a McDonald’s 
hamburger. But is it the best way to make a difference? The World 
Agroforestry Centre has just discovered that the earth has billions 
more trees then we knew about—so how much good will it do for the 
Americans to finance the planting of a few million more?     

The Agroforestry Center used detailed satellite imagery to survey a 
billion hectares of the farmlands around the world—about half the 
cropland total. To their surprise, they found that about half the 
farmland surveyed contained at least 10 percent tree cover. Since a hectare is about the size of two 
football fields, the “end zones of a billion football fields” are sustaining many billions of trees.  

This tree-rich farmland is fabulous news for the planet: the trees not only prevent soil erosion and 
fertilize the fields with extra nitrogen, but their harvests offer the farmers fruits, nuts, fodder for 
livestock, timber, fuel wood, medicines and such cash crops as coffee, rubber, nuts, gums and 
resins.  

However, trees don’t do nearly as much to combat global warming as most of us think. Trees 
planted north of Florida won’t cool the earth. Above the Canadian border they absorb enough extra 
heat to warm the planet. Ditto for trees planted south of the Amazon rain forest. Tropical trees 
supposedly cool the earth by about 0.7 degree C. But the trees in the Amazon are already cooling 
that region, which in any case is the most-forested part of the earth. Sub-Saharan Africa and 
Southeast Asia are tree-rich too.  

The tree-denuded parts of the earth are North Africa and West Asia and those are also the driest, 
toughest places to grow trees. In Libya, Morocco, Turkey or Iraq, the trees must be carefully tended 
and protected by their owners or their harvests will be stolen—or the trees themselves stolen for 
charcoal or firewood.  

Fortunately, says World Agroforestry Center, trees have so many benefits that the farmers continue 
to plant and protect them. The message from the satellites is that they’re doing far more of this than 
we’ve realized.  

Will farmers plant still more trees into the future? As long as the householders must walk miles a 
day gathering firewood, they’ll have an incentive to plant more trees if they have private land on 
which to plant them. Kenya has been nearly denuded of trees on public land for charcoal. Tree 
cutting at the base of Mt. Kilimanjaro is a big reason why that mountain’s glacier is melting. Outside 
money might make a difference by reserving more land for trees, though the pressure for cropland 
in Kenya continues to grow as its population increases and farmer’s yields are constrained by the 
lack of modern farming methods.  

One of the best ways to protect forests, however, comes when rural populations are able to burn 
kerosene instead of charcoal. Burning kerosene allows villagers to cook and heat their homes 
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without cutting trees. It also has huge health benefits for the householders in 
terms of avoiding smoke inhalation and lung disease.  

But the Western world is hell-bent on getting rid of fossil fuels. If we take away the billions of liters 
of kerosene the poor countries are burning now, where will the extra firewood come from? How long 
will the forests last? Will the trees lost to banning kerosene overcome all re-planting efforts? 

Dennis Avery is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC.  He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, 
with S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write 
him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Reagan Label Is Biggest Plus  
by Scott Rasmussen  
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

"Progressive” is becoming more of a dirty word, but all political 
labels – except “being like Ronald Reagan” - are falling into 
disfavor with many U.S. voters, according to a new Rasmussen 
Reports national telephone survey.  

“Liberal” is still the worst and remains the only political 
description that is viewed more negatively than positively. 
Being like Reagan is still the most positive thing you can say 
about a candidate.  

Just 15% of voters say they view the description of a candidate 
as politically liberal as positive, down four points from last 
November. Forty-one percent (41%) see it as a negative 
description, up five points from the earlier survey, while 42% 
say it’s somewhere in between.  

Aware of their low ideological ratings, political liberals have shifted in recent times to calling 
themselves progressives, but that name, too, has begun to lose its luster. Thirty-two percent (32%) 
now consider it a positive to describe a candidate as politically progressive, but that’s down from 
40% just after the last election. Twenty-seven percent (27%) see it as negative label, up from 16%, 
and 36% put it somewhere in between the two.  

But “conservative” also has lost ground. In November, 37% said they had a positive opinion of a 
candidate described as politically conservative, but only 32% feel that way now. Twenty-nine 
percent (29%) see conservative as a negative description, up seven points from the earlier survey. 
Thirty-seven percent (37%) think it’s somewhere in between.  

Even “moderate” is a bit more in disfavor these days. Thirty-five percent (35%) say moderate is a 
positive political description, down from 40%. Only 12% say it’s a negative, but that’s up four 
points. Largely unchanged are the 51% who say it’s somewhere in between.  

Being “like Ronald Reagan” is the one political description that hasn’t changed, even though some in 
his own party have suggested that Republican candidates should distance themselves from the late 
president. In November, 43% had a positive opinion of a candidate compared to Reagan, and 41% 
still feel that way now. Twenty-five percent (25%) view it as a negative political description, 
compared to 26% in the previous survey. Thirty-one percent (31%) say being like Reagan is 
somewhere in between a positive and a negative.  

In a Wall Street Journal column last fall, I noted that President Obama won the White House by 
campaigning like Ronald Reagan.  

The downturn in the views of all other ideological labels is notable since the November findings were 
roughly the same as those in July 2007 after a Democratic presidential debate in which Hillary 
Clinton insisted she would rather be called a progressive than a liberal.  

Scott Rasmussen is president of Rasmussen Reports and has been an independent pollster for more 
than a decade. Rasmussen Reports is an electronic publishing firm specializing in the collection, 
publication, and distribution of public opinion polling information. This national telephone survey of 
1,000 Likely Voters was conducted by Rasmussen Reports September 8-9, 2009. The margin of 
sampling error for the survey is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. 
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Hiding ACORN's Nuts 
by David Keene 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

People live in their own little worlds and have a tendency to shut out or 
ignore information that makes them uncomfortable. This is particularly true 
of liberal politicians and journalists, who find it easier and easier to ignore 
facts and developments that run counter to their view of how things ought 
to be. 

This fact has been on stark display recently as liberals have dismissed 
anyone who questions the wisdom of President Barack Obama’s demands on 
our national priorities as cranks or, worse, racists. One can easily 
demonstrate one’s racist tendencies these days by simply attending town 
hall meetings or Tea Parties or coming to Washington to express views 
contrary to those of our president.  

Nothing in years, however, brings this home as clearly as the way the media 
and the president have reacted to the unfolding story of how their friends at 
ACORN have misused public funds and engaged daily in a nationwide criminal conspiracy to rig 
elections and advised their “clients” on how to evade taxes and the law. 

ACORN, the Association of Community Organizations for Change Now, is a huge quasi-grassroots 
left-wing pressure group largely funded via earmarks, grants and contracts from its friends in 
Congress, who channel tens of millions of tax dollars to it every year.  

Until recently, ACORN’s web of influence included 400,000 members, offices in 75 cities and 
something like 300 affiliated organizations. So close was the group’s association with the Obama 
administration that Congress increased ACORN funding in the stimulus package and it was 
announced that ACORN would play a major role in gathering the census information so essential to 
the conduct of fair elections. 

All of that seems to be coming to an end, however, because two young conservatives, convinced the 
major media were missing a big story, went into ACORN offices as part of a sting they’d dreamed up 
and taped ACORN officials advising them on how to get mortgage and government money to run a 
brothel and bring young girls from Latin America to work in it. 

Although most in the major media tried to ignore them, they managed to get their proof to the 
public, with earth-shattering results. ACORN has been revealed not to be a high-minded group of 
reformers, but a bunch of cynical borderline crooks who care more about money and power than 
law, morality or the people they claim to serve. Congress has voted to cut them off, their offices are 
closing and most of those who supported them hardly remember doing so.  

Still, it has to be remembered that the major media tried its best to ignore the story, with reporters 
claiming they simply didn’t know it was out there. Andrew Alexander, The Washington Post’s 
“ombudsman,” admits his paper was slow to report the story, but claims it wasn’t bias, but the fact 
that Post reporters don’t even bother to follow what’s going on among conservatives. 

The president himself says the smoking-gun videos ought to be investigated by someone 
somewhere, but dismisses the whole affair as neither very interesting nor important. Besides, he 
said, he didn’t even realize ACORN was getting the federal funds that Congress wants to cut off. His, 
after all, is a presidency that thinks in terms of trillions of dollars and presumably can’t be bothered 
with smaller sums, regardless of where they end up or how they’re used. Focusing on such 
trivialities, he implies, would distract him from the important work he was elected to do. 
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It’s hard to believe that this is the same president who often finds time in his 
busy schedule to nitpickingly critique Fox, Rush Limbaugh and others when he disagrees with them.  

This is the same president who toiled for ACORN as an attorney and assisted the group in Chicago as 
a “community organizer”; he also funneled nearly $900,000 to it during his 2008 campaign. One can 
only conclude, I guess, that busy as he is saving us all, he didn’t recognize the acronym this time 
around. After all, those things took place a long time ago in a galaxy far, far away. 

Fortunately, Congress was watching, and at least two members of Obama’s administration, 
Commerce Secretary Gary Locke and Census Director Robert Groves, sensed early that ACORN’s day 
was done. They announced, perhaps after watching Fox News and even before the Post knew it was 
a story, that they would sever all ties with the group. 

That was good politics, good for America and a good story. 

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union and a columnist with The Hill, where 
this first appeared. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Protests Move Politics 
by Alan Caruba 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

There have been many mass marches on Washington, D.C. So the locals know 
how to make plans to anticipate the congestion and the police are polite and 
skillful in the science of crowd control. They can afford to be polite because the 
crowds, no matter how large, tend to be polite too. 

Oh, sure, they shout a lot, but that’s what a protest march is all about. Back in 
April 1894 unemployed workers known as “Coxey’s Army” showed up to demand 
that Congress do something. It was the second year of an economic depression 
that would last another two years, but it was the worst that had hit the nation, 
barely three decades since the end of the Civil War.  

Americans know where to head when they are at odds with their government and most know or 
suspect that the source of their problems can be found in Washington, D.C. and they are always 
right. 

Bloodshed has been extremely rare at such events. On June 17, 1932 a “Bonus Army”, some 20,000 
World War One veterans and their families massed in the Capitol seeking advance payment of 
bonuses from the Hoover administration. The year is significant. It was four years passed the 
beginning of the Great Depression that began in 1929. 

Orders were given to disburse them and to destroy the shanties they had built. An Army Colonel 
named Douglas McArthur led the troops. Several of the veterans were killed. Hoover’s reputation 
never survived that march. 

Americans tend to march to protest economic issues and/or wars. Some social issues draw crowds 
such as the March 28, 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom which most people 
remember because Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. gave his famous speech, “I have a dream.”  

The 1960s were punctuated by many marches to protest the Vietnam War. The crowds massed in 
1965, 1966, 1967, and 1969. They kept coming back as in 1971. In April 1974 some ten thousand 
gathered to demand the impeachment of Richard Nixon. On August 10, 1974 Nixon resigned; the 
first and only President to do so, the final act of the Watergate scandal. 

The 1980s had a smattering of smaller marches, but they were about things like lesbian and gay 
rights or global nuclear disarmament. It wasn’t until another war that a lot of Americans got on the 
buses to Washington, D.C. again. The Gulf War ginned up a crowd estimated at 75,000. The 1990s 
saw a handful of marches of not much consequence. 

The war in Iraq stirred familiar passions and the first protest march was on September 24, 2005. By 
2007 the pace picked up, but while the war was unpopular with many Americans, it did not generate 
the kind of anger that Vietnam did. Barely ten thousand showed up in July 2008 and, by 
Washington, D.C. standards, that was small. 

What is significant about the Saturday, September 12, 2009 march was the totally grassroots nature 
of the event. It was billed as a “Tea Party”, a name taken from the rather spontaneous tea party 
events that occurred shortly after Congress went insane and started spending billions of taxpayer 
dollars on bailouts, the takeover of General Motors, ownership of an insurance company, and a huge 
so-called “Stimulus” bill.  
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With the economy heading south, Americans quickly and correctly concluded that 
the Democrat controlled Congress and the new President were taking the nation over the cliff with 
their spending, borrowing, and printing of dollars.  

September 12, 2009 was a protest against President Barack Obama.  

Second and third in line for public protest were Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi and Senate 
Majority Leader Harry Reid. Having achieved total political power, the President and Congress had 
generated a massive grassroots resistance barely seven months into his term.  

On that Saturday Americans from around the nation gathered in Washington, D.C. to demand that 
the U.S. Constitution be obeyed! 

The U.S. press initially described the crowd as “tens of thousands.” It was so big that, by evening, 
even the Capitol police had not yet released an estimate of its size. 

America was born in protest and a new generation is carrying on the tradition. It is not an idle thing. 
They could have gone to a football or baseball game. Instead, they came to Washington, D.C.  

Only fools would dare ignore them. 

Alan Caruba writes a daily post at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. A business and science 
writer, he is the founder of The National Anxiety Center.  

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Suicide by Drugs  
by Kathy Gibson Boatman 
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

We watched the graduation caps and tassels fly up in the air and we 
applauded the graduate’s success with grins on our faces and a 
tremendous sense of relief. The tumultuous High School years came to a 
close with possession of that all-important document and foundation for 
adult life, the High School diploma.  

Our son is a young man who has struggled to find his niche in life and I 
recall a conversation with my close girlfriends and fellow moms as we 
returned home from a mom’s getaway the summer after he graduated. I 
said, “Young men face numerous risks at this age, whether they chose to 
join the military and end up going to war or if they chose to stay home.” I 
continued, “At least when they join the military they have supervision, 
they answer to a drill sergeant and they have a curfew. At eighteen 
parents lose control, you can’t ground them anymore or tell them what to do, after-all they are 
supposed to be adults.” My friends and I laughed about the differences and similarities with teens 
and the terrible two’s. 

That conversation came to mind the night my husband and I received the phone call from the 
emergency room of the local hospital to notify us our only son had been shot. As my husband drove 
to the trauma center and I fought back tears I recalled my prior statements and every mothers 
worst fear. I thought to myself, “My son didn’t have to go to Iraq or to war to get shot.” The risks he 
faced living in America were just as dangerous.  

We arrived at the trauma center before the helicopter landed with our son and we checked in with 
the staff at the front desk. A short time later we were escorted into a small room with a doctor and a 
social worker. The memories of that conversation are as foggy as a cold winter morning after a good 
rainstorm. We learned that our son had been shot below the chin on the right side of his face and 
the bullet had exited on an angle through his mouth. He was being stabilized and prepped for 
surgery. We would be allowed to see him for just a minute before he was taken to the operating 
room.  

The mental picture of my baby laying unconscious on the gurney is one I will never forget. His pale 
skin stood out in stark comparison to the bright red blood soaked bandages covering his face from 
the nose down. Below the bandages the bag, (to assist with breathing) lay on his chest. I grasped 
his hand and prayed for his health and the doctors who would put my baby back together again. He 
was rushed off to surgery and my husband and I held each other as the shock of the tragedy 
enveloped us.  

We took our seats in the family waiting room as we tried to grasp the meaning of what we faced. I 
began to call our close friends and family members as the black night faded and the sun rose. No 
matter how hard I tried to break the news gently, the question invariably asked by all, “What 
happened?” and the resulting answer, “Dirk has been shot,” changed us all.  

In time we learned that Dirk attempted suicide using a twelve-gauge shotgun. His struggle to find 
his niche in life had taken a downward spiral after he became a victim of American societies all too 
common affliction and the influence of drugs. My son joined the growing epidemic of youth and 
adults seeking gratification from a pill. He became a statistic in a growing epidemic affecting the 
lives of young adults in vast numbers across our country as suicide attempts increase in epidemic 
proportions.  
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Suicide follows closely behind traffic accidents in leading causes of death for the 
15-24 year old age group. While the majority of parents educate their children on traffic risks, how 
many parents educate their young adults on the facts of suicide?  

How many parents are aware of the warning signs? We were not aware of the facts prior to our 
family tragedy. Small signs and symptoms were evident. Things that many parents have witnessed 
with their teenagers and young adults can be warning signs or indicators of a serious problem. We 
missed or were not aware of the significance of the following factors: Mood swings, health problems 
(stomach ulcers, abnormal EKG’s, fatigue, etc.), irresponsible behavior, isolation from family/friends, 
financial difficulties, and drug usage.  

Doesn’t suicide warrant as much attention and effort to educate parents and children as speeding 
and other traffic risks? For those who spot the signs, help is available through 1-800-SUICIDE. 

Post this article to your Facebook profile  
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Clunker Economics  
Issue 140 - September 30, 2009  

• A clunker that travels 12,000 miles a year at 15 mpg uses 800 gallons of gas a year. 
• A vehicle that travels 12,000 miles a year at 25 mpg uses 480 gallons a year.  
• So, the average Cash for Clunkers transaction will reduce US gasoline consumption by 320 

gallons per year. 
• They claim 700,000 vehicles so that's 224 million gallons saved per year. 
• That equates to a bit over 5 million barrels of oil. 5 million barrels is about 5 hours worth of 

US consumption.  
• More importantly, 5 million barrels of oil at $70 per barrel costs about $350 million dollars. 
• So, the government paid $3 billion of our tax dollars to save $350 million. 
• So the Government spent $8.57 to for every dollar saved.  
• How good a deal was that ???  
• They'll probably do a great job with health care though!!  
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Reader Comments  Issue 140 - 
September 30, 2009  

 

Editor: Conservative Battleline is so valuable. Many 
thanks for your work and thought in providing it. Sincerely, Cheri Meulendyk  

 

Editor: I really liked your latest. As I posted here "Conservatism’s Regeneration" points out that the 
Republican Party's abandonment of principle has not killed the national movement for limited 
government, personal liberty, and individual responsibility, aka classical liberalism. In fact, the 
movement, growing organically, may be the strongest it's been in decades. S.T. Karnick 

 

Editor: Your article "Conservatism’s Regeneration" was interesting and I agree that the Republicans 
leaders still do not have a clue on how to right themselves. The rally in Washington was great and it 
shows the American People are beginning to catch on as to what is happening to this country. Do 
you want to know what will get this administration and the Democrats by the throat and change the 
playing field? Tort Reform. If the people begin pushing on this, the Democrats and the 
administration will lose millions in support and campaign funds and it will drastically reduce the costs 
of Health Care. I can assure you the Democrats will cry out big time about this because they don't 
want it to happen. Something more disturbing: One of the newscasters on Fox News (Glen Beck) is 
showcasing the number of Socialists President Obama is bringing into his team. I have been warning 
Congress about this for about 1 1/2 years now and it is good that it is being exposed. I recently sent 
a letter through Congress.org about what I see and told them there won't be any long term 
members of Congress reelected and President Obama is looking at one term if this trend continues. 
My military background provided the training to recognize trends like this. Do you think it has merit? 
We have to stop this movement before it is too late and suddenly realize we have a Socialist 
Government. Albert Grounds  

 

Editor: Regarding "Conservatism’s Regeneration" and its celebration of the grass roots effort to 
oppose government health care, I was wondering if you have seen these videos. They are excellent! 
The YouTube links below are Part 1 and 2 of a tape made by a couple from Texas about the current 
health care plan proposal (HR 3200). The man in the video and his wife made the tape from their 
ranch in south-central Texas. At their own expense, they made 1000 copies and sent one to every 
single congressman and senator and some media outlets. Let's hope that each and every one of 
them watched and LISTENED. here and part 2 here. Cheryl  

 

Editor: "Conservatism’s Regeneration" commemorating the town hall rallies and the Washington 
demonstration is fine but we have to call for a boycott, hurt them in the pocket book, we have to 
stop watching and supporting, elite Hollywood, do not go to the movies and quit watching NBC, 
MSNBC, CBS, ABC, CNN, quit subscribing to NYT, quit buying GE products. If we quit watching, 
reading, and buying we will hurt them where it counts. Their sponsorships will go down, their 
contributions will go down. If we do economically to them what ACORN and the like do to legitimate 
business, we won't shake them down, we just won't support them. Ed Armstrong  
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Editor: Regarding "Conservatism’s Regeneration," my complete distrust for Obama is not because he 
is black as former president Jimmy Carter charges. My dislike for this individual is his ideology, 
which runs counter to everything I have learned in my 87 years. He may be an articulate speaker, 
and a fairly nice looking young man, but he is full of hate for this country and what our Constitution 
stands for, and he is using the Constitution as a weapon against the very people he has sworn to 
protect and serve when he was sworn in as President of this great country. His utter disregard for 
the opinions of the rank and file at the grass roots of this country is proof enough of his in ability to 
lead. You don't do it by making a bad situation worse by adding to it with uncontrollable spending on 
programs that no citizen of this country has been helped by anyway!! He should be impeached for 
not following the Constitution. John F. Thomas  

 

Editor: Regarding your article "Conservatism’s Regeneration," I would love to submit some articles, 
but I'm not that much of a writer (yet). I do have a concern. As I watch the conservative emails and 
web newsletters stream across my cyber desk, something is missing: Reference to that fact that 
America became the greatest nation on earth because those who founded this nation founded it 
solidly upon Judeo-Christian Conservative Principles. To abandon those principles that made us great 
(as the liberals wish to do), America will cease to exist as the greatest nation on earth. To listen to 
the liberals, those who hold to the conservative and Godly values of our founding fathers are 
terrorists. I think they have got it backwards: Our founding fathers, if alive today, would consider 
these liberals "domestic enemies"! I think we need an emphasis on getting back to what made us ( 
America) great in the first place. Sincerely, David Landry  

 

Editor: The founding fathers were a distinct and distinguished group of men, but for all their wisdom 
and acumen, their ideas and principles would have produced nothing unless they could motivate and 
energize the "grass roots". It was the grass roots, eventually lead by George Washington (later 
reincarnated in President Reagan), who provided the muskets, gunpowder and deaths needed to 
defeat the British Tyranny. The 'grass roots' has been reincarnated again, this time in opposition to 
the Obama tyranny, as you demonstrate in "Conservatism’s Regeneration." They marched on 
Washington on 9-12-09 - a million plus strong. They are motivated and energized to defeat the new 
tyranny comprised of ACORN, George Soros, the MSM, Obama, Obama's Czars, the UN, Islamic 
autocracies and 'republics', the unions, the environmentalists, the pacifists and cowards who feel 
their blood is too precious to shed for any greater cause than themselves. Defeating this enemy, 
today as then, will require a unique combination of grass roots activism with conservative 
intellectual leadership and guidance. Today, as then, the future of our nation depends on this 
combination and on Providence. Len Porochnia, Charlotte, NC  

 

Editor: After reading "Conservatism’s Regeneration," and Chip Hanlon's "GOP Not Get It" I found a 
great desire to learn the names and contact details of the GOP "leadership??"  First question: Who 
elected them as leaders? Second: What qualifications do they have? Third: Why aren't the registered 
voters allowed to know what is going on and what they are really doing? Fourth: I would like to ask 
them how they can be leaders when they are so out of touch. If they can't look beyond the New York 
Times and other Democratic papers, they are not truly there for the good of the constituents or the 
nation. Fifth: Are they really RINO's? It appears they are? Sixth: Do they know the constitution? 
Seventh: Do they know history and appeasement failures? Eighth: Why do they, like the Democrats, 
believe everyone is stupid? Here I would like to say, "Citizens are not stupid," and should be told so. 
When people lie, deceive, and hide behind closed doors all that does is tell them they are ill informed 
by their so called representative. Disgusted Republican, Jean Harter  
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[Editor responds: A list of Congressional leaders and how to contact them 
appears here] 

 

Editor: Chip Hanlon's article "GOP Not Get It" confirms my thinking that we have to change things to 
be ready for 2010. How about some tea parties at state GOP headquarters and other offices? We 
need to get to the Republican state committees. We need to start painting many Republican elected 
officials with the same brush we paint the Democrat leadership. Look no further than Sen. McCain 
from my state of Arizona. He's talking "bipartisan" again, with one of the usual suspects, Lindsey 
Graham. Jeff Dover, Scottsdale, AZ  

 

Editor: I have just finished reading Chip Hanlon's article "GOP Not Get It"! Now I am REALLY 
worried! I have called, wrote and sent emails - apparently to no avail! What part of "Republicans 
need to go back to their roots" do these morons not understand? What needs to be done is RETURN 
to the ideals expressed in their "Contract With America"- except this time ACTUALLY do what they 
promised! If they continue to "Reach across the isle" and play the Democrats game of 
"Bipartisanship" they will CONTINUE TO LOOSE elections and seats in Washington! I don't know 
about anyone else - but unless SOMEBODY starts getting a BACKBONE and actually follows our 
CONSTITUTIONAL government - I will start voting for Ron Paul and others who believe in what our 
country actually STANDS FOR. Dan Ferguson  

 

Editor: I read Chip Hanlon's article and agree with him that the "GOP Not Get It." But what is really 
terrible to me is how little these people know about communism/socialism, and that is what they 
have to learn and fast, if they do not want to loose their country. I get very sad and scared when I 
think that I am going to go through the same thing now that I am older for the fight that we will 
have to preserve this great country free. You may think that I am crazy, and I would like to agree 
with you, but I cannot. I am a Cuban-American, and I have read a lot about the left and their 
wonderful system in which everybody is rich and happy. I just want this country to make it, and 
would like to help people understand the left, so the people could prepare to see the corruption, 
bitterness and envy of the "wonderful left". In few words, they tell people about the mistakes of the 
conservatives and how horrible they are, but you know when they get to power they do not do 
anything to help you. At the beginning they act like they care and are trying to help by changing 
things, but be very careful about their help because it is always bad for you. I like your article but 
you got to teach those people in Congress because if they do not learn and change, we are all in 
trouble. Carmen Suarez  

 

Editor: The GOP losses referenced in Chip Hanlon's article "GOP Not Get It" was not a spending 
backlash, but rather the statement that a significant number of us lifelong (since1960 for me) 
Republican loyalists have finally gotten the message. The issue is not about "conservative" vs. 
"liberal," both indefinable terms. It is about the total disregard for the Constitutional authority of the 
relentless growth and intrusion of the federal government in our personal lives. If a turn back to 
Constitutional government is to occur, it will only happen when enough voters are educated to be as 
concerned and committed to Constitutional considerations as our founders were. Thank you. 
Sincerely, Everett Haymond, Lakeland, Florida  
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Editor: What do we do to avoid what Michael Connelly is concerned about in his “Health Care ID”? I 
don't want any part of this plan. It needs to thrown out and decide on something else for the people 
that don't have but want government care. Why is this so hard? Delores Newman  

 

Editor: I'd like to comment on Brian Riedi's recent article, “Entitlements Cannot Wait.” I find his 
article as well as others I have read that refer to Social Security and Medicare as entitlements that 
same way you might refer to Welfare, Food Stamps, Rent Assistance, etc. I have a problem with 
that. First I have been paying into Social Security my entire working life starting in 1959. I have 
maxed out my contribution every year. I have Medicare payments deducted from my Social Security 
payment every month. I resent having my "investments" lumped in with payments made to those 
who make no effort to be self-sufficient. If you want to cut down on entitlements, there are plenty of 
other places to look. Let’s look at Social Security - how much of the funds go to things other than 
what Social Security was intended for? For example, the "Crazy" checks that go to drug users every 
month. What about the moneys taken out of the Social Security funds that go into the general fund 
to cover non-related costs? I really upsets me that I'm viewed a as free loader, when I have worked 
my entire life to support myself and my family. Sorry for the rant, Donald P. O'Brien  

 

Editor: I enjoy reading the articles ConservativeBattleline offers and now I am submitting an article 
of my own. As the Public Liaison Officer for the Davis Mountains Trans-Pecos Heritage Association, I 
write a monthly column, Ever Vigilant, which appears in about 50 newspapers--and that number is 
growing. I would like to add ConservativeBattleline to my distribution list because we all have to 
work together to get the conservative point of view out there as strongly as we can. You can see 
previous columns at dmtpha.wordpress.com on the Archive page. Thank you, Joan R. Neubauer, 
Davis Mountains Trans-Pecos Heritage Association  
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Real Iranian Revolt  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Some very significant things are happening in Iran and the most 
important may not be occurring on the street. The crowds and protests 
have dissipated in the face of the police crackdown but events are 
moving forward even more dramatically behind the scenes. An analysis 
by George Friedman at the intelligence blog Stratfor even insists “There 
was no democratic uprising of any significance in Iran.” The crowds 
were turned out by factions within the regime that are battling for 
control.  

The two major coalitions are informally headed by President Mahmud 
Ahmadinejad and former (1989-1997) president Ali Akbar Hashemi 
Rafsanjani, continuing their match-up from the 2005 election in which 
the former was triumphant. Rafsanjani had planned to run again in this 
election but deferred to Mir-Hossein Mousavi, perhaps under pressure 
from Supreme Leader Ali Hoseini Khamenei who above all wanted to 
avoid the instability that would result from a repeat contest between the 
two hostile rivals. The country was split anyway, with Rafsanjani and 
parliamentary Speaker Ali Larijani publically backing Mousavi, who most 
probably lost the election but gained enough votes to make a protest 
credible.  

As strange as it sounds to Westerners, in this battle the incendiary Ahmadinejad is the reformer, 
with wide support among the poorer masses against the ruling elite. While more middle class Tehran 
gets the media attention and sympathy, the urban poor and rural areas have the votes. 
Ahmadinejad especially plays on Rafsanjani’s immense wealth as one of Forbes’ richest in the world 
and the privileges of the top clergy generally to stoke the fires of resentment. They, in turn, saw an 
Ahmadinejad victory as a threat to their very survival, although both sides say they support the 
institutions of the regime as opposed to the incumbents. So far, Ahmadinejad has kept on top, with 

the support of Khamenei. 

The Supreme Leader, however, also has to deal with Rafsanjani, 
who is a survivor and, most significantly, is chairman of both the 
powerful Assembly of Experts and the Expediency Discernment 
Council. One report from Iran (not Stratfor) claimed that 
Rafsanjani had 40 signatures of Assembly of Experts members on a 
letter calling for the annulment of the disputed election. There are 
only 86 members, so this was just shy of a majority. His 
determination is demonstrated by the fact his own daughter was 
arrested (and then released) protesting the elections.  

There are considerable restrictions on media freedom and religion 
in Iran – Baha’i is persecuted, Judaism and Christianity are 
somewhat tolerated – but, especially in the cities, control is usually 
not overbearing and some overt opposition is allowed, as the 
election proved, although highly regulated. Like Turkey, Iran is 

very unusual for an Islamic nation in having a working separation of powers. There is not only a 
separation between legislative, executive and judicial but, critically, there is a separation within the 
executive too. Executive power is shared between the Supreme Leader and the President but both of 
these are supervised by three committees that have very significant checks on them – the Experts 
Assembly, the Expediency Council and a Council of Guardians of the Constitution.  
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To both America’s founders and supporters of freedom from 
Montesquieu to Lord Acton to F.A. Hayek, separation of powers is 
more important even than elections for the long run. While 60 
percent of the world holds elections, only a few dozen countries 
divide power and are really free. As seen in Iran, elections can be 
manipulated - but separate powers can always check each other 
producing some modicum of freedom as factions appeal to the 
people. Contrary to much nonsense and media ignorance, Iran is not 
a “dictatorship.” Iran’s supervisory committees have important 
powers. The Guardians interpret all laws to decide whether they are 
constitutional, like the U.S. Supreme Court (which of course is not 
elected either), scrutinize candidates for office for support of the 
constitution, and supervise elections, which, of course, the American 
high court did in Bush v Gore in 2000.  

Rafsanjani’s Experts are elected and have the responsibility like an 
electoral college to select the Supreme Leader, who is chosen for 
life. But the Council of Experts can impeach him. That makes 
Rafsanjani and his 40 allies very relevant. As chairman of the Expediency Council, Rafsanjani also 
leads an institution responsible for supervising the actions of all three branches and which also most 
importantly settles differences when the Experts and Guardians cannot agree. He is an ayatollah 
himself and in fact went to seminary with Khamenei. There is very much a balance of power 

between Ahmadinejad the outsider, Rafsanjani the establishment, 
and other competing factions.  

Were Khamenei and Ahmadinejad to ignore rulings by the 
supervising committees, it would undermine the “divine sanction” 
that gives legitimacy to the whole regime. Impeachment by the 
Experts would become a serious possibility. Some argue the 
committees are figureheads – but that is precisely what was said 
about the Soviet Central Committee just before it ousted Chairman 
Nikita Khrushchev. Real institutions count. Even if one could 
magically introduce democracy in Iran, if this eliminated the 
separation of powers it might not even be a net long term gain. 
Only one-fifth of Islamic nations are democratically elected and 
none are free. It is unlikely Iran will be the exception, especially 
considering that most (but by no means all) of the protestors were 

simply functionaries of one faction or another.  

President Barack Obama initially took the proper response of nuanced neutrality, being sympathetic 
to the voters and protestors but careful not to be seen as a provocateur. Unfortunately, he could not 
withstand domestic pressure and started talking tough, saying he was “appalled and outraged” - 
beginning the very day Khamenei announced Obama had promised him U.S. neutrality before the 
election - perhaps to drive that story off the front pages. What is clear is that any change will have 
to come from within Iran. Even the bellicose Wall Street Journal rejects “military confrontation” with 
Iran. So what is left? The Journal proposes “taking every opportunity to apply consistent pressure on 
Iran while exploiting its internal tensions and contradictions.” But this played into Ahmadinejad’s 
hand when he then did blame the “interventionist policies” of the U.S. for inflaming the 
demonstrators so he could label the Rafsanjani forces as U.S. agents and undermine their 
legitimacy.  
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Empty words are worse than useless. Iran is more than twice the 
population of Iraq and there is little chance Mr. Obama will back 
words with military action to redress the election results, and the 
mullahs know it. Tough words only create a scapegoat for 
Ahmadinejad to rally his troops and the undecided. Why should the 
U.S. be assisting Ahmadinejad? True, Rafsanjani is no George 
Washington. The nukes and support for Hezbollah and Hamas will 
not go whoever prevails but Rafsanjani, Mousavi and Larijani are 
more realistic and more likely to be less provocative than 
Ahmadinejad.  

President Obama should get serious and stop trying to be all things 
to all people. No perfect solution is possible. Unlike Eastern Europe, 
there is very narrow support for a Western democracy. Loyalty to 
faction, tribe and religion count. Mr. Obama should quietly let events in Iran unfold and maybe say a 
prayer or two that the poor people of Iran may come out of this a bit better than before. All Iranian 
factions see themselves surrounded on two sides by U.S. military forces. After things settle down, it 
might be possible to give guarantees that would allay these fears and reduce the possibility of 
reaction from this otherwise inward-looking power.  

In the meantime, the best course is to speak softly and keep the big sticks and tough words for 
when they are truly required. Boning up on Ronald Reagan’s nuanced, although at the right moment 
blunt, language even when confronting the Soviet Union might just be the right primer for the new 
president while he is restraining his tendency to talk too much.  

Donald Devine , the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Root of Economic Crisis  
by Tom Tripp  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Stories about the worldwide financial meltdown keep proliferating; 
unfortunately most of these articles begin at square two. This results 
because addressing the ugly secondary causes and effects that are 
most apparent to the average spectator - then sensationalizing them - 
is what the media do best. By uniformly and disingenuously indicting 
capitalism and Wall Street the statist media mavens distort both the 
politics and economics of the circumstances. What these efforts do not 
explain, or even investigate, is the root of the meltdown. Readers and 
viewers of the mainstream press are thus denied a fundamental 
understanding of the circumstances in which we now find ourselves.  

As primary blame is assessed against the wrong parties—the aforementioned capitalism and Wall 
Street—for the wrong reasons, the Democrats in Washington further skew the system with wild-eyed 
and unconscionable fiscal “solutions” that will inevitably force on the next two generations even 
more damaging taxes and spending. The reaction against capitalism causes the wrong remedies 
(more regulation, micromanagement of debt enterprise, and the inappropriate insertion of political 
judgment [often spelled ‘corruption’] in economic matters) that does little to prevent this 
circumstance recurring (perhaps a futile thought). This invalid assessment of the genesis of our 
fiscal problems is almost uniformly repeated throughout the popular media and cannot rightly 
remain unchallenged.  

The financial fiasco through which we are now plowing germinated and was fostered over a period of 
thirty years by political maneuverings and the political, social, intellectual, and economic corruption 
resident in our national government. It was not created by the ill-effects of capitalism, or Wall 
Street, or private greed, although it was abetted by all three.  

Robert Samuelson, essayist for Newsweek, in a recent article in the Claremont Review of Books 
discusses bank regulations enacted after the failure of a massive number of institutions during the 
Great Depression. Mr. Samuelson notes that the intention of the 1930s laws was to ensure 
“Banks…would be strictly regulated and examined; banks engaging in shoddy or fraudulent practices 
would be shut.” Although this seems a simple solution to bad practices, and it worked for a number 
of decades, what is not addressed is what actually happened by the 1990s: the regulators 
themselves distorted and were caused to distort their financial oversight obligation because of 
imposed politically-correct goals. The fox was installed in the hen house.  

When the subprime mortgages blew up in our faces no one explained how we came to have so many 
of them, or how we had them at all considering the Depression-era regulations (that were repealed 
during the Clinton Administration). As a matter of financial probity, subprime mortgages shouldn’t 
even exist. What these mortgages were not was a product of Main Street or Wall Street avarice or 
mortgage industry stupidity (does anyone really believe banks voluntarily loaned money they knew 
had little likelihood of repayment?). They were a product of pure economic distortion and politicians 
who dismissed, out of equally pure ignorance, their responsibility to the whole population, not just 
some politically useful segment thereof. Without this part of the story—the base from which 
everything else sprang—those not studied in this circumstance cannot learn the prime lesson that 
has unfortunately been left out of most discussion.  

What happened in America in this era was the idea that home ownership was a right, and that black 
citizens in particular were being denied that right through rank discrimination, founded in unfair 
banking fundamentals. This allegation became a mantra, and was used in a Democrat political 
maneuver that bore abundant electoral and social leverage. When the banking fundamentals were 
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pushed to the back of the bus in the Clinton Administration the system 
incrementally headed for a cliff—at which it arrived and plunged over in 2008.  

The genesis of federal action addressing discrimination in home ownership was the Community 
Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA). By means of this legislation it was intended that blacks not be 
discriminatorily or frivolously denied the ability to buy a home. Though this statute was enacted to 
stop racial bias, it morphed from ensuring an equal right to earn a home into a new entitlement—
simply a right to a home. But, in 1977 even the Democrats did not throw caution to the wind. The 
CRA required loans be made fairly yet “consistent with safe and sound lending practices,” a 
prerequisite that does not describe subprime loans.  

Safe and sound lending practices were gutted in the politically-correct, election-rich era of Bill 
Clinton. What flowed from this single act were myriad consequences:  

1. Local banks and mortgage lenders were required through various regulatory mechanisms to 
make loans to unqualified (subprime) borrowers or lose their ability to expand or enter new 
markets, or to sell their conforming mortgages in the secondary market—meaning severe 
curtailment of their lending business. Forcing banks to comply with politically correct views 
was partially effected through oversight legislation enacted in the wake of the savings and 
loan debacle of the 1980s. As a result of that era’s financial legerdemain banks were now 
required to report on the gender, race, and income of loan applicants. Gathering these 
statistics didn’t make bank operations more sound, but they were useful in electioneering. If 
any bank’s lending data did not meet the expectations of political operatives (partnering with 
community activist groups such as ACORN) a complaint could be filed against that bank. 
These grievances had dire consequences for lending institutions because the regulators who 
would review them were often in league with the complainants. In this atmosphere the 
political corruption of the economic side of banking became endemic and intimidation was at 
its highest level. Subprime loans became the rule. Although bankers and mortgage brokers 
made the loans, in media assessment of what happened there is almost uniformly no mention 
of the politically corrupt genesis and oversight of this sector of the lending industry. Most of 
the articles note how many loans were made and how efficient subprime lending became 
because the financial community greased the wheels. These assertions make the authors 
complicit in indicting capitalism instead of cronyism. Without a full understanding of the 
political corruption that caused the lending assembly line to seem to work, the public is yet 
again misled. It is inconceivable that American bankers would engage in such risky loan 
practices voluntarily and coincidentally—but no one mentions this seemingly chance 
occurrence or seeks the genesis of the coincidence.  

2. The secondary lenders, primarily Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (both of which were profitable 
private institutions at that time, though carrying implicit government backing, which was 
later realized), were forced to buy these highly risky loans under Congressional threat of 
legislation that would eliminate their business or explicitly deny any government guarantee of 
their loans. The local originating banks, that were skeptical of their own newly formulated and 
closely supervised lending practices, were delighted to dump these risky subprime loans on 
Fannie and Freddie.  

3. Because these loans looked no better to Fannie and Freddie than they did to the prime 
lenders, both institutions packaged and placed them throughout the market as quickly and as 
effectively as they could. At each step the intent was to spread the risk, but as the risk-
bearing base was broadened, it appeared the system could stand even more risk, thus the 
worthless paper increased in size as it decreased even more in value.  

4. The final straw that broke the supposed solidity of the whole mechanism was the explicit 
backing of Fannie and Freddie’s solvency by the deepest pocket of all—the United States 
Treasury. While that backing was only implicit, those who think government is the only 
solution to all problems made it formal after great numbers of subprime loans went sour. It 
was claimed the market could not absorb this mess. Actually, it was the political class that 
could not stomach it. With the intrinsic psychosis of each politician that he must appear 
capable of fixing anything came the insertion of the government into all phases of the 
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financial fiasco. That the political class had caused the mess they now 
claimed only they could fix was completely ignored in the mainstream media. Blaming the 
victim became the rule.  

Paul Krugman, columnist for the New York Times, contends that “…government officials should have 
realized that we were recreating the kind of financial vulnerability that made the Great Depression 
possible—and they should have responded by extending regulation and the financial safety net to 
cover these new institutions.” The problem is the regulators, or some of them, did realize this—they 
just didn’t quite understand either the timing or the magnitude of what they were causing because 
of their wholesale inexperience. Most important to understand is these regulators weren’t vocal 
because the political class forced them to turn a blind eye. Krugman’s misanalysis of what might 
have happened absent political corruption serves no one.  

Making unrealistic loans under the guise of the CRA was forced on the masters of the universe 
resident in Wall Street against both their will and their experience. It is implicit from the results that 
these loans were not made freely. When the stark nature of the consequences of these loans is 
understood, including the fatal consequences to any bank that did not comply with the political 
instructions from activists both inside and out of Congress and the regulatory agencies, the truth of 
the matter becomes clear: the mortgage lenders weren’t greedily seeking to make unrealistic loans, 
they were being politically blackmailed into doing so. To not directly address this foundation is to 
miss too much of the meltdown.  

When alarm bells began to ring it was obvious the Democrats were not going to kill what they saw 
as a golden political opportunity. Here is Harry Reid (D-NV), then minority leader, later majority 
leader of the U.S. Senate, in July, 2005:  

While I favor improving oversight by our federal housing regulators to ensure safety and soundness, 
we cannot pass legislation that would limit Americans from owning homes and harm our economy in 
the process. (Read that sentence again—it does say what you think it does.)  

Cong. Barney Frank (D-MA) September, 2003, then ranking minority member, later chairman of the 
House Financial Services Committee: “Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are not facing any kind of 
financial crisis….The more people exaggerate these problems, the more pressure there is on these 
companies, the less we’ll see in terms of affordable housing.”  

It is unfortunate that some analysts speculate on what might have been in this era, as those in the 
chattering class do while looking for scapegoats, when it is self-evident everything that happened 
was intentional. The suggestion that things might have been different if regulators did this or 
bankers did that again leads the public away from understanding the premeditated political causes 
and effects.  

What supported the quick hand-off of subprime loans from originating banks to Fannie and Freddie 
to the market at large was everyone’s realization that they had to get rid of what they were forced 
to create as quickly as possible. As well, when the messy loans arrived on Wall Street they were 
heavily disguised; no one knew the underlying value of anything they were buying from Fannie and 
Freddie; what they did know is that the federal government guaranteed these instruments and that’s 
all they really cared about. What Wall Street did is what any sound investor does—spread the risk as 
far as possible and use the government as a backstop.  

Although big profits were made and bankers and investment types did consider themselves rather 
smart at that, they were so long misled by government regulators, sycophant executives at Fannie 
and Freddie, pliable conspirators at bond rating agencies, and Congressional toadies, that their 
reactions, while never excusable, are more than understandable. Should they be held accountable 
because they didn’t do their own due diligence, yes. Should the system be indicted because the bad 
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guys in this case were on the inside, no. Unfortunately the bad guys are the 
weak link, as always, in the whole episode and are equally as often on the inside.  

Without the root cause—subprime loans forced on banks through politically-correct machinations—
there would not have occurred the predictable fall from grace. The myriad additional factors needed 
to square this era’s economic circle, and which this article cannot succinctly offer, can be found in 
full at “Good Intentions Hijacked” here.  

Mr. Samuelson, in his Claremont article suggests: “There is, it seems, no self-evident ‘happy 
medium,’ no utopian mix of market power and government power that will achieve perpetual 
expansion [of any capitalist economy].” The fact is that the U.S. was not harmed by the interplay 
between market and government power but through corrupt political power wielded by those who 
think they are not only smarter than the market, but more powerful, and worst of all, more 
important.  

“The financial meltdown has led to an intellectual meltdown” Samuelson contends. I would say it is 
much more simple than that—a meltdown of integrity and honesty, an old paradigm surely, proving 
once again the only protection for the citizen is a vigilance that results in less government, less 
political power to intimidate, and fewer regulatory mechanisms to distort. The present crisis is the 
result of political blackmail launched against normally rational bankers and cautious regulators, 
political interference that allowed a dislocation to become the worst financial calamity since the 
Great Depression of the 1930’s.  

Tom Tripp is a director of the American Conservative Union Foundation  
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Distorted Financial Reporting  
by Robert Higgs  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

As far as I can tell, most financial reporting can be interpreted in 
only two ways: (1) the reporter is a shill for the government, 
passing off government propaganda as news and analysis; and (2) 
the reporter is dreadfully incompetent and naïve with regard to 
government policies. Sad to say, many reporters display both sorts 
of failings simultaneously.  

I am provoked to make these observations not merely by having 
been exposed to the mainstream news media for the past fifty 
years or so, but also, just this morning, by having blundered across 
an Associated Press article headlined “ Obama Seeks to Overhaul 
Financial Rules.”  

Of course, the headline can’t be accurate. Barack Obama knows nothing about finance, so he would 
not have the foggiest idea where to start in overhauling the existing financial rules. But let’s be 
generous. The story attributes to the emperor himself a project that is actually being carried out by 
his scheming lackeys in the Treasury Department, the Federal Reserve System, and other parts of 
his vast bureaucracy. These faithful (and some, no doubt, not-so-faithful) servants are of course 
acting in the emperor’s name, whether or not he understands the details of their machinations.  

“The goal,” the article informs us, “is to prevent a recurrence of the economic crisis that erupted in 
the United States and exploded last fall with devastating consequences still reverberating around the 
world.” This claim cannot be right. My best guess is that the actual goal is to give the impression of 
taking actions that will prevent a recurrence of these recent troubles, the better to shift the blame 
away from the actual perpetrators—various government officials and their harmful policies—and 
thereby in effect to place the blame on various financial actors and institutions in the private sector 
(if indeed there remains much of a truly private financial sector in the wake of all the recent 
government takeovers).  

The article goes on to say that “in devising new regulations and oversight, the administration is 
looking to address four perceived weaknesses in the current system.” Let us briefly consider them.  

First alleged weakness:  

The need for an all-seeing government entity to detect institutional stresses that threaten the entire 
financial system. Think of the mortgage-backed securities that are still weighing down bank balance 
sheets.  

Should we laugh or cry? “An all-seeing government entity to detect institutional stresses”? Unless 
this expression is meant as a joke, the reporter here reveals either terrible incompetence or 
shameful complicity in spreading government propaganda. The idea that a government agency, or a 
hundred government agencies all rolled into one gigantic can of red-tape worms, can be “all seeing” 
in its purview of the country’s financial transactions is ludicrous. We have miles and miles of financial 
laws and regulations on the books now. Most of them have been in force for decades. We have 
thousands of lawyers, accountants, economists, and other charlatans working for dozens of 
government agencies at every level who are, and long have been, charged with ensuring that 
nobody engages in financial hanky-panky. Did anyone in this kingdom of jobbery foresee the 
financial debacle that reached crisis proportions late last summer? Did not all of these supposed 
watchdogs, instead, devote themselves to proclaiming ceaselessly for years on end that everything 
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was hunky-dory and that they had matters well in hand. Are we supposed to 
believe that these people will now, inexplicably, develop an acute case of competence?  

Second alleged weakness:  

The inability to step in and unwind large and complex institutions before they fail and become the 
thread that unravels the fabric of the system.  

Ah, yes, we must empower the government to mount preemptive attacks against the greatly 
dreaded dragon of systemic risk. In this case, however, St. George seeks the power to slay a dragon 
that exists more in the hyperbole of government press agents than in reality. We have been told 
repeatedly that the financial system contains a number of large boulders, any one of which might set 
off a world-crushing avalanche if it were allowed to begin rolling down the hillside freely. But 
scientific evidence of such potentially destructive big rocks is as rare as hen’s teeth. The tale makes 
a splendid accompaniment, however, to a raid on the Treasury by a big bank or other mega-
institution that, seeing its chance, seeks to snatch trainloads of money while the snatching is good.  

Even if systemic risk does exist, why should anyone believe that the fakers and time-servers 
employed by a government regulatory agency will have the ability to gauge its magnitude and to 
identify the specific firms that must be eased away from the precipice—always, of course, at the 
great expense of taxpayers and holders of dollar-denominated assets?  

Let’s be frank: systemic risk is the greatest—and perhaps the phoniest—excuse for unwarranted 
bailouts ever devised by the mind of man. After all, who wouldn’t prefer to cough up hundreds of 
billions of dollars to ill-managed banks, rather than enduring the collapse of the world economy?  

Third alleged weakness,  

The undercapitalization of large financial institutions. Heading into the financial crisis, too many 
banks were leveraged with significantly more debt than equity.  

And why, pray tell, did the bank managers think that they did not need more equity? Might the 
answer have something to do with the various explicit and implicit ways in which the government 
has placed itself in readiness to bail out a big bank whose ultra-risky bets turn sour? Might 
government deposit insurance explain why depositors continued to hand their money over to banks 
run by high-stakes gamblers? If people had known that their own funds were always at risk and that 
they, and they alone, would have to bear fully any losses that arose, they would not have behaved 
as they did between 2002 and 2007. Government actions and promises to take the risk out of risky 
behavior produced exactly what any thinking person would have expected: massive moral hazard. 
Now, the government’s huge bailouts are validating all the expectations that the banking gamblers 
and others entertained during the boom, thereby setting the stage for the next destructive, 
government-induced boom in malinvestments. Moreover, the same government officials who were 
fundamentally instrumental in making possible the malinvestments of the past decade (and in some 
cases their chosen successors in office) have the gall to pretend that they are now fixing the system, 
even as they actually do nothing but reinflate the same ill-fated bubble.  

Fourth alleged weakness,  

Consumers and lenders whose unwitting or reckless credit and borrowing decisions placed families 
under staggering debts and contributed to the instability of the financial system. Obama [sic] is 
likely to recommend creation [of] a financial services consumer protection body with oversight 
powers over mortgages and credit cards and other consumer financial products.  

I tell you, these guys could do stand-up; they’re hilarious. They have the outrageous chutzpah to 
imagine that they—the most financially irresponsible parties in the history of the world, the very 
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people who control a government whose unfunded obligations run in excess of 
several times the country’s gross domestic product, the same people who whipped and goaded 
Fannie, Freddie, and the banks to dish out these dodgy mortgage loans in the first place—will 
henceforth oversee how private lenders and borrowers conduct their transactions, to insure that 
everyone acts with becoming prudence and responsibility. Ha ha ha ha—I’m rolling with laughter, I 
tell you. Does anybody take such drivel seriously? Really, anybody?  

Well, okay, maybe the reporters for the mainstream media do. At least, they continue to file their 
reports with straight faces. But behind the scenes, Barney Frank, Chris Dodd, Chuck Schumer, and 
the rest of the congressional carnival barkers have to know better. They also have to know, 
however, that even though they played key roles in shoving first the financial system and then the 
whole economy over the brink, they have emerged from the mess that they made smelling like 
roses. They still have their power; the campaign contributions from the fat cats keep pouring into 
their coffers; and they continue to drive the Obama administration’s make-believe financial-reform 
bills through the congressional maze toward their ultimate enactment as the next round of bad 
financial law—the selfsame sort of bad law under which this country has suffered ever since Ben 
Cohen, James Landis, and Tom Corcoran fired up this destructive locomotive during the early New 
Deal.  

Don’t expect the financial reporters to make any sense of all this, however. The evidence seems 
overwhelming that they are either clueless or co-opted by the government—and quite possibly they 
are both.  

Robert Higgs is Senior Fellow at the Independent Institute, where this first appeared. 
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Character Assassination  
by S.T. Karnick  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Recent controversies over sex "jokes" exemplify the valid concern over the loss 
of decency in public discourse. The real victims are the American public.  

The current big story regarding media decency standards is of course comedian 
David Letterman's joke about one of Sarah Palin's daughters having been 
impregnated during a recent trip to Yankee Stadium.  

The joke was as unfunny as most of Letterman's material, but there was a 
further problem. As Palin pointed out in a press statement, the only daughter 
who accompanied her to the Yankees game was fourteen years old. Hence 
Letterman's joke, while grossly boorish and unamusing, was based on a 
premise of finding statutory rape funny if it happens to the child of a person 
who espouses liberty and opposes socialist elitism.  

Letterman responded that he meant the girl's older sister, Bristol, who is eighteen and recently gave 
birth to an illegitimate child. How such a family tragedy can be is a valid topic of humor Letterman 
did not say.  

He did not have to say, of course, because it is assumed by the media that anything in the life of a 
proponent of liberty, such as Palin, is fair game for criticism, mockery, and open hatred, regardless 
of how vile, tasteless, and repugnant the slurs may be.  

No longer even pretending to be a comedian, Letterman has openly transformed into a socialist 
hatchet man, truckling openly to President Obama while relentlessly attacking all proponents of real 
liberty. It is his right to do so if he chooses, of course, but it is also our right to record our disgust at 
his open personal decay into a repugnant hack.  

Letterman's latest offense against reason and human decency followed a recent article on the 
Playboy magazine website in which an author identified ten right-of-center women whom he would 
like to rape. He did not use the term rape, preferring the vulgar euphemism hate-f-ck. How demure 
of him.  

Clearly these lovely events and the many other of the like in recent years exemplify an unutterably 
foul double standard practiced by the American media, in which any imaginable offense against 
conservatives and classical liberals is acceptable while even a single peep of criticism from the right 
brings a firestorm of open hatred and furious attempts at both character assassination and career 
destruction.  

Those who prefer liberty instead of coercive socialism and government-imposed social 
transformation are shouted down without any chance of being heard in response.  

From Palin herself to Carrie Prejean, the victims of this double standard are multitudinous.  

The greatest victim, however, is the American public, which is denied an opportunity for a fair 
hearing of the important issues of the day and is continuously menaced with the threat that any 
opposition to the transformational socialist juggernaut is liable to bring instant destruction.  

S. T. Karnick is editor of the American Culture website, http://culture.stkarnick.com where this first 
appeared.
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Nonpartisan PBS?  
by Brent Bozell  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

The Public Broadcasting Service recently announced it will not allow new 
religious programming on their taxpayer-subsidized airwaves. The handful of 
stations that have shown a Catholic Mass or Mormon devotions will be allowed 
to continue, but the other 300-plus stations have been instructed to avoid any 
kind of evangelism.  
 
Welcome to Barack Obama’s new world order.  
 
News reports explained that the PBS station services committee insisted on 
applying a 1985 rule that all PBS shows must be "noncommercial, nonpartisan 
and nonsectarian."  
 
To everyone who’s watched a pledge drive or contemplated a toy store stuffed 
with "Sesame Street" toys, the idea that PBS is following any "noncommercial" policy is absurd. 
 
To everyone who’s watched two minutes of "Bill Moyers Journal," with its panels unanimously 
screaming for Bush’s impeachment, or more recently, for a single-payer socialist health-care 
system, the idea of PBS being devoted to a "nonpartisan" stance is several miles removed from 
ridiculous. 
 
But the atheists and secularists who want all traces of sectarian "proselytizing" for Jesus banned 
from PBS do have something to say about PBS public-affairs programming. "Nova" creates a special 
to shred the authenticity of the Bible, and PBS doesn’t think to assemble a committee to evaluate it. 
PBS stations air tax-subsidized documentaries celebrating lesbian-feminist choirs, "transgender" 
riots, and a liberal teenager fighting against abstinence education, and nobody inside "public" 
broadcasting wonders whether they’re guilty of doing the very "proselytizing" they condemn. 
 
As part of its wave of secular fundamentalism, PBS celebrates even late-term abortionists with a 
fanaticism that would curl the hair of any pro-lifer. On June 12, the PBS show "Now" (formerly with 
Bill Moyers) devoted most of its half-hour to smearing the pro-life movement as a vicious band of 
terrorists. They hailed two men who abort babies into the ninth month, Dr. Warren Hern of Colorado 
and Dr. Leroy Carhart of Nebraska. Reporter Maria Hinojosa briefly noted at one point that pro-life 
groups issued press releases denouncing Dr. Tiller’s murder. But those words were lies, claimed the 
abortionists.  
 
Carhart attacked. "They may claim innocence and they may technically, under the law, be innocent, 
but their heart was certainly with Scott Roeder on the day that he shot Dr. Tiller." 
 
Hern echoed: "The anti-abortion organizations, you know, making these statements of distress and 
disapproval. No, no, no, no, no. This is what they wanted to happen. And it happened."  
 
Oppose abortion, even very late in pregnancy, and PBS is clear. You are a terrorist.  
 
Let’s go back to Hern. "This is a terrorist movement. And they instill fear in people," he said. "This is 
not an abortion debate. There's no debate. This is a civil war. The anti-abortion people are using 
bombs and bullets. And they've been doing this for 30 years."  
 
"Now" host David Brancaccio began the program with a topic sentence: was Tiller’s murder 
terrorism, and did it succeed? Hinojosa asked Hern: "Do you say they've won? They've been 
successful?" Hern whacked that softball question silly: "Of course, they won. But this is the 
consequence of this kind of violence and terrorism. Terrorism works....The message from the anti-
abortion movement is, ‘Do what we tell you to do, or we will kill you.’ And they do." 
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On MSNBC, Hern uncorked this slur: "The main difference between the American anti-abortion 
movement and the Taliban is about 8,000 miles." For this, he is hailed on our taxpayer-funded 
airwaves as a feminist hero, a very brave provider of services for desperate women.  
 
Where was the air time for the pro-lifers? Hinojosa granted a few seconds to Randall Terry -- in the 
familiar soundbite declaring the pro-life movement didn’t cause Tiller’s death, but Tiller was a mass 
murderer. PBS also aired a series of Bill O’Reilly segments where he referred to "Tiller the Baby 
Killer." Hinojosa again set up Hern, this time to denounce O’Reilly as an accessory to murder: "It's 
offensive, it's vulgar, it's grotesque, it’s fascist speech that's designed to get Dr. Tiller killed, and it 
worked." 
 
Despite the noxious theme that describing abortion as the death of a baby enables terrorism, no one 
– not Terry, not O’Reilly, not a single professional in the pro-life movement – was granted the 
courtesy of an interview by PBS.  
 
This story has a very disturbing ending. Ken Bode, hired by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
as an ombudsman or viewer’s advocate, lauded the show as "strong and convincing on this point: 
radical, anti-abortion opponents, including Bill O’Reilly of Fox News, are guilty of promoting domestic 
terrorism." Bode even said "Now" has established itself for reporting "within the boundaries of 
fairness and balance mandated by PBS standards."  
 
That only underlines that there are no standards for balance at PBS on the issues religious 
Americans care about. There’s only a standard of malice.  

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center 
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Climate Con Job  
by Paul Driessen  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Suppose a company doctored data, misrepresented study findings, replaced 
observations with computer simulations, and hired PR flacks to promote its 
new “wonder drug.” News stories, congressional hearings and subpoenas 
would be in overdrive. Fines and jail sentences would follow. And rightly so.  

But the standards change when “climate catastrophe” is involved.  

The White House has made global warming the centerpiece of its revenue-
raising and energy policies. A House of Representatives 942-page bill would 
tax, regulate and penalize all US hydrocarbon energy use, to “save the planet 
from climate disaster.” The Senate promises an August vote.  

But average global temperatures peaked in 1998 and since have fallen 
slightly, even as carbon dioxide levels continue to climb. Thousands of scientists say CO2 has little 
effect on planetary temperatures, and there is no climate crisis. Few developed countries are ready 
to commit economic suicide, by agreeing to reduce their CO2 emissions by a fraction of what the 
House bill demands for the United States.  

Americans are beginning to realize the legislation would cost millions of jobs and trillions of dollars 
for a hypothetical 0.1 degree F reduction in global temperatures. Most put global warming dead last 
in a Pew Research list of 20 concerns.  

The government’s answer to these inconvenient truths is simple.  

Issue another report by government scientists carefully selected to exclude any who don’t subscribe 
to climate Armageddon. Ignore contrary data and analyses. Crank out more bogus computer-
generated worst-case scenarios. Hire an activist media firm that specializes in environmental scare 
campaigns. And spend tens of millions hyping every imaginable climate disaster:  

Rising sea levels, floods in lower Manhattan, California beaches permanently submerged. Ferocious 
hurricanes, floods and droughts. Food shortages, epidemic diseases, a quadrupling of heat-wave 
deaths in Chicago. Aged sewer systems convulsing from massive storm runoff. Wildflowers 
disappearing from Rocky Mountain slopes and polar bears from the Arctic. Leisure time gone, as 
people struggle to survive.  

“Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States” is the “most up-to-date, authoritative, 
comprehensive” analysis ever done on how human-caused warming affects the United States, 
deadpans Obama “science” advisor John Holdren.  

Actually, it’s the most flagrant attempted con-job and propaganda campaign in US history.  

If it helps Congress enact cap-and-tax legislation, it will give activists, courts and bureaucrats 
control over virtually every aspect of our lives. It will enable them to confiscate hard-earned dollars, 
convert them to payoffs for activists and companies that get on the climate-crisis bandwagon, 
consign uncooperative companies and scientists to the ash heap of history, and conceal the 
exorbitant costs of restrictive energy policies – on families, industries, jobs and transportation – until 
long after the bill becomes law.  
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The bogus “report” conflates and confuses human activities and emissions with 
the powerful natural forces that have caused major and minor climate changes and weather 
anomalies since the dawn of time – from the Carboniferous Period to the Age of Dinosaurs, from the 
Big Ice Ages and interglacial periods to the Little Ice Age, Roman and Medieval Warm Periods, Dust 
Bowl and countless others. It relies on conjecture, conformist thinking and conspicuous elimination 
of contrary, skeptical, realist scientists and studies that do not support climate cataclysm conjecture 
and ideology.  

The authors “largely ignored” critical comments to earlier drafts and made the final version “even 
more alarmist” than infamous UN “summaries” of global warming “crises,” says Joseph D’Aleo, first 
director of meteorology at the Weather Channel and former chairman of the American Meteorological 
Society’s Weather Analysis and Forecasting Committee. The report is simply “wrong on many of its 
claims” and marks “an embarrassing episode for the authors and NOAA,” D’Aleo concludes.  

University of Colorado environmental studies professor Roger Pielke, Jr. says the report 
“misrepresents” his own work, makes claims that are not supported by citations provided, relies 
heavily on analyses that were never peer reviewed, ignores peer-reviewed studies that reach 
opposite conclusions from those proclaimed by the report, and cites analyses that do not support 
conclusions rendered.  

“I didn’t notice a single recognized hurricane expert in the list of authors,” says NOAA Hurricane 
Research Division scientist Stanley Goldenberg. The report relies heavily on surface temperature 
data from monitoring stations located next to parking lots and air conditioning exhaust ports – 
falsely skewing temperature records upward – other experts noted. It is lead-heavy on assumptions, 
assertions and speculation – hydrogen-light on evidence.  

But the most egregious miscarriage of science in this agit-prop exercise is its near-total dependence 
on worst-case scenarios conjured up by computer models. That’s where it gets its litany of “Day 
After Tomorrow” Hollywood disasters.  

These climate models have never been validated by actual observations, notes Professor Robert 
Carter of the Marine Geophysical Laboratory at Australia’s James Cook University. Indeed, Australia’s 
own climate modeling agency (CSIRO) stresses that climate change scenarios are based on 
computer models that “involve simplifications of [real world] processes that are not fully understood. 
Accordingly, no responsibility will be accepted … for the accuracy of forecasts inferred” from its 
reports.  

“Modeling results are interesting – but worthless for setting public policy,” says Carter. But that is 
exactly how they’re being used.  

Sure, it’s conceivable that Antarctica could melt, and cause sea levels to rise 20 feet, as Al Gore and 
the government con-artists suggest. Greenhouse gases would merely have to increase average 
annual Antarctic temperatures from their current –50 degrees F to +40 degrees for a century or two, 
to melt 200,000 cubic miles of South Pole icecaps. A mere 90-degree swing.  

That may be as likely as having the planet overrun by raptors and T-rexes cloned from DNA in 
fossilized mosquitoes. But it’s conceivable. And in the realm of global warming politics, that’s all that 
matters. As MIT atmospheric physicist Richard Lindzen observes, “global warming has developed so 
much momentum that it has a life of its own, quite removed from science.”  

As one climate activist group put it: “The task … is not to persuade by rational argument.” It is “to 
work in a more shrewd and contemporary way, using subtle techniques of engagement. The ‘facts’ 
need to be treated as being so taken-for-granted that they need not be spoken.” The strategy is to 
treat “climate-friendly activity as a brand that can be sold. This is the route to mass behavior 
change.”  
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This is the kind of science, transparency, honesty and accountability we have 
come to expect over “human-caused climate chaos.”  

If the congressional, administration and activist conspirators behind this massive con job were in the 
private sector – peddling bogus drugs, rather than bogus science – they’d quickly become convicts. 
Instead of jail time, though, they’ll probably get bonus checks.  

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Committee For A Constructive Tomorrow and Congress 
of Racial Equality, and author of Eco-Imperialism: Green Power, Black Death. 
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Why Health Reform Trouble?  
by John Goodman  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Why is Washington having so much trouble reforming health care?  

Why, if they do pass a major overhaul, are the problems of cost, quality and 
access almost certain to get worse?  

Answer: Because they don't understand health care. By that I mean, almost 
no one in Congress understands health care as a complex system. When they 
campaign, most politicians claim that health care problems could be solved 
with a few simple reforms. Now that it's time to legislate, they are discovering 
that health care is very, very complicated. In fact, there is no solution that 
even comes close to being simple or easy.  

As Nobel Laureate Frederick Hayek taught us, a complex system is a structure that is so 
complicated, that no one person can even begin to grasp it in its entirety. The best each of us can 
hope for is to master the small part of it we interact with.  

The economy, for example, is a complex system. To allow us to think about it — if only imperfectly 
— economists have developed a highly simplified model over a period of 200 years. In fact, the only 
reliable model that exists to understand complex social systems is the economic model. Yet we have 
completely suppressed normal market forces in virtually every aspect of health care. So what we are 
left with is almost certainly the most complicated market of all and no reliable model with which to 
understand it.  

In complex systems, a change in a parameter in one place inevitably causes other — often surprising 
and unforeseen — changes elsewhere. Perturbations intended to bring about one result inevitably 
have other unintended consequences as well. In health care the unforeseen surprises are even more 
palpable because reforms are inevitably designed by people who either deny the existence of 
economic incentives or in any event routinely ignore them. I suspect that:  

• Most members of Congress were genuinely surprised to learn that if an SCHIP children's 
health program is offered for free, half the enrollees would drop their private insurance in 
order to take advantage of it.  

• I suspect Sen. Kennedy's staffers were surprised to learn that a highly subsidized "exchange" 
outside the workplace would cause millions to drop their employer-provided coverage to take 
advantage of it.  

• They were probably also surprised that — given the chance — millions would leave Medicaid 
for highly subsidized private insurance.  

• They were probably devastated to learn that you can spend $1 trillion over 10 years and 
ultimately reduce the number of uninsured by only 20%!  

One thing economists are confident about is this: No matter how complex the system, the incentives 
faced by the individual actors matter a great deal. For example, if all the actors in a complex system 
have perverse incentives, the social outcome is likely to be undesirable in many respects.  

In health care, almost everyone faces perverse incentives. This includes almost every patient, every 
doctor, every nurse, every hospital administrator, every employee, every employer, every insurance 
company, every government agency….. (did I overlook anyone?). By perverse incentives I mean 
that when people act in their own interests, they usually impose external (social) costs on others. 
This means that social cost is likely to exceed social benefit for every actor at every margin.  
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Take total spending on health care. It is the outcome of about 300 million 
patients and about 800,000 doctors all interacting in complex ways. But it is also the simple, 
straightforward sum of what I and my doctors spend on my care plus what you and your doctors 
spend on your care….. etc., etc.,…..summing over 300 million people. No matter what else happens, 
if I and my doctors don't change what we are doing for me and you and your doctors don't change 
what is being done for you….. and so forth….. aggregate spending will not change.  

If I am a representative patient, every time I spend a dollar only 13 cents will come out of my own 
pocket. So my economic incentive is to consume care until it is worth only 13 cents on the dollar to 
me. This is very wasteful. But I'm wasting your money (you being the other members of my 
insurance pool), not mine.  

Under a reform plan of the type proposed by Sen. Kennedy, third-party coverage becomes much 
more expansive; and we may have to pay only 4¢ or 5¢ out of pocket every time we spend a dollar. 
Under this arrangement, I will spend more than I currently spend. So will you. Because this is a 
complex system, it is very hard to predict how all this new spending will affect the system as a 
whole. But we can be fairly confident total spending will rise — and probably by a lot.  

Now consider the problem of access. Under a Kennedy-type plan, millions of uninsured people will 
obtain insurance and millions of people who are currently insured will get more generous insurance. 
As a result, these people will use their newfound coverage to try to obtain more care. But where will 
they get it?  

As you look around the health care system, how many idle resources do you see? How many 
primary care physicians have empty waiting rooms? How many ERs have no patients waiting to be 
seen? If there are no significant idle resources, then how will the increased demand for care be met?  

Clearly, there will be a rationing problem, and those paying below market rates (Medicaid patients, 
e.g.) will experience more severe problems than others. This is precisely what is happening in 
Massachusetts right now. As previously reported here, waiting times to see doctors in Boston are 
more than twice as long as any other US city. Casual observation suggests that access to care has 
not improved, even though the number of uninsured has been cut in half.  

For more than two decades, scholars associated with the National Center for Policy Analysis have 
sought to reform the health system by improving the incentives faced by the actors in it. We believe 
this approach is absolutely essential if real problems are to be solved.  

Congress is choosing a different course. Under reforms being considered, almost everyone's 
incentives will become worse, not better. The tragedy is that Congress is almost completely unaware 
of the harm it is about to unleash. (At least that's the charitable assumption.) The irony is that this 
same tragedy has been repeated in almost every other developed country in the world.  

John Goodman is President and CEO Kellye Wright Fellow at the National Center for Policy Analysis 
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School Choice Works  
by Renny Hartmann  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Despite what my union, the National Education Association, says the 
Washington, DC, limited voucher program called Opportunity 
Scholarships has worked. Assessments show Scholarship students are 
often 6-9 months ahead of non-scholarship students, especially in 
reading, and at least on grade level in math. Unfortunately, only 
1,700 of the 46,000 students were enrolled in the program.  

The “fabulous” DC schools have a 46 percent dropout rate (compared 
to around 25 percent nationally) with the majority of seniors reading 
on the fourth-grade level (NAEP).To produce such sterling results, the 
city of Washington, DC (remember, under the direct supervision of 
Congress) spends nearly $16,000 per pupil, the highest rate in the 
US. DC is not NEA but the American Federation of Teachers union, 
where, someone may remember, a former union president is now 
serving a nine-year sentence for embezzling $250,000 that she spent 
on cars and furs while the student population’s achievement 
languished at an elementary-school level.  

The total cost of this program for DC’s victimized public education students costs all of $1,750,000 
annually for 7,500 vouchers for the less than 2,000 students enrolled, and they represent merely 
half the number who apply for eligibility. The piddling outlay. compared to general government 
expenses, was dropped from the omnibus budget bill, although this administration thinks nothing of 
“giving” the island of Palau $200 million to take Guantanamo detainees.  

For the record and as comparison, Citizens Against Government waste reports a few expenditures 
your Congress and mine makes while it wants to deny DC children better educations: $1,791,000 for 
swine odor and waste management in Iowa; $2,192,000 for a Center for Grape Genetics, Geneva, 
New York; and $4,545,000 to study “wood utilization” in ten states. Does no one think Congress 
could eke out UNDER $ 2 million for 1,700 succeeding students?  

In an independent charter school such as Mike Piscal’s View Park Preparatory Charter Schools, 
excellence has ranked them 8th among all public schools in California (charters are public schools 
but function primarily separate from their public systems). Piscal, a graduate of my former high 
school in Toms River, NJ, began nearly two decades ago in the Crenshaw District of Los Angeles - 
with its 70 percent dropout rate and a plague of gangs - to develop an educational system that saw 
its first 2004 graduating class all receive college acceptances.  

When Piscal began, he started with support from friends and family and his own credit cards. Now 
president of the Inner City Educational Foundation, where he spends much time fund raising, he is 
often a target of the California Education Association, because, as he said in a speech when he was 
inducted into the Toms River Schools Hall of Fame, “I can see 60 schools could become chartered 
and maybe even someday taking over the entire LA system.”  

I had the personal pleasure of presenting him into the HOF that day. I believe that the only route 
left for education today - where a once vibrant system has been subverted by rigid unionizing and 
professional indifference - is independent programs like DC’s Opportunity Scholarships and ICEF’s 
chartered schools.  

Renny Hartmann is a former public high school teacher.  
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Government Disease  
by Mark Hendrickson 
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Wouldn't it be wonderful if, like Ebenezer Scrooge, we could have a preview of the future so that we 
could change our course if necessary? This can happen in real life. Such a dispensation was granted 
to me 35 years ago. It happened while I was studying literature at Oxford University in England.  

At the time, I hadn't yet outgrown my youthful flirtation with socialism. The United Kingdom 
appeared to me to be about 30 years ahead of the United States on the path toward socialism.  

Living for a while with a teacher and his young family, I saw up close and personal how bleak life 
under socialism would be. The government owned most of the primary industries. The economy was 
stagnant. The homeowners' monthly mortgage payments were adjusted upward to keep pace with 
inflation-that insidious, impoverishing monetary cancer that crops up wherever government grows 
too large. The outlook for a middle-class family was hopeless. The overall atmosphere was 
suffocating.  

This experience opened my eyes. More government control was NOT a desirable future for the 
United States, and I've been in the free-market camp ever since. And fortunately for the United 
Kingdom, in 1979 Margaret Thatcher became prime minister. She privatized many of the 
nationalized industries, reinvigorated the market economy, dispelled the economic gloom and 
stagnation, and revitalized a great country.  

Today, a similar preview of the damage of an overbearing government can be gained by spending 
some time in Detroit, my hometown. Detroit was arguably the most prosperous city in the world in 
the 1920s. Today, however, whole neighborhoods are abandoned; still-occupied neighborhoods are 
in a frightful state of decay; some of the streets are so rough you would think that the military used 
them for target practice. Most startling is that the median sale price for a house in the once-thriving 
city of Detroit this January was $7,500. Yes, 75 HUNDRED, not "thousand." You can buy two or 
three houses in Detroit today for the price of one new car.  

What happened? What explains this sad decline? In the simplest economic terms, the ultra-low 
prices of houses in Detroit are explained in terms of supply and demand. Specifically, there is little 
demand. Few people want to live in this former boomtown. Why?  

Here is what friends and neighbors told me over the years: Starting in the 1960s, governance in 
Detroit started to deteriorate. The mayor and the city council began to view government as a 
mechanism for redistributing wealth, primarily to one's friends and political constituencies. Detroit 
became known for abnormally corrupt politics, rife with nepotism and favoritism. Leaders appeared 
to care more about their own self-enrichment than about implementing constructive policies. (Let 
me say that Detroit's current mayor-successful businessman and erstwhile Detroit Pistons star Dave 
Bing-is highly respected for his integrity, and I wish him every success in improving conditions in 
Motown.)  

Taxes were raised. Productive tax-paying citizens moved out of the city, commuting into the city to 
work. In an attempt to recapture lost revenues, the city imposed a tax on income commuters earned 
in the city limits. Consequently, many businesses uprooted and relocated, reducing tax revenues 
further.  

Members of public employee unions-close allies of city hall-profited handsomely, even while the 
quality of municipal services declined. Detroit's once-respected public schools went into a tailspin-a 
trend exacerbated by Uncle Sam's welfare policies which perversely promoted single-parent 
households, resulting in restless and undisciplined children.  
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Crime soared. The city of Detroit failed to discharge the primary function of 
government-protecting the life and property of citizens. As a result of the lawlessness, more and 
more businesses fled, and the downward spiral accelerated.  

The failures of Detroit's city government were compounded by misguided policies imposed by the 
federal government. Decades of Uncle Sam's costly meddling with the Big Three-forcing these 
corporations to become healthcare agencies and retirement planners, in addition to the already 
formidable economic challenge of trying to survive in a highly competitive industry has brought 
down GM and Chrysler, two pillars of Detroit's economy. Now the devastation has rippled out to the 
surrounding counties, where many fine homes have plunged into negative equity and foreclosure in 
recent months.  

Detroit's decline was not caused by natural disaster. There was nothing mysterious about it. Detroit 
is a casualty of the "government disease." Instead of bigger, more activist government solving 
problems, as its advocates had hoped, the foreseeable result was a government that has done what 
it should not do (e.g., redistribute wealth to political allies) and hasn't done what it should (i.e., 
defend life and property).  

Detroit may be the most advanced case of "government disease" in the United States today, but 
signs of suffering are widespread. Compared to glistening, modern airports in cities like Shanghai 
and Bangkok, Los Angeles International seems like a Third World airport. The whole state of 
California is suffering from a Detroit-like exodus of thousands fleeing the economic devastation 
wrought by Big Government.  

We should keep these self-inflicted tragedies in mind in considering whether to assent to the 
massive expansion of government that President Obama and his congressional allies are seeking. We 
don't want the whole country to share the fate of Detroit.  

Dr. Mark W. Hendrickson is an adjunct faculty member, economist, and contributing scholar with The 
Center for Vision & Values at Grove City College. 
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Model For Iran? 
by David Keene 
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Mart Nikul is an Estonian who spent 16 years in the Soviet gulag, much of it 
in solitary confinement in a concentration camp in Siberia. He was released 
as the Soviet Union was collapsing, but only after then-U.S. President 
Ronald Reagan personally asked Mikhail Gorbachev to let him go. 

I met him in Tallinn, the capital of the free Estonia he and many others like 
him spent a lifetime fighting and suffering to make a reality. These largely 
forgotten warriors have stories worth remembering, but what struck me as 
we talked over lunch was the reason he was first arrested. 

Back in the ’50s, the Soviet Union bragged to the world that life behind what 
Winston Churchill first dubbed the Iron Curtain was pretty darned good. 
Pictures circulated in the West of healthy, happy Czechs, Poles and, yes, 
Estonians, who seemed positively giddy over their good fortune to be living 
under communism and the protection of their Soviet comrades. 

Friendly visitors to the Soviet empire were taken on carefully orchestrated tours of what came to be 
known as “Potemkin” villages filled with prosperous beneficiaries of Soviet-style socialism. No one 
was allowed to see what life was really like in places like Tallinn, where men, women and children 
were living in poverty and being ground down by a political and economic system that didn’t work 
and rulers who simply didn’t care about ordinary people. 

As difficult as it may be to believe today, many Westerners were taken in by all this and assumed 
that Soviet rule of Eastern Europe was both legitimate and popular. The truth took decades to sink 
in, and decades more for the internal rot that destroyed the Soviet empire to motivate Western 
leaders like Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher to confidently predict that the illusion Moscow’s 
rulers had built would one day be consigned to what Reagan called the “ash heap of history.” 

Nikul was one of those who drew back the curtain and revealed the communist system for what it 
was. As a 23-year-old college graduate in the mid-’50s, he realized that the Soviets who had 
occupied his country in 1939 as a result of the Hitler-Stalin Pact were lying to the entire world about 
what was going on in Estonia and decided to do something about it. 

To set the record straight, Nikul began to take pictures not of the Potemkin façade the Soviets were 
distributing to the world, but of the actual conditions in Estonia at the time. He sent those pictures to 
the Voice of America and was, as a result, arrested, tried and sentenced to the gulag as an enemy of 
the people.  

The Soviets shipped Nikul and thousands like him off to Siberia because they knew that while they 
might be able to stand up to Western arms, the truth was an implacable enemy that had to be 
defeated if they were to triumph or even survive. In the end, of course, the truth proved a far 
stronger enemy than they realized and their attempt to build a world on lies failed. 

We sometimes forget that tyrannical governments always do what they can to make sure their 
citizens and their friends and adversaries see them and the world as they want them to see it rather 
than as it is. Sadly, sometimes even democratic governments and politicians dream of doing the 
same thing. 

Today in Iran, a tyrannical state is trying mightily to quash communications among its citizens and 
to keep the outside world from seeing what is going on there. Nikul had to take pictures, get them 
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developed and sneak them into the mail. His counterparts in today’s Iran can 
transmit reality to the world in real time, and that may end up making all the difference. 

Nikul and thousands like him suffered for decades to convince the world that they were living in 
what Ronald Reagan came to call an Evil Empire, but one suspects the young men and women of 
Tehran won’t need nearly so long to deprive their rulers of the false legitimacy they have enjoyed for 
so long.  

The tyrannical regime in Tehran may hold on for a while, but after the events of the last several 
weeks, its days are numbered as surely as were those of the communists who hung on for dear life 
after the uprisings that shook their empire in an earlier age and revealed them not as the idealists 
they wanted us all to see, but as a bunch of thugs whose subjects finally stood up and sent them 
packing.  

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union  
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Mideast Cold War  
by Daniel Pipes 
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

A cold war is "the key to understanding the Middle East in the 21st century." So 
argue Yigal Carmon and three of his colleagues at the Middle East Media and 
Research Institute (MEMRI) in a recent study, " An Escalating Regional Cold 
War."  

They have identified a major confrontation that the media has somehow missed 
– and which is the more important for Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's just having 
been re-designated as president of Iran.  

A cold war, according to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, is "a conflict over 
ideological differences carried on by methods short of sustained overt military 
action and usually without breaking off diplomatic relations." Note the three 
elements in this definition: ideological differences, no actual fighting, and not breaking off diplomatic 
relations.  

The classic instance of a cold war, of course, involved the United States and the Soviet Union 
between 1945 and 1991, a long lasting and global standoff. The "Arab cold war" of 1958-70, shorter 
and more localized, offers a second notable instance. In that case, Gamal Abdel Nasser, an Egyptian 
revolutionary, tried to upend the region while the Saudis led the effort to maintain the status quo. 
Their conflict culminated in the Yemen War of 1962-70, a vicious conflict that ended only with the 
death of Abdel Nasser.  

A new ideological division now splits the region, what I call the Middle Eastern cold war. Its dynamics 
help explain an increasingly hostile confrontation between two blocs.  

• The revolutionary bloc and its allies : Iran leads Syria, Qatar, Oman, and two organizations, 
Hezbollah and Hamas. Turkey serves as a very important auxiliary. Iraq sits in the wings. 
Paradoxically, several of these countries are themselves distinctly non-revolutionary.  

• The status-quo bloc : Saudi Arabia (again) leads, with Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Tunisia, 
Algeria, Morocco, and most Arabic-speaking states following, along with Fatah. Israel serves 
as a semi-auxiliary. Note that Egypt, which once led its own bloc, now co-leads one with 
Saudi Arabia, reflecting Cairo's diminished influence over the last half century.  

• Some states, such as Libya, sit on the sidelines.  

The present cold war goes back to 1979, when Ayatollah Khomeini seized power in Tehran and 
harbored grand ambitions to destabilize other states in the region to impose his brand of 
revolutionary Islam. Those ambitions waned after Khomeini's death in 1989 but roared back to life 
with Ahmadinejad's presidency in 2005 along with the building of weapons of mass destruction, 
widespread terrorism, engagement in Iraq, and the claim to Bahrain.  

The Middle Eastern cold war has many significant manifestations; here are four of them.  

(1) In 2006, when Hezbollah fought the Israel Defense Forces, several Arab states publicly 
condemned Hezbollah for its "unexpected, inappropriate and irresponsible acts." An Iranian 
newspaper editorial responded with an "eternal curse on the muftis of the Saudi court and of the 
pharaoh of Egypt."  

(2) The Moroccan government in March 2009 announced that it had broken off diplomatic relations 
with Tehran on the grounds of "intolerable interference in the internal affairs of the kingdom," 
meaning Iranian efforts to convert Sunnis to the Shiite version of Islam.  
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(3) The Egyptian government arrested 49 Hezbollah agents in April, accusing 
them of destabilizing Egypt; Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah then confirmed that the group's 
leader worked for him.  

(4) Close Turkish-Israeli ties have floundered as Ankara's increasingly overt Islamist leadership 
opposes Israeli government policies, deploys hostile language against the Jewish state, invites its 
enemies to Ankara, transfers Iranian arms to Hezbollah, and uses anti-Zionism to isolate the Turkish 
military.  

By diverting passions away from the seemingly interminable Arab-Israeli conflict, the Middle Eastern 
cold war may appear to help reduce tensions. That, however, is not the case. However venomous 
relations between Fatah and Hamas may be, with each killing the other's operatives, they will in the 
end always join forces against Israel. Likewise, Washington will not find significant support in Saudi 
Arabia or any other members of its bloc vis-à-vis Iran. In the end, Muslim states shy from joining 
with non-Muslims against fellow Muslims.  

Looking more broadly, the Middle Eastern cold war internationalizes once-local issues – such as the 
religious affiliation of Moroccans – imbuing them with Middle-East wide repercussions. Thus does this 
cold war add new flashpoints and greater volatility to what was already the world's most unstable 
region.  

Mr. Pipes ( www.DanielPipes.org) is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished 
visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University. This article derives from a talk 
delivered earlier at an EMET-Heritage Foundation conference 
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Australian Climate Skepticism  
by Dennis Avery  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

A major country is getting a media debate on the science of global 
warming for the first time ever—thanks to Australia’s Senator Steve 
Fielding. As one of a half-dozen swing votes on Prime Minister Rudd’s 
massive carbon tax bill, Fielding recently spent his own money to 
attend an international conference of climate skeptics in Washington, 
D.C.  

“It seems every Australian has an opinion on the Rudd government’s 
emission trading scheme,” wrote Senator Fielding in The Australian on 
June 8th “The one question, however, that no one seems to be 
asking, is whether or not we even need an emissions trading scheme 
at all?”  

Fielding now has an appointment to talk warming theories with 
Australia’s Environment Minister, Penny Wong. He wants to know how 
Minister Wong can be sure that humans have caused the recent 
warming—since global temperatures are now cooling though CO 2 levels are still rising.  

Senator Fielding says 500 years ago the whole world “knew” the sun revolved around the Earth. 
Galileo dared challenge the prevailing dogma anyway—and was put under house arrest for the rest 
of his life.  

Galileo’s story reminds Fielding of the present debate on climate change. “Opponents of the popular 
opinion that global warming is a direct result of carbon emissions, a group that includes many 
notable and distinguished scientists, are often derided and quickly dismissed. As an engineer, I have 
been trained to listen to both sides.”  

Minister Wong said in a recent media interview: “We’ve had 13 of the 14 hottest years in history in 
the last 15 year.” This isn’t quite true; but even so, she is talking about recent history. Fielding is 
talking about the Medieval Warming 700 years ago, and the Roman Warming 2000 years ago—and 
more than 500 previous global warmings before that. The ice cores, fossil pollen and seabed 
sediments tell us those warmings were hotter than today.  

I know, because I met Fielding at the skeptics’ conference, and gave him a copy of the fully-
referenced best-seller Unstoppable Global Warming—-Every 1,500 Years.  

After Fielding returned home, he wrote, “The question of whether global warming is a new 
phenomenon or something that is just part of the naturally occurring 1500-year climate cycle was 
never raised in any of the discussions I have had with the Rudd government.”  

“After speaking to a cross-section of noted scientists, including Ian Plimer, author of Heaven and 
Earth, I quickly began to understand that the science on this issue was by no means conclusive. I 
plan to put some of these question to Penny Wong and her advisers when we next sit down to 
discuss the carbon pollution reductions scheme, just as I did when I spoke to climate change experts 
in President Obama’s administration” during the week of June 1–5.  

“Has the Minister seen [data] which shows that solar radiation is highly correlated to global 
temperature change, and if so, why can this not be a plausible alternative explanation for global 
warming?”  
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Senator Fielding has been harshly treated by Australian interviewers, but says 
the carbon emission reduction scheme “will unquestionably lead to thousands of Australians losing 
their jobs, more than 23,000 in the mining industry alone. It is a scheme that will send the cost of 
basic goods and services upwards at a time when we can least afford it and will leave the state 
governments $5.5 billion worse off by 2020. As a federal senator, I would be derelict in my duty to 
the Australian people if I did not even consider whether or not the scientific assumptions 
underpinning this debate were in fact correct. ”  

Dennis Avery is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Clean Energy Oxymoron  
by Alan Caruba  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

What does it take to be a dedicated environmentalist—a Green—these days? 
George Orwell’s “1984” describing “double think” in his allegory of Communism is 
a good place to begin.  

• “The power of holding two contradictory beliefs in one’s mind 
simultaneously, and accepting both of them.”  

• “To tell deliberate lies while genuinely believing in them, to forget any fact 
that has become inconvenient, and then, when it becomes necessary 
again, to draw it back from oblivion for just so long as it is needed.”  

• “To deny objective reality and all the while to take account of the reality 
which one denies.”  

“Clean energy” is a good example. It is an oxymoron. Energy requires something less than 
cleanliness. Even wind and solar require machines, fuel and energy use in manufacturing, and 
lubrication to keep them operating, to say nothing about human sweat. With the introduction of the 
Waxman-Markey legislation, clean energy is touted as “a new direction for America’s future and 
fighting global warming.”  

This is possibly the most dreadful piece of legislation to be put before Congress in the history of the 
nation. It is the deliberate reordering of American society because without adequate energy, the 
economy will implode and the lifestyles that Americans take for granted, all based on affordable 
electricity and fuel for transportation will cease to exist.  

It is based entirely on the “global warming” lie. It is based entirely on the lie that carbon dioxide 
(CO2) is the driving force behind “climate change.”  

Clean jobs are just one more of the endless myths that Greens invent in order to put an end to 
America’s capacity to compete in the global marketplace.  

Clean energy is the term applied to wind and solar energy, deemed “renewable”, amidst more lies 
about the oil and coal which most surely will neither be renewable nor even available if Congress and 
the White House continue to put the national lands under which they exist off limits to all exploration 
and extraction.  

Totally supported by government subsidies and mandates for their use, wind and solar energy 
represents barely one percent of the electricity Americans use every day.  

Congress and President Obama likewise promise “Green jobs” based on wind and solar energy.  

Thomas J. Pyle, president of the Institute for Energy Research, recently pointed out that a study in 
Spain that was released in late March made clear that, “Spain has spent billions in taxpayer 
resources to subsidize renewable energy programs in an effort to jumpstart its ailing economy and 
what they have gotten in return are fewer jobs, skyrocketing debt and some of the highest and most 
regressive energy prices in the developed world.”  

For every “Green job” created by the Spanish government over the past decade, 2.2 other jobs were 
destroyed as a result. To not expect the same result here is to be willfully ignorant.  
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In countless ways, the Greens are working to destroy America’s ability to have 
the energy it needs to survive and grow. Our economy, already suffering from government 
mandates that destroyed the nation’s housing market, will utterly collapse when it can no longer 
access the energy required for the future.  

Clean energy is a dirty lie.  

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com and a weekly commentary at 
http://www.anxietycenter.com, the website of The National Anxiety Center.  

 

 



7/8/2009                                             Page 32                                              Issue 135  
 
 

Serious Health Politics  
by Jeffrey Folks  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

On June 15 President Obama was booed at the annual 
meeting of the American Medical Association in Chicago. 
He was booed by an audience that included America’s 
leading medical experts for declaring he was “not 
advocating caps on malpractice awards.” Maybe the 
experts know something that Obama doesn’t.  

It costs a great deal of money, and as great or greater an 
amount of valuable time, for a medical practitioner to 
protect himself or herself against malpractice lawsuits. The 
amount of money involved may run as high as $100 billion 
a year. The president himself referred to the cost of 
“unnecessary tests and procedures as part of a ‘defensive’ 
medicine culture created in part by the risk of medical 
malpractice lawsuits.” He called the cost of health care “a 
threat to our economy” and “a ticking time-bomb.” 
Strange then that a president who declares the nation is 
sitting atop a ticking time-bomb should declare off limits 
the most obvious and productive solution.  

That solution is medical malpractice tort reform. One would think that a president who needs to 
come up with $1.6 trillion over 10 years to pay for universal health care would jump at the chance to 
save 62.5% of that amount simply by passing reasonable caps on malpractice suits. Yet having 
declared himself “willing to listen” to all and sundry—and having just moments before proclaimed 
the “need to explore a range of ideas”—Obama slammed the door on any discussion of tort reform. 
Could this have something to do with the fact that the tort bar has been the largest single 
contributor the Democratic Party in recent years?  

In his speech to the AMA, as reported by CNN, “Obama urged all players … to contribute to a 
workable system that would provide coverage for 46 million uninsured Americans while reducing 
costs and increasing efficiency.” These are fine words, except for the deceptive omission of coverage 
for illegal aliens and except for the fact that Obama’s fine words do not mean quite what they say. 
He is calling on doctors, insurers, and drug companies to make great sacrifices to bring about 
universal coverage. He is asking investors in health care not only to forego profits but to sacrifice 
their capital as private plans are unfairly forced to compete with a government subsidized “public 
option” or with similarly subsidized “non-profit” insurance plans. He is demanding cuts in 
reimbursements to hospitals, doctors, and drug companies.  

As a result all who work in the medical field, from nurses and nurse practitioners to therapists and 
technicians, would see their incomes decline. Meanwhile, the president says nothing about workers 
in another highly profitable sector of the health care field, one that the Manhattan Institute 
estimates increased its profits 2,108 percent between 1975 and 2003. He says nothing about the 
abuses of trial lawyers, not in this speech nor in any other statement during his entire political 
career.  

It seems remarkably disingenuous for Mr. Obama to declare, in the high-sounding but hollow 
rhetoric in which he excels, the need for shared responsibility, when that responsibility excludes 
every one of his political backers. “We look out for one another,” he declaimed. “That’s what makes 
us the United States of America.” Have you ever run across a trial lawyer who “looked after” the 
interests of the decent, hard-working physicians whom he has sued? I may be mistaken, but I do 
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not believe that John Edwards, who, as I understand it, made a great deal of 
money suing the medical industry, has announced his intention to look out for others by 
redistributing his vast personal fortune to the general public. Nor has Michelle Obama, so far as I 
know, donated to the collective good the hundreds of thousands of dollars in salary and bonuses that 
she was awarded at approximately the same time that the Senate, in which her husband then 
served, passed a bill that was reportedly quite favorable to her employer, the University of Chicago 
Medical Center.  

Instead of collective sacrifice, Obama seems to have in mind another wealth transfer scheme that 
would favor his contributors and political supporters. In a speech in which he railed against more 
government bureaucracy, Obama affirmed his intention to set up a government-run, public option 
health care plan. I am beginning to think that the president has some sort of right brain/left brain 
problem that makes it possible for him to engage in the most astonishing non sequiturs. In the 
course of a single 50-minute speech Obama assured doctors that the government would leave them 
alone “to be healers,” not “bean-counters and paper-pushers.” He then urged them to support the 
creation of the largest government bureaucracy in our nation’s history. He referred to “dire warnings 
about socialized medicine and government takeovers,” and then proceeded to lay out a plan for 
socialized medicine and government takeovers. He followed this up with an even more amazing 
disconnect: malpractice lawsuits, he stated, are a threat to our nation’s future, a time-bomb, a 
shadow cast over the very survival of our country, so I will continue to oppose medical tort reform.  

Once again in this speech, the president made use of what seems to be his favorite word: “fix.” “My 
view is that health care reform should be guided by a simple principle,” he concluded. “Fix what’s 
broken and build on what works.” If the president were really intent on “fixing what’s broken,” one 
of the first places he would look is the abusive filings of medical malpractice lawsuits. The fact that 
he has ruled this out suggests that he is not entirely forthright about “fixing what’s broken.” Instead, 
it suggests that he is using the term “fix” in quite another sense. The president is not going to touch 
tort reform as long as trial lawyers remain the largest contributor to the Democratic Party. The fix is 
in. This is not the new politics of change but the very old politics of pay and play. The trial bar is 
paying, and Obama is playing along.  

The only conclusion one can reach from the president’s AMA speech is that he is not really serious 
about “fixing” health care. He is not serious when he calls on “all players” to make sacrifices. He is 
not serious about saving $600 billion on health care expenses over 10 years, as a “down payment” 
on the estimated $1.6 trillion price tag of universal care. He is not really serious about fixing 
anything. But he is really, really serious about politics.  

Dr. Jeffrey Folks taught for thirty years in universities in Europe, America, and Japan. He has 
published nine books and over a hundred articles on American culture and politics. 
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Follow Car Czar Orders? 
by Lisa Richards. 
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

In July of 1917, Vladimir Lenin and his Bolsheviks ended the Russian 
Czarist regime by lining the Russian Royal family before a firing squad 
against a wall in the basement room of Ipatyev House in Yekaterinburg, 
Russia.  

Russian revolutionaries, particularly Russian Revolution leader Vladimir 
Lenin and Red Army architect Leon Trotsky, hated the Czars (Russian for 
Caesar) and everything to do with capitalism and wealth they 
considered bourgeois. The two men did not execute the Romanovs to 
save Russia or Russians from starvation and poverty, but to take control 
of the people Trotsky threatened with labor camps or death if Russians 
did not take his communist/Marxist orders.  

For 70 years Russians and Soviets lived under absolute tyranny worse 
than centuries of Czarist monarchy. Every aspect Russian and Soviet 
lives was controlled, watched, and tens of millions were starved to death in Gulags if they did not 
follow political correctness: Hitler and Stalin's inventions to keep order.  

Nearly two decades after communism fell, ending the Cold War and threats of Soviet Nuclear war, 
Soviets and Russians are somewhat free (if you consider ex-KGB Putin ala Lenin/Trotsky a man of 
freedom).  

Almost one century after Lenin and Trotsky Russians are laughing at America because the Obama 
Administration placed czars in charge of America's cars, money, jobs, the internet, and much more.  

Russia has every right to laugh at America. Knowingly or not, Obama is following Trotsky and Lenin 
footsteps, taking complete ownership of America's banks, money, healthcare, jobs, and cars under 
White House officials self-described as "czars."  

My favorite is the Car Czar: former executive and co-founder of investment group Quadrangle 
Group, Steven Rattner. The Car Czar, or auto task force leader, will decide what Detroit can and 
cannot build and what Americans are allowed to drive. Rattner, who is under investigation For New 
York State kick-backs from pension funds, is the man who fired GM CEO Rick Wagoner.  

Will that get Rattner fired? Probably not; he disclosed that information during the vetting process, 
making it safe to Bolshevik Americans into driving what he demands. Already Obama is Red Armying 
Americans to turn in their old clunkers for government money in exchange for the new green cars. 
According to Obama and his Car Czar, Americans will save on fuel and gas prices by trading their 
gas guzzlers for green-friendly cars.  

Leon Trotsky proclaimed, and was absolutely correct when he wrote in his journal: "But we have the 
advantage over the rest of the world in that respect; we can try any schemes we please and if they 
do not work, we can change our minds."  

Anyone with common sense knows there is no such thing as non-gas-guzzling vehicles. The only 
alternative is electric cars and they cost money: electric bills. Also, the more one drives, extra filling 
up is required, thus the added gas guzzling. The same happens with electric cars: the farther one 
drives, the additional electricity is required, making the car's electric bill expensive.  
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But isn't that the entire scheme, to convince Americans they are saving money if 
they buy cars built for midgets and idiots? When the scheme fails, which it will, they will find 
something else to guilt Americans with: they will then tell Americans the green cars the auto-makers 
built are deadly because they are too small; force Americans to turn in those tiny clunkers for money 
to purchase large vehicles liberals will claim save lives when hit by Mack trucks.  

Like the Farmers of the 1930's Russian Caucasus, who refused to hand their food they worked hard 
to raise over to Stalin, I repudiate turning in my cars to Obama and his Czars. I will drive what I 
want, even if I have to switch from Cadillac to American made Mercedes, or better yet, the biggest 
gas guzzling Rolls Royce I can get my hands on.  

I have the right to drive the vehicle I want, to own as many as I choose, to live in the house of my 
choice and size, be a Christian, own and read a Bible, attend church and Bible studies, wear fur, eat 
meat, smoke, drink Martinis (I'm from Connecticut darlings, it's the law), make money, spend as 
much money as I want without being called a glutton, fly my American flag, refuse to hire illegals, 
ignore anyone rejecting English (that includes telling them to speak English or get out of America), 
be intolerant toward murderous Islam, use Windex, Bleach, Drano, own guns, rebuff purchasing 
healthcare insurance because I prefer paying cash, and not be spied because I'm a constitutionalist, 
originalist conservative Republican who keeps a copy of the U.S. Constitution in every room in my 
house and handbag.  

I'm not giving up my constitutional rights given to me and all Americans by God to the Czars. I'm an 
American and no one can take that from me, not even the Trotsky/Leninist/Marxists in America.  

Lisa Richards www.lisa-richards.com 
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Jane Fonda Woman of Century?  
by Ronald Sampson  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

Jane Fonda is being honored as one of the '100 Women of 
the Century.' BARBARA WALTERS  

Unfortunately, many have forgotten and still countless 
others have never known how Ms. Fonda betrayed not only 
the idea of our country, but specific men who served and 
sacrificed during Vietnam 

The first part of this is from an F-4E pilot. The pilot's name 
is Jerry Driscoll, a River Rat. In 1968, the former 
Commandant of the USAF Survival School was a POW in Ho 
Lo Prison, the 'Hanoi Hilton.' Dragged from a stinking cesspit 
of a cell, cleaned, fed, and dressed in clean PJ's, he was 
ordered to describe for a visiting American 'Peace Activist' the 'lenient and humane treatment' he'd 
received.  

He spat at Ms. Fonda, was clubbed, and was dragged away. During the subsequent beating, he fell 
forward on to the camp Commandant 's feet, which sent that officer berserk. In 1978, the Air Force 
Colonel still suffered from double vision (which permanently ended his flying career) from the 
Commandant's frenzied application of a wooden baton.  

From 1963-65, Col. Larry Carrigan was in the 47FW/DO (F-4E's).. He spent 6 years in the 'Hanoi 
Hilton'... the first three of which his family only knew he was 'missing in action'. His wife lived on 
faith that he was still alive. His group, too, got the cleaned-up, fed and clothed routine in 
preparation for a 'peace delegation' visit. They, however, had time and devised a plan to get word to 
the world that they were alive and still survived. Each man secreted a tiny piece of paper, with his 
Social Security Number on it, in the palm of his hand.  

When paraded before Ms. Fonda and a cameraman, she walked the line, shaking each man's hand 
and asking little encouraging snippets like: 'Aren't you sorry you bombed babies?' and 'Are you 
grateful for the humane treatment from your benevolent captors?' Believing this HAD to be an act, 
they each palmed to her their sliver of paper.  

She took them all without missing a beat. At the end of the line and once the camera stopped 
rolling, to the shocked disbelief of the POWs, she turned to the officer in charge and handed him all 
the little pieces of paper. Three men died from the subsequent beatings. Colonel Carrigan was 
almost number four but he survived, which is the only reason we know of her actions that day.  

I was a civilian economic development advisor in Vietnam, and was captured by the North 
Vietnamese communists in South Vietnam in 1968, and held prisoner for over 5 years. I spent 27 
months in solitary confinement; one year in a cage in Cambodia; and one year in a 'black box' in 
Hanoi My North Vietnamese captors deliberately poisoned and murdered a female missionary, a 
nurse in a leprosarium in Ban me Thuot, South Vietnam, whom I buried in the jungle near the 
Cambodian border.  

At one time, I weighed only about 90 lbs. (My normal weight is 170 lbs.) We were Jane Fonda's 'war 
criminals.' When Jane Fonda was in Hanoi, I was asked by the camp communist political officer if I 
would be willing to meet with her. I said yes, for I wanted to tell her about the real treatment we 
POWs received... and how different it was from the treatment purported by the North Vietnamese, 
and parroted by her as 'humane and lenient.' Because of this, I spent three days on a rocky floor on 
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my knees, with my arms outstretched with large steel weights placed on my 
hands, and beaten with a bamboo cane. 

I had the opportunity to meet with Jane Fonda soon after I was released. I asked her if she would be 
willing to debate me on TV. She never did answer me. Her actions as documented by these firsthand 
experiences do not exemplify someone who should be honored as part of '100 Years of Great 
Women.' Lest we forget...' 100 Years of Great Women' should never include a traitor whose hands 
are covered with the blood of so many patriots.  

There are few things I have strong visceral reactions to, but Hanoi Jane's participation in blatant 
treason is one of them.  

RONALD D. SAMPSON, CMSgt, USAF  
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Young Con Anthem  
by Tatiana Cooke  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

An Internet rap video which claims to reflect true 
conservative values is quickly becoming a cult 
success.  

"The Young Con Anthem," created by two 
Dartmouth students, has received more than 
115,000 views and has been featured on The 
Huffington Post, USA Today and a variety of blogs 
across the political spectrum. Click here to view 
the video. 

Students David Rufful and Josh Riddle made a rap 
video which they say was intended to spread the 
views of the Young Conservatives, a group started 
by Rufful and Riddle with "a devout mission to spread the love and logic surrounding true 
conservatism," according the organization's Web site. 

Rufful and Riddle, both due to graduate in 2012, came to Dartmouth from the Northfield Mount 
Hermon School, a private school in Massachusetts.  

"We didn't think it would blow up to be this big, but it was kind of a way for us to express a pretty 
unique view," Riddle said in an interview with The Dartmouth. "We kind of wanted to spread the love 
that's behind the conservative movement."  

In the rap, Rufful and Riddle, who perform under the names Serious C and Stiltz, respectively, 
discuss the origins of their conservative values, saying: "Three things taught me conservative love / 
Jesus, Ronald Reagan plus Atlas Shrugged."  

"I take the way I want to have relationships and my morals from the Bible and Jesus, the idea of 
supply side economics from Ronald Reagan and from Atlas Shrugged, "Riddle said in an interview, 
"obviously, I don't agree with all of [Ayn Rand's] religious philosophies, but it's all about the power 
of the individual."  

Riddle said his views are "more valid" because of the diverse influences that contribute to his 
conservatism.  

The video was meant to start a dialogue about politics, Riddle said, not to offend any group. At one 
point in song the lyrics say: "Don't matter if you're gay, straight, Christian, Muslim / There's one 
thing we all hate, it's called socialism."  

"I just hope that people understand that in no way are we trying to hate on anybody," Riddle said.  

The online response to the video, which currently has a 1.5 out of five rating on YouTube, has 
varied. One commenter on the conservative blog Hot Air expressed approval for "the message, the 
messengers and the media."  

A commenter on YouTube, however, disagreed.  

"And this folks ... is why we become Democrats," the commenter wrote.  
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Rufful said that there has been "hateful commentary" in response to the video, 
particularly from liberal bloggers.  

"There's been death threats -- waking up to a video of a guy with a skull, that's not really what we 
were looking for," he said, referring to the YouTube video response from a user named NikolaiRaged.  

Scott Johnson, a contributor to the conservative blog Power Line, who graduated from Dartmouth in 
1973, praised the video in an interview with The Dartmouth.  

"I thought it was heartening to see some very bright young people who have thought about the 
issues and are reacting to current events trying to communicate in a way that is contemporary and 
good humored," Johnson said.  

Power Line posted the "Young Con Anthem" video on its web site Saturday.  

"I certainly appreciated what they had to say, and I couldn't believe how funny it was and how biting 
it was," Johnson said. "I was just laughing about it all day."  

Both Harrison Davies, president of the College Republicans, and Bret Vallacher, president of the 
College Democrats, said they had not heard about the video until they were asked to comment by 
The Dartmouth.  

"I have to admit, at first I thought it was funny and actually a Colbert-esque satire," Vallacher said 
after watching the video. "Yet, as this tirade staggers on, it tragically exposes the completely 
irreconcilable views of modern day neo-conservatism."  

Rufful said he came up with his alias, "Serious C" because he is "seriously Christian and 
conservative," according to the group's Web site. Riddle, who is 6' 9" tall, was called "Stiltz" by his 
friends because of his height.  

"We don't claim to be rappers. We're not pursuing a rap career," Rufful said when asked if the duo 
had any plans to create other videos. "Spreading the conservative message is more of our goal."  

The YouTube video was shot on Dartmouth's campus in the Rockefeller Center and Occom 
Commons.  

Tatiana Cooke is a reporter for The Dartmouth and a contributor to U-Wire, where this first 
appeared. 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 135 - July 8, 2009  

 

Editor: I like your work in “Europe Rejects Obamaism.” Now all you have to learn is how to write for 
the majority of the people who have trouble even reading the captions in a coloring book, the people 
in the Obama constituency. Kevin & Deborah Kennedy  

 

Editor: Congratulations. “Europe Rejects Obamaism,” is an excellent article. How true it is, rather 
scary. I lived through this after the war in Hungary when the communists took over the country and 
the economy. Michael Banhidi Ph.D.  

 

Editor: “Europe Rejects Obamaism,” is fine but I do not see nor hear the REPUBLICANS standing up 
to the President for the US citizens who put our statesmen into office. Congressional legislators need 
to be tough when considering the effect on the general public.  We are nearing retirement and will 
not be able to afford to live if the President’s MESS is not cleaned up very soon. The Republicans go 
right along with whatever the Democratic want, vote on and stand for - regardless how it will affect 
the citizens. Dolores Loyd  

 

Editor: “Europe Rejects Obamaism” is great. Thanks you for sending it. Debbie Strom  

 

Editor: I remember everything happening as you said in “Europe Rejects Obamaism” regarding the 
different manner in which the media covered bad news under Ronald Reagan and Barack Obama - 
and more. When Jimmy Carter was president we had the same media blitz downplaying the 
economic problems. 6-7% growth in GNP was celebrated, but 14% inflation was downplayed. The 
press did everything possible to put a positive spin on everything. Then the day Reagan took office, 
the press was nearly 100% negative. I remember Carter saying that "Americans would just have to 
get used to" inflation, high unemployment, jobs going overseas... you name it he seemed as if all 
the problems were here to stay. Also compare Bush 41 vs Clinton: 5.9% growth under Bush with 3% 
inflation was "The worst economy in 50 years"; but after the Clinton "retroactive" tax hike and his 
$200 billion deficit plan for as far as the eyes could see the economy slumped to 2% growth and this 
was hailed as a miraculous recovery. Also compare the stock market (leading indicator of the 
economy typically 3-6 quarters out). In March of 1998 (while Clinton was still president looking at 
the 3 month moving average) the upward momentum had reversed. By Nov 1998, after months of 
massive daily fluctuations but no long term increase, the market began to slide. By Nov 1999 the 
stock market was well into a bear market. Yet the press was still hyping up the economy and 
claiming trillion dollar surpluses (in an obvious attempt to elect Gore). But look at how the press 
switched immediately after there was no doubt about Bush's victory the following year. They started 
talking about the declining market, decline of the dollar vs the Yen and Euro. Unemployment was on 
the rise, the "tech bubble had burst". All laid right at the feet of Bush, who hadn't even taken the 
oath of office. Look, I am no Bush fan, and I do blame him for being overly optimistic and failing to 
act as soon as elected, "there is only one president at a time" he said when people wanted him to 
start getting things done in December. W.C.  



7/8/2009                                             Page 41                                              Issue 135  
 
 

 

Editor: Regarding “Europe Rejects Obamaism,” Obama has an arsenal of issues to destroy America 
you should know. To grasp our contemporary predicament and safeguard our country, all Americans 
should be well informed about two major and principle issues. 1. Knowledge of who Obama really is 
and  2. The ways Socialism had been built in Russia. As a matter of fact, the Obama administration 
just repeats the scenario created by Stalin in Russia decades ago. To know the result, please, go to 
www.simonapipko1.com to learn what is ahead of us. The Conservatives should contrast our major 
principles to Obama's attempt to destroy America. With best wishes, Simona Pipko  

 

Editor: Regarding “Europe Rejects Obamaism,” remember what Nikita Krushchev said in 1962? It's 
HEEEEERRRRREEEEE now!! (1) "We cannot expect the Americans to jump from capitalism to 
Communism, but we can assist their elected leaders in giving Americans small doses of socialism 
until they suddenly awake to find they have Communism.” (2) “I can prophecy that your 
grandchildren in America will live under socialism. Our firm conviction is that sooner or later 
Capitalism will give way to Socialism. Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will bury 
you." (3) “The United States will eventually fly the Communist red flag. The American people will 
hoist it themselves.” Nikita Krushchev, July 19, 1962. Ron S  

 

Editor: I was impressed by the current powerhouse issue of ConservativeBattleline.com with the fine 
piece by Paul Driessen on climate legislation, John Goodman's continuing series on health care, and 
your own insight on “Europe Rejects Obamaism.” The figures that you cite from economist Art Laffer 
are truly frightening. Still, there is hope. Here in Tennessee, at least, public opinion is moving from 
skepticism toward outrage at the president's spending proposals. Can't wait till 2010. JF  

 

Editor: Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Schooled To Be Cogs,” the persons ruling our nation today are the 
same type collectivist, suppressors-of-individual-liberty types from whom our parents, grandparents, 
the movers-and-shakers, and the founders of this great nation fled. Thank heaven for 
homeschoolers and parents who prepare children for the future with apprenticeships in professions 
and teaching skills that form a boy into a man and into a man who can lead - and if not lead - know 
whom to follow so that liberty may be preserved. Thank you!  Thank you, not for seeing the 
problems, but for utilizing your mind and your strength to formulate your discoveries into lessons so 
that we may see clearly and not through a 'glass darkly'. "Schooled to Be Cogs" should be tucked 
into one's bible and read along with John and Proverbs. Rose  

 

Editor: Bravo, Alan Caruba on “Schooled To Be Cogs.” It's so good to hear from someone exposing 
the truth. Our 3 kids were educated at a local private Christian school and all graduated from 
college, 2 in electrical engineering. All excel today. We have seen many of their friends destroyed by 
public schools, including one foster son who was taken from us and put in public high school. Living 
in Alaska we hosted many Russian students and visited in Provideniya, Russia. Those kids were so 
well educated they made our public schools look like kindergarteners. The Russians told us, "We 
educate our children to be the masters of the world, you educate yours to be the world's slaves." I 
think the Russians had us pegged for the idiots we are in allowing this to be done to our children. 
Ruth Lawler, Kasilof, Alaska 
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Editor: Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Schooled To Be Cogs,” my "progressive" acquaintances and family, 
some of them a part of the education establishment, would have him sentenced to a re-education 
camp! Now my very progressive sister has taken to the notion of "teaching the children how to 
think." God Bless your work! R.A.Schechter  

 

Editor: Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Schooled To Be Cogs,” the lack of a sound education is shamefully 
demonstrated on the network news shows. I am appalled to how frequently I hear the "Talking 
Heads" use bad grammar. Philip S. Allen,  

 

Editor: Thank you so much for Alan Caruba’s “Schooled To Be Cogs,” for opening my eyes even 
further on our "dumbing down of America".  I'm not sure how we can get our country back on the 
right road, but I have been calling and e-mailing my representatives since January.  I attended and 
will attend another tea party on July 4th, where one of my signs will be to get the Feds out of 
Education.  I am so sick and tired of these over-powerful unions.  The carpenters' union is ruining 
my company's business right now. There are so many problems in our country who knows where 
and how we can change it!  I appreciate your caring attitude. P.A.  

 

Editor: Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Schooled To Be Cogs,” ignorance and functional illiteracy are the 
plight of too many Americans. They accepted the "Change" message of Obama without 
understanding his mission.  This is a generation where the word "STOP" has no meaning.  Our 
schools are swamped by "Political Correctness", and textbooks that are at best fiction. David K. 
Wright, Collinsville, IL 

 

Editor: Great article by Thomas Lifson, “ Liberty and Tyranny,” on Mark Levin's book. His book is 
essential reading for anyone who is concerned about the direction our country is taking.  Levin’s 
writing is interesting as he delves into our forefathers; how they designed the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights and the separation of powers...I fear that our sacred documents are being crushed and 
shredded by this administration...Our country is being taken away from us while no one is looking. 
Mrs. A. L.  

 

Editor: Having read Mark Levin's book, “Liberty and Tyranny,” and passed it on to my next door 
neighbor, I can truly say I agree with author Thomas Lifson that it is one of the best explanations of 
the statist and his statism that I've ever read.  In very clear terms, Mr. Levin spells out the twists 
and turns of our road to socialism, and how we can take back our country.  His call to action has 
inspired me to get more involved, to speak out at every opportunity, and to educate as many of my 
fellow citizens as possible (including those held captive by  the government indoctrination system, 
also known as our public schools) about our Constitution and founding principles. I have to say that 
I'm "discovering" more and more conservatives among my co-workers, family and friends.  Some 
didn't even realize that they were conservatives until they took stock of their core beliefs and values 
and realized that Obama and his fellow liberals/progressives (dare I say socialists) represent 
everything counter to those beliefs and values.  Let's hope the "silent majority" gets louder and 
louder every day. Norma E. Rowley  
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Editor: Thanks for John Goodman’s article on “Medical Migration.” I was unaware of the Guatemalan 
hospital he mentioned. However, my wife is Panamanian and we did compare prices down there at a 
top hospital (Paitilla) with ties to Johns Hopkins, and found the prices about 40-60% lower. There is 
a catch, however. Once we retire in Panama, our Medicare does not follow us down there. Maybe 
you have some helpful advice to get around that. We do know that Humana will cover our expenses 
there as a Medicare supplement, but only for the first 3 years. After that, we are no longer residents 
of the US and do not qualify for any further benefits (I assume that reverses itself if we return, not 
sure). Best, Don Hank  

 

Editor: Regarding John Brown’s “Huge Bank Rip-Off,” I had no idea that the Feds are charging 9 
percent interest on the funds they forced the banks to take!  This is a total outrage!  How much 
more can we take before we revolt? Patricia Armstrong 
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Europe Rejects Obamaism  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

The mainstream media’s optimism for the country in 
the face of today’s overwhelmingly negative 
economic news is astonishing. Unemployment is up? 
Well it’s less than expected. The stock market is 
down disastrously for over two years now? Well it’s 
up for this year, a little anyway. Consumer spending 
is down? Well, savings are up. We are selling less 
abroad? Well, the trade deficit is down. And on and 
on and on - every disaster brings forth only good 
news and whatever President Barack Obama does 
about it is just wonderful! Could it be the media’s 
well known patriotism?  

It’s just like when they rallied to Ronald Reagan when 
he entered office to face an unprecedented recession of both stagnation and galloping inflation in 
1981, right? Sure. As the new political head of the civil service back then, no matter what the 
esoteric personnel or management issue was on the agenda that day, the first question by the 
media was always the same. “How with so many people unemployed and inflation in double-digits 
can you possibly propose to [fill in the blank]?” Whatever the topic, the media only wanted to talk 
about bad news. And the same happened to every other official, right up to President Reagan 
himself.  

Is President Obama just an inherently nicer guy than President Reagan? Actually, Reagan was known 
for his amicability, even by his enemies. Could it be media bias? Perish the thought, although Chris 
Matthews said he “will do everything I can” to “make this presidency work.” The president went to 
Europe and Time celebrated with 39 gorgeous photos. As NBC’s Brian Williams admitted it is 
“difficult to stay objective covering this guy.” Just like for Reagan? Unemployment is fractionally 
below 10 percent (at 9.7 percent) and inflation is minimal (so far) so the media say the situations 
are different. During his economic slowdown, Reagan cut domestic discretionary spending and wrung 
out inflation to general media criticism that this would increase the deficit. Today Obama’s deficit 
alone is double Reagan’s whole budget and monetary liquidity has been increased to heights 

previously unimagined, perhaps to $10 trillion or so (officials tell Congress they 
are not sure).  

The media criticized Reagan’s deficits as “$200 billion shortfalls as far as the eye 
can see.” Today, no one even thinks in terms of billions any more. An announced 
deficit of $3.4 trillion hardly bats an eye. Spend additional trillions on a new 
health plan? It will be made up by more efficient government operations. Like for 
the Postal Service? Ration oil, gas and coal for energy, now holding up what is left 
of the economy? It will be made up by wind and solar even though they are only 
one percent now and the most optimistic hope is this can be tripled in a decade or 
so, only leaving 97 percent from the tooth fairy. Bailout the U.S. auto companies 
that only make big cars efficiently and then impose regulations requiring small 

cars that the Japanese make better. Why not? The car czar says so.  

At one time Americans despised czars as authoritarian dictators. There are self-described “czars” for 
almost everything. Reagan had only one and Bill Clinton and George W. Bush went up to four. 
Obama has 21, so far. Democrat Senator Robert Byrd criticized this “rapid and easy accumulation of 
power by White House staff” that “can threaten the constitutional system of checks and balances.” 
Sen. John McCain quipped, "Obama has more czars than the Romanovs - who ruled  Russia for three 
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centuries." Obama’s latest idea is a pay czar, following ones for energy (with 
oversight of four departments), a health czar with more power than the secretary of the health 
department, a housing czar and, most importantly, an economic czar. What is the result for the most 
critical immediate problem, the economy? Trillions of dollars of liquidity have been injected into the 
banking system to force lending that banks are reluctant to undertake. Was it not forced 
government lending that led to the crisis in the first place?  

The total scope (and irrationality) of the program is breathtaking. It most 
likely will come to disaster but the media only see only “hope.” As 
economist Arthur Laffer has noted, the U.S stands more than a year into a 
“grave” economic crisis with a deficit of 13 percent of GDP, twice the size of 
the next highest year since World War II. There are $100 trillion in 
unfunded federal programs already, in a mere $14 trillion total economy, 
with more on the way. But the worst is that “The percentage increase in the 
monetary base is the largest increase in the past 50 years by a factor of 
10.” The currency in circulation, normally 95 percent of the monetary base, 
is only 50 percent with an enormous additional half standing ready to be 
lent by banks. Banks exist to lend and if they do so massive inflation is 
inevitable. The Fed could shrink the monetary base to previous levels or 
greatly increase reserve requirements but Laffer doubts it will be able to do 
so in the face of political pressures to spend.  

But the greatest political danger comes from unemployment. Since 
Congress passed the stimulus, the nation has lost 1.6 million jobs and 
unemployment has significantly passed the 8 percent level the White House said that the stimulus 
was necessary to avoid. But the president said recently that his administration has “saved or 
created” 150,000 jobs over this period. The problem is - it is possible to measure job loss but 
impossible to know what “saved or created” means. Democratic Senate Finance chairman Max 
Baucus told Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner about the stimulus promises to save or create:  

You created a situation where you cannot be wrong. If the economy loses two million jobs 
over the next few years, you can say yes, but it would've lost 5.5 million jobs. If we create a 
million jobs, you can say, well, it would have lost 2.5 million jobs. You've given yourself 
complete leverage where you cannot be wrong, because you can take any scenario and make 
yourself look correct.  

Unlike under Reagan, the media will not challenge the numbers so there can be no political reaction 
and the Obama programs can go forward. See how patriotic they have become?  

The good news is that, somehow, without the media, the American people have figured out that 
something is wrong. A May Gallup Poll found 51 percent disapproved how Obama was handling 
spending, 48 percent disapproved on the budget, and 42 percent disapproved of how he was 
handling the economy – even as two-thirds of Americans viewed the president favorably. They like 
him but they are very skeptical of what he is doing. Americans just do not believe in the tooth fairy.  

The partial good news for those concerned about Obama’s proposed complete overhaul of the health 
system is that Latin America is creating a new private health care system for foreigners so that U.S. 
citizens can do what Canadians do to escape government rationing there—go south for hospitals and 
procedures denied or delayed by the government system. Energy restrictions have an even easier 
escape route – move operations of U.S. firms overseas to India and China who are not covered and 
can produce more efficiently. The only real problem is seriously inflated money and the eroding of 
savings and dislocations of the economy it causes - but the smart folks can afford gold and the 
government officials and the unions are in inflation-adjusted pensions guaranteed by the 
government.  
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Still, the politicians may not be home free. The recent 
elections for the European Parliament demonstrated in a most dramatic 
manner what popular skepticism about government leaders using taxpayer 
money to spend their way out of the worldwide economic turndown can do. 
Center-right governments that have been prudent in their spending in 
Germany, France, Italy and Poland did remarkably well. Leftist governments 
in Britain, Spain, Austria, Estonia, Hungary and other socialist governments 
did very poorly. Budget-conscious parties won everywhere, especially in 
Britain where Labor’s Prime Minister Gordon Brown mimicked the George W. 
Bush and Obama policies of throwing trillions in bailouts after all problems 
and suffered the worst electoral defeat in its history.  

Things are upside down. In the U.S., capitalism and markets are criticized 
and government is perceived as the solution. In Europe, as Washington Post 
columnist Anne Applebaum was surprised to find,  

We've been waiting and waiting, but the widely predicted European backlash - against 
capitalism, against free markets, against the right - has not come. There are no demands for 
Marxist revolution, no calls for nationalization of industry, not even a European campaign for 
what the Obama administration calls "stimulus" -- a policy more colloquially known as 
"massive government spending."  

Of course, in the U.S. the more conservative party has a problem that those 
in Europe did not. It was the Republican Congress that began the massive 
multi-trillion dollar give-away called the stimulus and then presided over the 
unprecedented expansion of the money base. President Bush not only 
overrode Congress to begin the auto bailout but he appeared recently in Erie 
Pennsylvania to congratulate himself for being the inspiration for the Obama 
stimulus and monetary policies, which he surely was. Moreover, he became 
the largest domestic spending president of recent times – Democrat or 
Republican – well before the financial crisis, which did begin on his watch, of 
course.  

As long as the Democrats can arrange speaking engagements for Mr. Bush, it 
will be exceedingly difficult for the GOP to repeat the success of their compatriots in Europe. On the 
other hand, the media adore President Obama so much that they keep giving the current president 
rather than his much disliked predecessor all the “credit” for the great-sounding economic and social 
programs. Perhaps on Election Day 2010 Americans will give President Obama the “credit,” 
surprising his legislators with the same reception the European voters gave their politicians this 
year.  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Huge Bank Rip-Off  
by John Berlau  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

Imagine that a banker would have the courage and integrity to say publicly that the 
government bailout was a rip-off for the banks! That is precisely what BB&T's 
Chairman, John Allison told a large audience at the Competitive Enterprise Institute’s 
20th Anniversary dinner in Washington this month. As the witty Wall Street blog 
StreetInsider.com put it, Allison  

unloaded on U.S. federal regulators which he said "strong-armed" healthy banks into 
participating in the controversial TARP ( Troubled Asset Relief Program) . The exec told 
the audience that the TARP "was a huge rip-off for us", a comment which caused 
listeners to jump up in enthusiastic agreement. 

As Judith Burns noted in the Wall Street Journal on-line, Allison “complained that the Winston-Salem 
bank was paying 9% on federal borrowing ‘we didn't want in the first place.’” He said healthy banks 
were forced into the $700 billion federal bailout so as not to adversely affect failing financial firms, 
an approach he said conflicts with "the American sense of life."  

Burns remarked on the coincidence that Kenneth Lewis of Bank of America testified to Congress the 
same day that he was “strongly advised” by government officials to acquire the failing Merrill Lynch 
against his better judgment.  

Allison denied the contention that deregulation caused the financial crisis. He said the government 
"misregulated" rather than deregulated. Explicit government programs to force mortgages to high-
risk home borrowers by government-supported mortgage lenders Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in 
conjunction with extraordinarily low Federal Reserve interest rates were the major causes, he 
insisted.  

Allison predicted there would be "some kind of economic recovery" but would not say it would be 
long-lasting. Indeed, banks like his are not lending what they would like "because the regulators are 
all over us."  

The good news is that BB&T is one of 10 banks planning to return the government bailout funds.  

StreetInsider.com summed it best:  

The BB&T exec blamed the current financial mess on the Fed, which kept interest rates too low for 
too long, according to Allison. Apparently looking for more blood-boiling comments for government 
officials to roil over, Allison concluded the speech by saying that ‘It's a myth that regulators are 
encouraging banks to make loans.’ Ouch.”  

John Berlau is director of the Competitive Enterprise Institute's Center for Investors and 
Entrepreneurs  
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Stimulus Disaster 
by Hans Bader  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

By a margin of 45% to 36%, the American people want to cancel the $787 
billion stimulus package, reports pollster Rasmussen Reports. Economist Lee 
Ohanian, a professor at UCLA, explains the failure of the stimulus package in 
“The $787 Billion Mistake.” Economist Kevin Hasset describes how legislation 
backed by Obama would wipe out more jobs in “Obama Tells American 
Businesses to Drop Dead.” Economist Arthur Laffer explains how we face 
massive tax increases and potentially massive inflation as a result of current 
government policy.  

Unemployment is even higher than the Obama Administration said it would be 
now if the stimulus package had never been passed. At least 1.5 million jobs 
have been lost since then.  

The stimulus package is harming the economy, both by triggering trade wars 
that have cost at least 40,000 jobs, and by driving up interest rates for businesses that need to 
borrow money to expand or create jobs. (The government is keeping down interest rates on its own 
debt by printing vast sums of money to buy its own bonds, in order to finance the exploding national 
debt, which will result in massively higher taxes).  

The Congressional Budget Office admitted the stimulus package would shrink the economy “ in the 
long run” (contrary to Obama’s claim that it would prevent “ irreversible decline“), but argued that it 
would at least create jobs in the short run.  

But the stimulus package turned out to be harmful even in the short run, because it was so badly 
designed. It poured money into sectors of the economy where no help is needed because 
unemployment is low, while siphoning money out of sectors where unemployment is high. Moreover, 
“states hit hardest by the recession are getting the least amount of stimulus spending.”  

The stimulus package is just one example of the Obama Administration’s fiscal irresponsibility, which 
is driving up the national debt at a record rate. The illegal auto bailouts are another. They waste 
billions to keep unskilled auto workers enjoying wages and benefits that are much better than those 
enjoyed by the average American (while ripping off pension funds and bondholders).  

The stimulus package has directly destroyed tens of thousands of jobs. A provision in the stimulus 
package that violated NAFTA by blocking a mere 97 Mexican truckers from U.S. roads “caused 
Mexico to retaliate with tariffs on 90 goods affecting $2.4 billion in U.S. trade,” destroying 40,000 
American jobs. A costly trade war with Canada is also brewing.  

Obama’s policies echo those of Herbert Hoover, who helped spawn the Great Depression through his 
protectionism and tax increases. One of Obama’s own advisers admits that “the barrage of tax 
increases proposed in President Barack Obama’s budget could, if enacted by Congress, kill any 
chance of an early and sustained recovery.” 

Hans Bader is Counsel for Special Projects for the Competitive Enterprise Institute.  
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No Auto Controversy? 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

The Obama administration’s arguably unconstitutional and potentially illegal 
makeover/takeover of General Motors and Chrysler hit a temporary legal road 
block on June 8, when Supreme Court justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg issued a 
stay preventing Team Obama’s plan to sell Chrysler to the Italian automaker 
Fiat. This speed bump was a great opportunity for the media to pay attention 
to objections to the White House’s reckless executive-branch manipulation of 
the auto business. 
 
Or not.  
 
President Bush and his team were regularly savaged by the media elite if they 
so much as sniffed a hint of evasion over the rule of law and the bounds of 
constitutional authority in fighting terrorism. So why is President Obama’s 
unprecedented intervention in the auto industry, including a TARP-fund bailout expressly ruled out 
by Congress, all but ignored?  
 
Even with the Supreme Court order, the nightly news shows of CBS and NBC gave the decision just 
a few seconds of air time, the equivalent of a stifled yawn, and never went anywhere near describing 
the strange bankruptcy proceedings the Obama administration has cooked up to manipulate the 
industry to its liking.  
 
Only ABC acknowledged the Chrysler deal was "encouraged and engineered" by the Obama folks, 
and noticed that lawyers for the pension funds of "Indiana police, teachers, and taxpayers" were 
stopping the sale. But even ABC suggested that these state government employees were the bad 
guys, like vultures hoping that they’d make more money by taking Chrysler apart.  
 
When Enron flat-lined in 2002, these same networks laid the blame all over the Bush administration 
while breaking out the violins for the people whose retirement funds were ruined. With the car 
companies and Obama, the song sheet is reversed. No one will go to the home of a retired Indiana 
cop and wonder why President Obama wants to deny him money for food and pills to sell Chrysler to 
a bunch of Italians.  
 
Then there’s the GM deal. Here are some of the anti-Obama arguments from plaintiff lawyers and 
conservatives that are going ignored on the nightly news.  
 
1. Nationalization. Obama proposes the government will own 60 percent of General Motors. Not only 
will the taxpayer be on the hook for tens of billions in capital keeping GM afloat, but the taxpayer 
will be doing this after Congress ruled out such an action. Conservatives insisted during the fall 
campaign that Obama would govern as a "socialist." The media reacted with disgust. How does this 
massive intervention not underline the S-word in heavy red ink?  
 
2. Politicization. Once the Obama administration is running GM, shouldn’t a skeptical journalist 
wonder if common business sense is going to lose to a political agenda? Who is GM going to satisfy – 
the consumer, or Obama? Already, Obama is pledging more GM cars will be made in America and 
they’ll make more fuel-efficient cars. They’re handing large chunks of ownership to the United Auto 
Workers, which is surely a sleazy payoff for UAW campaign contributions.  
 
Do we really want an auto company run like other government-run transportation concerns like 
Amtrak? Every decision – from closing dealerships or plants, to selecting suppliers or which vehicles 
to build, to collective bargaining with the UAW – will have to pass the Washington tests of political 
and environmental correctness. 
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3. Usurpation. The Obama Administration acted in complete disregard of the rule of law. The bailout 
was accomplished without congressional approval, and the money used was appropriated for failing 
banks, not carmakers. They trampled right over where the Constitution places limits on the 
President’s ability to spend public money, stating "No money shall be drawn from the treasury, but 
in consequence of appropriations made by law."  
 
When Dennis Hastert was the Republican Speaker, he was so jealous of congressional prerogatives 
that he expressed outrage in 2006 at the FBI searching the office of corrupt Congressman William 
"Cold Cash" Jefferson (D-Louisiana), who was caught with $90,000 in FBI money in his freezer at 
home. Speaker Nancy Pelosi thinks the powers of Congress are whatever Barack Obama decides 
they are. "If and when the Administration thinks that there should be legislation [on the auto 
companies], then we will take that up," Pelosi said in May. "We have not heard, I have not 
personally heard from the executive branch that they need any legislative remedies."  
 
This massive Obama end-around of Congress and the Constitution should at the very least be a 
matter of controversy and debate. Instead, the national media are ignoring or downplaying the 
complaints of Obama opponents, as if any whiff of controversy over Obama’s increasingly ruthless 
management of the economy would wreck a recovery. Barack Obama thinks he is America’s car 
czar, and the media are not a check or a balance. They are merely the czar’s enthusiastic servants. 

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center 
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Hollywood Kills Drama  
by S.T. Karnick  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

Escape has been the theme for U.S. moviegoers in recent months, but audiences 
aren’t avoiding attending good, serious films; Hollywood is avoiding making them.  

The newly released, highly derivative thriller Obsessed finished first at the U.S. 
office recently, bringing in a surprising $28.5 million. That’s twice what industry 
analysts had expected and a good deal more than the film’s relatively low $20 
million production budget.  

It’s also emblematic of a central problem facing Hollywood today: the decline of 
serious drama.  

First-weekend audiences for Obsessed were undoubtedly swelled by the presence of singer Beyonce 
and the prospect of a catfight between her and homewrecker Ali Larter (Heroes). Undoubtedly the 
film did not disappoint in that regard.  

Also surely interesting for many viewers were the racial angles to the film, which add some small 
amount of flavor to an overripe story line. Critics and social advocates used to complain that black 
characters were too often shown as villains or subservient in media portrayals, which was true. 
Today the opposite habit is the fashion, and it is just as unthinking and stereotypical as its 
predecessor.  

The previous week’s box-office champion, the lighthearted Zac Efron comedy 17 Again, finished 
second this time, while another genre film, Fighting, opened at number 3. The earnest Jamie Foxx 
drama The Soloist came in fourth, bringing in less than the studio would have hoped. That follows 
the lack of success of recent dramas such as State of Play and Duplicity.  

Analysts have blamed these poor performances on audiences’ unwillingness to watch serious films, 
especially because people tend to want to escape from their problems during economic hard times.  

I think that’s not the case at all. The reality is that Hollywood’s theatrical film wing has largely 
forgotten how to do good dramas, and the central problem is the ever-greater politicization of 
Tinseltown in recent years.  

Comedies, action movies, and other genre films have been largely free of the incursion of left-wing 
politics, due both to their genre expectations and the audiences to which they’re pitched, especially 
the young, who are less energized by politics. And those films are doing very well.  

Dramas, on the other hand, aimed as they are at more mature audiences, have been thoroughly 
overtaken by progressive politics. The poor box office performance of the numerous dreary and 
politically slanted antiwar films of the past few years exemplify this trend, as do the numerous tracts 
against bourgeois normality and for sexual radicalism and other outlier attitudes evident in Milk, The 
Reader, Transamerica, and other such filmic delights of the past couple of years.  

The occasional Christian-oriented film such as Fireproof or nonpolitical drama such as The Pursuit of 
Happyness does very well at the box office, but Hollywood has largely killed serious drama by 
insisting on equating it with progressive politics.  

Why? Flush with money from the nonpolitical genre fare, the studios are content to allow their big 
stars, directors, and other key players to establish their progressive artistic, political, and, yes, 
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sexual bona fides for the progressive elites by making these politicized dramas 
audiences don’t want to watch.  

That means these sorts of films will continue to be made as long as the studios continue to do well 
overall and the nation’s elites remain repugnantly leftist—but it doesn’t make it right.  

S.T. Karnick blogs at The American Culture where this first appeared. 
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Sinatra's Real Way  
by Mike D'Virgilio 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

I grew up with Frank Sinatra. Well, not really, because he was already 45 
when I was born, but I never remember a time when Frank wasn’t playing 
on the stereo, TV, or radio. I was in my teen years when Sinatra was in 
the twilight of his career, and as a result I saw or heard him perform “My 
Way” way too many times. It was his signature song. Little did I know 
until running toward 49 myself, that he hated the song. Now you tell me!  

Every time I heard it, especially as I got into college and beyond, the 
song absolutely annoyed me. I loved Frank, but the blatant narcissism of 
the song just drove me mad every time I heard it. And it reminded me all 
too much of my father, which alas was not a good thing. Whenever he 
heard the song, my father’s eyes lit up with an almost religious fervor. If 
any song every captured the self-centered nature of my father, “My Way” 
was it.  

As full-blooded Italians, our family did our best to keep with the traditions of “the old country,” and 
one of my father’s contributions was a great attachment to the supposed tough guy, mafia part of 
that tradition. That Frank hobnobbed with gangsters and supposedly called all the shots in his life 
made my selfish, difficult father admire him all the more.  

The press fed that caricature of Sinatra, and we regular folk had no reason to doubt that it was true. 
That Frank could be a genuinely humble man just didn’t fit the caricature, and I never imagined it as 
a possibility.  

So I’m going blithely on my way through life, enjoying Sinatra’s superb accomplishments as an 
entertainer but not liking the person I thought he was. That all changed in just a few minutes, 
thanks to a Wall Street Journal article, “Sinatra vs. ‘My Way.’ ” The writer states flatly that Sinatra 
utterly hated that song, and said so over and over, which the writer documents with quotes from the 
Chairman of the Board himself.  

What really had happened was that Sinatra’s fans—many of them possessing the same warped 
admirations as my father—loved that song, and he felt forced to sing it over and over in concerts 
around the world, lest he disappoint them. It bothered him greatly, and he was apparently quite 
relieved when he was able to replace it with a much more positive song, “New York, New York.”  

Sinatra always had excellent taste in his music choices, and had good reasons for hating “My Way”:  

How could Sinatra hate a song that had done so much for him? He had spent the first 35 years or so 
of his career singing, essentially, one kind of song, the kind in which one human being expresses 
romantic love for another. It simply never would have occurred to Sinatra to sing a pretentious 
anthem in celebration of himself. If anything, that shtick was the territory of his sidekick, Sammy 
Davis Jr., who had raised his own career to a whole new level with a series of iconic hits that were 
inevitably about singing his own praises -- most famously "Once in a Lifetime" and "I Gotta Be Me." 
That's why Sinatra hated "My Way": Although it was anticipated, to a degree, in his 1966 hit "That's 
Life," before Paul Anka's lyrics entered his world, it would have seemed like the tackiest thing 
imaginable to stand in the middle of Madison Square Garden and shout out to the world how great 
he was.  

Deep down, as Shirley MacLaine and others who knew him intimately have insisted, Sinatra was a 
genuinely humble man who never took his own success for granted. Even though the outline of Mr. 
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Anka's text seemed to be based on The Sinatra Story -- a superstar who 
stumbled, fell, and against unbelievable odds scaled the mountaintop of fame a second time -- the 
attitude of the song was something he just couldn't relate to.  

Francis Albert Sinatra, I never knew ya! My doubts are gone, and I’ll never listen to another Sinatra 
song the same way again.  

Mike D’Virgilio writes for The American Culture where this first appeared 
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Schooled To Be Cogs 
by Alan Caruba  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

If you have a suspicion that many of your fellow Americans are not wise enough 
to trust with the great affairs of this nation, you might just be right. But you 
might not know why.  

Take a look at the choices television offers. Do you ever wonder why shows 
featuring stupid people or animated characters are so popular? I cite The 
Simpsons, Family Guy, Two and a Half Men, My Name is Earl, et al. Why do we 
enjoy laughing at stupid people? Does it make us feel smarter?  

Does the shallowness of so much that passes for entertainment or even passing 
itself off as educational actually reflect the lives of those watching? The answer is probably yes and 
they didn’t get that way by accident. The education system of America has been deliberately 
fashioned to create a docile, easily controlled population. And that means YOU.  

There is a book available that explains why “Every single school day in America, 7,000 students drop 
out, some confused, some angry, but all are brave…What does it say to us that a million and a 
quarter young people a year don’t want to be in classrooms, don’t want to be there so much they’re 
willing to endure scorn, insult, and constant discrimination as the price of escape?”  

The book is John Taylor Gatto’s “Weapons of Mass Instruction: A School Teacher’s Journey through 
the Dark World of Compulsory Schooling.” ($24.95, New Society Publishers).  

“The rigid stupidities of forced schooling, its linear logics, its bell curves, its buzzers and tests and 
multiple humiliations, its resort to magical spells, fills me with rage these days as an old man,” wrote 
Gatto, a former acclaimed teacher of the year.  

Today’s (and for several generations yesterday’s) schools are factories of boredom. They don’t exist 
to educate, but to produce students who will obey rules, dutifully move from class to class when the 
bell rings, and accept nonsense like “fuzzy math” and “global warming.” The No Child Left Behind Act 
of 2009 includes $500 million for the teaching of ‘Environmental Literacy’ when real literacy rates—
the ability to read—have been dropping like a stone in water for decades. They are a national 
disgrace.  

Why can’t our schools teach reading or arithmetic skills when even pre-school toddlers can learn 
these things if given the opportunity? Why are we spending $10,000 per student, per year, to 
produce such poor results? Why would anyone willingly spend their youth cooped up in classrooms 
when they could be out in the “real world” learning real skills of their own choosing, learning from 
open sources of information?  

And why wouldn’t they flee schools where life is dangerous? Since last September, 20 Chicago Public 
School students have been killed, 18 by gunfire. Last year, 24 of the more than 30 students killed 
were shot to death. Nationally, homicide is the second leading cause of death for young people ages 
10 to 24 in 2004. Elsewhere in the nation bullying is widespread. School in America is too often a 
very unpleasant experience dominated by boredom.  

The American school system as we know it today was imported from Germany in the 1850s. As 
America’s industrial base boomed in the years following the end of the Civil War, the need was for 
millions of immigrants to do the often difficult manual work involved in making steel, building 
railroads, and manufacturing the first automobiles and countless other inventions that burst on the 
scene. Industrialists, men like Rockefeller and Carnegie, decided that compulsory education was the 
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best way to produce not just a functional work force, but people conditioned to 
purchase the bounty of new goods.  

The bible of the compulsory educational system was Benjamin Bloom’s two-volume “Taxonomy of 
Educational Objectives.” Gatto describes him as “an academic madman” in whose system “children 
would be forced to learn ‘proper’ thoughts, feelings, and actions, while ‘improper’ attitudes from 
home were ‘remediated.’” In other words, schools were to be laboratories of social change designed 
to serve business and industry.  

This has led to schools where students are literally drugged if they show any vitality or curiosity. The 
more docile are simply on a treadmill, so much human sausage to be processed. Indeed, why should 
we wonder why drug addiction is such a massive social problem in an America filled with people who 
were either trained to be cogs in some faceless corporation or told early in life they were failures?  

Since you no doubt passed through this process, it may in retrospect become more clear why 
schools as often fail to educate the students entrusted to them, than not. The excuses for this are 
many, but the most popular is that less privileged students in urban centers are virtually doomed to 
failure from birth. This is not true. Given the opportunity to learn in charter or parochial schools, 
they do as well or better.  

The best of our students today are home-schooled. They win the spelling and geography bees. Some 
of the nation’s great leaders of the past never attended school. They include George Washington, 
Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson and Abraham Lincoln. They self-schooled themselves with 
great success and they did it early in life, often before they reached their teens.  

In modern times, the secrets of the Human Genome Map were cracked by a surfer named Craig 
Venter and a born-again Christian home-schooler named Frances Collins. Sir Richard Branson, 
founder of Virgin Airlines and other ventures dropped out of high school. The examples of those who 
self-schooled themselves to success are numerous and put the lie to the jails, often with on-site 
police, that we call modern schools.  

Our nation’s schools have been failing generations of Americans, particularly since around the 1960s 
and, despite no mention in the Constitution, education is now totally controlled by the federal 
government and by the powerful teachers union, the American Education Association.  

It is truly no laughing matter when Jay Leno asks simple questions of people in the streets to reveal 
time and again how little actual knowledge they possess. They are the products of our school 
system. It is an ignorance not of neglect but one planned by a nationwide school system based upon 
a philosophy that prolongs childhood while making learning an unpleasant chore.  

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com and a weekly commentary at 
http://www.anxietycenter.com, the website of The National Anxiety Center. To learn more about 
education, read my four part series: http://www.anxietycenter.com/subversion.htm 
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Medical Migration  
by John Goodman 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

I have glimpsed at the future of U.S. health care and I am pleasantly surprised. 
Instead of continuing to rise at twice the rate of growth of income, health care 
spending will slow dramatically. Future prices will actually be lower than they are 
today. Providers will bundle their services into easily-understood packages with a 
single fee. They will compete against each other on price and quality and the data 
will be transparent. Health care will be provided in a free, competitive 
marketplace. Third-party insurance will be relied upon only for rare, very 
expensive events. Medical malpractice suits will be virtually unknown.  

There is only one catch. All this will happen outside the United States.  

The National Center for Policy Analysis has written a good bit about medical tourism, the U.S. 
hospital reaction to medical tourism, and those shopping for health care. Still, I had no idea how 
easy it would be to solve the vast majority of our health policy problems by simply crossing the 
border. That is, I had no idea until a recent trip to Guatemala City, where Thomas Saving, Andrew 
Rettenmaier, Grace-Marie Turner and I toured a facility run by Grupo Hospitalario, a private hospital 
chain.  

The CEO of the facility is Erick Herrera, a Cornell University MBA. Most of the doctors who practice 
there are U.S. trained, and most are board certified. They have all the latest equipment; and as far 
as I could tell they can do just about anything an American hospital can do. Right now, only 10% of 
their patients are foreign and only 2 or 3% are American. But as the U.S. health care system 
becomes increasingly dysfunctional, a low-cost, high-quality alternative only a few hours away could 
emerge in a heartbeat.  

For starters, the hospital we visited looks like a modern hotel - with all the comfort and amenities. 
And the price is right - better, in fact, than a hotel. A private room is $55 a day. A suite is $85. And 
it comes with a TV, minibar, Internet hookup and 24-hour room service.  

Almost all medical services cost a fraction of what they would in the United States. Whereas U.S. 
MRI scans range, say, from $500 to $1,500, the Guatemalan equivalent costs $240 (daytime) or 
$100 (evening). (Yes, they peak load price.) Gastric bypass surgery, a popular procedure for 
American patients, costs $8,000 in Guatemala, compared to $25,000 in the U.S.  

Everywhere we looked we saw obvious opportunities to compete for the American market. For 
example, wealthy people from all over the United States routinely fly to ritzy spas and medical 
centers for super duper, comprehensive checkups. The fee ranges from $2,500 to $5,000, depending 
on the services selected. If they flew to Guatemala City instead, they could have most of the same 
services for $120 to $270.  

Medical tourism could become the most important export product of Guatemala and other Latin 
American countries in short order. But would their political systems allow it?  

Latin American countries typically have a system of free health care available to everyone. But the 
public systems are short on resources and ration by waiting. So, almost everyone who can turns to 
the private sector for their care. Unlike Britain and Canada, it is not viewed as scandalous when 
Latin American politicians get their health care privately. Indeed, private care for everyone who can 
afford it is normal and accepted. The result is booming private sector medicine throughout Central 
and South America and a potential export industry for patients all over the world.  
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Bottom line: I have no confidence our federal government will solve our health 
care problems. I have a lot of confidence that Latin American entrepreneurs can do so.  

John Goodman is President and CEO, Kellye Wright Fellow at the National Center for Policy Analysis 
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PAYGO Won’t Work 
by Brian Riedl  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

President Barck Obama recently introduced a Pay-As-You-Go ( PAYGO) 
proposal as a means to control government spending , and Congress is likely 
to give it serious and immediate consideration.  

Yet PAYGO has proven to be more of a talking point than an actual tool for 
budget discipline. Consider that: 

1) PAYGO has never been enforced.  

• During the 1991-2002 round of statutory PAYGO, Congress and the President still 
added more than $700 billion to the budget deficit and ***simply cancelled every 
single sequestration that would have enforced PAYGO.*** Even if Congress had 
wanted to enforce PAYGO during that period, they had already exempted 97% of all 
entitlement spending from sequestration cuts.  

• Since the 2007 creation of the PAYGO rule, Congress has waived it numerous times in 
order to add $600 billion to the deficit.  

2) PAYGO's design is flawed.  

• PAYGO exempts all discretionary spending, and would also allow all current entitlement 
programs like Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid to continue growing on 
autopilot. It affects only new entitlements or tax cuts that may be created in the 
future.  

• PAYGO allows expiring entitlement programs to be extended without offsets, but not 
expiring tax cuts. So its biased in favor of higher spending and higher taxes.  

• Even if PAYGO were fully enforced, entitlement spending would still grow 6 percent 
annually, and discretionary spending could grow without limit.  

• PAYGO is merely a distraction from policies that could actually provide budget 
discipline, such as statutory spending caps.  

For a further discussion of why PAYGO will not work, see my “Obama’s PAYGO Law Would Not 
Slow Spending or Budget Deficits” at: 
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Budget/wm2312.cfm  

Brian Riedl is Grover M. Hermann Fellow for Federal Budgetary Affairs at The Heritage 
Foundation 
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Climate Is a Moral issue  
by Paul Driessen  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

The climate “crisis” is a “moral issue that requires serious debate,” Al Gore 
proclaimed in an April 27 AlGore.com blog post.  

His conversion to the Anglo-American tradition of robust debate came a mere 
three days after the ex-VP refused to participate in a congressional hearing 
with Lord Christopher Monckton, former science advisor to Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher. Republicans had invited Monckton to counter Gore’s 
testimony before the House Energy and Commerce Committee.  

But Gore froze like a terrified deer in headlights, and Chairman Henry 
Waxman told the UK climate expert he was uninvited.  

Their hypocritical cowardice simply reflects a recognition that their entire 
energy rationing crusade would collapse if they ever allowed real debate.  

Monckton would have focused on the science. But it is morality that truly requires serious debate. 
Climate Armageddon claims are being used to justify malignant policies that have no rational basis.  

Global average temperatures peaked in 1998 and since have cooled slightly, despite steadily rising 
CO2 levels. Except in its Western Peninsula, Antarctica is gaining ice, and Antarctic sea ice reached 
an all-time high in 2007. Arctic ice is seasonably normal, and in 2008 the Northern Hemisphere was 
covered by more snow than ever before recorded.  

Scientists are hard-pressed to point to long-term state or country climate trends that differ from 
historic experience and can reasonably be linked to anthropogenic warming crises. Merely asserting 
that obesity causes warming or increased malaria and house cat populations are due to warming 
does not make it so.  

Even more devastating to alarmist claims, long-held assumptions about the deep Atlantic counter-
current or “conveyor belt” below the Gulf Stream have been undermined by recent studies. Those 
assumptions underlie many climate models and their scary worst-case scenarios about alleged 
planetary crises. The models and GIGO scenarios are now even more questionable.  

Yet, model results are constantly portrayed as “evidence” – “proof” that immediate, drastic action is 
required to avert disaster. Nonsense. Climate changes and their causes are complex, our knowledge 
is still limited, and the inputs and assumptions are deficient.  

Climate models are no more reliable than computer predictions of future Super Bowl winners and 
scores.  

Their Frankenstein scenarios are no more valid as a basis for law and policy than the special effects 
in The Day After Tomorrow or Jurassic Park.  

Worse, even the 942-page Waxman-Markey climate bill’s absurd target – a 17% reduction in US 
carbon dioxide emissions by 2020 and 83% by 2050 – would have no detectable benefits, even if 
CO2 does cause climate change. Research climatologist Paul “Chip” Knappenberger calculates that 
even these draconian measures would result in global temperatures rising a mere 0.1 degrees F less 
by 2050 than doing nothing, mostly because Chinese and Indian emissions would quickly dwarf 
America’s job-killing reductions.  
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Meanwhile, China and South Africa want developed nations to slash carbon 
emissions 40% by 2020 – and give poor countries $200 billion annually, to help them cope with 
global warming’s imagined disasters. Bolivia wants $700 billion a year. Our children will get the bill 
for that, too.  

None of this apparently matters to congressional leaders, Climate Action Partnership members or 
other professional alarmists and rent seekers. If anything, it has spurred them into even hastier 
action, to transform America’s energy and economic system, regardless of the consequences. 
Waxman-Markey was approved by the E&C Committee May 21 on a mostly party-line vote.  

Above all, they want to replace vile hydrocarbons with wind power. That would require $$$ billions in 
taxpayer subsidies; hundreds of thousands of turbines, across millions of acres of scenic land, 
habitats and sea lanes; thousands of miles of new transmission lines and towers; and billions of tons 
of concrete, steel, copper and fiberglass – plus raw materials and natural gas for backup generators.  

Spain’s experience should be cautionary, but probably won’t be. According to a study by Dr. Gabriel 
Calzada, Spanish taxpayers spent $754,000 for each new job in the wind turbine industry (mostly 
installing towering turbines) – and destroyed 2.2 regular jobs for each “green” job, primarily 
because pricey “renewable” electricity forced companies to lay off workers, to stay in business.  

A recent Lauer Johnson Research poll found 78% of respondents saying even a $600 per year 
increase in utility bills would be a “hardship.” They should be so lucky.  

Compared to no cap-and-tax regime, Waxman-Markey would cost the United States a cumulative 
$9.6 trillion in real GDP losses by 2035, according to an updated study by the Heritage Foundation’s 
Center for Data Analysis. The bill would also cost an additional 1.1 million jobs each year, raise 
electricity rates 90% after adjusting for inflation, cause a 74% hike in inflation-adjusted gasoline 
prices, and add $1,500 to the average family’s annual energy bill, says Heritage.  

The Congressional Budget Office says the poorest one-fifth of families could see annual energy costs 
rise $700 – while high income families could see their costs rise $2,200 a year. Harvard economist 
Martin Feldstein estimates that the average person could pay an extra $1,500 per year for energy. 
MIT says household energy costs could climb $3,000 per year.  

Where will families find that extra cash? “What do I tell a single mom, making $8 an hour?” asked 
North Carolina congressman (and Congressional Black Caucus member) G. K. Butterfield.  

That was a few days before he and his Democrat colleagues voted against amendments to Waxman-
Markey that would have suspended the punitive law if electricity prices go up more than 10% after 
inflation, unemployment reaches 15% or gasoline prices hit $5. What will he tell that single mom?  

Eco-activists gleefully predict that oil, gas and coal companies, utilities, vehicles and investors are 
destined for extinction. No wonder lobbyists have descended on Washington – over 2,300 of them 
just on climate change: 4.4 per member of Congress.  

Some are getting $400-$850 an hour for their skill in promoting mandates, subsidies, legal 
measures to hobble competitors, and cap-tax-and-trade versions of the mortgage derivatives 
market. Al Gore alone boasts of having received $300 million (from unnamed sources) to trumpet 
alarmism and draconian legislation.  

Colleges, scientists, activists, unions and companies receive billions in taxpayer money, to hype 
climate chaos claims, intimidate skeptics and lobby Congress. African bureaucrats get millions from 
the UN (and thus US taxpayers) to hype climate disaster claims that keep millions of Africans 
impoverished and deprived of the life-enhancing benefits of reliable, affordable electricity.  
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President Obama says the Bush Administration “made decisions based upon fear, 
rather than foresight, and all too often trimmed facts and evidence to fit ideological predispositions.” 
He and his Democrat allies in Congress should take that critique to heart on global warming.  

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Committee For A Constructive Tomorrow and Congress 
of Racial Equality, and author of Eco-Imperialism: Green power – Black death.  
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Green Trade War  
by Dennis Avery  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

The global warming trade war has started—quietly, but just as surely 
as we knew it would. The Obama Administration is now subsidizing 
U.S. milk and cheese exports in a way that will punish New Zealand—
which depends on its efficient grass-fed dairy exports for close to one-
third of its total income. The reason? U.S. corn ethanol mandates 
have pushed American feed grain prices so high that the 
Administration felt it had to “give something” to U.S. dairy farmers.  

Unfortunately, the dairy export subsidies will make little difference to 
American dairymen, but they could have harsh impacts on New 
Zealand’s farm-dominated economy. Thus far, New Zealand has 
escaped the higher grain prices because they feed their cows mainly 
grass and turnips.  

Our excuse on dairy export subsidies is that the EU did it first. But the 
real dairy problem is that both the EU and the U.S. have jacked up 
their own dairy production costs by diverting corn and rapeseed from feeding livestock to making 
biofuels. The ethanol and biodiesel games have doubled world feed grain prices and caused food 
riots in Mexico and Egypt.  

The dairy export payments should be a huge red flag to the world. When push came to shove, the 
U.S. and the EU immediately fell into the old trap of punishing trade from innocent countries. That’s 
actually how we launched the Great Depression—with the infamous Smoot-Hawley tariffs of 1930.  

People have actually been predicting the “green trade wars” for years because developing countries 
have no obligations under the Kyoto Protocol. All the affluent countries are thus terrified that their 
carbon-emitting industries will flee to less-developed countries. Energy Secretary Stephen Chu told a 
Congressional committee in March that America might well consider a “carbon tariff” on imports from 
China, India, and other developing countries if they “undercut” U.S. manufacturers.  

Gary Huffbauer of the Peterson Institute for International Economics recently told National Public 
Radio, “Countries say, well, if we’re going to take measures [to combat global warming] we have to 
do something at the border to prevent the same product being produced abroad and just imported 
by our country. So those thoughts trigger potential for trade wars. So lawmakers here have added a 
provision to the greenhouse gas legislation that echoes the EU approach. It gives energy intensive 
companies like steelmakers, chemical plants, and paper mills the right to demand tariffs on imports 
if after five years they can prove unfair carbon competition.”  

Environmentalists say the worries about China and India picking up high-carbon jobs are 
exaggerated—that most of America’s energy-intensive imports come from Canada or the EU. But 
they’re saying that today, before the carbon taxes have been imposed. With carbon taxes in place, 
the developing countries will look more attractive, Canada and the EU less so.  

Without low-cost imports from China and Colombia, meanwhile, the cost of shopping at Wal-Mart will 
escalate—even as U.S. exports are increasingly barred from both Kyoto member and non-member 
countries. Our investments in productive assets will be wasted, even as the U.S. jobs totals decline.  

A carbon tariff would conflict with a U.S. pledge not to violate international trade rules, but Obama’s 
promise to cut greenhouse emission might easily override the vague “no trade war” commitment.  
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Dennis Avery is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson 
Institute in Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-
author, with S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers 
may write him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Freeing Racist Thugs 
by David Keene 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

The Bush administration was constantly criticized for allegedly “politicizing” 
various Cabinet departments by overriding the actions and decisions of 
“career” employees for what Bush’s critics saw as purely “political” reasons. 

Bush’s most egregious outrages supposedly occurred at the Justice 
Department, where — Democratic critics charged — the president’s political 
appointees ran roughshod over the professional career lawyers toiling there, 
fired or isolated anyone who dared disagree with his perverted view of 
justice, and thus undermined both the morale and the credibility of 
American justice.  

Attorney General John Ashcroft was characterized as a know-nothing with 
little regard for the Constitution, and his successor was dismissed as an 
ignorant sycophant incapable of independent thought. The men and women 
who joined them at Justice were almost universally derided as dangerous 
ideologues out to destroy the integrity of the department. 

But the times, they do change. Eric Holder’s appointment as attorney general was welcomed by a 
fawning media and Senate willing to forgive and forget the fact that as a Clinton functionary, his 
fingerprints were on the most egregious outrages of the last Democratic administration. 

It was expected that Holder would be in sync with the career bureaucracy, if only because he thinks 
of and looks at the world in much the same way as most Justice Department apparatchiks. After all, 
FEC records revealed even before the election that Justice employees were heavier contributors to 
the Obama campaign than those working anywhere else in the federal government. 

But now it seems that Holder and company are doing just what liberals accused Bush’s minions of 
doing. The Washington Times recently revealed that political appointees at the Department 
overruled career lawyers to end an investigation and civil complaint against three members of the 
New Black Panther Party for Self Defense, who on Election Day last November took it upon 
themselves to make certain voters in one Philadelphia precinct “did the right thing.” 

These three thugs, dressed in paramilitary garb, were caught on camera wielding nightsticks to 
intimidate white voters who they suspected might not be prepared to vote for their candidate. The 
film, as happens these days, quickly ended up on YouTube, shocked those who saw it and resulted in 
a Justice Department investigation of charges that the three had violated the 1965 Voting Rights 
Act. 

The Voting Rights Act was passed in large measure to prevent intimidation of minority voters in the 
South, but not even ’60s Klan members had the audacity to don sheets and show up at polling 
places with weapons to hurl threats and racial epithets at voters. These guys, in other words, made 
the Klansmen of an earlier age look sophisticated — and that is quite an accomplishment. 

Indeed, the Times quoted a ’60s civil rights activist who actually witnessed what went on in 
Philadelphia as saying that what he saw these guys do represented “the most blatant form of voter 
intimidation” he had ever seen. Anyone who saw the YouTube footage would have to agree. 

During the DoJ investigation, it was discovered that at least one of these characters got into the 
polling place because he had credentials as a Democratic poll watcher. He didn’t steal the 
credentials. They were his, as he was and is an elected member of Philadelphia’s 14th Ward 
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Democratic Committee. What’s more, although the three simply refused to 
appear in court, one bragged that what they did was part of a nationwide effort to deploy likeminded 
types at select polling places around the country. 

It should be remembered that in previous elections, Democrats have charged that the mere request 
for identification at polling places is intimidating to minority voters and that Republican lawyers 
dispatched to polling places as poll watchers were simply — by their presence — so intimidating as 
to be beyond the pale. That sort of “intimidation” in the age in which we live is seen as deplorable; 
but a bunch of filthy-mouthed, club-wielding goons are dismissed as perhaps just a bit 
overenthusiastic. 

To their credit, career Justice officials were prepared to enforce the law against these three, until 
President Obama’s political appointees ordered them to stop.  

Democrats in the Senate during the Bush years were constantly calling Justice Department officials 
to Capitol Hill to explain their actions. It’s time to see if Attorney General Holder will be questioned 
by the Democratic Senate and House to explain why he and those working for him convinced 
themselves it is acceptable to let racist thugs who intimidate voters walk. 

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union  
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UAW Payoff  
by Brent Littlefield  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

Did you get your card? Are you planning to vote in the upcoming steward 
election? What — you didn’t know you are a member of the UAW?  

Yes, the UAW. The Unwise Auto Workers. The union that helped crash the 
storied American automobile industry in which many of them were employed. 
Thanks to the Democratic Congress’ auto bailout legislation — the 
“government meddles in private industry” legislation — American taxpayers 
are now the proud majority owners of General Motors.  

But while Americans may think our government bailed out an auto company, 
Congress is more accurately responsible for the bailout of a union. From Timothy P. Carney, writing 
in the Washington Examiner:  

The union’s $1.98 million to Democratic candidates last cycle (not counting the $4.87 million in 
independent expenditures to elect Obama president) is more than any PAC spent on Republicans.  

Obama, who has never held a private sector job, sought to save the workers and unions which 
supported him.  

We can add our ownership of GM to our stakes in Chrysler, selected banks, and other corporations, 
all of which Obama claimed were “too big to fail” — a slogan that defines our time of descent 
towards socialism. You may not have considered owning these auto companies in your 401(k), but 
you own them now and bear the pain of their losses. They seem to be bad investments, much like 
the $7 billion of bailout funding that Chrysler will not repay U.S. taxpayers — a revelation that was 
buried deep within Chrysler’s bankruptcy filing but confirmed by the Obama administration. All of 
this because the American industry responsible for creating the assembly line and producing the 
Model T has not been able to adapt, while foreign manufacturers do quite well building their vehicles 
right here in the United States.  

Prior to the downturn, foreign manufacturers employed 113,000 American citizens, compared to 
239,000 employed by the domestic auto industry. But the Big Three’s hourly labor costs have been 
65 percent higher than those of foreign competitors.  

How is that possible?  

In 2005, upwards of 12,000 UAW “workers” were paid — stay in your chairs — not to work. The Big 
Three and their suppliers paid billions to keep downsized UAW members on the payroll as part of a 
UAW contract.  

One UAW member, Ken Pool, said he would show up to work and then do crossword puzzles. He 
earned more than $31 an hour, plus benefits.  

Higher costs and legacy costs for retirees were transferred to consumers. An unbelievable $1,500 of 
the cost of each domestic vehicle paid for UAW health insurance. That’s more than was spent on the 
steel. As a result, Americans shop elsewhere: U.S. automakers produce less than 50% of the 
vehicles Americans now buy.  

The white-collar leadership of these companies can share in the blame. They failed to innovate. 
While foreign competitors were sending cars to America with lower price tags, earning praise for 
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being “sleek” and fuel-efficient, in some instances American companies were 
cranking out cars with the same square plastic push buttons used in the early 1980s. They also 
failed to battle the UAW. Here’s former Reagan Deputy Secretary of Labor Dennis Whitfield, now 
executive vice president of the American Conservative Union: ” [I]t appears these companies bought 
peace from the cannibals just to eat them last.”  

The impact has been staggering. This week, the CEO of Zipcar — which does hourly car rentals — 
claimed that, among his customers “We have never had a request for a GM product. Out of 300,000 
users that we survey every six months, I have never had a request.”  

This latest bailout is happening at a time when the federal government has already saddled each 
American family with more than $50,000 in debt, simply as a result of government spending in the 
past year. But it doesn’t seem to matter to Obama, who is going to add this new GM bailout to our 
$11,397,900,000,000 total.  

As you ponder your stake in GM, consider this. The UAW carries $1.2 billion in member investments, 
money pulled from workers’ paychecks, from which the UAW draws funds to cover the costs of the 
Black Lake Golf Club — which the UAW owns and claims is “one of the finest anywhere in the 
nation.”  

You foot the bill for that, too.  

Maybe we can at least hope for a UAW membership card. Or a free round of golf. It is the most we 
can hope for from what Obama has called our “investments” in the companies the UAW helped sink.  

Brent Littlefield is a Republican strategist. He makes his home in Virginia. 
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Obama Talk  
by Jeffrey Folks  
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

“In our time, political speech and writing are largely the defence of the 
indefensible.” That was George Orwell in 1946. Fifty-three years later we have 
Barack Obama, with his lovely political speechmaking, full of high-sounding 
phrases, grandiose imagery, and constant deceit.  

As Orwell understood, the most dangerous sort of politician is the one who can 
easily manipulate language so as to deceive the public. For example, the 
politician who proposes the suppression of free speech under the guise of a 
“fairness doctrine.” The politician who plots to deny union members the right of 
secret ballot and calls his plan the Employee Free Choice Act. The politician 
who, while in the Senate, co-sponsored the “Patriot Employer Act,” a strong-
arm pro-union bill that might just as well have been called the Labor Payback 
Bill. The politician who proclaims “middle class tax cuts” as a ruse to expand the 
earned income credit for those welfare recipients who pay no taxes at all. The 
politician who shifts from warning of the catastrophe of “global warming” to the dangers of “climate 
change” when polling reveals that the public doesn’t really put much stock in global warming.  

Obama’s speeches are intended to disguise what he is doing, not to clarify it. They are intended to 
hide the fact that his are the politics of socialism and big government—politics that are indefensible 
and so must be constantly kept from view. Every time Obama proposes a new tax, such as the 
proposed $200 billion tax on the foreign earnings of American corporations, that tax is disguised as 
some sort of “savings” or “investment.” Every time another liberty is taken away, such as the 
freedom to choose what cars we wish to drive, that restriction of freedom is defended as the only 
“sustainable” course of action. Every time an opponent disagrees with the president, that opposition 
is deemed “partisan”; what the president proposes is always the consensus.  

Deception and lies, the “defence of the indefensible,” is all we get from this president. What about 
the Inauguration Speech promise that the Obama administration would usher in a new era of “self-
responsibility”? That was a noble-sounding phrase reminiscent of John Kennedy or Ronald Reagan, 
or even Margaret Thatcher, who famously proclaimed that the philosophy of the Western world was 
superior to that of the rest “because it starts with the individual, with his uniqueness, his 
responsibility, and his capacity to choose.” The idea of self-responsibility draws applause in an 
Inauguration Speech, but in what way has the Obama administration promoted self-responsibility 
since coming to power?  

As with all of Obama’s high-sounding phrases, the reality is entirely the opposite. Obama wants to 
expand welfare, not self-responsibility. He wants to empower union bosses, not worker self-
responsibility. He wants to pass universal, government-run health care, not self-responsibility based 
on choice. He wants unrealistic mileage standards for American auto manufacturers, not self-
responsibility in choosing what car to drive. He wants semi-nationalization of major financial 
institutions and energy companies, not self-responsibility for corporations.  

The fact is that every word that this president utters is tinged with deceit. His trademark slogan of 
“Change You Can Believe In” disguised the fact that his politics are not the politics of change: they 
are the old politics of government regulation, welfare, and increased taxation. It is more of the old 
Democratic Party deal-making with trial lawyers, union bosses, and special interests. It’s the old 
politics of liberal defeatism and appeasement of our enemies. This is the old politics of tax and 
spend, and of ambitious government experiments that end in failure. The political model of this 
administration is not JFK or Ronald Reagan; it is Lyndon Baines Johnson. Like Johnson, Obama is 
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ambitious, unprincipled, arrogant, and ruthless. Let us hope that by some miracle 
we are not led down the same ruinous path.  

Why does Obama habitually conceal his real intentions from the public? It is because his plan for a 
return to big government is indefensible. The American people do not want higher taxes, so Obama 
conceals his plans for a tax increase proportional to his spending increases (so far—in only five 
months!) of four trillion dollars. This is an increase of $54,000 for every family of four in the United 
States. Yet, since only half of American families pay income taxes, it is an increase of $108,000 for 
every taxpaying family. This is money that must be paid back. It is a real stretch for the president to 
have raised the future taxes of every taxpaying family by $108,000 and proclaim simultaneously 
that he has cut taxes for 95% of Americans. Perhaps, as with Bill Clinton, it depends on the meaning 
of “is.” Or the meaning of “cut.” Or perhaps, like his supporter John Kerry, Obama means to say that 
he lowered taxes before he raised them.  

Obama’s flowery speeches are full of “hope for middle class Americans,” but Obama doesn’t tell 
those middle class Americans how much he intends to raise their marginal tax rates. Does he still 
plan, as he asserted during the campaign, to raise taxes on capital gains to “somewhere between 
20% and 28%”? There is a considerable difference between 20% and 28%, and both are mammoth 
increases over the current 15% rate. He obscures his plan to tax dividends and interest as regular 
income, thus pushing those rates up from 15% to over 40% (taking into account the higher 
marginal rates to be imposed). He conspires to reinstate the death tax at 45%, but refuses to call it 
what it is: a death tax.  

Then there is the matter of earmarks. On Wednesday, March 11, in a “private ceremony”—no press 
coverage allowed—President Obama signed a $410 billion omnibus spending bill into law. Breaking 
his campaign pledge not to sign a “single” earmark, the president signed 8,500 into law during his 
first 51 days in office. At the same time, on the very day he was so furtively breaking his promise, 
Obama was loudly hosting a news conference in which he declared war on earmarks. Things are 
getting very Orwellian when there arises such a discrepancy between appearance and reality. It 
becomes even more so when the discrepancy goes unremarked by the mainstream press.  

It goes on and on. The campaign pledge to cut taxes for 95% of Americans did not mean that taxes 
would be cut for 95% of taxpayers, only, or mostly, for those “earned income” tax-filers who pay no 
taxes. The pledge that senior citizens earning less than $50,000 would pay “not one penny” in taxes 
has been foresworn faster than Romeo’s love for fair Rosaline. It is not clear as to whether the 
president even recalls posting this pledge on his website and repeating “not one penny” a hundred 
times while Florida was still in play. Now we are hearing about a plan to tax employee-sponsored 
health benefits in order to fund universal health care. But by Obama’s logic, this burdensome new 
tax on half of American workers is not a tax. There will be more and more new taxes, but the phrase 
“tax increase” will never enter Obama’s vocabulary.  

I believe that most human beings are capable of distinguishing quite clearly between a truth and a 
lie. They are capable of computing the difference between zero and 8,500 earmarks. They 
understand the difference between wasteful spending and “investment.” They know that an 
expansion of the welfare state is not an investment. They recognize that a promise cannot be broken 
and kept at the same time, no matter how many news conferences are held to proclaim that they 
are being kept.  

We have had more than two years now to observe Barack Obama on the campaign trail and in 
office, and it is becoming increasingly doubtful whether he is capable of distinguishing truth from 
fiction. If this distinction is so entirely beyond him as the evidence suggests, the country is in great 
peril. There is then no difference between a billion and a trillion, between capitalism and socialism, 
between work and welfare. With a president who thinks words can mean whatever he wishes, all 
appeals to common sense and decency are futile. If words can mean anything at all and can shift 
their meaning from day to day, no reasoned argument will restrain the ambitions of this president.  
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Dr. Jeffrey Folks taught for thirty years in universities in Europe, America, and 
Japan. He has published nine books and over a hundred articles on American culture and politics in 
national journals and newspapers. He is currently writing on issues in American literature, media, 
family, and education.  
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Obama Spending Cuts? 
by How the World Works 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Editor: Are you confused by the trillions, billions and millions tossed around in Washington? 
President Obama proposed a $100 million spending cut. Is that big or small? How does this relate to 
billions and trillions? An outfit called How the World Works can explain it all to you in only 1 minute 
and 38 seconds. Just click on:  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cWt8hTayupE&feature=player_embedded  
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Good Old Days  
by Clayton Shepherd 
Issue 134 - June 24, 2009  

I wanted to share my perspective with you. As a 24 year old 
raised here in the US, I was born into the "digital age" the 
"technological era" if you will, but I find myself more and more 
longing for a taste of what my grandparents referred to as "the 
good old days." 

I did not find my beginnings teething on the altar at church, 
nor attending church every Sunday shaking hands with the 
preacher, but found myself instilled with the values and morals 
that have become an integral part of my faith and daily walk in 
life by my family. We were not a wealthy household.  

I watched my dad work hard to support us all his life, by the sweat of his brow he made sure we had 
all that we needed in life, and even provided us some of what we wanted. His life didn't begin that 
way. I absent-mindedly listened to the stories he told me of his childhood when I myself was a boy, 
eating lima beans for dinner almost every night, washing his blue jeans in the bathtub every night 
so he could have clean clothes to wear to school the next day. He wanted to provide our family with 
a life that enabled us to have some luxury as well as the necessities. Just as Benjamin Franklin was 
paraphrased as saying at one of the Tea Party Rallies, the best motivation for someone to get out of 
poverty is to make them uncomfortable in their poverty. 

My father is an example of this in action. He was uncomfortable in the poverty of his youth, and it 
drove him to succeed in his adult life. Nobody gave it to him freely, he had to work hard and earn 
his living. His work ethic and integrity mean a great deal to him, as it should to us all. Although I 
didn't have to deal with the issue of poverty growing up, there was another issue that became very 
real to me though my trials and travails. That issue was personal responsibility. 

Just as a child riding a bike starts out on training wheels in the beginning until there is enough 
confidence built up to ride without them. On a long enough timeline, given the child is not endowed 
with a God given impeccable sense of balance, that child will fall and the child's parents will urge and 
encourage them to get back on and try again. That first fall is important in life as it teaches us the 
respect for the manner in which we are traveling. The same is true with our own journey into our 
adult lives. 

As I stepped out into the world I was completely unprepared for the tests that awaited me. I also 
made some very poor decisions, and my parents did their very best to protect me from the 
consequences of some of my actions. In the end, those poor decisions ended up being greater than 
any teacher could have ever been in teaching me personal responsibility and accountability. 
Although my parents would have loved to give me a "bailout," pardon the pun, it was important that 
I face my consequences and allow the lessons learned to propel me towards success in my adult life.  

They were sincerely intentioned as I have found since becoming a father myself. No parent ever 
wants to see their child in pain, and would go to great lengths to protect them from the troubles to 
come, but some lessons can only be learned from experience. It is much like telling a child not to 
touch the oven. "It is hot," you tell them. "That will hurt you," you further admonish, but until the 
child feels that sensation for himself for the first time, it is a word without feeling associated with it. 
I am by no means a moral plumb-line in this world. Nor do I claim to have the solutions to our 
problems we now face, but there is one thing I can say with certainty, we are headed for a 
meltdown of great proportions if we do not get ourselves back to the foundation upon which this 
country was laid.  
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I remember as a child hearing my grandma shocked at hearing some of the 
music on the radio. I didn't have a very firm grasp as to why it should seem so shocking to her, it 
was common to me. It was socially acceptable at the time and I saw nothing wrong with it. In my 
short 24 years on this earth, I have seen the moral fabric of our country slowly but surely eroding 
under the banner of "acceptance and tolerance." I am sure that unwanted pregnancies, 
homosexuality, and progressive idealism are by no means a new issue that has just surfaced to be 
faced today under the aforementioned banner. They have long been issues that people have at the 
very least been aware of. What I fail to understand is how refusing to agree with liberal thought 
processes now makes you a bigot. Are we only to be tolerant and acceptant of liberal ideas and 
therefore intolerant of our foundations and values?  

I have watched the youth of our country becoming more and more disrespectful to their elders, work 
ethic is all but a mythical fantasy creature, and feeling more and more entitled to what they have 
not earned. Listening to interviews on both television and radio, of citizens of our great country 
saying they feel they deserve a bailout even though they placed themselves into bad situations by 
spending irresponsibly, or attempting to live beyond their means incurring great debt, it almost 
frightens me to think of what might be coming next. They are willing to give up their rights as long 
as they don't have to experience the fall, the fall that will teach them the difference between success 
and failure. Benjamin Franklin was also quoted as saying, "They who can give up essential liberty to 
obtain a little temporary safety, deserve neither liberty nor safety." Our country cannot continue to 
thrive, nor will it survive as long as people are willing to give up their rights in order to gain a 
"bailout" which can only be a temporary solution. And then comes more legislation against the credit 
card companies which who people signed agreements, binding contracts outlining the consequences 
of failure to pay. It is a slippery slope that we will regret traveling down. It is only a temporary 
solution.  

If you want to be productive, why not legislate classes to be taught on how to use credit in school. I 
didn't go to college to get a degree after I graduated from high school, and from the examples I 
have seen leaving our higher learning institutions and the professors who determine their fate in 
that pursuit, I am thankful. I am by no means saying that pursuing a higher education is done in 
vain, but when you are asked to agree with your professor and his endless diatribes against the very 
principles that blood, sweat, and tears were shed to found this country in order to receive a passing 
mark, I say that the institution is flawed. As I stated before, I don't have all the answers. I don't 
even know a few of them. I can only speak from my very limited scope of experience and say that 
we can only make it if we stand up and decide for once to have a voice based upon our deep rooted, 
heartfelt values or find ourselves 40 years from now calling these the "good old days."  

I cannot bear to imagine where we would be then if something is not done differently. I remember 
September 11, 2001 very vividly. I was a senior in high school, virtually oblivious to the political 
sentiments of the world, and ignorant to the hatred many hold towards those very values our nation 
was built upon. I turned a blind eye to it, believing if I ignored them, they would in turn do the 
same. Now I find myself more aware of an imminent threat to our safety. And I know that ignoring 
the problem will not make it go away, nor will it slow the progress of that agenda. A house divided 
will fall. Our country is living beyond its means; our government is acting irresponsibly with no sense 
of accountability. Who will be there to bail us out?  

Forgive me if this was incoherent rambling with no sense of structure, but I had to air my thoughts 
and feelings out somewhere that it might actually be heard, understood, and possibly even 
reciprocated, as I have found myself unable to receive the kind of response I have sought from the 
elected officials who are supposed to be representing me. I ask your guidance on how to become 
more involved from here. Thank you for your time, and God bless you all.  

Sincerely, Clayton Shepherd 
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Reader Comments  Issue 134 - June 
24, 2009  

 

Editor: I loved your article on “War Advice.” It is 
very perceptive. It provides excellent insight into the role human nature plays in a nation's foreign 
policy. So much of what is wrong with liberalism can be traced to its refusal to acknowledge the 
fallen nature of mankind, including themselves. Bill Sizemore, president, Oregon Taxpayers United  

 

Editor: Thanks for the comprehensive treatment of Angelo Codevilla’s book “Advice To War 
Presidents” and some of the issues it addresses. Particularly now, for "our people," the too-
prevalent rah-rah patriotism needs to be supplanted by a parade of books and commentaries posing 
facts and hard choices ... sentiment being so dangerous. JC  

 

Editor: Wow! Thank you for the review of my book, “Advice To War Presidents”. You really plumbed 
its depths. Angelo Codevilla  

 

Editor: The “advice” I and thousands of people would like to know is about a few things that we can 
never get straight answers for.  One is why does the government never make other countries pay us 
back for the money we have let them have, instead of giving them more? Then we have to do 
without for our families because the government does not have the guts to do it but only yell that 
social security is going broke and also SSI.  Two is why do they not tap our own oil wells instead of 
sending all this money to other countries for what we have right here at home? Patricia Taylor  

 

Editor: I must disagree with Stanislav Mishkin’s “Pravda Mourns U.S. Capitalism.” American 
Capitalism Has Not Passed Away! What's passed away are the brainwashed, dumbed-downed, 
mindless and clueless humans who did not listen to Noah, Ronald Regan, Rush Limbaugh, and every 
hard working American who hates hand outs and freebies, compliments of the new American 
government that still believes socialism will work. God has given them their last opportunity to prove 
themselves wrong! Never should this disgraceful display of leadership ever be allowed to rear it's 
stupid head ever again! Prepare for the worst, but I will put my trust and faith in MY Living God who 
overrides these Foolish people! Sorry I’ve seen them before; they are deteriorating as we speak. 
Bob Spiers  

 

Editor: I cannot believe this is happening, the comments by Stanislav Mishkin in the communist 
newspaper, “Pravda Mourns U.S. Capitalism.” Bob Dunevant, Reidsville NC  

 

Editor: Contrary to Stanislav Mishkin’s “Pravda Mourns U.S. Capitalism,” the US Lion will roar again 
when the cubs learn to grow up. Don't underestimate the US. Its roar will make you deaf if you wake 
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it up. Beware of this respite, as we will awake from this slumber, and take our 
seat at the head of the jungle. Mick Streeter  

 

Editor: I have to agree with Erick Erickson’s “Defund NSRC on Rubio.” I am a 77 year old native 
Florida Republican. I for one do no not plan to vote for Crist in the primary. I am very fearful for this 
country. The way things are changing in such a very short period of time is frightening to say the 
least. I want someone that will stand up for the constitution. When I saw him stand up with Obama 
a few months back that did it for me. Betty West  

 

Editor: Regarding Erick Erickson’s “Defund NSRC on Rubio,” I have already defunded them and have 
also defunded the Congressional committee. After the McCain debacle and the way they are ripping 
Sara Palin I want nothing to do with them. Ray Miller  

 

Editor: Erick Erickson’s “Defund NSRC on Rubio” is correct. We need to start a new party. These guy 
don't get it. Joseph R. Zaffino  

 

Editor: Kudos to Erick Erickson. I am a Florida Republican (maybe not anymore) who will vote in the 
primary for anyone but Governor Christ. The governor has shown no conservative initiative during 
his tenure. He has accepted stimulus money for the state, not curtailed spending, and expressed his 
intent to back amnesty for illegal aliens if elected to the Senate. He does not represent conservative 
values. We need someone who has the courage to speak to conservative values and issues--and 
then act on them. Governor Christ is not that person. CK  

 

Editor: Thanks to Erick Erickson’s “Defund NSRC on Rubio” for the heads up on the NRSC issue. I 
concur. Ed Dost, Port Angeles, WA 

 

Editor: How right Erick Erickson is in his “Defund NSRC on Rubio.” I remember Sen. Lindsay Graham 
saying we will never turn over the Republican Party to conservatives.  So......it is high time all 
conservatives and people who want to follow the Constitution to start or join another party because 
we clearly cannot stop the Republicans from playing the same game they have always played.  Too 
bad it is exactly like the Democrats full of corruption, personal greed and appetite for power. Glenn 
Beck says they are each a wing of the same bird - both pushing Progressivism. Outrageous!! Here in 
West Palm Beach and I believe across the country we are holding another Tea Party on July 4 and 
then there is the march on DC - September 12th. Texas, as you know, has an active moment for 
secession which may be our last best hope. Thanks for all you are doing for this country. Sincerely, 
Gloria Biermann  

 

Editor: I noticed in “Defund NSRC on Rubio” written by Erick Erickson. In the title it reads NSRC and 
in the article it is NRSC, but never says what the acronym stands for. Proper writing says the writer 
will use the full (proper) name at first mentioned (with the acronym) and may use the acronym 
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thereafter. Thank you for all you do for the American people. Leota Tucker 
[Editor: The correct name is National Republican Senatorial Committee.] 

 

Editor: Regarding Brent Bozell’s “President’s Media Sycophants,” Fox news should run a two hour 
special on how the media has and continues to be part of this vast conspiracy to dupe the American 
public into thinking that Obama is something other than a strange, covert, dishonest socialist that 
has plans to destroy their country and the freedoms, of which they have been so blessed and others 
have died for. It sickens me and the media needs to be taken to task for their deception, dishonest 
and bold effort to destroy our country through misinformation and marketing for the socialist party. 
One can see now why the world of academia has worked so hard to dumb down the American public 
and we now have an entire generation of slobbering idiots that are naïve and easily manipulated 
with untrue sound bites broadcasted by the dishonest media. I pray for them that they will at some 
point wake up and smell the socialist pigs that are laughing at them behind the scenes. May God 
watch over our country in this most difficult time, Denny Marino, Scottsdale, AZ 

 

Editor: I have just come across a commentary entitled, "What's Not Wrong with Health Care in the 
U.S.," written by Roger Stark, M.D. Dr. Stark is a retired surgeon and health care policy analyst with 
the Washington Policy Center, a non-partisan independent policy research center in Seattle 
(www.washingtonpolicy.org) This commentary is an outstanding article which lends some very 
serious credibility to John Goodman’s “Obama Health Inevitable?” He gives six talking points used by 
pro-nationalized health care advocates to further their agenda. After careful research, Dr. Stark, 
very plainly breaks down every single argument used by liberals and pro-nationalized health care 
groups, including some of the talking points Obama used when addressing the AMA, This is done in a 
totally non-partisan way, as it should be, just using the facts of his research. One huge step towards 
efficiency would be to force those with annual incomes of over $170,000 to pay for their own 
insurance. This by itself would save hundreds on billions over the years. Another big step forward 
would be to remove non-U.S. citizens from receiving taxpayer funded health care. Ed Dost, Port 
Angeles, WA 

 

Editor: Regarding, “ Cap-and-Trade Costs” by William W. Beach, David Kreutzer, Ph.D., Karen 
Campbell, Ph.D. and Ben Lieberman, t he problem is the environmental extremists rule the roost. 
And remember that it is a “crisis” (as is every other thing that happens) and thus a czar is needed to 
take care of us sheeple. Ed Watson 

 

Editor: Hello, I'm writing this email in response to an article posted on your website titled: “Terrible 
Biofuels” by Dennis Avery. I agree with his points concerning corn-based ethanol and emphasis on 
oil and natural gas resources. I'm in favor of more drilling and new technologies that can better 
exploit hydrocarbon natural resources. I'm also in favor of greater use of nuclear power. However, I 
believe Mr. Avery didn't fully explore the biofuel options currently available. He focused only on 
corn-based ethanol. Right now, companies have developed a process of making ethanol from 
cellulose (inedible parts of plants). This means that ethanol can be made from non-food feedstock, 
like switchgrass. Land that is unsuitable for growing food crops could be used to grow plants of this 
nature. There's also algae-based fuel. Algae can produce fully refined petroleum products within 
their cells. All that is needed is to extract the product itself (what is leftover can be used as 
fertilizer). If we used algae fuel to supply all of our transportation needs, it would only take up 1/7th 
of the land we use to grow corn. And this land can be in areas unsuited for growing food crops. 
Research is making these options cheaper and viable every day. I fully oppose subsidizing the 
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fuel/energy from these sources, but I support subsidizing research in these fields. 
There's also an incredible strategic advantage in being able to grow your own fuel. If the U.S. should 
have its supply lines cut off due to some international dispute, we could still make our own energy. 
Also, let's say a terrorist takes out a power station that supplies a military base or a hospital with 
energy. If the base or hospital were to have solar panels as a backup or supplemental supply, work 
could go on as normal. Over-reliance on a grid is a huge weakness. So, I believe that Mr. Avery 
didn't give due credit to the full options of biofuels out there. I agree that corn ethanol (or any food-
based biofuel) has too many disadvantages. But there are more promising biofuels out there that 
have the potential to reduce our energy costs and make us less reliant on other nations that are 
potentially hostile to us. Ryan Palaniuk  

 

Editor: The moral decline that is destroying America as we know it has nothing to do with the sex or 
crime outlined in Michael Medved’s “Irreversible Moral Decline?” It is, rather, the symptoms of social 
immaturity, e.g. the expectation of immediate gratification, failure to assume responsibility, 
acquiescence to government control, ignorance of cause-and-effect relationships, and consideration 
of today as if there were no tomorrow. And it may well be irreversible. Barry E Lerner  

 

Editor: Regarding David Keene’s “State-Directed Economy,” the President is a poor businessman, 
irresponsible in his spending and bankrupting this country. Todd Gibbs  

 

Editor: Why is there not a call to March on Washington by the Conservatives? We are ready! Patricia 
Mills  

 

 

 



5/20/2009                                             Page 1                                              Issue 132  
 
 

 

The "Bold Colors" Conservative Voice in 
Washington 

Issue 132 - May 20, 2009 

Treasury Thugs 

From the Battle Line 

Treasury Thugs  
by Donald Devine 

Jesus On Property  
by Robert Higgs 

Federalism Revival?  
by Bob Barr 

Media Pass in Review 

Mainstream No Longer 
by S.T. Karnick  

Ugly Beauty Contest 
by Brent Bozell 

Whose Hypocrisy?  
by Media Research Center  

Government Maneuvers 

Entitlement Explosion 
by John Goodman 

Chrysler Bankruptcy Best  
by John Berlau 

Cap and Trade Is a Tax  
by Myron Ebell 

 

Culture Wars 

Kemp's Revolution 
by David Keene 

Incredible Sea Levels  
by Dennis Avery  

Back to 1905 Energy  
by Paul Driessen  

Political Front 

Obama Socialism 
by Jeffrey Folks 

Biden Gaffe Machine  
by Jordon McClintock 

Real Specter Rebellion  
by Jeffrey Lord  

Reader Backfire 

Obama Pays Unions  
by Oscar Harward 

2,000 Year Gauge 
 

Reader Comments 

 



5/20/2009                                             Page 2                                              Issue 132  
 
 

Treasury Thugs  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

The nation’s nine top bankers were called personally by 
the finance minister on a Sunday afternoon and told to 
attend a meeting at the ministry’s gilded conference 
room the next day at 3 P.M. The news story following 
noted that “the executives did not have an inkling” of 
what was to be discussed. By his own admission, the 
Minister “presented his case in blunt terms.” At the 
meeting – also attended by the central bank president 
and its largest subsidiary - the bankers were presented 
with a one-page document that said they “agreed” to 
sell ownership shares in their firms to the government and were told that they “must sign it before 
they left.”  

Was this Reich Economics Minister Walther Funk of Nazi Germany in 1933 as reported in the 
Volkischer Beobachter? No it was U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Henry Paulson, Fed Chairman Ben 
Bernanke and New York Fed president (later to succeed Paulson) Timothy Geithner as reported in 
The New York Times on October 15, 2008. Paulson closed by saying “we regret having to take these 
actions” which were “objectionable” but unavoidable. The bankers were sweated for three and a half 
hours “peppered with questions” by three bankers, with quiet resistance from two (including Bank of 
America’s Kenneth Lewis) and outright opposition by Wells Fargo chairman Richard Kovacevich. But, 
as one observer said “it was a take it or leave it deal” and all signed before they left.  

In early 21 st Century United States of America, its government forced the nine most powerful and 
wealthy private sector financiers to accede to its demands with merely a whimper from the 
“powerful” and with total unconcern from the public. The only strong popular reaction was against 
the bank executives following a later payment of bonuses without the merest consideration that this 
was contractually required, that many banks did not want the bailout in the first place, and that the 
government refused to let them pay it back. When this was told to a top conservative public 
relations executive, he responded: “Are you kidding, trying to get sympathy for bankers? They are 
pariah! No one likes them” - recalling similar thinking about another minority by the German people 
in the nineteen thirties.  

Being somewhat less advanced along the road to serfdom, the polls showed 
that the American people did oppose both the first bailout under President 
George W. Bush in 2008 and the even larger one under President Barack 
Obama in 2009. Even so most of the messy details took place outside public 
scrutiny and did not leak until many months later. The most shocking was 
when the Wall Street Journal revealed that Bank of America’s Lewis had told 
Sec. Paulson that he was reconsidering Paulson’s request that Lewis buy 
ailing investment firm Merrill Lynch because its losses would pose a greater 
threat to his stockholders. Mr. Lewis testified under oath to the New York 
Attorney General that he only went forward with the deal when Messrs 
Paulson and Bernanke told him it was necessary to save the economy and 
that he and his board would be replaced if he did not.  

Even more incredibly, while Mr. Lewis testified that he was not ordered to 
keep the negative information from his stockholders (and other investors) 
he insisted that was the clear intent of his regulators’ instructions. “It wasn’t up to me” but to them, 
he said, violating a CEO’s first responsibility to his stockholders, not his regulators. While his 
regulators did not punish him, his stockholders took the very rare step of overruling him, 



5/20/2009                                             Page 3                                              Issue 132  
 
 
downgrading Mr. Lewis and limiting his authority. His regulators, Messrs Paulson 
and Bernanke, sitting on the Financial Stability Oversight Board set up by the Troubled Assets Relief 
Program (TARP) bailout, also did not inform their oversight authority of the Bank of America nor 
Merrill situations until it was a fait accompli.  

In an even more alarming example last fall, a Credit Suisse employee said he received a phone call 
from a Federal Reserve official congratulating the firm for having avoided investments in the 
subprime mortgage market that had led to the U.S. financial meltdown. The representative then 
asked the Swiss firm to purchase American bank “toxic assets” through the U.S. TARP program. 
When the employee asked why they should participate when they had avoided these as too risky in 
the first place, he was told “Because someday you will need us.” It was perhaps not so subtle but 
extortion rarely is.  

One of the conditions for the Treasury to make the bailout “investments” was a “stress test” 
examination of the financial health of the banking industry. Since Treasury had earlier told reporters 
that it did not want banks to repay the bailout loans to end government supervision so they “would 
not imperil the economy in the future,” it was not surprising that when the results were announced 
earlier this month even the healthy banks were required to build larger reserves of common stock, 
making it harder to pay the Feds back. Most of the 19 studied banks met the 6 percent legal 
requirement for reserves but the study required that they raise more in common equity rather than 
preferred stock (which the government had issued for the bailouts, artificially inflating their relative 
importance) or borrow from the government in new convertible (to common) preferred stocks. A few 
truly weak banks like Citigroup were required to raise funds but most, including Bank of America 
($3.4 billion) and Wells Fargo ($1.5 billion) were required to buy common equity.  

Why? The Washington Post called the addition of this requirement “a concession to investors,” that 
is, to the investment industry (which incidentally was the single largest source of funds for 
Candidate Obama). It is interesting that the well-financed Wells Fargo was required to meet a fully 
unexpected requirement that can best be understood as a government “payback” to Mr. Kovacevich 
(who happens to be a free market conservative) for his initial opposition to the bailout and his desire 
to repay the government funds and escape its nitpicking. Didn’t a Pole resist the last time too? As 
the Post reported:  

Richard Bove, an analyst with Rochdale Securities, said Wells Fargo got an especially rough deal, 
considering that it stepped in to take a struggling Wachovia off the government's hands last year. 
Wells Fargo raised more than $11 billion so that it could buy Wachovia. "They did the government a 
massive favor," Bove said. "And the government returned it by saying: 'Screw you. Go out and raise 
more capital.'"  

Wells Fargo chief executive John Stumpf prudently labeled the government's finding that the firm 
needed to raise $13.7 billion "excessively conservative" and said the company does "not want to be 
in a position" of seeking to convert the government's preferred shares to common shares, which 
would give the government a hefty ownership stake.” As for the $25 billion from the Troubled Assets 

Relief Program that Wells Fargo received last year, he said, "We will pay 
back TARP as soon as it's practical for us to do so."  

To expand the reach of TARP, Treasury convinced Congress to pass a Term 
Asset-Backed Securities Loan Facility (TALF) program (to say nothing about 
the Public-Private Investment Program [PPIP] or the 12 bailout programs in 
all with $3 trillion in taxpayer funds) to woo private investment into the 
bailout game. But Treasury met resistance. First of all, the private sector 
demanded tough contracts to protect it from this new risk. Second, 
Congress added restrictions on those who invested, such as new limits on 
hiring immigrants. Most important, private firms feared the government 
would later changes the rules as they did on bonuses. “The government is 
viewed as being unpredictable,” said a partner in a law firm that 
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represented potential TALF participants. So few firms signed up and the program 
apparently will fail to attract private capital voluntarily, forcing Treasury to get tougher. 

Not satisfied with running the banking industry, Sec. Geithner is also managing the auto industry 
through his task force managed by long time Democratic operator Steven Rattner. His plan for 
General Motors was to give Treasury 50 percent stock control, the United Auto Workers 40 percent, 
and the public who have invested in the firm (mutual funds, pensions, hedge funds and normal 
investors) would get a mere 10 percent. According to the Journal, this would give the government 
an 87 cent return on its dollar investment, the union trust 76 cents, and the “powerful” big money 
investors an enormous 5 cents – not a bad return for the unions who were so instrumental in the 
Obama victory, with TARP and the dozen other programs always available for the investors.  

The unions did even better at Chrysler, the UAW being offered a 55 percent share, Fiat (which was 
not an investor at all) 35 percent, Treasury 10 percent and none at all to the secured creditors (and 
the pensions and retirees that invested in them) who were legally in line first. The creditors at 
Chrysler first refused to accept the deal, forcing the auto firm into bankruptcy. But they only were 
this brave so long as no one knew who they were. When the bankruptcy judge forced investors to 
identify themselves, the number of complainants dropped from 20 to 5. Undoubtedly influenced by 
the specter of Kovacevich and Lewis, while the initial investor claims were $6.9 billion, the 20 were 
smaller firms with only an exposure of $1 billion, and the 5 who were willing to expose themselves 
to public scrutiny had only $300 million in claims. Fear had reduced the private claims by over 90 
percent. The very next day, the 5 capitulated too: “In the end, they just concluded that the political 
cost to their institutions was too high to bear," explained their lawyer.  

What “political costs” were the bankers and investors afraid to bear? The president of the United 
States himself upbraided them. At a news conference after Chrysler was forced into bankruptcy 
against Treasury’s wishes, President Obama lashed out (the Washington Post headlined, “President 
Slams Holdouts”): “I don’t stand with those who held out when everyone else is making sacrifices.” 
He castigated the secured stockholders as “a small group of speculators.” Of course, the Treasury 
and the UAW were small groups too, and they hardly made sacrifices. But who could stand in the 
face of displeasure from the most eloquent and praised president in recent years? Even the 
opposition Republicans in Congress dared not speak up for fear of being seen as supporting 
speculators. As a Journal investigative team concluded:  

The banker's about-face was a vivid example of the government's tightening grip on a humbled 
financial industry. Pulling a trick from the hedge-fund playbook, the government used its leverage as 
the sole willing lender to Chrysler, either in bankruptcy court or out, to extract deep concessions 
from some of the country's biggest banks….upend[ing] a longstanding tradition concerning rights in 
a bankruptcy: Senior secured lenders usually get paid in full before lower-priority creditors get 
anything. Not this time.  

Still, it has long been a mystery how the Treasury has been able to be so 
assertive in controlling and intimidating so many businesses. How could a 47 
year old banking bureaucrat with a very small political team run such a power 
operation against the largest banks, investment, hedge and manufacturing 
firms? Using its internal sources within Treasury, a Post investigatory team 
discovered that White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel decided “at the 
president’s urging” to become directly involved in Treasury operations after 
initial Geithner missteps. Sec. Geithner himself implicitly confirmed this by 
telling reporters “I had to make a judgment…that to do this right we had to 
have a fully integrated approach” with the White House. Emanuel, of course, 
is one of the most savvy political operators ever to play in Washington, most 
famous for his "You never want a serious crisis to go to waste" advice 
regarding how to use a calamity to maximize political gain.  
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Emanuel is not the first to flex Treasury’s muscle, just following the lead of the 
previous two administrations. The U.S. stock market has lost more than ten percent of its value over 
the past 11 years by forcing business into poor-risk loans and bailing out the losers under both 
political parties. Forget for a moment about the unprecedented amount of monetary liquidity 
injected by the Fed into the economy and its portents for a deadly inflation and the oncoming 
gargantuan entitlement crash. Who will voluntarily invest their own capital – and remember that 
retirement and charitable funds are the largest investors - or even their management skills into 
firms if even preferred investors cannot receive protection and the nation’s top executives are cowed 
before threats? CEOs forced to choose between regulators and stockholders cannot act. No one will 
be willing to invest freely when the government can change the rules retroactively.  

So the Government must keep pushing harder to force ever more investment. It can get very 
personal. The Treasury special inspector general for bailouts told Congress he has 20 criminal 
investigations into potential “fraud” (mainly paying bonuses) pending. Who will take a risk even of 
jail? The best course will be to keep quiet and be prudent with investments, frustrating the whole 
idea of the bailouts - to “unstick” public investing. As with the TALF and PPIP programs, investors 
will demand guarantees or will simply hide even under thuggish threats. In fact, investment will 
come to a standstill. This is exactly why most of the world is poor. Their governments are free to 
debase people’s investments and to send the successful to jail so everyone hoards or invests abroad, 

guaranteeing stagnation.  

It is easy to blame the private executives for cowardice but the 
Government has many weapons in a society that controls not only 
finance and manufacturing but every aspect of life from what kind 
of air one can breathe to what kind of care one can receive at the 
end of life, with more regulation promised at every turn to 
presumably greater and greater public support – although, again, 
the polls do show some unease about government control. Yet, few 
are willing speak up and the few who do are considered cranks. 
Unfortunately, there were not many heroes in Germany either - the 
Kovacevichs of the world are as rare as the Oskar Schindlers. 
Maybe there should be a “List” movie on Kovacevich too before we 
all have to raise our arms in salute before we can leave the 

Government’s room. 

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Jesus On Property  
by Robert Higgs  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

When I began my academic career, I was fortunate to work in a department of 
economics in which several of my colleagues, including Yoram Barzel, Steven 
N. S. Cheung, and Douglass C. North, had a keen interest in property rights 
and their implications for economic action. I soon began to work in several 
related research areas, including contractual choice in agriculture, and over the 
years a number of my articles and important parts of my books have pertained 
to property rights in some fashion.  

Perhaps the most important proposition in the economics of property rights is 
that people will not care for a resource they do not own as well as they will 
care for a resource they do own. It is amazing how much fashionable economic belief — for example, 
nearly everything ever advanced in support of socialism, as well as the bulk of what passes for 
environmentalist policy proposals — fails to take adequate account of this virtually axiomatic 
proposition.  

But don’t take my word for it — or even the word of any of my illustrious former colleagues at the 
University of Washington. Take the word of Jesus of Nazareth.  

In the tenth chapter of the Gospel According to John, Jesus is trying to make a point, but his 
listeners are not getting it, so he finally gives them a parable he can be sure they will understand 
(verses 11-13):  

The good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep. The hired hand, who is not the shepherd and 
does not own the sheep, sees the wolf coming and leaves the sheep and runs away — and the wolf 
snatches them and scatters them. The hired hand runs away because a hired hand does not care for 
the sheep. I am the good shepherd. I know my own and my own know me.  

Hired hands must be monitored closely if the owner is to prevent them from diminishing or 
destroying the value of the capital he has provided for them to work with.  

In post Civil War southern agriculture, for example, plantation owners monitored sharecroppers, to 
whom they furnished mules, more closely than they monitored tenants who furnished their own 
mules. The typical plantation layout placed the wage workers in fields closest to the owner’s house, 
the sharecroppers a little farther away, and the fixed-rent tenants in the most outlying areas. This 
arrangement allowed monitoring costs to be minimized. (Anyone who wants to see a thorough 
survey and analysis of these contractual arrangements might wish to consult Lee J. Alston and 
Robert Higgs, “Contractual Mix in Southern Agriculture since the Civil War: Facts, Hypotheses, and 
Tests,” Journal of Economic History 42 [June 1982]: 327-53.)  

If you don’t care for economic theory or econometrics, just read the Bible.  

Robert Higgs is senior fellow at the Independence Institute where this first appeared.  
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Federalism Revival?  
by Bob Barr 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Although he later downplayed his remark, Texas Gov. Rick Perry’s use of the “S” 
word —- secession —- during one of the April 15 tea parties has focused attention 
on the growing gulf between the dramatic, unprecedented growth in the federal 
government’s power and spending, and efforts by individual states to maintain 
independent authority. 
 
Any reference, however vague, to the notion that one of the 50 states might 
actually consider cutting the ties between it and Washington evokes howls of 
derision from the political establishment. 
 
But the growing grass-roots sentiment that dramatic action is necessary to 
restore a semblance of balanced federalism in the country makes it likely such 
discussion will increase. 
 
The fact that Perry also noted that some military veterans in the crowd at Austin might be “right-
wing extremists” also reflected the growing chasm between government and citizens opposed to 
runaway federal spending and power. 
 
The governor’s reference, echoed in other tea parties, was based on the fact that federal and state 
government law enforcement Web sites and publications characterize grass-roots organizations 
concerned about gun control, nationalization, unemployment, loss of civil liberties and excessive 
government spending, as “right-wing extremists” and “militants.” 
 
That people would be viewed by our government as a possible threat because they express concern 
for the loss of freedom and our growing economic problems is itself so bizarre that references to 
secession are unsurprising. 
 
Placing Perry’s remarks in the context of his position the previous day in support of a Texas state 
House resolution reaffirming support for the 10th Amendment strengthens the reasonableness of his 
position. On April 14, Perry expressed his “unwavering support for efforts all across our country to 
reaffirm the states’ rights affirmed by the 10th Amendment.” 
 
He also noted that he and “millions of Texans are tired of Washington, D.C., trying to come down 
here and tell us how to run Texas.” Are such views “extreme”? Do they not, rather, reflect 
mainstream and historically accurate sentiments? After all, is not the resolution Perry supported 
simply a reaffirmation of the very words of and the philosophy underlying the 10th Amendment? 
 
Much of the media, in addition to characterizing Perry’s comments as “reckless” (the words of one 
Texas newspaper), also have attempted to paint such views as economically irresponsible. This view 
is premised on the “loss” of federal funds that would befall Texas or any other state that might sever 
ties to Washington. In fact, many of the 50 states send more in tax dollars to Washington than the 
states and its citizens receive from the feds —- making secession actually not that bad a business 
deal (Texas about breaks even). 
 
In fact, the sky likely would not fall if some serious moves were made to break the stranglehold the 
federal government now maintains on virtually every aspect of state and local governments. There 
are, in fact, some examples starting to surface. The RealID program, with its mandate of a national 
identification card, has been brought largely to a standstill because of state opposition. 
 
And at least a few states —- Texas and South Carolina among them —- are at least partially refusing 
President Barack Obama’s “stimulus monies” because of the strings attached. 
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Who knows? If Texas were to secede, the state might enjoy a significant inward migration of 
independent-minded citizens from other states, and precipitate a real boom in its economy. 
 
Regardless, simply musing about such things, as did the Texas governor, is neither subversive nor 
pointless. 
 
Bob Barr, an Atlanta attorney, is a former member of Congress and Libertarian presidential 
candidate.  
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Mainstream No Longer  
by S. T. Karnick  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

'CNN Sucks' is the title of an excellent article by Paul Chesser of The 
Heartland Institute in The American Spectator. His point is that the 
Mainstream Media have dug their own grave.  

Chesser's point is an important one we have made frequently in The 
American Culture: the Mainstream Media are no longer mainstream at 
all, having driven their audiences away through their open bias, 
political partisanship, and offensive elitist arrogance.  

Chesser amusingly points out how a poster held up at a Tea Party 
rally in Atlanta and seen on Fox News (of course) illustrated the 
widespread contempt for the arrogant but rapidly declining elites still 
erroneously characterized as mainstream (though largely only among 
themselves at this point):  

The poster scribe could have condemned any other media formerly known as mainstream. He (or a 
brash she) could have written "MSNBC Sucks," but what's so bold about stating the obvious? He 
could have scratched out " USA Today Sucks," for promoting their love for big government, but the 
McPaper's crosswords are pretty good. He could have stated "the Journal-Constitution Sucks," but 
why disrespect the dead?  

Chesser provides several ripe examples of CNN's grotesquely biased coverage of the Tea Party 
movement, in which the so-called news network continually projected an arrogant superiority over 
the revoltingly common people who had gathered to protest their government's takeover of 
everything from banks to toilets. He also alludes to the outrages against common sense and any sort 
of journalistic standards common at USA Today. 

His conclusion: the national TV news outlets other than Fox News Channel have willingly 
transformed themselves from national news efforts into puny, partisan, political advocacy rags, and 
their audiences are progressively (pun intended) shrinking to the typical size for such entities: 
vanishingly small. To wit:  

While activists exercised their outspokenness against big spending, overtaxing, and over-regulating 
government, [obscure CNN "reporter"] Susan Roesgen (thumbs up for Bush-Hitler; thumbs down for 
Obama-Hitler), Anderson Teabagger and even Ashton Kutcher helped them achieve a milestone that 
most of them don't realize. It's that the media formerly known as mainstream has seen its re-
categorization completed. MSNBC, the New York Times, and other mainstream outlets joined CNN 
Sucks in either dissing or disregarding the tea party protests' newsworthiness. They now belong with 
semi-known far left publications such the Nation, Mother Jones, and American Prospect.  

Exactly.  

S.T. Karnick is the editor of The American Culture, where this first appeared. 
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Ugly Beauty Contest  
by Brent Bozell  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Nobody tunes into a beauty pageant and expects a public-policy discussion 
that could be mistaken for C-SPAN. The long-standing perception about the 
question-and-answer section at the end is that the aspiring beauty queens will 
uniformly voice their strong support for world peace, an end to hunger, and 
free lipstick and mascara for the homeless.  

The latest Miss USA pageant on NBC illustrated that beauty pageants are 
becoming a dangerous culture-war mine field. It doesn’t matter how brilliant 
your answers sound. All that matters is that you provide the politically correct 
answer, or your dreams will be blown to smithereens.  

Carrie Prejean, Miss California, put her high-heeled shoe on a mine when she 
was asked a gay-marriage question by the gay-activist judge using the wacky 
pseudonym “Perez Hilton.” If you don’t know who this man is, it only means you don’t care very 
much about whether Britney Spears wore underwear on her latest outing for the paparazzi. His 
celebrity-hounding blog is popular enough in Hollywood that movie studios advertise on it.  

It quickly became apparent there was only one expected answer to his question: “Vermont recently 
became the fourth state to legalize same-sex marriage. Do you think every state should follow suit? 
Why or why not?”  

Notice how the question was loaded like a gun: should every state be just like Vermont?  

Miss California was a little surprised to be thrown this curveball. Did any other contestant get a 
question like this? No. She stumbled into an answer: "I think it's great that Americans are able to 
choose one or the other. We live in a land that you can choose same-sex marriage or opposite 
marriage.” But then, still thinking aloud, she made a decision. She decided to take a stand for 
traditional values. More to the point, she decided to stay true to her principles: “You know what, in 
my country and in my family I think that I believe that a marriage should be between a man and a 
woman – no offense to anyone out there – but that's how I was raised and that's how I think it 
should be, between a man and a woman.”  

Boom! The dream was dead. Carrie Prejean had proclaimed she would rather be “biblically correct” 
than politically correct. There is now a religion test for Miss USA: Christians need not apply. 
Defending traditional marriage, even in the most gentle of ways, made Prejean unacceptable.  

Another Miss USA judge, former beauty queen Alicia Jacobs, made it quite clear on her blog that 
Miss California’s answer was beyond stupid, considering the sexual orientation of many pageant 
judges and organizers. “My final ranking for Miss California was 4th runner-up…and if I could have 
made her 51st runner-up, I would have.”  

Prejean not only lost the crown, but also opened the gates for ridicule. The insults began to flow like 
lava from a volcano. The leader of this hate-Carrie crusade was... Perez Hilton. He marched over to 
a camera to record a rant for the Internet. “She lost, not because she doesn't believe in gay 
marriage, Miss California lost because she's a dumb [B-word], okay?” The next day on MSNBC, 
Hilton issued a fake apology: "I was thinking the c-word and I didn't say it," he said, laughing.  

The mudslinging was just beginning. On his blog, where Hilton regularly draws graffiti over the 
photos he’s posting, he drew over the microphone that pageant co-host Billy Bush was holding in 
front of Miss California’s mouth. The microphone was now a penis. Sadly, this gutter-blogger’s best 
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defense is that he quite routinely draws semen dripping out of the mouths of 
celebrities, both male and female.  

And Miss USA hired him as a judge.  

We know that beauty-contest judges are often a mix of former beauty queens, famous actors, and 
others you wouldn’t mistake for the Supreme Court. But how low are these pageants stooping for 
judges? Hilton is now an instant celebrity, interviewed on ABC, CBS, and even two shots on CNN’s 
“Larry King Live.”  

It was a natural time to announce his new music single on I-Tunes. It’s a love song called….“My 
Penis.”  

How ironic is it that Hilton used to work for the Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation? He 
personifies the word “defamation,” and GLAAD, naturally, had no unkind words for him. They 
insisted only that the media notice that Miss California’s answer was factually incorrect, that you 
can’t “choose” a gay union in many states.  

This is how the one-way “defamation” street works, apparently. GLAAD forced the firing and ruined 
the award-winning career of actor Isaiah Washington from “Grey’s Anatomy” for using the gay F-
word on the set. But now Perez Hilton can run around in public and call this unsuspecting beauty-
pageant contestant all kinds of awful profanities, and the media have made him a star.  

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center.  
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Whose Hypocrisy? 
by Media Research Center 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Liberals gleefully celebrated Democrats taking undivided control 
of the White House and Congress in January, ecstatic that 
Republicans would have less authority than at any time since the 
1994 elections. But despite the GOP’s relative irrelevancy, the 
Democratic enthusiasts at MSNBC seem reluctant to get off the 
campaign trail and scrutinize the new bosses inside the Beltway.  

Exhibit A is “Hypocrisy Watch,” a daily segment on MSNBC’s 6pm 
ET 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue billed as going after “an 
organization or person who clearly seems to be doing something 
that makes the term appropriate.” 1600 was devised as a 
relatively straight political news show — it was first anchored by 
David Gregory before he was tapped to host NBC’s Meet the Press, and grew out of last year’s Race 
for the White House campaign round-up program. And Gregory’s replacement, David Shuster, was a 
supposedly objective reporter for NBC Nightly News and Today as recently as 2008.  

Shuster’s “Hypocrisy Watch” segments are hardly a nonpartisan exercise in speaking truth to power, 
but rather a lazy regurgitation of Democratic talking points. Of the 48 “Hypocrisy Watch” segments 
since the near-daily feature began January 14, nearly all (86%) blasted Republicans, conservatives 
and corporations. A mere eight percent — one tenth as few — targeted Democrats or liberals. Two 
segments went after politicians from both parties, while one condemned the dictator of Zimbabwe, 
Robert Mugabe.  

To make Shuster’s list, it helps to be a strong conservative detested by left-wing bloggers. Radio 
host Rush Limbaugh has made the list twice, as have Governors Bobby Jindal and Sarah Palin, 
Representative Michele Bachmann, and Senator Jon Kyl, all Republicans. Ex-Bush advisor Karl Rove 
was named five times, more than all of the Democrats combined.  

In Shuster’s eyes, Republicans become hypocrites when they criticize Democratic policies. On March 
9, after Karl Rove pointed out that Obama had run as a tax-cutter but was now raising taxes, 
Shuster slammed him: “When you complain about the Obama administration’s effort to clean up the 
mess you and your colleagues created, that’s hypocrisy, and it’s wrong.”  

He similarly scolded House Minority Leader John Boehner on March 4 for not condemning Limbaugh: 
“When you only criticize the White House and don’t say a peep about Rush Limbaugh, that’s 
hypocrisy, and it’s wrong.” On February 12, he zapped Republican Senators who had criticized HHS 
nominee Tom Daschle’s failure to pay taxes — but would not name Daschle a “hypocrite” for 
declaring as a Senator in 1998: "Make no mistake, tax cheaters cheat us all, and the IRS should 
enforce our laws to the letter." 

Shuster did target President Obama on January 30 for putting lobbyists into his government after 
pledging the opposite as a candidate, and again on March 17 and 30 for failing to be tough enough 
on business, a routine complaint from the left-wing blogosphere. But conservative complaints about 
the Obama administration — such as dishonestly claiming $1.6 trillion in Iraq war savings over the 
next decade by using the troop surge as a baseline — were utterly ignored. 

Media Research Center (MRC) is a conservative media watchdog group dedicated to bringing political 
balance to the news and entertainment media. 
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Entitlement Explosion 
by John Goodman  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

In the near future, the Social Security/Medicare Trustees will produce their 
annual report. Gloomy as the report will no doubt be, it will likely be a 
whitewash of the underlying reality. If the past is a guide to the future, the 
release of the report will focus everyone's attention on the trust funds (which 
scholars understand have no economic importance whatsoever) and ignore 
the huge unfunded liabilities we keep piling up and the severe cash flow 
problems elderly entitlement programs are already creating. 

These obligations are especially important in light of the enormous increase in 
unfunded liability and cash flow deficits that are about to be added. Currently, 
about 100 million people depend on Medicare and Medicaid for their health 
care. Under President Obama's new health reform plan, an additional 100 
million or so could be enrolled in public and quasi-public plans with the entitlement guarantee that 
their premiums will not exceed 10% of family income. 

As of last year's report, Social Security and Medicare had an unfunded liability in excess of $100 
trillion (see Table I), about 6 ½ times the size of the entire economy. This is the excess of promises 
we have made over and above expected taxes and premiums. To avoid draconian benefit cuts or tax 
increase in future years we would need to have that $100 trillion in the bank, earning interest today. 
But of course we do not. (Although it is of small comfort, Jagadeesh Gokhale has shown that our 
European trading partners are in even worse shape.) 

 

The $100 trillion figure is based on looking indefinitely into the future. (For reasons we have 
explained before a shorter time horizon gives misleading estimates.) Yet a different way of 
accounting is to use the method private companies and state and local governments now have to 
use. If we halted these programs tomorrow, collecting no more taxes and allowing no more benefit 
accruals, how much do we owe people for benefits they have already earned? Answer: $52 trillion.Of 
more immediate concern is the cash flow problem these programs are creating. Social Security and 
Medicare combined are paying out more than they are taking in. As the baby boomers retire, the 
deficit will grow dramatically. By 2012, we will need 1 in every 10 income tax dollars to cover the 
deficits in these two programs. By 2020, we will need 1 in 4. By 2030, we will need 1 in 2. (See 
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Figure I.) Clearly, elderly entitlements are on a course to crowd out everything 
else the federal government is doing. And this doesn't include Medicaid. 

 

Of course, all of these numbers are based on underlying assumptions. The most important being 
assumptions about the growth of health care spending. But here is the real shocker: a new report by 
Andy Rettenmaier and his colleagues shows that both the trustees and the Congressional Budget 
Office assume future health care spending well below the actual path we are on! More about that 
next issue.   

John Goodman is president of the National Center for Policy Analysis. 
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Chrysler Bailout Best  
by John Berlau  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

The Chapter 11 bankruptcy filing of Chrysler LLC is an action that probably should 
have happened months ago. It could have spared all involved the chaos of the 
"political bankruptcy" we have seen unfold. The process of a judicially-supervised 
bankruptcy will bring a needed check to the Obama administration reorganization plan 
that heavily favors unions, at the expense of bond and debt holders.  

The hedge funds that originally refused to be strong-armed into the Obama plan 
should not be blamed for asserting the interests of the investors they represent; 
investors that could include pension funds that serve middle-class families. The 
bankruptcy court should be allowed to be impartial and not be pressured to automatically take the 
plan offered by the Obama team. It should weigh the interests of all involved, using Chapter 11 
precedent, and decide accordingly what each party is entitled to, as bankruptcy courts normally do.  

The merger of Chrysler and Fiat the government has pushed is pure "industrial policy" of the type 
that led to stagnation in Japan and other nations where it has been practice. It may not be the most 
viable choice for Chrysler to specialize in smaller cars. Rather, a merger combination between 
Chrysler and General Motors with a concentration on larger vehicles such as SUVs may be the best 
option.  

This alliance had been discussed for years but was shelved because of concerns it might run afoul of 
antitrust laws. The Obama administration should lift any antitrust barriers to effective reorganization 
-- and suspend planned increases in the Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards that would be 
detrimental to Chrysler and other carmakers -- but otherwise stay neutral as to the form the 
reorganization takes.  

The relatively smooth process of recent large Chapter 11 bankruptcies, such as that of mall owner 
General Growth Properties, shows that far from being "disorderly," judicial bankruptcies are far more 
orderly than taxpayer bailouts in unwinding and reorganizing insolvent companies. The judicial 
bankruptcy process should be given a chance to work in the case of Chrysler and any other 
companies that follow suit.  

John Berlau is director of the Competitive Enterprise Institute's Center for Investors and 
Entrepreneurs, See also, John Berlau in the American Spectator comparing the bankruptcy of 
General Growth Properties to that of the automakers. 
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Cap and Trade Is a Tax 
by Myron Ebell 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Senator (now President) Barack Obama, SF Gate 
Interview, January 17, 2008:  

You know, when I was asked earlier about the issue of 
coal, uh, you know — Under my plan of a cap and trade 
system, electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket. … 
So, if somebody wants to build a coal plant, they can — 
it’s just that it will bankrupt them, because they are going 
to be charged a huge sum for all that greenhouse gas 
that’s being emitted.  

Dr. Peter Orszag , Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office, now Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, Congressional testimony, April 24, 2008: 

Under a cap-and-trade program, firms would not 
ultimately bear most of the costs of the allowances but 
instead would pass them along to their customers in the form of higher prices. Such price increases 
would stem from the restriction on emissions and would occur regardless of whether the government 
sold emission allowances or gave them away. Indeed, the price increases would be essential to the 
success of a cap-and-trade program because they would be the most important mechanism through 
which businesses and households would be encouraged to make investments and behavioral 
changes that reduced CO2 emissions.  

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, San Francisco Chronicle, January 22, 2009: 

“I believe we have to [pass a cap-and-trade bill] because we see that as a source of revenue,” she 
said, noting that proposed cap-and-trade bills would raise billions of dollars by forcing major 
emitters to buy credits to release greenhouse gases. “Cap-and-trade is there for a reason. You cap 
and you trade so you can pay for some of these investments in energy independence and 
renewables.”  

Senator Benjamin L. Cardin, Washington Post, April 2, 2009: 

He called cap-and-trade “ the most significant revenue-generating proposal of our time.”  

Myron Ebell is Director, Energy and Global Warming Policy at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. 
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Kemp's Revolution 
by David Keene  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Jack Kemp’s passing comes as a shock to those who knew him, because the 
man came across as a force of nature. His energy, enthusiasm and optimism 
were something to behold and affected even those with whom he did battle. 

I got to know Kemp when he first came to Congress after a race in which his 
football background and refusal to ignore any prospective voter won him a 
seat that the Democrats thought was theirs. Jack valued individuals and was 
reaching out for voters other Republicans ignored before it was cool or even 
necessary. 

I didn’t always agree with him, but like most of my fellow conservatives I 
liked and admired him. He was a friend and I, like all who knew him, will 
miss him and his apparent need to fit everything he knew into every speech 
he delivered. 

The former quarterback was no intellectual, but had no fear of them or their ideas. Unlike many in 
Congress at the time, he actively sought out those who spent time pondering the application of 
conservative principles to the real-life problems of the day and was willing to think outside the box. 

What’s more, once he embraced an idea and familiarized himself with it, he was willing to get out 
and sell it. He did this most successfully with what became known as “supply-side economics,” which 
he sold both to congressional colleagues and then, with the help of those who convinced him of the 
economic impact of reducing marginal tax rates, to Ronald Reagan. 

Getting Republicans to change decades of thinking about budgets, tax cuts and deficits was quite an 
accomplishment. Prior to the supply-side revolution, Republicans took their cues from accountants 
rather than economists. Democrats spent the people’s money and Republicans imposed the taxes 
they believed were needed to pay for the new programs and balance the budget; they were then 
what President Obama likes to call them now: the party that would always say “no.” 

Kemp and the supply-siders argued, quite correctly, that reducing marginal tax rates would lead to 
increased investment, economic activity and, ultimately, more rather than less revenue. By focusing 
on the economic impact of such cuts, Kemp helped fashion a new Republican Party, one focused on 
the ensuing era of unprecedented economic growth.  

Though Kemp’s personal influence waned after he and Bob Dole went down in flames in the 1996 
presidential election cycle, his impact on Republican thinking has been deep and lasting. One needs 
only look back to the presidency of George W. Bush, whose administration abandoned almost every 
aspect of Reagan conservatism, with one exception. Bush came into office promising tax cuts, 
delivered on that promise and never lost faith in Kemp and Reagan’s vision.  

When ideas are reduced to slogans, those who take up the slogans without understanding can 
undermine the legitimacy of the ideas themselves. Thus, Bush and Republicans in Congress 
managed to convince themselves that they didn’t have to worry anymore about spending because 
no matter how much they spent, an economy spurred on by tax cuts could produce the revenues 
needed to pay the bills. 

Conservatives knew better. They knew that Kemp was right about taxes, but watched as those who 
followed him used supply-side arguments to justify runaway spending and a metastasizing 



5/20/2009                                             Page 18                                              Issue 132  
 
 
government. The resulting explosion in earmarks, new programs and a super-
sized deficit helped end GOP control of the White House and both houses of Congress. 

The new order in Washington rejects everything Kemp, Reagan and the conservatives of the ’80s 
and ’90s represented. Obama wants to impose new and higher taxes on the very taxpayers capable 
of fueling another surge of economic growth, but like Democrats of old has no problem with deficits, 
debt or spending. As Kemp put his faith in free men, Obama puts his in government. 

Many conservatives find all this more than just discouraging, but they should remember that in the 
’60s and early ’70s, Kemp was dismissed as a crackpot. Undeterred, he succeeded because he was 
right and an eternal optimist willing to argue, cajole and fight for the ideas in which he believed so 
strongly. 

With the passing of Congressman, Cabinet member and statesman Kemp, we should remember that 
hard work, optimism, a willingness to reach out for nontraditional allies and a dedication to 
conservative principles in the marketplace of ideas can change the world. This remains Jack’s final, 
long-lasting contribution to the cause to which he dedicated himself. 
 
David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. 
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Incredible Sea Levels  
by Dennis Avery  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

A recent scientific paper quoted in the N.Y. Times claimed Mexican 
corals that died 120,000 years ago showed sea levels might have 
surged 10 feet in just 50 years! If so, such a sea-level rise must have 
involved a big ice-melt in Antarctica.  

Beware, however. Global warming alarmists are particularly desperate 
to claim that the Antarctic is “warming first” —as the computerized 
climate models predicted the Polar Regions would. That’s a problem. 
Satellite readings show the Antarctic ice is increasing by 45 billion 
tons per year and the Antarctic sea ice is at record-large extent.  

Don Easterbrook, a geologist at Western Washington University, puts 
melting Antarctic ice into long-term perspective. Easterbrook says 
there’s no way to date corals that died 120,000 years ago within an 
accuracy of 25–50 years. Dating within tens of thousands of years is 
more likely.  

Secondly, he points out that the average temperature in the Antarctic is about 55 degrees below 
zero Fahrenheit. In order to melt any ice at all, you’d have to raise the temperature of the region by 
87 degrees F just to get to the melting point of ice. To do this in 50 years is—incredible!  

Third, notes Easterbrook, the volume of ice in the Antarctic is about 30 million cubic kilometers. To 
melt most of this ice in ten years, 2–3 million cubic kilometers would have had to melt—per year; 
and, remember, the average temperature is -55 degrees F. This is far beyond anything even the 
computer models have imagined.  

It is certainly likely that ice melted 120,000 years ago during the very warm Eemian Warming. But 
what produced the heat for that melting? With no humans to blame, it must have been the sun. If 
the sun can vary that much in the geologically recent past, how can we be sure that it hasn’t been 
the sun raising the earth’s temperature in the past 150 years?  

When the last Ice Age began to end, glaciers covered North America as far south as Ohio and New 
York’s Long Island. Then the sun caused the planet to enter a warming phase. At its maximum 
warming rate, however, Easterbrook notes that the glaciers melted at about 1 meter per century.  

Today, those huge glaciers are gone, and the oceans have already recovered about 400 feet of 
depth. Only two ice caps are left, with nearly all of it in the Antarctic and the rest in Greenland. 
Easterbrook does not see the potential for sea level rising faster than the one meter per century at 
the end of the last Ice Age—particularly with the slow, erratic warming that has occurred over the 
past 150 years.  

John Stone of the University of Washington noted in a 2003 paper that glaciers and ice caps take 
thousands of years to melt because their surfaces reflect so much of the sun’s heat away. He says 
that even the relatively vulnerable West Antarctic Ice Sheet, at least 10,000 years past its most 
recent Ice Age, still has another 7,000 years worth of ice to melt. Another Little Ice Age—or a big 
one—is certain to come along before that process is complete.  

Ian Allison of the Australian Antarctic Division says a recent meeting of the Antarctic Treaty Nations 
noted the South Pole had shown “significant cooling in recent decades,” and that recent ice-core 
drilling and sea ice monitoring show no large-scale ice-melt over most of Antarctica.  
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Remember Stone’s watchword—ice caps take thousands of years to melt because 
they deflect so much of the sun’s heat away. It takes 80 times as much heat to melt a one-inch cube 
of ice as to raise the temperature of the water one degree C. Based on real-life physics, the 
Antarctica cannot melt rapidly.  

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 or email to cgfi@hughes.net 

Sources:  
Sea Rise projected from Coral: “Coral Study in Mexico Suggests Rapid Sea Rise from Warming” N.Y. 
Times, April 16, 2009.  

Antarctic gaining ice: Curt Davis et al, “Snowfall Driven Growth in East Antarctic Ice Sheet Mitigates 
Recent Sea-Level Rise, Science, Vol. 308, 2005, pp. 1898–1901.  

Antarctic sea ice extent: “Earth’s temperature 8 th-warmest on record so far,” USA Today, April 16, 
2009:  

Slow melt of Antarctic ice: John Stone et al., “Holocene Deglaciation of Marie Byrd Land, West 
Antarctic,” Science 299, pp 99-102, 2003.  

Antarctic Treaty nations meeting: “Report: Antarctic Ice Growing, Not Shrinking,” Fox News, April 
18, 2009. 
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Back To 1905 Energy  
by Paul Driessen 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Think back to 1905.  

The Wright brothers had just made history. Coal and wood heated homes. 
Few had telephones or electricity. AC units were handheld fans. Ice blocks 
cooled ice boxes. New York City collected 900,000 tons of vehicle emissions – 
horse manure – annually, and dumped it into local rivers. Lung and intestinal 
diseases were rampant. Life expectancy was 47.  

Today, President Obama wants to prevent “runaway global warming,” by 
slashing US carbon dioxide emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 
According to Oak Ridge National Laboratory data, this reduction would return 
the United States to emission levels last seen in those halcyon days of 1905!  

But America’s 1905 population was 84 million, versus 308 million today. We didn’t drive or fly, or 
generate electricity for offices, factories, schools or hospitals. To account for those differences, we’d 
have to send CO2 emissions back to 1862 levels.  

The Civil War was raging. Nine of ten Americans were farmers (versus 2% today). The industrial 
revolution was in its infancy. Malaria halted construction on the Washington, DC aqueduct. Typhus 
and cholera killed thousands more every year. Life expectancy was 40 – half of what affordable 
hydrocarbon, hydroelectric and nuclear power helped make it today.  

None of this seems to matter to the Obama Administration or liberal Democrats. The 648-page 
Waxman-Markey climate bill would compel an 80% CO2 reduction, by imposing punitive cap-and-tax 
restrictions on virtually every hydrocarbon-using business, motorist and family.  

That’s making some legislators nervous, as they ponder the health, economic and employment 
effects of restricting energy supplies and driving up the cost of everything we eat, drink, make and 
do – especially in 20 states that get 60-98% of their electricity from coal.  

So to prod Congress into action, or achieve the 80% target via regulatory edict, the Obama 
Environmental Protection Agency has decreed that natural, plant-enhancing, life-sustaining carbon 
dioxide “endangers human health and welfare.” The authoritarian actions it is contemplating would 
regulate cars, trains, boats and planes; pave the way for regulating farms and factories, hospitals, 
schools, malls and apartment buildings, computer servers and lawn mowers; and send energy prices 
skyrocketing.  

It is astonishing how casually activists, bureaucrats, politicians and even some corporate executives 
advocate arbitrary CO2 reduction targets and timetables – as though they were possible, desirable or 
necessary.  

The targets reflect worst-case scenarios generated by computer models. But the models assume 
human CO2 now drives climate changes that have been occurring for eons. They ignore many natural 
forces, and inadequately analyze incomplete data, based on our still limited grasp of complex climate 
processes.  

They cannot accurately replicate last year’s regional climate shifts or predict changes even one year 
in the future. They ignore Earth’s history of repeated climate changes, and failed to anticipate the 
slowly declining global temperatures of 1995-2008.  



5/20/2009                                             Page 22                                              Issue 132  
 
 
Thousands of climate and other scientist say there is no climate crisis, and CO2 
plays little or no substantive role in climate change. A new Rasmussen poll finds that 48% of 
registered American voters now believe climate change is caused by planetary and other natural 
forces. Only a third still believe it’s due mostly to humans.  

Climate realists also recognize that, even if America eliminated all of its greenhouse gas emissions, 
increasing Chinese and Indian carbon dioxide emissions would promptly offset our draconian cuts.  

This alarms Climate Armageddonites. They fear it’s now or never to wrest control over energy and 
the economic, manufacturing and transportation activities it fuels. Now or never to profit from cap-
and-tax laws, renewable energy mandates, and a forced shift away from hydrocarbons that now 
provide 85% of US energy.  

“Socially responsible” corporate groups like the Carbon Offset Providers Coalition are banking on 
passage of Waxman-Markey or similar legislation. They want to ensure that any CO2 regime is 
“rigorous and efficient,” to foster high carbon prices, maximum subsidies and strong profits.  

President Obama says cap-and-trade will “raise” $656 billion over the next decade. The National 
Economic Council and other analysts put the tax bite at $1.3 to $3.0 trillion.  

This is not monetary manna. The wealth will be extracted from every hydrocarbon-using business, 
motorist and family.  

The intrusive energy rules and taxes will clobber households, manufacturers, farmers, truckers and 
airlines. The poorest families will get energy welfare, to offset part of their $500-3,000 increase in 
annual heating, cooling, transportation and food expenses. Everyone else will have to trim health, 
vacation, charity, college and retirement budgets to pay for energy.  

Every increase in energy prices will result in more businesses laying off workers or closing their 
doors, more jobs sent overseas, more families forced into welfare, more school districts, hospitals 
and churches into whirlpools of red ink.  

Exactly how will they, your family, your business eliminate 80% of CO2 emissions by 2050? Exactly 
how will you pay those skyrocketing fuel bills?  

The Nature Conservancy predicts that, by 2030, “eco-friendly” wind, solar and biofuel projects will 
require extra land equivalent to Minnesota, to produce the energy we now get from oil, gas and coal. 
Interior Secretary Salazar’s proposal to have offshore wind turbines replace gas, coal and nuclear 
electricity generators would mean 336,000 3.25MW behemoths off our coasts – if they operate 
24/7/365. Far more if they don’t.  

Where exactly will we site those turbines – and get the billions of tons of concrete, steel, copper and 
fiberglass it will take to build and install the expensive, unreliable, subsidized monsters?  

My grandmother used to say, The only good thing about the “good old days” is that they’re gone.  

Few Americans will be enthralled by the prospect of returning to that era. Fewer will relish the hefty 
price tag – and damage to their freedoms, budgets, jobs and living standards.  

The White House, EPA and Congress need to take a chill pill.  

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Congress of Racial Equality and Committee For A 
Constructive Tomorrow.  
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Obama Socialism  
by Jeffrey Folks 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Barack Obama’s lovefest with socialist leaders 
attending the Summit of the Americas conference 
has widened suspicions concerning the 
president’s predilection toward socialism. The 
president’s handshake with Hugo Chavez, an 
avowed socialist and constant critic of the U.S., 
appeared to be more of a comradely embrace of 
solidarity than a conventional diplomatic 
greeting. Beyond that, Obama’s unilateral 
decision to relax restrictions on Cuba, a gesture 
that was not reciprocated in any way by the 
repressive regime in Havana, conveys a similar 
impression of camaraderie. Toward more rightist 
allies in Latin America such as President Uribe of 
Columbia, Obama was distant and officious.  

Just a few weeks earlier, questioned by New York Times reporter Peter Baker as to whether he was, 
in fact, a socialist, Obama responded with a weak denial accompanied by his condescending little 
chuckle. “Are you a socialist as some people have suggested?” Baker asked. “The answer would be 
no,” the president replied, quickly steering the discussion to other topics.  

Immediately following this unconvincing denial, the Obama spin machine sought to preempt any and 
all use of the “s” word by conservative critics. On the same day that he denied being a socialist, the 
president felt impelled to telephone the Times and make excuses for his evasive answer. “It was 
hard for me to believe that you were entirely serious about that socialist question,” Obama said (or 
read?). Subsequently, in his daily strategy calls with the liberal media, the president’s chief of staff 
must have had “quash the ‘s’ word” at the top of his list. What else could explain the carefully 
scripted derision on all the liberal talk shows of the very notion that Barack Obama could possibly 
betray the least amount of sympathy with anything resembling socialism?Within hours, Brian 
Williams, Charlie Gibson, and Katie Couric and their “news” teams all rushed into action with “news 
reports” of the president’s business-friendly agenda. Yet the fact that the Obama administration has 
become so alarmed is, of course, tantamount to an admission. Look for a hard-hatted Obama to 
appear more and more frequently at small business work sites, mingling with mom-and-pop 
operators, corporate vice-presidents, and technology entrepreneurs, even as he moves to tax them 
out of existence.  

As it is, Obama’s socialist agenda is evident enough in the array of income transfer provisions tucked 
into his stimulus bill, his omnibus spending bill, and his budget bill. Nearly every aspect of these 
spending bills aims to redistribute wealth, and, more importantly, to transfer control of the economy 
from the private to the public sector. Those who have made no effort to become productive 
members of a free-market capitalist economy—the welfare moms, absentee fathers, school 
dropouts, addicts, and homeless, along with the no-growth radicals, antiglobalist hooligans, and 
parasitical union leadership—are to be rewarded. Those who simply get up every morning, drive off 
to work, and make an effort to support their families, and do so faithfully for forty years, are to be 
punished. These are the decent citizens whom Obama criticized during the campaign for not doing 
enough for their country: “merely” going out and earning a living for one’s family is not enough. To 
be a real America, the president suggested, one should be out there supporting all sorts of schemes 
for income redistribution, social justice, and repeal of personal liberty.  

Obama believes that government has the right to seize the earnings of productive individuals and 
businesses and to redistribute them to the indolent. Not only that, he believes that government has 
the right to dictate how productive citizens shall be allowed to spend the few remaining dollars that 
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they are allowed to keep. So pervasive is the hand of a control economy in 
Obama’s proposals that it is hardly possible even to begin to list all the provisions here. Actually, it is 
not necessary to do so, for the simplest measure of socialism is not the number of new initiatives 
but the level of federal spending in relation to the nation’s gross domestic product. By this clear and 
unequivocal measure, it is obvious where we are headed.  

The level of federal spending to GDP among the social democratic states of continental Europe 
averages about 35%, even after efforts by European “conservatives” to reform benefits. By contrast, 
peacetime spending in the United States has averaged approximately 18% during the post-World 
War II era. 18% of GDP is already grossly above where it ought to be, yet Obama’s spending plans 
for 2009 already take us to the 25% level, and this figure, as Obama smugly declares, is only a 
“down payment” on future spending for health care, environment, education, and other major 
initiatives. Nor does this figure take into account cap and trade, universal health coverage, increased 
Medicare Advantage charges, federal excise tax increases, and hundreds of other stealth taxes. If 
these charges are factored in, federal spending rises to the level of spending in the social democratic 
regimes of western Europe. In a few short months the United States has been set on the road to 
serfdom. By 2012, it will have been transformed from a free market economy with 18% GDP 
spending to a socialist economy with federal spending of 35% or more.  

Yet even this is not the whole story. If one considers the large tax increases looming at the state, 
city, and county level—most of which are the work of Democratic politicians—the total tax burden for 
middle-class Americans rises to over 50% in many localities. Consider the newly imposed New York 
state tax rate of 12.65% combined with an effective federal rate of 42% on top of city and county 
taxes, sales taxes, property taxes, etc. A reasonably well-off family in New York City is paying so 
many taxes, and paying so repeatedly on the same earned income, that it would require a better 
accountant than I to estimate the total tax rate. If anything is left after all of this rapid-fire taxation 
and re-taxation, another major payment comes due when the taxpayer dies. At that point, under the 
Obama plan, almost half of estates of over $3 million will be seized by the government and put to 
the noble service of universal income redistribution intended to insure a permanent Democratic Party 
majority. At this point, who can deny that we have arrived at socialism?  

Obama seems intent on transforming our nation into an authoritarian socialist state not unlike 
Chavez’s Venezuela, but where is the outrage among the American people? The recent spate of tea 
parties was well enough, but altogether they attracted only six-tenths of one percent of the 
American population. What were the rest of us doing—watching American Idol podcasts?  

The liberal media will do everything in its power to disguise the fact that Obama is a socialist, but 
the American people are more clever than Rahm Emanuel and George Stephanopoulos combined. 
When the reality sinks in that our country is in the hands of a socialist president and Congress, the 
American people will rise in disgust and cast aside those who have deceived them.  

Dr. Jeffrey Folks taught for thirty years in universities in Europe, America, and Japan. He has 
published nine books and over a hundred articles on American culture and politics in national 
journals and newspapers. He is currently writing on issues in American literature, media, family, and 
education.  
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Biden Gaffe Machine  
by Jordan McClintock  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

That Thursday was a typical day in the life of Joe Biden. The Vice President 
got out of bed, dressed, ate breakfast, went down to the NBC studio, and 
stuck his foot in his mouth.  

Asked on the Today Show what he would tell his family about traveling to 
Mexico, Biden replied:  

I would tell members of my family - and I have - I wouldn't go anywhere in 
confined places now.It's not just going to Mexico, if you're in a confined 
aircraft and one person sneezes it goes all the way through the aircraft. 
That's me. I would not be at this point, if they had another way of 
transportation, suggesting they ride the subway. 

The airline industry – hard-hit by inflated gasoline prices and the recession – took the remarks 
badly. American Airlines spokesman Tim Smith told the AP, "To suggest that people not fly at this 
stage of things is a broad brush stroke bordering on fear mongering. The facts of the situation at this 
stage anyway certainly don't support that." 

Roger Dow, head of the U.S. Travel Association, was even more pointed: “Elected officials must 
strike a delicate balance of accurately and adequately informing citizens of health concerns without 
unduly discouraging travel and other important economic activity." 

No reply from the subway folks, who perhaps had a hard time untangling Biden’s syntax.  

His office, accustomed to foot-in-mouth crises, immediately responded. Spokeswoman Elizabeth 
Alexander -- head of the Uh-Oh-He’s-Done-It-Again Squad – said with a perfectly straight face: "On 
the Today Show this morning, the vice president was asked what he would tell a family member who 
was considering air travel to Mexico this week. The advice he is giving family members is the same 
advice the administration is giving to all Americans: that they should avoid unnecessary air travel to 
and from Mexico. If they are sick, they should avoid airplanes and other confined public spaces, such 
as subways." 

The Uh-Oh-Squad’s Plan A is always to allow a merely stupid statement to lie on the ground, trusting 
the Democratic media to ignore it. Plan B -- used only in cases where the remark cannot be ignored 
-- sometimes involves looking the press straight in the eye and lying. That Thursday, Ms. Alexander 
opted for Plan B, as anyone could tell after comparing what Biden said with what his office said he 
said.  

Biden specifically said he wasn’t merely talking about Mexico (“It's not just going to Mexico….”) but 
presumably everywhere his family might travel on plane, train, or subway: to London, to Las Vegas, 
to L’Enfant Plaza on the DC Metro. He did not qualify his reply by saying “if they are sick.” The 
meaning of his statement is all too clear: “I would tell my family, have told my family, ‘Don’t use 
public transportation if you can avoid it.’”  

Americans have come to understand that the vice president’s tongue is not wired to his brain. It’s 
like a toy monkey. You wind it up, and it dances around uncontrollably. You laugh, but you don’t 
take it seriously. After all, this is the same Joe Biden who said: "When the stock market crashed, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt got on the television and didn't just talk about the, you know, the princes of 
greed. He said, 'Look, here's what happened,'" (When the stock market crashed, Hoover was 
president, and nobody had a television set in the den.)  
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And this: "A man I'm proud to call my friend. A man who will be the next 
President of the United States — Barack America!" 

And this to former state senator Chuck Graham, who is confined to a wheel chair: "Stand up, Chuck, 
let 'em see ya."  

And this: “Look, John (McCain)’s last-minute economic plan does nothing to tackle the number-one 
job facing the middle class, and it happens to be, as Barack says, a three-letter word: jobs. J-O-B-S, 
jobs."  

And this slightly more impolitic remark: “[Y]ou cannot go to a 7-Eleven or a Dunkin' Donuts unless 
you have a slight Indian accent."  

And who can forget that he called Obama: "the first mainstream African-American who is articulate 
and bright and clean and a nice-looking guy"? 

These are just a few examples of why Vice President Biden is called “the gaffe machine.” And there’s 
nothing Obama can do about him. He can’t restrict his movements to the Old Executive Office 
Building. He can’t sew his mouth shut. He can’t put him in St. Elizabeth’s with John Hinckley. Every 
day the President wakes up with the troubling knowledge that Joe Biden will be out and about, 
talking to people.  

Hey, it could be worse. Biden might be president. Here’s a guy who could start World War III and 
never know he’d done it. You can imagine Kim Jong-Il taking offense at one of his gaffes and – poof! 
– there goes Los Angeles. No one in this country takes him seriously, except maybe the travel 
industry. Indeed, Americans weren’t surprised to learn that the following Saturday he took an 
Amtrak train from Washington to Delaware.  
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Real Specter Rebellion 
by Jeffrey Lord 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

Arlen Specter has kept his promise.  

As he told me over a week ago in an exclusive for The American Spectator, he 
was going to play "hard hardball."  

Then, staring at polls that had him losing a Republican primary to his 2004 
rival former Congressman Pat Toomey, Specter did just that. Stunning the 
political world in both Pennsylvania and Washington, Specter became a 
Democrat.  

Yet one of the "hard, hardball" facts of political life here in this state is that 
from the grave, Ronald Reagan has carried Pennsylvania one more time. This 
time, just as in 1980 when Reagan and Arlen Specter were on the ballot 
simultaneously, it is Reagan's conservative views that received the most votes, 
with Specter's old-fashioned GOP moderation coming in second.  

There's more to all of this that is perhaps not obvious to those outside Pennsylvania.  

Here's a Reagan-Specter story never told before.  

It's 1986. Arlen Specter has won re-nomination by the Pennsylvania Republican Party for a second 
term in the U.S. Senate. But there's a problem. An unhappy conservative with some name 
recognition in one area of the state is toying publicly with running as a third candidate in the fall 
election between Specter and then Democratic Congressman Bob Edgar, a liberal minister from 
suburban Philadelphia who later became president of the left-wing National Council of Churches.  

A call came into the Reagan White House. Senator Specter wanted President Reagan's help in 
convincing this potential third candidate not to run. President Reagan, wanting to re-elect the 
Republican Senate that had shockingly come in on his coattails in 1980, promised to help. Well out 
of the state political spotlight a White House political aide was sent to Harrisburg to meet with the 
prospective third party candidate. The secret meeting took place with the then-Republican State 
chairman in the offices of the Pennsylvania Republican State Committee. Just the state chairman, 
the potential third candidate, and the Reagan guy.  

A conversation was held. The usual reasons for supporting a party nominee were given by both the 
state chairman and the president's aide: the nominee (Specter) has been chosen, the President 
needs a Republican Senate, Senator Specter has raised a lot of money. This went nowhere. No sale. 
The third potential candidate, incensed at Arlen Specter's record, was still determined to do this. 
Finally, the White House aide pulled out a videotape and the state chairman hastily slipped it into a 
pre-arranged VCR. There, on screen in living color was an exclusive look at a tape that would not hit 
the airwaves in Pennsylvania for weeks: Arlen Specter and Ronald Reagan walking alone together 
along the West Wing colonnade outside the Oval Office, the Rose Garden in view. Reagan's 
inimitable velvety voice filled the room. In typical Reagan style, you would have thought that with 
the possible exception of Nancy he looked alone to Arlen Specter to ease his burdens as they bore 
down in those awesome precincts.  

Watching this, potential candidate number three paled. There was a request for the Reagan guy to 
come home with him and show this to the man's wife. It was done. The man withdrew.  
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I know this because I was that White House aide.  

In other words, the moderate Republican who came in second in Pennsylvania to the conservative 
Ronald Reagan in 1980 felt forced to turn to Reagan personally to save his seat in 1986. It may not 
have been necessary, but the point was that Specter felt that it was. Reagan, happily, agreed to 
help.  

What does this mean in the light of Specter's decision to bolt the Republican Party and run as a 
Democrat for re-election in the 2010 election for U.S. Senate in Pennsylvania?  

Several things.  

First. For decades Pennsylvania was viewed as one of the key inner rings of the Eastern Republican 
Establishment. It should be noted that in the tumultuous1964 election in which Barry Goldwater and 
the conservative movement wrenched control of the national GOP from Eastern moderates, the last-
minute "Stop-Goldwater" candidate was Pennsylvania GOP liberal governor William W. Scranton. 
Today, Scranton's son and namesake, a popular ex-Lieutenant Governor, is in fact one of the 
movers in the Pennsylvania conservative movement. Not exactly Khrushchev's son becoming an 
American citizen, but for Pennsylvania Republicans it has been duly noted.  

Beginning in 1976 and the fight for the party between Reagan and the moderate Gerald Ford, there 
have been nine presidential elections. Of those nine, Republican nominees running as moderates 
have headed the ballot six times -- and lost six out of six. That would include Gerald Ford, who 
defeated a challenge from Reagan himself in 1976; George H.W. Bush, who successfully ran as 
Reagan's heir in 1988 and carried Pennsylvania -- but ran as a moderate in 1992 and lost to Bill 
Clinton; the moderate Senate leader and Ford running-mate Bob Dole, who lost in 1996. Next was 
George W. Bush running on the much ballyhooed platform of "compassionate conservatism" -- who 
then lost the state in both 2000 and 2004. Last was Senator John McCain, who spent a career in the 
Senate as the Republican repeatedly acclaimed for his moderation by Democrats but lost 
Pennsylvania to Obama in 2008. Of the remaining three elections, the openly conservative Reagan 
won twice, in 1980 and 1984, with Bush 41, running fervently (if, as events proved, inaccurately) as 
Reagan's heir in 1988.  

In other words, for all the rhetoric in the air about how the GOP in Pennsylvania is pushing out 
moderates, the hard fact is that moderate Republicans have failed miserably in recent history to 
carry the state in presidential elections. When push came to shove Specter needed Reagan himself 
to get him over the hump in 1980 and specifically asked for his help in 1986.  

All of this is another way of saying that the Pennsylvania Republican Party, after decades of losing 
presidential elections with moderates and depending on Reagan to get Specter the push he needed 
to win two state-wide elections in row, is effectively acknowledging its titular leader is a former 
president from California who passed away in 2004. Twenty-four years after he beat Arlen Specter 
when their names were on the same ballot together, 18 years after Specter felt compelled to turn to 
that same president for help in keeping his seat, Ronald Reagan -- through the stand-in candidacy of 
former Congressman Pat Toomey -- has triumphed once again.  

Second. A word here about Toomey. Toomey's service in Congress comes from being elected from 
Pennsylvania's Lehigh Valley. For those not familiar with the state, this is not exactly the beating 
heart of far right-wing extremism. There are some spots in Pennsylvania where that term might be 
applied. Toomey's district, which included Allentown and Bethlehem, is not one of them. As Specter 
himself has noted in his memoirs Passion for Truth, the Lehigh Valley is a very diverse high-tech 
section of the state, much more representative of the state as a whole than some other districts. A 
political base in this area is every bit as strong as Scranton in the Northeast (the home of 
Democratic U.S. Senator Bob Casey) and Erie in the Northwest (home of moderate ex-GOP Governor 
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Tom Ridge). Toomey, running as a Reaganite, is nothing if not mainstream in a 
state that elected Reagan twice.  

Third. Arlen Specter has two very important longtime friends in the Democratic Party. The first is his 
former deputy in the Philadelphia District Attorney's office who was also a neighbor -- Governor Ed 
Rendell. The other is the man with whom he spent years sharing train rides home from Washington -
- Vice President Joe Biden of neighboring Delaware. Between the two, they have been working on 
Specter to switch parties for years. Now that he has, this means money, money, and more money 
for Specter's race. Rendell yesterday pledged to contribute $2,300 personally to Specter, saying with 
a laugh that Specter corrected him and said the maximum was $2,400. And just as he put the arm 
on Ronald Reagan in 1986, the Obama White House says a conversation between Obama and 
Specter took place within hours of Specter's decision to switch. Obama has eagerly agreed to step 
up to the plate with a promise of presidential help.  

Fourth. Arlen Specter is in good health. Having spent some time with him a week ago, I can say his 
mental acuity is sharp, his energy level good. He believes in what he likes to call "centrism" and 
certainly has a vivid record of upsetting just about everyone on all sides to prove it. There is an 
elephant in the room here, however, and it was certainly mentioned often, if quietly enough, even 
before Specter's party switch or Toomey's entrance into the race. The elephant? This is a man who 
will celebrate his 80th birthday next February, turning 81 a month after he would be sworn into what 
would be his sixth term. Whatever one wants to say about the politics of Pennsylvania, it is a big, 
diverse, industrial state. It is not the smaller West Virginia, home to the just-re-elected 91-year-old 
Democrat Robert Byrd, or South Carolina, represented in the Senate until he died at 101 by the late 
Republican Strom Thurmond. Senators in their 80s are not, historically, Pennsylvania's thing, 
regardless of party. Even the very vigorous Specter will have to endure the spoken -- and perhaps 
more consequentially the unspoken -- comparisons to a younger opponent, whether it is Toomey or 
anyone else. Quite aside from ideology, this may or may not be fair. But surely it is a rather simple 
confirmation that this election will be "hard, hardball" indeed, just as Specter predicted.  

These last two points are important. Both the 64-year-old Rendell, who is term limited and thus will 
not be on the ballot for anything in 2010, and his friend Arlen Specter have been running for office in 
this state in one election or another since 1965, when Specter was first elected District Attorney of 
Philadelphia. In addition to each man serving multiple terms as district attorney, both have run at 
different times for mayor of Philadelphia (Specter lost, Rendell won) governor (Rendell won, Specter 
lost) and, of course, Specter has run six times for U.S. Senator, winning five of six elections to make 
him the longest serving Senator in Pennsylvania history. They have perhaps inevitably morphed into 
the Walter Matthau and Jack Lemmon of Pennsylvania Politics: Grumpy Old Men, the Political Sequel. 
Starring a seat in the U.S. Senate as Ann-Margret.  

Does Toomey have a lock on the GOP nomination? No. The news of Specter's switch to the 
Democrats has set off a wild scramble within the state GOP among several potential candidates who 
only hours earlier had not the slightest intention of running for senator in 2010. Lieutenant Governor 
Joe Scarnati is one name being mentioned. Scarnati is lieutenant governor only because a quirk in 
the state constitution allows the state senate president -- which he still is -- to become the state's 
number two upon a vacancy in the lieutenant governor's office. This vacancy occurred with the 
unexpected death of Democrat Lieutenant Governor Catherine Baker Knoll, Rendell's running mate. 
This has lifted a once-obscure but youthful and respected legislator to a position of hard-to-get 
statewide prominence. Also being discussed is moderate GOP Congressman Jim Gerlach from Bucks 
County (suburban Philadelphia). And a list of others. Perhaps a bit miffed is Democratic 
Congressman Joe Sestak, also from suburban Philadelphia, who was much discussed as a Democrat 
with the ability to beat Specter or Toomey. Two other Democrats, an ex-Rendell aide and a state 
legislator, have quickly been swept aside by Specter's sudden arrival with the blessing of Rendell.  

There is one irony in all of this. At his press conference in Washington today, Specter jumped 
repeatedly on the idea that as a moderate he was being pushed out of the party by the right wing. 
This seems at first take not to be a saleable point. The truth is that it is not a vote on any social 
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issue that proved to be Specter's undoing with Republicans. Only weeks ago 
Toomey was prepping for a governor's race and Specter's path seemed clear in both the primary and 
general. It was instead Specter's decision to be one of only three Republicans in the entire Congress 
-- both Senate and House -- to vote for the Obama stimulus package. A vote the fiscally 
conservative Pennsylvania Republican rank-and-file overwhelmingly perceives as a stupendously 
irresponsible fiscal spending measure. Decidedly, in other words, not a Reagan thing to do. The 
resulting firestorm suddenly had Toomey switching races and Specter, the presumed sure thing for 
renomination, abruptly exiting the party simply to stand a chance of survival. The battle of ideas on 
economics, with Specter taking the pro-big government side and Toomey the small business and 
taxpayer side, is now spectacularly on.  

In his press conference Specter also snapped that there should be a "rebellion" within the 
Pennsylvania Republican Party at the supposed pushing of moderates out of the party.  

What he seemed not ready to admit is that rebellion is exactly what is happening in Pennsylvania 
politics.  

Unfortunately for Arlen Specter, he's being cast as King George the Third.  

Jeffrey Lord is a former Reagan White House political director and author who writes from 
Pennsylvania. This first appeared on the American Spectator blog. 
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Obama Pays Unions  
by Oscar Harward  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

"After pouring at least $300 million into supporting Democratic 
candidates for the White House and Congress last year, labor unions 
are hoping that the new president will help enact their number one 
legislative priority.", (The Independent)  

"GM bondholders proposed April 30 they get a 58 percent ownership 
stake in the Detroit-based automaker in exchange for their $27 billion 
in unsecured claims. Bondholders are objecting to GM's proposal they 
get a 10 percent share of GM equity while a union health fund would 
get $10 billion in cash and as much as a 39 percent stake for $20 
billion in unsecured claims." - (Bloomberg.com)  

To bail out GM under the Obama administration, the UAW will receive 
$4.7 Billion equity of bondholders' money plus an additional $10 Billion of taxpayers' money; a 
grand total of $14.7 Billion. Taxpayers may be forced to pay the bailout of banks, again. Wow! What 
a win for the UAW!  

Obama must be feeling charitable to fund almost $50 to the Unions for each $1 in partisan political 
investment. Remember, this is only the GM bailout. What an investment for Obama repaying the 
Unions at the price tag of the investors and taxpayers!  

Oscar Y. Harward  
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2000 Year Rear Gauge 
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009  

This is fascinating.  

The US standard railroad gauge (distance between 
the rails) is 4 feet, 8.5 inches. That's an exceedingly 
odd number.  
 
Why was that gauge used? Because that's the way 
they built them in England, and English expatriates 
built the US railroads. 
 
Why did the English build them like that? Because 
the first rail lines were built by the same people who 
built the pre-railroad tramways, and that's the 
gauge they used.  
 
Why did 'they' use that gauge then? Because the people who built the tramways used the same jigs 
and tools that they used for building wagons, which used that wheel spacing. 
 
Why did the wagons have that particular odd wheel spacing? Well, if they tried to use any other 
spacing, the wagon wheels would break on some of the old, long distance roads in England, because 
that's the spacing of the wheel ruts.  
 
So who built those old rutted roads? Imperial Rome built the first long distance roads in Europe (and 
England) for their legions. The roads have been used ever since.  
 
And the ruts in the roads? Roman war chariots formed the initial ruts, which everyone else had to 
match for fear of destroying their wagon wheels. Since the chariots were made for Imperial Rome, 
they were all alike in the matter of wheel spacing. Therefore the United States standard railroad 
gauge of 4 feet, 8.5 inches is derived from the original specifications for an Imperial Roman war 
chariot. Bureaucracies live forever.  
 
So the next time you are handed a specification/procedure/process and wonder 'What horse's ass 
came up with it?', you may be exactly right. Imperial Roman army chariots were made just wide 
enough to accommodate the rear ends of two war horses. (Two horse's asses.) Now, the twist to the 
story. 
 
When you see a Space Shuttle sitting on its launch pad, there are two big booster rockets attached 
to the sides of the main fuel tank. These are solid rocket boosters, or SRB's. The SRB's are made by 
Thiokol at their factory in Utah. The engineers who designed the SRB's would have preferred to 
make them a bit fatter, but the SRB's had to be shipped by train from the factory to the launch site. 
The railroad line from the factory happens to run through a tunnel in the mountains, and the SRB's 
had to fit through that tunnel. The tunnel is slightly wider than the railroad track, and the railroad 
track, as you now know, is about as wide as two horses' behinds.  
 
So, a major Space Shuttle design feature of what is arguably the world's most advanced 
transportation system was determined over two thousand years ago by the width of a horse's ass. 
And you thought being a horse's ass wasn't important? Ancient horse's asses control almost 
everything... and CURRENT Horses Asses are controlling everything else. 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 132 - May 20, 2009 

 

Editor: As far as "Love Big Brother" is concerned, I'm on the watch list too! JF  

 

Editor: I would like you to know that everything in the opening paragraph of your "Love Big Brother" 
applies to me so I might as well send in my name to the Homeland Security cops right now. I am not 
one bit afraid of any of these so called "Big Brother" radical government authority agencies. What 
are they going to do to me take all my money and throw me in prison? Go ahead and let them try! 
Thanks for the great article. Let’s publish it in every newspaper or are we not able to use our 
constitutional rights any longer? Bernard Berry.  

 

Editor: Regarding "Love Big Brother," I'm Honored to be called a Right Wing Extremist! In my book if 
you are not, you are an Anti-American Coward who has Lost your way and are too frightened to 
admit it. It's better to hide in the shadows of those who stand out and speak out on how Good & 
Great America is. And once we get rid of the Hate towards the Right Wing Extremists – those who 
Hate God, Hate the Bible, Hate the Military, Hate Guns, Hate Capitalism, etc., we will start to flourish 
in a positive way once again. Oh by the way Both Houses passed legislation to fund the states to 
prosecute Hate Crimes! Lets start with everyone who Hates America inside and out of the country 
like terrorists and the partial list above! Bob Spiers  

 

Editor: Regarding "Love Big Brother," I guess I am also on the OIA list.  The government should stay 
out of state’s business. The government should stop giving money away, should stop raising taxes. 
Guns do not kill people - people kill.  I do not want socialized medicine of any kind. I can hate if I 
want. I do not love all my brothers. What is going on in our American way of life? Are we not a free 
country any more? In "God We Trust" should always be up and out there all over! I write some 
Senate and House of Rep. members and they are "to busy to answer." Now isn't that a great 
answer? Are we getting a dictator instead of a President? I am so afraid of the future because of 
what is going on in Washington. Sincerely, Mrs. Ruth Heins, Southbury, Ct   

 

Editor: I read the article entitled "Love Big Brother". I am one of those DHS designated as a 
potential for recruitment by an extremist organization. But those in the Obama administration and 
the DHS say this like it is a bad thing. In actuality, I am 53 year old Conservative, Retired Soldier of 
22 years Army service, a Life Member of the NRA, and an amateur gun collector and target shooter, 
and a Cancer survivor. I used to hunt but gave it up when I got too tired from the chemotherapy 
and just haven't got back to it. I'm not really "Anti" government or anything else. I do enjoy my 
solitude and prefer not to be bothered by a bunch of people called "politicians" who seem to feel that 
they know better than I do, as to how I should live my life. I haven't really feared an economic 
collapse, but I have always known one would come. I look upon "illegal" immigration as a law 
violation that should be prosecuted. I have no respect for a person from another country whose first 
act of entering the country is a violation of our laws and “sovereignty.” I do not look upon "recent 
gun control legislation” as a “threat”, I do look at it as a violation of the U.S. Constitution, and those 
in government who swore an oath to support and defend the Constitution as people being in 
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violation of their oaths. As a student of the Bible I have no concerns that world 
governments could usurp the “sovereignty” of the U.S. I expect that a One World Government Will 
usurp all national governments in time. Not something to fear, the Bible spelled it out as a forgone 
conclusion. I don't look at abortion as a “social issue" I view it as murder. But it is not my place to 
physically oppose such actions, if a woman wants to abort her child, that is an abomination and God 
will deal with those who commit such acts in his own way with his own judgment. I am indeed a 
"disgruntled military veteran”, but not as you might think. I served twenty two years in service and 
during that period, I was constantly told that one of our duties was to defend the United States 
against Communism and Socialism, in favor of the Democracy handed down by the founding fathers. 
But now the people of the United States have apparently chosen Socialism as their new form of 
government, either by voting for the current administration or by staying home in protest against 
the last administration. So while I do not support socialism or communism, neither do I care to go 
against the will of the U.S. population. All I ask is that now that they have chosen to harness 
themselves with a socialist leader, that they do not call on me to defend them from their own folly. 
Signed, Jon Weiss, 1SG, U.S. Army, Retired  

 

Editor: Regarding “Love Big Brother” actually, anyone who disagrees with the Obama Administration 
is an enemy. Homeland Security’s Janet Napolitano literally declared war on anyone and everyone 
who is NOT a "liberal" (socialist, fascist, Marxist, communist, Democrat, et al, etc.) If you disagree 
with Obama, you're a Racist, if you're for conservatism, you're a threat. If you express yourself a 
little too loudly, they might just come in the middle of the night and get you. Crev Carrillo  

 

Editor: Regarding “Love Big Brother,” I believe it was Thomas Jefferson who said, "When the People 
fear the government, that's tyranny. When the government fears the People, that's Liberty". So, I 
believe it's consummately safe to assume that Thomas Jefferson was an extremist by our current 
government's definition. Yet, his historical and enduring "extremist" ideas are part of the very 
foundation of our government today. By attempting to silence us all as it appears, is our government 
then bent on destroying the pillars of our government, and thus our entire society? Just food for 
thought - LOTS of thought! And if your thoughts bring you to the same conclusion as they have 
mine, you must also ask the question, "Why"? Think People! Think! Bill Pratt  

 

Editor: Regarding your editorial “Love Big Brother,” it was only a matter of time that the radical 
leftist of the 60's would take over due to the popularity of those drugged out progressives (psuedo-
Marxist) and make it illegal - or at least worthy of profiling - to exercise one's right of descent. The 
2nd amendment is virtually gone with HR45 looming in the back rooms of the Legislature and now 
with the advent of Janet Napolitano and her fear of citizens who dislike abusive Central government 
control, warned of by the founders of this nation and its Constitution. The very 1st amendment and 
the 10th amendment are in danger of being usurped by the present Marxist regime that intends to 
turn this nation over to the One World Order advocates and use the very Constitution and its Judges 
to profile and incarcerate those who are attempting to practice the same right of dissent that these, 
now in power, leftists used to gain control. I am in my mid 60's and remember the post-war fears of 
the left in our nation regarding our cold war enemies and their statements that they would bury us. 
The problem is that they will not have the opportunity to bury us as our own Central Government 
will do so prior to their total destruction of the only truly free nation left on the face of the earth. 
Europe has already succumbed to this situation as they usually do because of their failure to control 
their own governments. Now those in power intend to take that God Given and Constitutional right 
to control our government away from the individual States and the People. The dummying down of 
our public education system was the last straw in the defeat of freedom of thought and mind. Now 
we have a populace that hasn't the intelligence, even with their numerous "degrees" following their 
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names, to understand that their freedoms are on the line and they are headed 
for the slavery of the elite dictatorial leaning powers that now say it is bordering on the illegal and 
un-American to have a thought of what is right other than that decreed from the halls of Congress 
and the White House. Shades of the Taliban, Al Qaeda and Adolf Hitler and Napolitano's ancestral 
countryman, Mussolini. I fear it is too late to turn the tide but only to hunker down and try to live 
out what freedoms we have before the "Brown shirts" come knocking at the door of every freedom 
loving citizen. Just the ranting of an old Marine combat trooper who still believes in and will fight to 
protect that to which my ancestors gave their lives and fortunes. And one who does not fear these 
usurpers of the Constitution to the point of lying down and accepting their illegal mandates 
concerning my rights that I was born with and fought for and will continue to do so. Deane Halsey 
Gilmour, Douglasville, Georgia 

 

Editor: Regarding your "Love Big Brother," now it is out in the open. The country is being run by the 
modern version of Hitler's goons. They lie at every turn and appoint tax cheats to run the 
government. The elected officials are supposed to be stewards not narcissist’s – me, mine - where is 
it going to lead us other than back 700 years?  It appears that it is too late to return the country to 
its former ways. The people that voted for daffy duck will bear the blame after the first bomber 
walks into an occupied area in our country and detonates him or herself. Bless, Robert Radovich  

 

Editor: As far as your "Love Big Brother" is concerned, I am not anti government but stand for a 
strong unified government of the people, for the people, by the people. I am not for the current 
government that is for themselves at the expense of the American populace. I do fear an "economic 
collapse" of the U.S because even in my little citizen’s mind, it is incomprehensible how we can 
continue to support the greed, corruption, and self serving agendas of an out of control thing we call 
"government." I do not believe that one needs to be a Harvard business graduate to understand and 
actually see the results of that just stated. I do view the ridiculous, liberal "recent gun control 
legislation" as a threat to our Constitutional rights, because that is exactly what it is. Most of it has 
absolutely nothing to do with any effective control of crime or control of such. It penalizes innocent 
people and that clearly has no affect on the adversity of crime. It has everything to do with control 
of the people. I believe and support the sovereignty of the U.S. and I stand for and support our 
heritage, our customs and our free way of life. I believe in immigration and allowing credible, honest 
law abiding peoples of other cultures and Countries to join us and enjoy our Country as we do - 
providing that they respect our Country, our freedoms, and cultures as we respect theirs in our 
travels or our choice to live in a foreign land. As far abortion goes I have mixed feeling because not 
one instance of abortion is ever ideal in morality or choice. I do not believe that it is our 
government's business to dictate who does what in regards to abortion. I do not believe in 
homosexuality because it has nothing to do with adherence of our Christian principles. Further, it is 
an abnormal act and disgusting to some degree. I have no problem with what people do behind 
closed doors. But I do have a problem with liberal, government bureaucrats dictating policy on the 
validity of homosexuality and gay marriage, and pushing it as normal onto the general populace. I 
am a disabled Vietnam Veteran who served faithfully in military service for 18 years. I am not 
disgruntled, and don't know many of my fellow Veterans who are. I do regret that I can no longer 
serve, because I staunchly believe in a strong Military and I am somewhat disappointed that I 
cannot be a part of snuffing out terrorists. As far as terrorists go, I have as much remorse for them 
as killing bacteria on a toilet seat. I am however, disgruntled with an out of control government, led 
by out of control elected officials, hell bent on their self serving agendas, greed and zest to control a 
free society. Barney Frank is an embarrassment to the United States. It makes no difference to me 
what tag someone wears; Republican, Democrat, Conservative, or Voo-Doo party for that matter. 
What does matter is not losing sight of what America is all about and the freedoms from excessive 
government, preservation of our Constitution, freedom from excessive taxation and a Country united 
against internal tyranny and foreign tyranny - a Country of a free and prosperous people with little 
to no poverty. What I see today and predict for the future both disgusts me and disturbs me, for we 
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are heading for civil unrest. Barney Frank and the bunch propelled our Country 
into this economic disaster and at the same time deceived all of America and most of all, those 
stupid, ignorant people who voted for them. I love my Country, and the freedoms that millions have 
sacrificed for. I am a fiercely loyal American patriot who took an oath as a soldier to defend this 
great Nation against all enemies, both foreign and DOMESTIC. I will take this oath and adherence to 
such to the grave with me. If this makes me a "Rightwing Extremist," then these liberal, truly anti 
America jerks, can put me on whatever list they want. I will be the first one in the street to die 
fighting for America and all that it stands for. We are not heading in the wrong direction, we are 
already there. Richard Christensen  

 

Editor: I read your article “Love Big Brother” and have just recently reread the book “1984.”  It was 
terrifying when I read it as a teen and is even more so now with what is happening to our country. I 
don't know if you have heard that ACORN is GPS'ing within 40' of all Americans' front doors under 
the guise of readying for the 2010 census. All the information goes directly to the White House and 
not to the Commerce Dept. and they have a 6 month time limit to complete all the information on all 
Americans.  Just the expeditiousness concerns me. I want to know why the Census Bureau (really 
the White House) needs to know exactly where my front door is when they have access to my 
address (taxes, public records, etc) and can Google my house on the internet.  I have some theories 
and today's World Net Daily's online newspaper reinforces some of them.  My parents believe it is so 
the govt can tax and track our mileage when they put the chips (like cell phones) in our vehicles.  I 
lean to a more desperate scenario especially considering that the Dept of Homeland Security has 
already said pretty much that if you don't agree with the current govt, you are a terrorist. So far, 
most folks I talk to know nothing of this - including the politicians.  The reason the Census Bureau is 
giving doesn't make sense.  According to their website, it is being funded by the stimulus package 
that my tax dollars are funding and the politicians passed without reviewing. I appreciate any 
information you can impart to all the concerned citizens in America. Very truly yours, Celia Jenkins, 
Sierra Vista, AZ   

 

Editor: Regarding David Keene’s "Surveilling Tea Parties", I remember when Congress passed the 
Patriot Act. I seemed to be alone in my opposition. For years before that Sen. Rockefeller had been 
trying to push these "Big Brother" initiatives. He had always said that he was waiting for something 
that would force their passage: 9-11 became the excuse. The reason that it passed so quickly is that 
this legislation was quickly assembled from everything the Senator had been trying to do for years. 
Dozens of outrageous violations of our constitutional rights flew right through Congress with 
absolutely no hearings and no public debate. What was worse is the so-called Republican leadership 
immediately began defending these measures. In every survey they sent out they would ask such 
loaded questions as "Do you favor the Democrats attempt to weaken America's defenses by 
repealing the US Patriot Act?" Why were the Republicans and the RNC so intent on supporting 
something that comes from the farthest left wing of the southern Democrats? Didn't we have 
enough of the abuse of civil liberties under Clinton? Couldn't they foresee a day when Democrats 
would control the executive and become as abusive as they had been under Wilson, FDR, Kennedy, 
LBJ, and Clinton? Don't they remember when private conversations were intercepted by the 
Democrats and leaked to the press? The last thing anyone should want is more power in the hands 
of a corrupt partisan president. WC  

 

Editor: Regarding David Keene’s "Surveilling Tea Parties", are they going to do a background check 
on me if I go to a tea party? Thank you for reading my question. Blessings, Jane S. Delaney  
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Editor David Keene’s "Surveilling Tea Parties” expressed my sentiments exactly. I must tell you and 
I know many people who agree with both of us. I hope they do look at me. They are just wasting 
their time on such trivial things as this when we as conservatives will sneak right back into power. 
My only concern is that I sure hope we have learned our lesson. I say we only because although I 
did not vote for this I am somewhat to blame for which I would like to apologize not only to you but 
to all citizens of this country. You see all my life I did not pay attention to them for many years. As I 
get more into the ACT of politics - and that’s what it is an act - I realize what a fool I have been all 
these years. I thank men like yourself for the watchful eye that you keep on them. I am a big Rush 
fan, I e-mail my senators and congressmen, go to the city council meetings and somewhat read the 
newspapers. Thank you for your service to this great nation. LONG LIVE CONSERVATISM! Jeff M  

 

Editor: Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” was right on target with his analysis of why the 
Republican Party is in disarray and losing elections. It is not listening to what the citizens of this 
great country want--smaller government, no amnesty for illegal aliens, secure borders, a strong 
military, fiscal responsibility, and strong representatives who can stick to issues and not capitulate 
by pandering to voting groups. I applaud Mr. Rasmussen's articulate commentary. CK  

 

Editor: As far as Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” is concerned, it's time to form a new REAL 
Conservative party. Timothy O'Leary  

 

Editor: It saddens me to have to agree with Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” article in regard 
to the horrible state to which the Republican Party has fallen. We here in Southern Illinois have not 
even had Republicans on the ballot for several elections. I wrote to the Republican chairman about 
this and got no response at all. I have no political background nor the resources to run for any office 
or I would do just that. The candidates who ran in opposition to the Democrats in the last election 
were so liberal that one couldn't tell one party from the next. It breaks my heart to see this happen 
to the Republican Party. At this rate we can just crown Mr. Obama king and say the heck with 
democracy. Unless there is a drastic change in the Republican candidates soon there is no real 
choice anyway. Sincerely, Mary Holcomb  

 

Editor: Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” is great analysis, dead on. The party powers of both 
parties are completely out of touch with the average American citizen. We need term limits to get rid 
of the deadwood deadheads in both parties - 99 percent of the laws written are for the benefit of 
some special interest group or to block some competitive force. We (the American people) must take 
control of the system. We can start in 2010 by voting in new blood. I will take my chances with an 
average American person over a seasoned politician. Thanks, Franklin Carter, Laramie Wyoming 

 

Editor: As far as Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” is concerned, I say, the Republican Party is 
history. They have abandoned their conservative principles. Regardless of what some pundits say, 
we need a viable third party a TRUE conservative party, one which embraces small government, less 
government intrusion, lower taxes, national security, and closed borders. Phil Zimring  
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Editor: Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” article is right on the money - very well expressed 
and very true. Conservatives are disgusted with the GOP as it stands today. Joel Stroback, Vail, AZ  

 

Editor: In general, I agree with Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant” views on the Republican 
Party, however, I am going to stand up for Senator Martinez of Florida. I don't agree with some of 
the things he says but I will tell you the Republican Party should be proud that they have him. I am 
in constant contact by e-mail with both him and Senator Nelson. My latest was a salvo on Senator 
Nelson for backing Cap and Trade and legislation on Climate Control. After explaining to him why 
Cap and Trade would damage our economy, I asked to research noted environmental scientist 
"Brennan" and that over 700 scientists worldwide have said that earth warming claims are incorrect 
and in fact the earth has been cooling for about 10 years now. I have been telling them that Al Gore 
and probably a bunch of people in the White House, Senate and House stand to gain millions on 
these scams. In fact I told Senator Nelson this but I doubt if anybody will look into it. They didn't do 
anything about illegal campaign contributions by the Obama Election committee and they are still 
trying to give millions to ACORN, a known fraudulent organization. Sooner or later, the independents 
and Democrats that elected Obama will see that Obama is leading this country into untold economic 
destruction and socialism. A lot of people don't see this but I have lived in and studied countries 
where socialism exists and his statements and initiatives have proven, although, he refuses to admit 
it, that he is indeed a Socialist. Albert Grounds  

 

Editor: To combat the disconnect Scott Rasmussen speaks of in “DC GOP Irrelevant,” the REAL 
Republicans must form a third party. Once the National GOP sees the threat to their ever winning 
any election with the advent of a Third Party, they'll rethink what they are doing and the principals 
they have abandoned. What we need to have is a third party candidate that doesn't look, feel, or 
sound like someone who's out of touch with the principals that made the Republican Party the voice 
of the American Way. We left England and its ways behind. Now, the liberal voices in this country 
are leading us right back into the same situation we faced when this country was created. Let's hope 
that we don't face another fight to free ourselves of the scourge of socialism instead of racism. Some 
say the Civil War ended that possibility forever. However, the current administration is creating a 
schism in this country that seems to replicate that environment once again. Only time will tell if the 
government's oppressive silencing of all dissent will create the great divide that will separate us all, 
once again, from one another. The GOP had better wake up NOW, or your prediction will surely 
reach fruition. Perhaps the atmosphere OUTSIDE of DC will be the only force that will correct this 
course. Let's hope so! Bill Pratt, Former Soldier, Forever an American Patriot  

 

Editor: Regarding Scott Rasmussen’s “DC GOP Irrelevant,” I believe it imperative for Republican 
leadership, both in Congress and among aspirants, to infuse their own thinking and their rhetoric 
with the following points: 1- We are not in a battle (we just lost one), but rather are engaged in a 
relentless war. The current Democrat strategy is to bloat their number of adherents by increasing 
the number of recipients of government largesse. Once that number exceeds 50% as a more-or-less 
permanent statistic, they will remain in power indefinitely. 2- Republican leadership must expose 
this strategy in public statements, in interpretations of specific legislative battles, and in 
correspondence with supporters. 3- Republican leaders must avoid even the sniff that they might 
consider some such similar legislation. The "...me too..." mentality is always deadly, and should be 
strongly resisted at every turn. 4- The effectiveness of conservative principles across the entire 
spectrum of public issues must be advanced at every opportunity by every public personage of 
integrity. Absent these principles, the Common Good can never be served. 5-We need to develop a 
simple slogan, (such as, for example: "Government Not Limited Equals Government Unlimited"), 
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that resonates in the heart and mind of every thinking, taxpaying, citizen. 6- We 
need to expound on what constitutes the Common Good. Henry A. Miranda, Jr.  

 

Editor: “Real Health Insurance” by John Goodman presents an intriguing concept. Wish we could get 
those in control of Washington right now to attend to it. One aspect of the plan is unclear to me: if 
we started this right now, there would be a large pool of individuals who do have chronic, expensive 
to treat conditions, and everyone knows about it. So purchasing coverage for "risk of change in 
health care status" would not seem logical. How would these people with current, now-being- 
treated diseases be insured? And then there is the perennial problem of those who have no interest 
in buying insurance themselves, thinking they will just go to ER when they feel sufficiently ill. But 
the above questions aside, this plan really sounds like it has possibilities! I am not sure how we can 
go about putting together a broad coalition for an idea such as this, but even here in the far- left SF 
Bay Area, I can testify there are large numbers of people (even those liberal on some other issues) 
who do not want their health care administered by an annex of the DMV. Best wishes, Ashley Cohen  

 

Editor: Regarding John Goodman’s “Real Health Insurance,” what if laws were followed and those 
who broke the laws were prosecuted? I have read that 40% of our health care costs are due to 
FRAUDULENT litigation. There are those who earn their living in courts suing for anything and 
everything. Unless a medical provider can not prove without a shadow of a doubt that they are 
innocent the judgment goes against them. After all, "it doesn't cost the provider anything, the 
insurance company will pay the money". I have read that states that restrict punitive damages 
(damages beyond actual losses, primarily to teach the provider a lesson) to $250,000 have had a 
30% decrease in costs for health care. Stopping fraudulent litigation and restricting punitive 
damages could lower health care costs by 70% and health insurance premiums by 75%. After these 
reductions we should look at the dozen or so other things that need to be addressed. However, 
these two actions would have the greatest and quickest impact on the cost and availability of 
insurance for small business. Tom Deaver LUTCF, FIC, Manhattan, KS 

 

Editor: Regarding Brent Bozell’s “End of Newsweek,” for 2000+ years Christianity has survived 
assaults of every kind. Sometimes we've had to go underground, but never, ever have we given up 
the faith.  To be sure there is a decline in church attendance, but this, also, is cyclical. Its causes are 
many.  The fact remains that as long as one faithful person is willing to stand firm and continue to 
believe, God will help us find the courage and strength to rise again and again. The Christian/Judeo 
faith is not man-made and cannot be destroyed by man. Sincerely, Grace M. Alvarez, Twain Harte. 
CA  

 

Editor: Brent Bozell's article on “End of Newsweek: What a great article! How true and thanks for 
saying it Brent! Donald A. Workman  

 

Editor: Regarding Brent Bozell’s “End of Newsweek,” Newsweek is just junk. It IS the end of 
Newsweek, not Christianity. I work in Asia, and people ask me about Christianity. When I tell them, 
they listen intently. Newsweek would like to see Christianity vaporize because it says that 
homosexuality is a sin, so they want to get rid of it. However, if Christianity dies, so will America. I 
haven't read Newsweek in years. I don't remember when was the last time I even browsed a copy, 
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because their editorials were so ridiculous. I don't think it is the "mass" that 
doesn't work (Is the Washington Times in trouble?), I think it is the magazine. SW  

 

Editor: I enjoyed Mike D’Virgilio’s article “Smoking Sin.” I've worked as a musician for close to 30 
years and nothing has hurt our work like these smoking bans. Columbus has had one since 2005 and 
now the entire state of Ohio is covered. Clubs are closing one by one, but the SmokeFree Zealots 
can only keep repeating "smoking bans have no effect on business". I liked your use of the Bible 
verse also concerning the health nuts – this mirrors my own thoughts. Thanks for making your views 
known. It is refreshing to read something real every once in awhile! Sincerely, Linda Dachtyl, 
Blues/jazz/rock musician, Columbus  

 

Editor: I am one of those conservatives who is very concerned about the erosion of our 
Constitutional rights. My problem is, what can I do about it? When I write to my senators (whose 
voting record seems to be conservative) I feel like I'm preaching to the choir. When I write to my 
Congressman I get a condescending letter telling me I just don't see the big picture. What can we 
do? Penny Muckleroy  

 

Editor: Congratulations! I just want to thank Doug Edelman’s “Tea Party Report” for the fine article 
about the tea parties. Although I did not attend because I am 90 yrs. old and was simply not able, I 
supported the Tea Party and will do so again. There is great hope in the number that did turn out 
and I feel sure that the July 4th event will be even larger. Wayne Williamson  
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Love Big Brother 
by Donald Devine 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

Are you “mainly antigovernment?” Have you “feared” an 
“economic collapse” of the U.S., have you adopted 
immigration as a “recruiting tool,” have you perceived 
“recent gun control legislation” as a “threat” to your right to 
bear arms, have you concerns that world governments 
could usurp the “sovereignty” of the U.S., have you 
exploited “social issues such as abortion,” or are you a 
“disgruntled military veteran”?  

If you are any of these, the Department of Homeland 
Security is on the lookout for you. President Obama’s 
newly-issued DHS Office of Intelligence and Analysis (OIA) 
report “Rightwing Extremism” orders police authorities to 
“deter, prevent, preempt or respond to” two types of 
rightwing terrorism. Its official “Assessment” identifies, 
first, those who are “hate oriented” (such as those listed 
above) and second “those who are mainly antigovernment, 
rejecting federal authority in favor of state and local 
authority.” This taxonomy nicely taps into both aspects of 

the “progressive” paranoia that conservatives hate and are antigovernment – and, therefore, must 
be watched and controlled.  

While this obsession against conservative “hatred” of government has reached its zenith in this 
government report, it is nothing new. Thomas Frank, the author of “What’s the Matter with Kansas?” 
and the leftist op-ed voice of the Wall Street Journal has made a living blaming conservatism for the 
failure of big government. Conservatives hate government so much that they are unable to manage 
it and this explains why government does not work, he says. On the neoconservative right, David 
Brooks even adds the authority of George W. Bush to the charge, when the president criticized the 
“destructive mind-set” of traditional conservatism’s supposed “idea that if government would get out 
of the way, all problems would be solved."  

Progressives, of course, love government and do not hate – just as Mr. Frank 
loves Kansas!  

The proximate source of this fixation dominating the progressive psyche is 
Ronald Reagan’s First Inaugural Address, where the newly-elected president 
declared:  

In this present crisis, government is not the solution to our problem.  
Government is the problem. . . It is no coincidence that our present 
troubles parallel and are proportionate to the intervention and 
intrusion in our lives that result from unnecessary and excessive 
growth of government.  

It is too subtle for progressives to understand that seeing government as the problem is not the 
same as hating it. Most critics conveniently ignore the rest of what the president said:  

It is time to check and reverse the growth of government, which shows signs of having 
grown beyond the consent of the governed. It is my intention to curb the size and influence 
of the Federal establishment and to demand recognition of the distinction between the 
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powers granted to the Federal Government and those reserved to the 
States or to the people. . .  Now, so there will be no misunderstanding, it is not my intention 
to do away with government. It is rather to make it work--work with us, not over us; to 

stand by our side, not ride on our back. 

It is clear that President Reagan was not opposed to 
government but to a particular kind of government, one that 
had gone beyond the powers granted to it by the Constitution 
and the people; in fact he was paraphrasing the Tenth 
Amendment. He was so far from hating government that the 
purpose of making it smaller was to make government work 
better, by limiting it to its proper functions, as he elaborated 
explicitly a few weeks later at our annual Conservative Political 
Action Conference. In short, Ronald Reagan and his limited 
government conservative friends support government when it 
is limited to the proper powers granted by the Constitution.  

Indeed, it can be argued that it is progressives and 
neoconservatives who hate government because they give it 

more to do than it possibly could do well. For example, immediately after President Barack Obama’s 
Budget was announced to great fanfare about bold spending without harmful long term deficits, the 
government announced that it had recalculated the Social Security Trust Fund and found that the 
Budget could no longer count on its surpluses. Not only were the spending amounts not reduced to 
accommodate the new facts but the numbers were not adjusted, even though this meant $800 
billion higher deficits. For big government work, apparently a trillion or so more red ink does not 
even deserve recognition in its major planning tool, the Budget. How can such an institution possibly 
work even with lots of love?  

The government was already facing a few problems. Excessive lending to poor risks by its mortgage 
agents Fannie and Freddie and cheap money by its Fed bank have led to a deep recession that 
shows little sign of recovery even after trillions spent. But right on its heels is something worse, an 
explosion of entitlement spending. President Obama himself mentioned this but he did not offer any 
solutions, ignoring entitlement reform completely in the Budget. The optimistic explanation is that 
Democrats in Congress insist on big spending today so the president must allow them to spend 
trillions on health, energy and education to meet their demands. After their spending appetites are 
satiated, Mr. Obama can control entitlement spending. But will not increasing spending enormously 
in the short term make long term cuts even more difficult? What could undermine government more 
than to make an impending disaster even worse?  

How about ignoring problems with the institution’s primary asset, its 
people? Yet, because big government progressives love government, 
they avert their attention when government employees misbehave. 
Even when prosecutorial abuse against a then sitting Senator was 
uncovered by Democratic Attorney General, Eric Holder, the reaction 
in Washington – as characterized by the Washington Post – was that 
the prosecutorial abuse took place simply because the government 
employees needed “more time and staff.” It was not that the 
government was wrong but that the citizens were too cheap to 
provide them the necessary resources. Of course, the problem could 
not have been a Department of Justice prosecutorial ethos of 
convictions at any cost, its bureaucratic culture that labels any 
oversight of career employees as political interference, or its belief 
that careerists are protected from correction even if they suppress 
evidence. So far, no one on the left has even congratulated Mr. Holder 
for his courage.  
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Defense and homeland security, like justice, are unquestionably Federal 
responsibilities. Surely government-lovers should want them to work well. The Department of 
Defense and the Department of Homeland Security – which together represent about half of Federal 
civilian employees – were told by Congress to develop pay for performance systems so government 
could respond more effectively to or prevent any future 9/11. But those who love government will 
not allow this to happen. Both systems have been tied up in court by federal unions supported by 
Democrats in Congress ever since. Indeed, Candidate Obama promised unions he would overhaul or 
“completely repeal” both reforms. A recent letter by eight well-placed House Democrats asked 
Obama’s Office of Management and Budget to de-link performance appraisal from performance 

rewards. This certainly should increase employee incentives to make 
government work better, right?  

Lovers of government would surely want President Obama’s new top 
executives to be able to lead their organizations effectively. Under federal law, 
agency heads have unambiguous control over management within their 
agencies but it is up to them to exercise it. In 1993, Bill Clinton decided it 
would be a good idea for management to share executive responsibility with 
labor. Labor already had the right to collectively bargain with management on 
work procedures but henceforth, labor would also be part of management. 
President Clinton created Labor-Management Councils to make executive 
decisions regarding how and where work was to be performed, granting 
unions two bites of the apple – once as a labor bargainer and again as part of 
management, bargaining with itself.  

Even the Clinton Administration feared the chaos of this system and never 
fully implemented it, especially after a raucous interagency meeting where the agency leaders 
directly told the White House they would not comply. George W. Bush formally revoked the order as 
one of his first acts as president. Now, union leaders are saying that the Obama Administration will 
revive councils in an “improved” version. Environmental Protection Agency administrator Lisa 
Jackson already has promised her unions she will reestablish councils at her agency. Even 
government lovers who must administer this bureaucratic caldron of inefficiency are amazed. 
Obama’s new head of the civil service confessed to Congress that he “can’t defend that [the 
government’s pay system] to you with a straight face;” and his new Agriculture Secretary said he 
just asked his careerists how many employees served under him and found out that “no one really 
knows.”  

Lovers of big government simply assume that government, especially national government, is an 
objective and omnificent administrator of the public good. It is neither. President Obama’s solution is 
to appoint Technology and Performance czars to make it all work right. However, these czars will 
soon meet the Bolsheviks, with the same result. The bureaucracy has interests and exists to fight for 
them. Even when it is willing, a large bureaucracy cannot know about the hundreds of billions of 
transactions that go on under its nominal purview so it cannot solve them. Federal unions complicate 
matters more and are big contributors to Congressmen, especially those who nominally oversee 
them. Federal sector unions were one of the largest contributors to House Armed Services Chairman 
Ike Skelton, who previously led the initial opposition to the DOD pay for performance system and 
was one of the eight to write against merit pay this year.  

The left loves to make big business the villain in the lobbying game. Not only 
does it ignore the fact that labor is the largest single contributor and that 
business gave more to Democrats this year but also that business normally does 
not waste money lobbying if government does not regulate it. The Constitution 
gives no right to the Feds to regulate computer software so Microsoft saw no 
reason to hire lobbyists in Washington and did not do so until the Department of 
Justice decided it had too big a share of the business. So, Microsoft then set up 
the largest lobbying operation in DC. Businesses start by being suspicious of 
government but those big enough to afford Washington representation grow to 
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love its benefits. A recent University of Kansas study reported that a single tax 
change allowing repatriation of foreign earnings on a lower tax basis than before returned $100 
billion to the 800 companies that lobbied– a 22,000 percent return on their lobbying investment. If 
the government is giving so much away and it is not illegal, why not love it enough to share in its 
benefits? No non-governmental investment could yield such large returns.  

This is the kind of government conservatives do hate - the kind of “intervention 
and intrusion in our lives that result from unnecessary and excessive growth of 
government.” Conservatives do want “to curb the size and influence of the 
Federal establishment and to demand recognition of the distinction between the 
powers granted to the Federal Government and those reserved to the States or 
to the people.” That is neither love nor hate but Constitutional government. Yet, 
today adherents of big government see this view of the Constitution – which was 
that of the Founders - as a breeding ground for terrorism.  

To those whose love and hope reside in government, the state cannot be denied 
any power necessary to “do good” or – they think – there will be no prosperity, 
health or welfare for the people. It is not enough for progressives that 
conservatives accede to power - the government must be loved. As in George 
Orwell’s “Nineteen Eighty-Four,” love must even have its own government 

agency to assure that all love it. Now we know where it resides - at DHS’ OIA bureaucracy, 
supported by propagandists like Mr. Frank, demanding not merely obedience but constant and 
passionate love for our dear Big Brother. Or else.  

I guess that puts me on the OIA watch list. 

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Limits of Terrorism  
by Daniel Pipes  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

Does terrorism work, meaning, does it achieve its perpetrators' objectives?  

With terror attacks having become a routine and nearly daily occurrence, 
especially in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, the conventional wisdom holds 
that terrorism works very well. For example, the late Ehud Sprinzak of the 
Hebrew University ascribed the prevalence of suicide terrorism to its "gruesome 
effectiveness." Robert Pape of the University of Chicago argues that suicide 
terrorism is growing "because terrorists have learned that it pays." Harvard law 
professor Alan M. Dershowitz titled one of his books Why Terrorism Works.  

But Max Abrahms, a fellow at Stanford University, disputes this conclusion, 
noting that they focus narrowly on the well-known but rare terrorist victories – 
while ignoring the much broader, if more obscure, pattern of terrorism's failures. To remedy this 
deficiency, Abrahms took a close look at each of the 28 terrorist groups so designated by the U.S. 
Department of State since 2001 and tallied how many of them achieved its objectives.  

His study, "Why Terrorism Does Not Work," finds that those 28 groups had 42 different political 
goals and that they achieved only 3 of those goals, for a measly 7 percent success rate. Those three 
victories would be: (1) Hezbollah's success at expelling the multinational peacekeepers from 
Lebanon in 1984, (2) Hezbollah's success at driving Israeli forces out of Lebanon in 1985 and 2000, 
and (3) the Tamil Tiger's partial success at winning control over areas of Sri Lanka after 1990.  

That's it. The other 26 groups, from the Abu Nidal Organization and Al-Qaeda and Hamas to Aum 
Shinriko and Kach and the Shining Path, occasionally achieved limited success but mostly failed 
completely. Abrahms draws three policy implications from the data.  

• Guerrilla groups that mainly attack military targets succeed more often than terrorist groups 
that mainly attack civilian targets. (Terrorists got lucky in the Madrid attack of 2004.)  

• Terrorists find it "extremely difficult to transform or annihilate a country's political system"; 
those with limited objectives (such as acquiring territory) do better than those with 
maximalist objectives (such as seeking regime change).  

• Not only is terrorism "an ineffective instrument of coercion, but … its poor success rate is 
inherent to the tactic of terrorism itself." This lack of success should "ultimately dissuade 
potential jihadists" from blowing up civilians.  

This final implication, of frequent failure leading to demoralization, suggests an eventual reduction of 
terrorism in favor of less violent tactics. Indeed, signs of change are already apparent.  

At the elite level, for example the former jihad theorist, Sayyid Imam al-Sharif (a.k.a. Dr. Fadl), now 
denounces violence: "We are prohibited from committing aggression," he writes, "even if the 
enemies of Islam do that."  

On the popular level, the Pew Research Center's 2005 Global Attitudes Project found that "support 
for suicide bombings and other terrorist acts has fallen in most Muslim-majority nations surveyed" 
and "so too has confidence in Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden." Likewise, a 2007 Program on 
International Policy Attitudes study found that "Large majorities in all countries oppose attacks 
against civilians for political purposes and see them as contrary to Islam. … Most respondents … 
believe that politically-motivated attacks on civilians, such as bombings or assassinations, cannot be 
justified."  
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On the practical level, terrorist groups are evolving. Several of them – specifically 
in Algeria, Egypt, and Syria – have dropped violence and now work within the political system. 
Others have taken on non-violent functions – Hezbollah delivers medical services and Hamas won an 
election. If Ayatollah Khomeini and Osama bin Laden represent Islamism's first iteration, Hezbollah 
and Hamas represent a transitional stage, and Turkey's prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, 
arguably the world's most influential Islamist, shows the benefits of going legitimate.  

But if going the political route works so well, why does Islamist violence continue and even expand? 
Because they are not always practical. Rita Katz of the SITE Intelligence Group explains: "Engaged 
in a divine struggle, jihadists measure success not by tangible victories in this life but by God's 
eternal benediction and by rewards received in the hereafter."  

In the long term, however, Islamists will likely recognize the limits of violence and increasingly 
pursue their repugnant goals through legitimate ways. Radical Islam's best chance to defeat us lies 
not in bombings and beheadings but in classrooms, law courts, computer games, television studios, 
and electoral campaigns.  

We are on notice.  

Mr. Pipes (www.DanielPipes.org) is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished 
visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.  
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Is Inflation Controllable?  
by Warren Coats  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

In reaction to the financial and credit crisis that seized American and 
international financial markets last September, the Federal Reserve has 
pumped enormous quantities of credit into the market in an effort to unblock 
clogged credit flows. The Fed creates this credit out of thin air, or as Fed 
Chairman Bernanke put it, it is printing money. Knowing that inflation is 
ultimately the result of the central bank (the Federal Reserve) printing too 
much money, many people are concerned that the Federal Reserve’s recent 
and current policies doom the U.S. and the dollar to serious inflation in the 
next few years. 

Inflation (which is the rate of change or growth rate of the price level) reflects 
the growth rate of the money supply. Hence inflation is determined by the 
economy’s real economic growth rate and the growth rate of the money supply 
. If the economy is growing at 3% per year and the money supply is growing at 5% per year, 
inflation will be approximately 2% per year. However, historical evidence reveals a lag of one to two 
year between changes in money growth rates and inflation. If money growth increases to say 10%, 
the impact on inflation would not materialize for another one to two years. 

Instead of the demand for money formulation, the quantity theory of money is sometime presented 
in term of money’s velocity of circulation . The key point is that with a lag of a year or two increases 
in the rate of growth of the money supply cause a comparable increase in inflation. 

These are long run relationships. In the short run other factors can dominate the behavior of 
inflation. In the long run a reduction in the economy’s growth rate increases the inflation rate 
resulting from a given rate of growth of the money supply. However, in the short run if real income 
growth slows or even falls (with no change in its long run potential growth rate) it has the opposite 
effect on inflation. Economists refer to this as the output gap. When actual output falls below its 
potential, as occurs during recessions, inflation is reduced for a given rate of growth in the money 
supply. 

Our central bank - the system of Federal Reserve Banks - indirectly controls the money supply 
(currency held by the public and the public’s deposits with banks) and its rate of growth. There is a 
link between the money created by the Fed (called base money) and the broader money supply (M). 
The two are related by the so called “money multiplier.” Usually the money supply grows at about 
the same rate as base money. 

With these ideas in mind the huge injection of liquidity by the Fed is worrying many people. The Fed 
has increased base money as a result of large loans to banks and other financial institutions and as 
the result of buying government securities and mortgage back ed securities from the market. By two 
measures the increase has been huge. Total Federal Reserve Credit has more than doubled over the 
last year from 0.90 trillion dollars on April 11, 2008 to 2.15 trillion on April 15, this year. Almost all 
of that increase occurred since September. As a result, base money almost doubled over the same 
period, rising from 874 billion Sept 10, 2008 to 1,726 billion March 25 th of this year. 

The Federal Reserve argues that this will not cause inflation for two reasons. First, the large increase 
in the provision of Federal Reserve Credit and base money was undertaken because of a large 
increase in the demand for liquidity by banks and other financial institutions in response to the 
subprime mortgage crisis. Thus doubling base money has not increased the money supply by nearly 
as much. Using a popular, relatively broad definition of money (MZM), the money supply rose from 
8.6 trillion on April 7 2008 to 9.4 trillion on April 6, 2009. Stated in terms of growth rates, which can 
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be directly related to inflation rates, the growth in MZM over the past year (year 
on year) was 9.7%. This is already significantly reduced from the year on year increase of 14.5% on 
January 19 th of this year and only modestly above the 8.7% average annual rate of growth over 
the decade ending December 2008 during which inflation averaged 3.0% (while demand for money 
increased 2%). 

Secondly, the Fed estimates that over the past year the public’s demand for money has increased 
temporarily as the public “moved to safety” in the holding of its assets (currency and insured bank 
deposits). An increase in money demand (k) or equivalently a decrease in its velocity of circulation 
(V) means that the supply of money can grow more rapidly to that extent without increasing 
inflation. In addition, the recession with its increasing “output gap” further reducing inflation 
(temporarily). 

Finally, the Fed intends to withdraw the extra liquidity it has injected (and thus reduce base money) 
as the credit crunch eases and the economy begins to recover. It remains committed to its target for 
inflation of around 2%. Thus the answer to the question of whether Fed policy will produce inflation 
in a year or two depends primarily on whether it successfully withdraws the large amounts of 
liquidity injected over the past six months. I have faith it will do so more or less (if not exactly) on 
time. 

The real risk of inflation, however, is political. The Federal budget has unfunded liabilities (the 
difference between the cost of the benefits promised and the revenue now legislated to pay for 
them) that simply cannot be paid for. The Federal budget deficit expected over the next three or 
four years as a result of the financial crisis, recession and foreign wars of several trillion dollars is 
nothing compared to the present value of the government’s unfunded obligations to pay out Social 
Security benefits of about 13 trillion dollars. The present value of unfunded liabilities of Medicare 
commitments’ is six time (yes six times) that. It is not possible to raise taxes enough to cover these 
commitments. Promised benefits will have to be cut. Invariably tax rates will be raised as well and 
the slowing of economic growth resulting from all this will make the burden of these deficits even 
harder to carry. In addition, the rest of the world will not continue to finance as much of our annual 
deficits (and thus to own as much of the outstanding debt) as they have in the past, i.e. the market 
will force our external trade deficits to contract. 

All of this adds up to higher, potentially significantly higher, interest rates in the years ahead (once 
we have recovered from the current recession) to enable the government to raise the money needed 
(sell its bonds) to finance its revenue shortfalls. Just how high interest rates will raise will depend on 
how much government spending can be cut and future entitlement promises reduced, how efficient 
and productive the economy will be and thus how high its growth rate will be, and how large a trade 
deficit the rest of the world lets us have. 

As the President of the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas, Richard W. Fisher, has said: “Economists 
have found that structural deficits raise long-run interest rates, complicating the Fed’s dual mandate 
to develop a monetary policy that promotes sustainable, noninflationary growth. The even more 
disturbing dark and dirty secret about deficits—especially when they careen out of control—is that 
they create political pressure on central bankers to adopt looser monetary policy down the road.” 
The short run effect of monetary growth is the opposite of its long run effect. Increasing the Fed’s 
creation of money initially pushes down interest rates as it buys more government securities or 
increases its lending to banks. However, as the higher money growth rate increases inflation, higher 
expected inflation gets build into new borrowing and lending interest rates pushing rates up 
eventually. 

Current monetary policy does not need to result in higher inflation down the road. But the higher 
interest rates we are in for risk generating misguided political pressure on the Fed to try to keep 
them low. If the Federal Reserve gives in to the pressure, inflation will be higher and as soon as the 
economy comes to expect that higher inflation nominal interest rates will end up being even higher 
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still. Try to remember the inflation and high interest rates of the 1970s through 
1981 and tell your congressman to resist the inflation solution. 

Warren Coats is a former economist with the International Monetary Fund and an international 
finance consultant.  
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Un-Disney Marley Limits 
by S.T. Karnick  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

For the past several decades, American popular culture has frequently 
promulgated an idea central to modern liberalism: the idea of a life 
without limits, that we can have everything we want without having to 
make hard choices. That assumption is especially evident in Walt Disney 
movies, and not only in recent ones. Fortunately, the makers of some pop 
culture products see the absurdity and danger of that notion.  

The life-without-limits mindset, derived most directly from the ideas of the 
eighteenth century French philosopher Jean Jacques Rousseau (one of the 
main progenitors of modern, statist liberalism), is an essential foundation 
of modern liberalism and has an important corollary that pervades leftist 
politics: that the only thing that stops each of us from achieving our life 
without limits is the stubborn restrictions placed on us by various villains, 
usually business or religion and typically both.  

Though largely French in origin, the myth of a life without limits is characteristically American and, in 
fact, typical of adolescents the world over. It involves the idea that freedom means doing what ever 
you want, not simply having a choice among whatever options life makes available. Instead, the 
American fantasy is that both individuals and society as a whole can overcome every obstacle to our 
numerous desires, provided we only wish strongly enough and get our friends on our side. 

The lyrics of countless songs in Disney movies skillfully convey this dream, as in these famous lines 
from the Academy Award-winning song from the 1940 Disney film Pinocchio: 

When you wish upon a star,  
Makes no difference who you are,  
Anything your heart desires Will come to you.  
If your heart is in your dream 
No request is too extreme  
When you wish upon a star 
As dreamers do.  

The reality, of course, is that everybody’s life does have limits, and that we often have to make hard 
choices between imperfect alternatives. In fact, the longing for perfect freedom must ultimately be a 
tyrannical and consuming desire for god-like power. And that is why modern liberalism is so strongly 
based on coercion. 

Recognizing this reality and making it vividly apparent in the narrative, the recent movie Marley and 
Me is very much the anti-Disney film for children. It identifies and clearly criticizes the notion of a 
life without limits. Whereas Disney films say that you can do anything you want and have anything 
you want if you only want it badly enough (Disney films have said so since the studio started making 
feature films, not just in recent years), Marley and Me shows how adolescent and unrealistic this 
longing for perfect freedom really is. 

The very title of the film is a clue that the human protagonist should be a central focus of our 
attention, and newspaper columnist John Grogan (Owen Wilson) does indeed splendidly represent 
the Disney philosophy. Dissatisfied with his work as a columnist, at which he is highly successful, he 
longs to be a “real reporter“ like his friend Sebastian, who gets to interview important political 
figures and is published in The New York Times. Of course, once John achieves his dream of being a 
reporter, he doesn’t like it and wants the freedom he had as a columnist.  
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The reluctance to accept the limits reality imposes on all of us is manifested also 
in the difficulty John has in deciding whether to have children. He clearly does not want to take on 
the responsibility that children bring, and ultimately when he decides to go ahead with it, he lays all 
the responsibility for the decision on his wife, Jennifer (Jennifer Aniston), as he makes quite clear in 
a conversation with Sebastian.  

This is brought home with great force in a later scene in which Jennifer decides that she wants to 
quit her job in order to raise their children. She tells John that she can’t be either a good mother or 
a good journalist if she tries to do both, and that she chooses to be a good mother, as that is more 
important to her. It’s a perfectly sensible and indeed laudable choice, albeit a difficult one, yet John, 
still trapped in his Disney fantasies, actually tries to talk her out of it, offering to get her some “help“ 
in taking care of the kids. Fortunately, Jennifer’s natural sense of personal autonomy and willingness 
to accept responsibility prevent her from giving in to his foolish entreaties.  

That’s the real conflict at the center of the film: John’s unwillingness to accept his natural quota of 
adult authority when it’s handed to him and to take responsibility for the choices he makes and the 
people he loves.  

This is made quite evident in an amusing way during a scene in which John and Jennifer take their 
dog to an obedience training class. The teacher (played by Kathleen Turner), asks which of the two 
will take the role of master, and John defers to Jennifer and lays down in the grass, happy to shirk 
the responsibility. Later in the scene, however, he ends up having to do his part, and fails miserably, 
causing Marley and his owners to be kicked out of the class for good. John and Jennifer find it rather 
amusing, but most normal people would see it as quite humiliating.  

As the film goes on, John’s failure to accept his role as an authority and to get control of Marley 
results in much destruction, comical but still costly.  

John’s friend Sebastian also plays an important part in the film, as he represents John’s fantasy of 
professional and social success without the attendant responsibilities. Yet although Sebastian is a 
bachelor who seems to do very well with the ladies, it’s clear to the audience, though not to John, 
that Sebastian’s choices have consequences. His decision to remain a bachelor, for example, means 
that he can’t experience the joys of marriage and parenting that the film clearly depicts as 
immensely desirable outcomes of John’s choices.  

Sebastian, however, appears to be at peace with his decisions and to accept the fact that his choices 
have placed real limits on his life. The tragedy at the center of the film is that John fails to 
appreciate the beauty of what he has and that these things are in fact the real essence of life. 
Instead, he continually imagines how splendid his life would be if he were else where doing other 
things.  

The one who really lives the way John would like to exist is Marley, the dog. Yet Marley’s free-
spirited misbehavior causes chaos in John’s home and almost forces the couple into divorce. Marley 
defecates in the ocean on the pet beach, which may cause it to be closed. And he develops an 
agonizing ailment, stomach torsion, as a result of eating or drinking too quickly.  

The final scenes press home this theme of the limits to personal autonomy and power, as Marley 
inevitably confronts the one limit we all must ultimately accept: death. Here John finally seems to 
begin to understand what’s really important in life, and appears to appreciate the value of the 
family, home, and job that he has chosen. 

Yet even in these scenes John’s fantasy-mongering continues. He expresses discontent with his job, 
and in his sentimental goodbye to Marley as the dog is dying, John tells Marley that he has been a 
good dog. That is an absurd lie, and it can only be for John’s own benefit, as the dog obviously has 
no under standing of language. It’s John’s way of pretending once again that his choices didn’t have 
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negative consequences, that the American fantasy of having it all still holds true. 
The film’s story, however, makes it clear that just the opposite is true: contrary to the Disney myth, 
many things our hearts desire won’t come to us, no matter how fervently we may wish for them.  

Recent films as varied as Milk, Kung Fu Panda, and Step Brothers all convey the Disney myth that 
we can overcome life’s limits by wanting it badly enough, but a significant number of films present a 
more realistic appraisal of the limits of human autonomy and power: movies such as The Dark 
Knight, Defiance, Gran Torino, The Wrestler, No Country for Old Men, Slumdog Millionaire, Fireproof, 
and In Bruges. Marley and Me is particularly interesting in accomplishing this through comedy, and 
in a film that will appeal to children.  

Having Grogan’s character played by Owen Wilson is an inspired choice. He has long been known for 
playing free-spirited characters in movies, yet in real life he nearly died last year in what appears to 
have been a failed suicide attempt. That brings home another sobering truth about the life without 
limits: when we fail to find happiness in such a life, we have no one to blame but ourselves, and that 
is a direct path to despair.  

The film is based on the memoirs of a real life American newspaper columnist, and hence is no 
fantasy itself. Its honesty about the adolescent longing for perfect freedom at the heart of much of 
American culture makes Marley and Me an excellent antidote to the Disney myth and the utopianism 
of modern liberalism.  

S. T. Karnick is editor of the American Culture website, http://stkarnick.com. This originally 
appeared in the Acton Institute’s “Religion & Liberty.”  
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End of Newsweek?  
by Brent Bozell  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

Newsweek greeted the coming of Easter with a black cover, and the headline 
"The Decline and Fall of Christian America," spelled out in red in the shape of 
a cross. Inside, it was more declarative: “The End of Christian America.” Why? 
Because they found that the percentage of self-identified Christians had fallen 
10 points since 1990. Okay, then let’s compare. How much has Newsweek’s 
circulation fallen since 1990? Just since 2007, their announced circulation has 
dropped by 52 percent. It would be more plausible to state “The End of 
Newsweek.”  

At the end of 2007, Newsweek reduced its "base rate" (or circulation 
guaranteed to advertisers) from 3.1 million to 2.6 million, a 16 percent drop. 
At the end of 2008, the Wall Street Journal reported that Newsweek, faced 
with an estimated 21 percent decline in ad pages, could soon drop that 
circulation number by another 500,000 to 1 million readers. In February, the magazine confirmed 
the million-issue drop, saying it would drop to a base of 1.9 million in July and 1.5 million readers by 
January 2010.  

“Mass for us is a business that doesn’t work,” Tom Ascheim, Newsweek’s chief executive, told the 
New York Times. “Wish it did, but it doesn’t. We did it for a long time, successfully, but we can’t 
anymore.” Now that U.S. News & World Report waved a white flag and said it would only publish 
monthly, the evidence is much stronger for wondering about the decline and fall of the American 
"news magazine" – as if Time and Newsweek haven’t already shed that label in everything but 
name.  

Newsweek’s strategy in the midst of all its financial decline is to double and triple the amount of 
editorializing, cast aside all semblance of "news" in favor of long, liberal essays by self-impressed 
Newsweek editor Jon Meacham and his international editor Fareed Zakaria. Is that really a business 
solution, or is it the captains performing violin solos on the deck of the Titanic?  

One has to wonder whether Newsweek’s financial gurus really think it’s a smart business strategy to 
greet the Easter season with funerals for "Christian America," and greet the Christmas season by 
making the "religious case for gay marriage"? (That’s not to mention all the reverent Obama worship 
in between.)  

Christianity, in contrast to Newsweek, is in decent demographic shape. The American Religious 
Identification Survey that Newsweek touted – from Trinity College in Connecticut -- estimated there 
are now 173.4 million self-identified Christians in America, up from 151.2 million in 1990. The 
percentage declined, but the actual number increased.  

The real bold-faced result in the survey that spawned Newsweek’s cover is the rise of what the 
pollsters called the "nones,” up from 14 million to 34 million. In a typically ponderous essay, 
Newsweek editor Jon Meacham welcomed the alleged decline and fall of "the modern religious right’s 
notion of a Christian America" because it creates a "calmer" political environment and a more 
"theologically serious religious life."  

Translation: the "culture wars" should be declared over, and the left should be declared the winner. 
The Christian right should slink back to its church buildings and keep its antiquated notions of sin 
and salvation out of the public square. “Calmer” Christians will seek a creed that chummily goes 
along and gets along with the modern, secular culture. Only surrender on social issues is 
“theologically serious.”  
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Newsweek watchers might find it odd that Christians should surrender, but 
Muslims should be granted greater respect. A month ago, Newsweek’s cover announced “Radical 
Islam is a fact of life. How to live with it.” Fareed Zakaria argued the smart strategy was “nuanced, 
noncombative rhetoric” that avoids sweeping declarations like “war on terror.” Zakaria’s piece ended 
right in the secular liberal’s sweet spot. He was confident radical Islamism would eventually lose 
adherents, because “they lack answers to the problems of the modern world. They do not have a 
world view that can satisfy the aspirations of modern men and women. We do. That’s the most 
powerful weapon of all.”  

Modernity will win, and archaic religion will lose. All this leads back to the sneaking suspicion that 
the top minds at Newsweek think they are the wisest of men, the definers of trends and the 
shepherds of public opinion. So why is everyone abandoning their advice? Why are the captains of a 
magazine that’s lost half its circulation telling the rest of us where the mainstream lies?  

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center. 
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Smoking Sin 
by Mike D'Virgilio  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

In the good old days when people were more concerned with their 
souls than their bodies, smoking was just another pleasure people 
might indulge in. Now with the demise of the soul as a topic of 
popular concern the body is all we’ve got.  

I was reminded how this new morality can be every bit and I would 
argue more obnoxious than the old by an article in The Chicago 
Tribune. The books editor is writing about a new book about 
cigarettes and here are a few of her assessments of smoking:  

[A] commodity that was nasty, dirty, disgusting, expensive, 
obnoxious and deadly could add one more adjective to the list: 
irresistible.  

 
Or  

The great mystery of cigarettes is why anybody ever smoked, and why anybody still does. Even 
before the dire health risks were fully documented, smoking roughed up the throat and befouled the 
air and left messy piles of ashes.  

 
Or  

Everybody knows cigarettes are a health nightmare.  

 
Or  

To turn a pathetic addiction into a jaunty symbol of rugged individualism was the greatest triumph in 
the history of advertising.  

 
Or  

The tobacco companies made a silk purse—a purse bursting with profits—from the sow's ear of a 
deadly habit.  

 
I wonder how she really feels. I hate to break to all the anti-smoking Nazis out there, but smoking is 
not a premature death sentence. Certainly there is risk, but not nearly to the degree we’ve been led 
to believe. The Hartland Institute gives us a bit more balanced look at the habit so many love to 
hate.  
 
We need to be reminded that 40,000 people every year see it as an acceptable risk to get in a motor 
vehicle and don’t make it to their next birthday. That is about 10 times the casualties in the entire 
six plus years of the Iraq war! Where is the outrage about the carnage caused by motor vehicles 
every year? There is none, because as a society we see it as an acceptable risk, one we are willing 
to take for the perceived benefits. Smokers are no different, and the vast majority live typical 
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lifespans.  
 
I decided to write about this because I’m sick of America’s obsessive religion of health (“They 
exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshiped and served created things rather than the 
creator . . .” Rom. 1:25), and to publicize a wonderful quote I came across on this subject:  

There is a streak of Fundamentalism here. The Lord did not give man lungs in order that he should 
pollute them. If the body is a temple, then one ought to treat it with reverence; and if one does not, 
let him be damned. But that line isn’t popular anymore. In fact, sin is not popular. It’s damnably 
hard to find a good sin in a time when such formerly sure-fire items as abortion, homosexuality, and 
adultery are celebrated as expressions of liberation. Enlightenment has struck—but morality does 
not love a vacuum. 
 
The idea of sin is powerful, both in attraction and repulsion. To point at a wrongdoer and lament that 
he is an unfortunate product of an inequitable society, or that he has had the misfortune to have 
been born with his genes askew, is milk and water stuff compared to the satisfaction of pointing at 
him and announcing, there, by God, goes a sinner! At a time when sin is in such short supply and 
the pure-in-lung are jogging four miles a morning, flossing, avoiding eggs, and drinking Perrier with 
lime, the sinner is he who refuses to abide by the commandments of the health-obsessed. A large 
number of saints, notoriously careless of their bodies, would today be hellbound. So the need for 
sinners is being satisfied at the expense of smokers—and not just cigarette smokers who are 
courting catastrophe, but pipe smokers who are known for their erudition and cigar smokers who are 
known for their good humor and longevity. 
 
Walter Goodman 
“In Defense of Smoking” (1979) 
In The American Spectator  

Michael D’Virgilio heads the Culture Project, where this first appeared.  
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EPA Economic Train Wreck  
by Marlo Lewis  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

The Obama Administration Environmental Protection Agency has just 
issued an official ruling – called an “endangerment finding” – to 
establish carbon dioxide (CO2) as a greenhouse gas requiring emission 
standards for new motor vehicles.  

Establishing greenhouse gas emission standards for new motor 
vehicles will make an estimated 1.2 million previously unregulated 
entities vulnerable to new controls, paperwork, penalties, and 
litigation. A more potent Anti-Stimulus Package would be difficult to 
imagine. The EPA ruling responds to Mass. v. EPA, which held that 
greenhouse gases fall within regulatory purview of the Clean Air Act. 
But the Supreme Court also said that EPA does not have to issue an 
endangerment finding if it provides statutory reasons why it cannot or 
will not make such a determination.  

Once EPA pushes the start button, however, the logic of the law takes over, obligating EPA to 
regulate in very intrusive and heavy-handed ways. To contain the economic fallout from an 
endangerment finding, EPA would have to play lawmaker and amend the Clean Air Act, violating the 
separation of powers. Yet allowing the statutory logic to unfold would impose regulatory burdens 
never approved by Congress. Either option flouts basic precepts of our constitutional system.  

Such an endangerment finding “will set the stage for an economic train wreck and a constitutional 
crisis,” warned eight free-market groups in an April 15 letter to EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson.  

That the endangerment finding will trigger a regulatory cascade threatening the economy is 
abundantly documented in EPA’s July 2008 Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) and 
numerous comments on it. The endangerment finding will compel EPA to establish GHG emission 
standards for new motor vehicles under CAA §202, which in turn will make carbon dioxide (CO2) a 
pollutant “subject to regulation” under the Act’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) pre-
construction permitting program. In addition, the finding will be precedential for the endangerment 
test that initiates a National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) rulemaking.  

No small business could operate under the PSD administrative burden, even apart from any 
technology investments the firm might have to make to qualify for a permit. An estimated 1.2 
million previously unregulated entities (office buildings, big box stores, enclosed malls, hotels, 
apartment buildings, even commercial kitchens) would become “major stationary sources” for PSD 
purposes. All would be vulnerable to new regulation, monitoring, paperwork, penalties, and 
litigation, the moment they undertake to build new facilities or modify existing ones. The flood of 
PSD permit applications would overwhelm EPA and State agency administrative resources, 
subjecting “major” sources to additional costs, delays, and uncertainties. A more potent Anti-
Stimulus package would be difficult to imagine.  

Since EPA plans to find endangerment on both health and welfare grounds, the Agency could be 
compelled to establish “primary” (health-based) NAAQS for GHGs. Logically, the standard would be 
set below current atmospheric levels. Even very stringent emission limitations applied worldwide 
over a century would likely be insufficient to lower GHG concentrations. Yet the CAA requires EPA to 
ensure attainment of primary NAAQS within five or at most 10 years—and it forbids EPA to take 
costs into account. Regulate CO2 under the NAAQS program and there is, in principle, no economic 
hardship that could not be imposed on the American people.  
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To contain the economic fallout from an endangerment finding, EPA, in the ANPR, 
essentially proposes to rewrite portions of the CAA. EPA, for example, would revise the statutory 
threshold for PSD regulation from a potential to emit 250 tons per year (TPY) of a regulated 
pollutant to 10,000, 25,000, or even 100,000 TPY. Under Chevron v. NRDC, EPA has discretion to 
interpret the CAA where the statute is “silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue.” But 
there is nothing ambiguous about 250 TPY. What this and other (though less blatant) examples in 
the ANPR reveal is that EPA cannot regulate CO2 under the CAA and avoid a regulatory nightmare 
unless the Agency plays lawmaker and amends the Act—violating the separation of powers.  

If, on the other hand, EPA allows the statutory logic of the CAA to unfold, America could easily end 
up with emission controls far more costly and intrusive than any cap-and-trade proposal Congress 
has rejected or declined to pass. We could get a Mega-Kyoto system without the people’s elected 
representatives ever voting on it.  

Rather than decry this peril to the economy and the polity, some Obama Administration officials and 
Members of Congress—and many activists—brandish the endangerment finding as a tool of 
legislative extortion. Their increasingly audible threat: “Enact the Waxman-Markey bill, or we’ll 
unleash the CAA on the economy.”  

As we said in the letter, “The Administration will bear responsibility for any increase in consumer 
energy costs, unemployment, and GDP losses resulting from the regulation of CO2 .”  

Marlo Lewis is Senior Fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. The letter was also signed by 
Larry Hart, Director of Government Affairs, the American Conservative Union, Phil Kerpen, Director 
of Policy, Americans for Prosperity, Matt Kibbe, President, Freedom Works, Grover Norquist, 
President, Americans for Tax Reform, Duane Parde, President, National Taxpayers Union, Amy 
Ridenour, President, National Center for Public Policy Research, and Tom Schatz, President, Citizens 
Against Government Waste. 
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Real Health Insurance  
by John Goodman 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

After hail damages the roof of your house, your homeowner's insurance is 
supposed to pay for the repairs. But there is no requirement that you continue 
paying premiums while your roof is being repaired. And if you switch to a new 
insurer, the new insurer doesn't pay for damages incurred while the previous 
insurance was in force. These same principles apply to auto collision insurance 
and every other form of casualty insurance.  

Yet health insurance is different. If you get sick, your insurer won't keep paying 
medical bills unless you keep paying premiums. If you are unable to switch plans 
(because your new pre-existing condition causes you to be rejected or face 
exorbitant premiums), you are stuck in a continuing relationship with your 
existing insurer - regardless of the quality of service or the premiums charged. If you are able to 
switch plans, the new insurer has to start paying your medical bills, even though the illness (and all 
the premiums paid up to that point) occurred while you were on some other plan. This is why the 
new insurer doesn't really want you and has no incentive to treat you well after you arrive.  

To make matters worse, healthy people always have an incentive to leave a plan after some of its 
members get sick. The reason: the new plan formed by healthy people can charge much lower 
premiums. Meanwhile, premiums in the original plan (which now has only sick people) must rise to 
ever higher levels to keep paying the medical bills.  

In a very real sense, health insurance isn't insurance at all. It's the artificial product of unwise tax 
and regulatory policies. But fret not. There is an ingenious solution to all this. It comes from one of 
the most innovative thinkers in the field of health insurance, University of Chicago Professor John 
Cochrane. I've been meaning to write about him for some time and am spurred to do so now by a 
new policy report from the Cato Institute.  

Here is how real health insurance would work. Instead of paying the premium for all-purpose 
insurance, Cochrane proposes two premiums for two different kinds of insurance. The first premium 
is for, say, a year's worth of health insurance for a healthy person. The second premium covers the 
risk of changes in health status that potentially increase premiums in future years. Suppose that 
during year one you are diagnosed with a costly-to-treat medical condition. If you shop for a new 
health plan in year two, your premium will be higher than the rate healthy people pay, as a result. 
But your health status insurance (which you purchased in year one) will pay the extra premium cost.  

Voila. We have in one simple step converted a completely dysfunctional market into a real market 
that solves real problems - for everyone.  

Insurance for Pre-existing Conditions. Instead of trying to force insurers to ignore them, the 
Cochrane approach allows everyone to insure against them. In the Cochrane world, you don't have 
to worry about financial consequences of developing a pre-existing condition. Your health status 
insurance will pay those costs.  

Premiums for Pre-existing Conditions. In Cochrane's world, premiums for pre-existing conditions 
would be determined in the marketplace. This means that the cost of a year's worth of insurance for 
diabetics, asthmatics, cancer patients, heart patients, etc., would be transparent and competitively 
priced. By contrast, regulation in many insurance markets today tries to force insurers to ignore 
both the conditions and the cost of insuring them.  
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A Market for the Care of Pre-existing Conditions. Once there is transparency 
and competition in the market for insuring for pre-existing conditions, a natural extension is a 
competitive market for efficient, high-quality care for those conditions. Providers who find ways to 
lower the cost of care will allow insurers to be able to lower the cost of insuring that care.  

The Cost of this Proposal. Some might suppose that adding health status insurance to routine 
health insurance would be very expensive. But since the only purpose of insurance is to pay medical 
bills and since the medical bills would be basically the same as under the current system, there 
would likely be little, if any, increase in total insurance premiums. In fact, to the degree that this 
proposal leads to more efficient chronic care, total premium payments may actually decrease.  

Choice of Health Plans. Although, in general, I think long-term relationships with health plans are 
better than short-term ones, there is no reason in principle why people could not choose a different 
health plan every year under this proposal. The reason: Individuals (through premium payments 
made by them or on their behalf) would always pay an amount equal to the full expected cost they 
bring to any health plan they enter. No insurer would ever be forced to take an enrollee it did not 
want and no insured would ever be stuck in a plan he/she did not want to be in.  

The Casualty Insurance Model. Cochrane's proposal is a clever way of introducing the casualty 
insurance model into the world of health insurance. Alert readers will remember that my own 
proposal for ideal health insurance argues for incorporating other features of the casualty model as 
well. The proposal is also consistent with incentive-compatible health insurance, proposed by Brad 
Herring and Mark Pauly.  

John Goodman is President and CEO, Kellye Wright Fellow of the National Center for Policy Analysis. 
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Gay Military Illegal 
by Elaine Donnelly 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

Despite mixed signals from the Obama administration, a distinguished group of 
retired leaders called Flag & General Officers for the Military has taken a stand in 
support of the 1993 law stating that homosexuals are not eligible to serve openly 
in the military. That law, frequently mislabeled “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” has been 
upheld by the courts as constitutional several times. It enjoys solid support 
among active duty military men and women who recognize its positive effect on 
recruiting, morale and readiness.  

Legislation to repeal the law (H.R. 1283) nevertheless has been re-introduced in 
the 111th Congress. That initiative prompted the release of an open letter (pdf) 
personally signed by more than 1,000 retired flag and general officers who support the 1993 law.  

The list (pdf) of statement signers, which includes 47 four-star leaders from all branches of the 
service and has since climbed to more than 1,100, is posted under the banner Flag & General 
Officers for the Military. The group’s website also displays an Issue Overview setting forth reasons 
why the high-ranking retired officers have reason for concern. Recruiting, retention, and overall 
readiness would be undermined if Congress passes legislation to repeal the 1993 law, Section 654, 
Title 10, U.S.C.  

Obama administration officials appear equivocal on this issue, even though the White House website 
continues to declare support for repeal of the law regarding gays in the military. In January, Obama 
spokesman Robert Gibbs answered a question about the administration’s intent to repeal the law 
with one word: “Yes.” But on a recent Fox News Sunday program, Defense Secretary Robert Gates 
told Chris Wallace that the administration wants “to push that one down the road a bit.”  

The situation remains unpredictable because liberals in Congress have declared their intent to act on 
their own. Initial hearings and possible legislative committee action could occur in May or June, 
accelerating to actual repeal if supporters of the law are not prepared to defend it. Anticipating 
contingencies, on March 31 the independent Flag & General Officers for the Military project delivered 
a concise and respectful open letter addressed to the White House, Pentagon, and Members of 
Congress, which was supported by 1,050 hand-written signatures. An introduction to the open letter 
notes:  

Among us are a former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, several Service Chiefs, a number of 
combatant command, theater, and other major U.S. and allied force commanders, together with a 
Medal of Honor recipient and hundreds of flag and general officers who have led the men and 
women of our armed services at every echelon, and in both peace and war, past and present.  

The letter continues with an unequivocal declaration that could be decisive in refocusing the debate:  

…Our past experience as military leaders leads us to be greatly concerned about the impact of repeal 
on morale, discipline, unit cohesion, and overall military readiness. We believe that imposing this 
burden on our men and women in uniform would undermine recruiting and retention, impact 
leadership at all levels, have adverse effects on the willingness of parents who lend their sons and 
daughters to military service, and eventually break the All-Volunteer Force.  

As a matter of national security, we urge you to support the 1993 law regarding homosexuals in the 
military, and to oppose any legislative, judicial, or administrative effort to repeal or invalidate the 
law.  
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The timetable for consideration of the repeal bill is uncertain, but action could 
begin when the House Armed Services Committee considers the National Defense Authorization bill 
for FY 2010. Roll Call has reported that Rep. Patrick Murphy (D-Pa.) will replace Rep. Ellen Tauscher 
(D-Calif.), who has accepted a State Department post, as primary sponsor of H.R. 1283. In the 
Senate, Massachusetts Democrat Ted Kennedy reportedly is seeking a Republican cosponsor for 
companion legislation.  

Current law recognizes that the military is a “specialized society” that is “fundamentally different 
from civilian life.” It requires a unique code of personal conduct, and demands “extraordinary 
sacrifices, including the ultimate sacrifice, in order to provide for the common defense.” The law 
appreciates military personnel who, unlike civilians who go home after work, must accept living 
conditions that are often “characterized by forced intimacy with little or no privacy.” H.R. 1283 would 
scrap all of that and forbid discrimination based on “homosexuality or bisexuality, whether the 
orientation is real or perceived.” Commanders, mid-level career officers and non-commissioned 
leaders would have to divert valuable time from combat training trying to define what the new law 
means.  

Absent current law, “nondiscrimination” policies would require the accommodation of professed (not 
discrete) homosexuals in all branches and communities of the military, including Army and Marine 
infantry, Special Operations Forces, Navy SEALS, surface ships, and submarines, on a constant 
(24/7) basis. Mandatory “human rights” classes and non-judicial disciplinary proceedings will enforce 
“zero tolerance” of dissent, regardless of the impact on team cohesion and mission accomplishment.  

No one has explained how repeal of the 1993 law would improve discipline, team cohesion, and 
readiness in America’s armed forces.  

Elaine Donnelly is a former member of the 1992 Presidential Commission on the Assignment of 
Women in the Armed Forces and President of the Center for Military Readiness. This originally 
appeared in Human Events. 
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Tea Party Report  
by Doug Edelman  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

April 15 is a date that has meaning to most everyone. “Tax 
Day”. Or more correctly, the deadline by which Income Tax 
filing is due each year.  

But this year it also took on a new significance. April 15 was the 
day that ordinary, common Americans took to the streets to 
give voice to their displeasure with massive unrestrained 
spending, insane bailouts, trillion dollar deficits for a decade, 
confiscatory taxation, unprecedented growth in the size and 
scope of government, and the march of socialism and wealth 
transfer.  

Over 550,000 people turned out at one of hundreds of “Tea 
Parties” staged in all 50 states. Approximately one out of every 
500 human beings in the nation attended such a protest. This is hardly an insignificant event, 
notwithstanding the Mainstream Media’s reports to the contrary.  

The Left-Loving media first sought to marginalize the Tea Party movement, calling the participants 
“Fringe Elements”. Then they sought to mischaracterize them as Partisan Tools of the GOP. Some 
went so far as to compare them to Nazis. And in the final days preceding the event – a report from 
Homeland Security was released, intended to instill fear that attending such a protest put one at risk 
of being “watched” as a potential “Domestic Terrorist”! (Particularly egregious in that DHS report 
was the implication that returning veterans represented a potential threat. I personally find it 
fascinating that while we Conservatives HONOR our returning vets, the powers that be FEAR them!)  

If any were deterred… there were over half a million UN-Deterred Americans who turned out to 
boldly proclaim their opposition to policies which they deem harmful to our republic.  

As I wrote in my “ Join the Tea Party”, these protests were NOT partisan, despite the best efforts of 
Michael Steele and the RNC to potiticize them. It was almost amusing how the GOP came back 
burned when they were publicly rebuffed by the ACTUAL organizers.  

Michael Steele attempted to co-opt the movement in a fund-raising effort for the GOP. He received 
STINGING rebukes from organizers.  

Numerous GOP elected officials sought a stage to speak at the Tea Parties. Organizers refused, 
explaining that the event was NOT partisan and they wished to prevent its being politicized.  

In St Louis, it was mentioned from the stage by one of the organizers that some elected officials 
ARGUED that they should be given a platform. But once denied, they didn’t make an appearance to 
the event at all! In fact the only elected official that showed up was Congressman Todd Akin, who 
had never asked to take the stage. He was there simply to lend his PERSONAL support to the effort!  

No, the Tax Day Tea Party movement is NOT organized by the GOP, by Dick Armey & 
Freedomworks, by Don Wildmon and the American Family Association, by the Constitution Party, by 
the National Socialists, or any other group. Taking inspiration from Santelli’s Chicago Board of Trade 
rant, several bloggers started the popular movement via Facebook and Twitter!  
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In St Louis, local blogger, Bill Hennessy contacted St Louis blogger, vlogger and 
local radio personality Dana Loesch following the Santelli Rant about throwing together an ad-hoc 
“Tea Party” protest. Out went postings on Twitter and Facebook. A Facebook event page was posted. 
The event was planned for the St Louis Riverfront 5 days later on February 27.  

Hennessy and Loesch initially anticipated a turnout of 50 or so committed individuals. They were 
THRILLED when the Facebook Event Page listed over 250 confirmed attendees the day before the 
event. But even they were ASTOUNDED when the turnout for the day topped 1200 under the Arch in 
St Louis! It was the biggest “Tea Party” protest in the nation on that day.  

They knew they had a movement started, which couldn’t stop there. Dana Loesch of danaradio.com 
became one of the National Organizers for the April 15 “Tax Day Tea Party”. She collaborated with 
Michael Patrick Leahy of tcotreport.com, Eric Odom of dontgomovement.com, and along with a few 
other blogger types, the planning began for the April 15 Nationwide Event.  

They established an event page on Facebook, and along with their own Twitter and Facebook pages, 
their personal emails, and finally a website, www.taxdayteaparty.com.  

Hundreds of motivated grassroots people around the country organized their own local events, 
coordinating thru the Facebook, Twitter and taxdayteaparty.com websites. It was a TRUE 
GRASSROOTS effort.  

The issues cut across party lines. There were Republicans, Independents, Libertarians, Constitution 
Party members, Democrats and more all participating with a common purpose: To express to 
Washington that they have HAD IT with the unbridled tax and spend policies, growth of 
government’s size and intrusion, and the threat to our rights and liberties that such a bloated 
government represents.  

St Louisan Scott Ransom commented after the party: “We were "there," and wow, what an awesome 
crowd, right down to a person. There were some pierced-up Lefties standing right with me, and 
when I thanked them for being there, I swear one of them started to cry. She was SHOCKED. 
Fabulous gathering...wanna do it again like now.” 

Media coverage of the Tea Parties was largely dismissive. The media and those in Washington 
dismiss this movement at their peril. It is strong. It is committed. It cuts across the political 
spectrum. It is not going away. In fact, it will probably grow larger and more powerful by the time 
the next Tea Parties come around. Yes, there will be more! Get ready for the LIBERTY Tea Parties on 
July 4!  

Doug Edelman is a conservative political commentator and has been a contributing editor for The 
Conservative Voice. His work is also seen on News By Us, The American Daily, The Post Chronicle, 
New Media Journal, Capitol Hill Coffee House etc. For the support of his family, however, he is also 
an IT Consultant/Contractor and owner of a Computer Services Business. He has taught PC 
Maintenance & Repair and Networking at his local Community College, and maintains a blog at 
http://edeldoug.blogs.com/.  
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Rightwing Extremists  
by Michael Connelly  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

President Obama: As a retired attorney who 
specialized in Constitutional Law and a U.S. Army 
Veteran, I am very concerned about recent actions by 
you and members of your administration and 
elements of the news media that categorize certain 
people as “right wing extremists” who must be 
monitored as potential threats to your administration. 
These include the following individuals:  

1. Those who engage in public protests against 
your economic policies, specifically those who 
oppose increased taxation and out of control 
spending.  

2. Those who are gun owners and support the recent Supreme Court decision that the 2nd 
Amendment protects the right of individuals to keep and bear arms.  

3. Those who have served this country as members of the armed forces.  
4. Those who believe that the Constitution of the United States and the Bill of Rights is the 

controlling law of our nation and not just guidelines to be followed as you see fit.  
5. Those who believe that the Constitution is the controlling law of our land and not 

International law that really doesn’t even exist.  

Please be aware that I fall into all of these categories and therefore you may consider me an enemy 
of your administration. I further state that I am not a party to any apology to any nation in Europe 
or any other country for my arrogance as an American. I am proud of who I am and I am proud of 
the fact that my country has come to the rescue of countries around the world that have suffered 
from Nazi and communist tyranny and that have suffered from numerous natural disasters.  

You should further be aware that I am a Christian and do not intend to ever apologize to any 
extremist element of any other religion for that fact nor do I condone the President of the United 
States for bowing to a potentate of a nation governed by any other religion. While I respect the right 
of anyone to worship as they see fit I am not willing to subjugate myself to them.  

You must also understand that my father fought against Nazism and fascism, I fought against 
communism, my sons have fought against radical Islam, and I am prepared to continue the fight 
against socialism or any other “ism” that threatens my freedom and my country.  

If that makes me an enemy of your administration or NBC News or any other entity then so be it. 
Understand this, I am an American and damn proud of that fact. I will live as a free American and if 
necessary I will die as a free American.  

Michael Connelly of Carrollton, Texas is the Author of "The Mortarmen" www.trafford.com/04-2710 
and "Riders in the Sky: The Ghosts and Legends of Philmont Scout Ranch"  
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In Praise of Cages 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

My wife and I used to have free-range chickens. We didn’t get an 
abundance of eggs because the hens hid them in barn hay—and then 
brought us batches of live chicks instead of breakfast makings. And, 
they stopped laying during the winter so we had to buy commercial 
eggs at the local grocery. 

Then the local foxes and hawks discovered our chickens, and we 
learned first-hand why people invented chicken houses: the roosters 
and non-nesting hens usually survived sleeping in the barn rafters, 
but the nesting hens and those with chicks got taken, with the chicks 
as appetizers. That’s why Britain invented fox-hunting in the old 
days—to protect the village hens. People also kept the birds inside 
their homes at night, which meant more disease risk, poor husbandry, 
and poor hygiene.  

Reluctantly, the Averys decided to put the new chickens into a coop 
with a fenced yard—and netting overhead to keep off the hawks.  

Now our problem is that the chickens peck some of each others’ feathers off. We haven’t had any 
chickens pecked to death yet, but that’s the typical problem with birds that are confined, but not 
caged. The “pecking order” is real and natural. The only real solution is to de-beak the birds and my 
wife won’t allow it. We have thrown the roosters out of the “safe house” and the damaged hens are 
in a separate area re-feathering. But we have fewer than two dozen chickens to fuss over. 

That’s why the egg producers of the modern world have invented wire cages for their hens. The 
birds are kept safe and comfortable, and they’re socially surrounded by other birds that can’t peck 
them to death. Higher feed efficiency with the cages is kinder to the planet, because millions of 
acres don’t have to be converted from wildlife habitat to grow extra feed and for chicken pastures. 

Across the affluent world, bans on caged laying hens are being pushed by People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals and the Humane Society of the U.S. HSUS is not your local Humane Society 
that accepts pets for adoption but a radical anti-pet group—that wants to eliminate all domestic 
livestock and poultry, along with all pets and circus animals. 

Activist pressure hit the European Union years ago, and the EU announced it would ban cages for 
laying hens pending a report from an advisory commission. In due course, the advisory commission 
reported that non-caged layers pecked each other to death more often, while spreading salmonella 
and other dangerous bacteria. Surprise! 

Sweden refused to accept the EU commission’s good-sense report, and moved ahead with banning 
cages for laying hens. Now, Sweden is reporting “significant” increases in cannibalism, bird disease 
and bird deaths. How does this help the birds? Meanwhile, the Swedes are importing eggs from 
neighboring countries that allow cages, in order to supply enough eggs for the kiddies.  

California may go Sweden one better. California has already passed a layer-cage ban in a 
referendum vote that takes effect in 2015. Now Assembly Bill 1437 would ban any imported eggs 
from other states or other countries—except the powdered and liquid eggs used for institutional 
cooking. California not only won’t have electricity, they won’t be eating omelets!  
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That’s why I have recited our recent real-world experience, which sums up the 
history of chicken-raising over recent centuries. Now, like the U.S. Congress, which over the past 15 
years demanded that banks make more housing loans to people who wouldn’t make their payments, 
California and perhaps some other states are planning to make egg-production nearly impossible.  

Do the activists pushing the cage bans really have the best interests of the birds and our children at 
heart? 

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Surveilling Tea Parties  
by David Keene  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

In the days following Sept. 11, 2001, no one really knew what to expect 
next and both the White House and Congress were ready to do whatever 
might be needed to protect the American people from another terrorist 
attack.  
 
We now know that Department of Justice lawyers began feverishly crafting 
new rules governing the interrogation of terrorists and that when these rules 
were revealed to Democratic and Republican congressional leaders, none of 
them questioned the need for what the lawyers called “enhanced” 
interrogation techniques. Congress wanted to know if the methods being 
contemplated were tough enough.  
 
Meanwhile, Congress was passing the USA Patriot Act to give government 
the power to keep a closer eye on what was going on both here and abroad 
in the name of thwarting the next 9/11. The legislation included both 
necessary changes in laws outmoded by technology and extraordinary 
requests for new powers by law enforcement officials who knew they could use its provisions not just 
against terrorists, but more traditional criminals as well.  
 
In the atmosphere of the day, the concerns of many liberals and conservatives about measures that 
weakened Americans’ constitutional protections were ignored. What was worse was the willingness 
of some to characterize these concerns as “unpatriotic” or a sign of a willingness to “coddle” the 
nation’s enemies.  
 
The late Paul Weyrich and I were among those who believed that while government should have the 
power needed to protect us, every request for enhanced power should be viewed by the public 
critically, if only because history teaches that rights once eroded are rarely restored.  
 
When it came time to “reauthorize” many of the most controversial powers included in the Patriot 
Act, Justice Department officials were dispatched to meet with Paul in an effort to get him to drop 
his opposition to some of them. Paul called me afterward to tell me that he was told, in effect, that 
while the powers being sought were indeed extraordinary, he should realize they wouldn’t be abused 
because “we are the good guys.”  
 
Paul asked what would happen when those powers fell into the hands of those we regard as “the bad 
guys.” When it happens, he predicted, those powers will be directed against us.  
 
That is exactly what’s happening today. I agreed with much of the mostly liberal criticism of the 
abuses of power that took place in the name of security during the Bush years, but kept telling my 
liberal friends that I would be interested in how they would react when the shoe was on the other 
foot … as it is today.  
 
Their reaction thus far has been, as I feared, far from pretty. A liberal president whom they admire 
has taken office, and his administration is suggesting that government must “keep a closer eye” on 
the activities of “right-wing extremists” and those who have served in the military because people 
who believe in such things as the Second Amendment, the right to life and states’ rights constitute a 
potential threat to our national security. Janet Napolitano, the president’s Homeland Security chief, 
has served notice that such folks will be monitored by a government with the power and will to keep 
a close eye on them.  
 
And it has already begun. Although the administration dismissed the recent “tea parties” as paranoid 
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displays by partisan whiners, the FBI was at the same time dispatching 
surveillance teams to parse organizers’ backgrounds and get pictures of attendees.  
 
Remember when, under different circumstances, but citing a media and political double standard 
some years ago, Bob Dole demanded to know “Where’s the outrage?” I know where we shouldn’t 
bother to look: among those self-appointed protectors of our rights who demanded an end to 
ideological, ethnic or religious profiling during the Bush years, but have gone strangely and 
hypocritically silent as Obama’s people begin monitoring and demonizing conservatives who every 
good liberal knows are the only real threat to our national security.  
 
Where are the civil libertarians, the guardians of the Constitution, when the groups with which they 
are historically aligned are the perpetrators of the sort of government action they say they oppose? 
Freedom of speech, assembly and the right to petition one’s government are rights that must be 
protected for all, or they will prove meaningless. That’s a lesson liberals have yet to learn.  
 
Perhaps, however, some of them will come to their senses when they realize Muslims may no longer 
be safe in their mosques. After all, like Catholics, they tend to oppose abortion — and that may 
make them a national security threat to be more closely monitored by our intelligence and law 
enforcement agencies.  
 
David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. 
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DC GOP Irrelevant 
by Scott Rasmussen 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

To be relevant in politics, you need either formal 
power or a lot of people willing to follow your lead. 
The governing Republicans in the nation’s capital 
have lost both on their continuing path to 
irrelevance.  

The disconnect between D.C. Republicans and 
Republicans throughout the country has been 
growing for nearly 20 years, but it became more 
intense and noticeable during the waning years of 
the Bush administration.  

Perhaps the final straw was the $700 billion bank 
bailout plan pushed through Congress last fall 
despite strong voter opposition. For all the furor 
unleashed this spring by congressional Republicans about President Obama’s $787 billion stimulus 
plan, the Bush-era bailouts last fall were approved with virtually no advance notice and no guidelines 
as to how the money would be spent. Looking back, most voters and nearly eight-out-of-10 
Republicans now believe the bailouts were a bad idea.  

The April 15 “tea party” protests, viewed favorably by 51% of Americans, were fueled as much by 
anger at the bailouts as anything else. Many Inside-the-Beltway Republicans chose to distance 
themselves from the events, and many tea party participants were happy to express their anger at 
both Beltway Republicans and Democrats.  

The bailouts came on top of earlier doubts. Many Republicans had expressed concern about the 
growth of government spending throughout the Bush years. Then there was the immigration issue. 
On that topic, the Bush team championed a bill that was even less popular than the bailouts. 
Eventually, despite strong bipartisan support in Congress, the Senate surrendered to public opinion 
and failed to pass the Bush-backed reform. Beltway Republicans just didn't recognize the large gap 
between Mainstream American and the Political Class on this issue and assumed that those angry 
about it are angry at the immigrants. In fact, data shows that the anger is directed primarily at the 
federal government.  

The disconnect between the Republican base and Beltway Republicans also can be seen in the recent 
history of presidential nominations. In the 2008 campaign, Barack Obama, the Democratic 
candidate, was seen by voters as more likely to deliver tax cuts than Republican nominee John 
McCain. By the way, Bill Clinton’s victories in the 1990s also followed a belief that he was more likely 
to deliver tax cuts than his GOP opponent. It’s hard to imagine how the party of Ronald Reagan 
could let that happen, but it did.  

The trend began in 1988 when the first President Bush was elected on the strength of Reagan’s 
record. Once safely in office, Bush appeared to forget what it was he said after asking voters to read 
his lips, and he ended up governing with a fiscal policy that was more like Bill Clinton’s than Ronald 
Reagan’s. By 1992, the Republican share of the presidential vote fell to 37%, a 22-point decline 
from Reagan’s total eight years earlier.  

In 1996, the GOP nominated Bob Dole, an honorable man and a capable legislator, but he was also a 
man famously described as having never met a tax he didn’t hike. Dole could only pick up 41% of 
the vote.  
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Then, in 2000, the second George Bush was nominated in large part on the 
strength of his inherited name recognition and network. While he learned from his father’s mistake 
about tax cuts, he was unable to connect that to a larger purpose. By the end of Bush’s second 
term, the war in Iraq had dragged down the GOP, and Beltway Republicans became identified as the 
party of big business. That’s not a good place to be when 70% of Americans view big business and 
big government on the same team working against the interests of consumers and investors. 

The gap between Beltway Republicans and the Republican base is part of a wider gap between the 
Mainstream and the Political Class. On many issues, the gap between Mainstream Americans and the 
Political Class is bigger than the gap between Mainstream Republicans and Mainstream Democrats.  

But Political Class Democrats control Congress and the White House while their GOP counterparts 
have little in the way of power and influence to overcome the disconnect with their base. One 
immediate result of this is that senior senators now are facing primary challenges. Other challenges 
may follow. It used to be possible for Republicans in Washington to argue that they needed someone 
like Arlen Specter or John McCain to hang on to the majority but no longer.  

Look for the Republican Party to sink further into irrelevancy as long as its key players insist on 
hanging around Congress or K Street for their ideas. The future for the GOP is beyond the Beltway.  

Scott Rasmussen, president of Rasmussen Reports, has been an independent pollster for more than 
a decade. Rasmussen Reports is an electronic publishing firm specializing in the collection, 
publication, and distribution of public opinion polling information. The Rasmussen Reports Election 
Edge™ Premium Service offers the most comprehensive public opinion coverage available anywhere.  
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GOP No Ideas?  
by Quin Hillyer  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

White House Chief of Staff and partisan hit-man-in-chief Rahm Emanuel wouldn’t 
know a real idea if was served up to him on a fish platter.  

On ABC’s “This Week”, Emanuel had this to say about President Barack Obama’s 
critics on the right: “When you're the party of no, when you're the party of never, 
when you're the party of no new ideas, that's not constructive…. The challenge will 
be: Will the Republicans come to the table with constructive ideas?”  

Emanuel, a foul-mouthed would-be tough guy best known for having sent a decomposing 30-inch 
fish to a pollster he didn’t like, clearly doesn’t even want to pay attention – because conservatives 
have been pushing innovative ideas for just about every issue of national importance.  

To show just how readily available those ideas are, here’s a list that I am literally writing off the top 
of my head, without even doing a shred of new research, much less needing to search high and low 
as if conservative ideas are difficult to find.  

Start with health care, reforms of which Obama repeatedly and falsely claims will solve most of the 
nation’s budget problems.  

First, pilot projects for Health Savings Accounts are working like a charm. Conservatives want to 
expand them; Obama says no.  

Second, Arizona’s U.S. Rep. John Shadegg proposes allowing consumers to buy health insurance 
across state lines. Why should the citizens of some states be stuck with higher insurance bills 
because of costly mandates imposed by their state governments? If they want cheaper insurance 
from another state, they should be allowed to buy it – and the citizens of that other state should 
have the right to shop in the state with the costly mandates if the mandates make the whole 
package seem more attractive.  

Third, health insurance should no longer be funneled through employers as a matter of government 
policy; instead, tax credits should go directly to the consumer.  

For a small but significant reform of how the entire government operates – and one which surely 
would save oodles of taxpayer money – Shadegg again is the idea man, annually proposing that all 
federal legislation carry a clause identifying which part of the Constitution allows the federal 
government to carry out the bill’s activity.  

On entitlements, Rep. Paul Ryan last year wrote a well-received column for the Wall Street Journal. 
One of his best ideas was to allow Medicaid to be turned, by consumer choice, into a tax-credit 
option rather than a bureaucratically controlled one.  

On taxes, conservative columnist Deroy Murdock is one of the lead popularizers of an alternative tax 
filing system: Taxpayers would have the choice between trying to “game” today’s complicated 
system or, instead, use a single postcard to send in a fixed percentage of their incomes with no 
deductions. Of course, it is Emanuel’s allies who long have fought against flatter, simpler taxes.  

For more accessible energy, House Minority Leader John Boehner advocates the “all of the above” 
plan of allowing widescale domestic production of oil and gas while also promoting newer forms of 
energy. Instead, the Obama administration repeatedly has been shackling domestic production.  
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On the budget, the answers are out there: An absolute two-year moratorium on 
porky earmarks combined with a commission to completely revamp (and severely limit) earmarks 
going forward. Add that to an absolute freeze, for one year, on the total amount of domestic 
discretionary spending (with some shifting around in budget sub-categories allowed). Plus, again, 
look to Rep. Ryan for a host of other suggestions.  

Conservatives also would push major regulatory reforms, and undo some of the horrendous 
mistakes of the Pelosi Congress such as the hyperactive anti-lead laws which have caused libraries 
to take children’s books off the shelves, forced thrift shops to close, and harmed charitable fund 
drives nationwide.  

And all that is just a start – again, off the top of my head. If there were space in this column, I 
similarly could cite innovative suggestions on immigration, on education, on legal-system reform, 
and on other issues. But to all these ideas, it is Emanuel and Obama and their allies who say “no, 
never.”  

The fish rots from the head down.  

Quin Hillyer is associate editorial page editor for The Washington Examiner, where this first 
appeared.  
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Sorry, IRS  
by Rod Ferroggiaro 
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

Dear IRS, I am sorry to inform you that I will not be able to pay 
taxes owed April 15, but all is not lost.  

I have paid these taxes: accounts receivable tax, building 
permit tax, CDL tax, cigarette tax, corporate income tax, dog 
licence tax, federal income tax, unemployment tax, gasoline 
tax, hunting licence tax, fishing licence tax, waterfowl stamp 
tax, inheritance tax, inventory tax, liquor tax, luxury tax, 
medicare tax, city, school and county property tax (up 33 
percent last 4 years), real estate tax, social security tax, road 
usage tax, toll road tax, state and city sales tax, recreational 
vehicle tax, state franchise tax, state unemployment tax, 
telephone federal excise tax, telephone federal state and local 
surcharge tax, telephone minimum usage surcharge tax, telephone state and local tax, utility tax, 
vehicle licence registration tax, capitol gains tax, lease severance tax, oil and gas assessment tax, 
Colorado property tax, Texas, Colorado, Wyoming, Oklahoma and New Mexico sales tax, and many 
more that I can't recall but I have run out of space and money.  

When you do not receive my check April 15, just know that it is an honest mistake. Please treat me 
the same way you treated Congressmen Charles Rangle, Chris Dodd, Barney Frank and ex-
Congressman Tom Dashelle and, of course, your boss Timothy Geithner. No penalties and no 
interest.  

P.S. I will make at least a partial payment as soon as I get my stimulus check. 

Rod Ferroggiaro, Fairfield California 
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Reagan Forever  
by Ryan Coates  
Issue 131 - May 5, 2009  

The conservative movement in America would be very different today had 
Ronald Reagan failed to become President in the 1980 election. Reagan 
won a landslide, aided by the political base created by Senator Barry 
Goldwater of Arizona in the south. Reagan was fortunate to face hapless 
Democratic opposition in the form of Jimmy Carter and Walter Mondale 
and this allowed for Reagan's platform of social and fiscal conservatism to 
be victorious.  

His first actions in office were largely concerned with rescuing the nation 
from the economic crisis that had plagued the country for the preceding 
few years. In order to combat this ongoing depression, Reagan signed into 
law the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, having maneuvered it 
through a Democratic House led by a person opposed to it, Tip O'Neill. 
This act slashed taxes, encouraging industry and growth, which in turn 
provided jobs and began to overturn the Democratic depression to which the nation had been 
burdened.  

Reagan was in essence a fiscal conservative, but he did not allow the constraints of the budget to 
prevent him in his pursuit of Cold War victory. Yes, Reagan did run up huge deficits, but this allowed 
for the expansion of defense whilst having minimal effect upon the recovering economy. In this 
sense, Reagan's balance between foreign and economic policy was first class, if largely based upon 
common sense, something which had been sparse during the Jimmy Carter years. All the while, he 
continued to carry out his promise of limiting government by cutting nondefense discretionary 
spending by almost ten percent over his four years.  

Reagan was fiercely conservative on issues such as abortion, even publishing a book entitled 
"Abortion and the Conscience of the Nation" in 1983, in which he consolidated the argument for pro-
lifers for generations to come. Reagan had clearly learned to regret the signing of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act during his tenure as Governor of California, which led to his committed appointments of 
Scalia and Kennedy to the Supreme Court in an attempt to overturn Roe v Wade.  

His foreign policy was at first interpreted by many as setting the US on a nuclear crash course with 
the Soviet Union, as he gave Defense Secretary Weinberger the task of equipping the US military to 
epic proportions. Reagan also recognised something of a personal dream, by instigating the 
Strategic Defense Initiative, which aimed to create a mobile missile shield that would forever protect 
the lives of US citizens. While liberals may dismiss this as nothing more than a dream, it was Bill 
Clinton who converted SDI into the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization with little fanfare. The 
extensive research that was duly conducted gave Reagan a valuable bargaining chip with the Soviets 
during negotiations.  

The US proceeded to comfortably prevail over the Soviet Union in a miniature arms race, presenting 
Reagan with the chance to fulfil a campaign promise of 'Peace through Strength'. The military had 
increased rapidly during the early eighties, but Reagan nevertheless entered historic negotiations 
with Mikhail Gorbachev, which saw the nuclear arsenals of both superpowers significantly reduce in 
number. However, Reagan maintained the upper hand in retaining SDI, a project which continues 
today under yet another alias, the Missile Defense Agency.  

Reagan is now rightly feted among conservatives for his actions as President. Whenever possible he 
ensured that conservative values were adhered to and wherever possible he got the best for the 
American people. The greatest Presidents not only succeed in economic rescue and military victory, 
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but also spawn a new philosophy of government, as Jefferson did with 
Republicanism and Roosevelt did with the New Deal. The eighties were a period of renewed vigour in 
the economy, renewed safety in the world and renewed politics in the shape of American 
conservatism.  

Reagan gave purpose, Reagan gave inspiration and Reagan gave optimism. The brand of common 
sense conservatism he invoked remains as strong as ever and will for the foreseeable future. Reagan 
had in his own words said of his time as President 'We did it. We weren't just marking time. We 
made a difference. We made the city stronger; we made the city freer; and we left her in good 
hands.' Reagan had restored the respect. Here's to 'Ron The Right'.  

Ryan Coates 
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Reader Comments  Issue 131 - May 
5, 2009 

 

Editor: In “OBush Foreign Policy,” you say that “In 
many ways, this is a vindication of President Bush.” Someone stole your identity and published this. 
This is preposterous. In fact, it is a condemnation (not a vindication) of the bipartisan corruption of 
the political establishment, Obama and Bush, a commie agrees with a Manichaean megalomaniac. 
This is a vindication? But then you say “Both sides are simply playing politics”-- apparently you 
caught the interloper, had him arrested, and regained control over your computer. So you also say, 
“Those worried about the prospects of a sound foreign policy during the Obama years might be more 
wisely concerned about too much rather than too little aggressive nation-building.” How does this 
vindicate Bush? It looks and sounds to me like a vindication of Ron Paul!! CM  

 

Editor: While I do not support nation building and in retrospect can see the argument against the 
Iraq invasion, I do see a problem with your argument in “OBush Foreign Policy.” To be a hypocrite 
by favoring the Iraq War, and yet to have been against the war against Serbia would require that 
these two events were essentially the same. I would argue that they definitely were not. While 
Serbia was a destabilizing force in the Balkans, it is hard to argue that they posed any threat to the 
United States. This is especially true when taken in the context of the pre-911 mindset. Prior to the 
invasion of Iraq, you would have been hard pressed to find anyone in Congress to dispute the 
possibility that Saddam Hussein had either the possession of or the intent and possible capability to 
produce weapons of mass destruction. With an intelligence community that seemed incapable of 
providing vital information, we as a nation had to decide if the risk of a hostile and radical nation 
armed with WMD's was acceptable. We know that Hussein hated America, but can we say that of the 
Serbs prior to our bombing of their nation? If we play Monday morning quarterback, we can now say 
that Iraq did not have WMD's. In February of 2003, we couldn't say that. In regard to defense 
spending, you have a point about the similarity in the current Defense budget to that of the previous 
administration. However, it seems a bit shortsighted for either administration to assume that we 
must focus predominantly on insurgent warfare while ignoring the threats of nation states. Predator 
drones might be the best weapon against the Taliban and Al Qaeda, but what if the need arises to 
eliminate the nuclear threat from Iran, or God forbid, we actually have a deterioration of relations 
with Russia or China? The F-22 has shown to be the most advanced fighter in the world and has the 
best chance of surviving a strike deep inside Iran. With Iran being armed with advanced Russian 
surface to air missiles, our current fighters do not have the stealth to guarantee survival or success, 
the Raptor does. The F-35 cannot carry the armament, cruise as high or fast, or dogfight at the level 
of the F-22. A recent article in Popular Science reported on the Red Flag exercises and concluded 
that the F-22 can expect a kill ratio of 30:1. Our most seasoned fighter pilots who go up against the 
Raptor in our last generation F-15, F-16 and F-18's fully expect that they will be shot down. Most of 
them would be dead before they even realized that they had been engaged. I sincerely hope that we 
don't come to regret these decisions, be they by a Democrat or a Republican. The 911 commission 
came to the conclusion that part of our failure was a "failure of the imagination" in regard to threats 
against our nation. If merely the threat of "Star Wars" helped to bring down the Soviet Union, and to 
achieve air superiority in the event of war is of vital importance, then I must conclude that missile 
defense and an overwhelmingly and technologically superior Air Force are also vital to our defense 
budget. Sincerely, Brian Mitts  

 

Editor: Regarding “OBush Foreign Policy,” how long is the conservative side of the issues going to sit 
back and let this nation slip into anarchy. There are a lot of us that are fed up with our elected 
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officials taking a back seat or joining the leftists just to save their butts. Come 
election time I am hoping for a lot of changes for the betterment of this nation. Reed, Pelosi, 
Obama, Napolitano, Dodd, Franks and more have got to go! The people are letting a bunch of thugs 
ruin the country. Roger Bean  

 

Editor: Regarding “OBush Foreign Policy” you should have gone after Chaney and Bush when they 
were making policy. You didn't so NOW we ALL have to suffer!!!! Live with it!!! Tom Stoner  

 

Editor: Regarding Brent Bozell’s “Fox Garbage,” back in the fall, before the election “Family Guy” had 
a Nazi Officer wearing a "Palin" button. Never saw anyone mention that and Fox did not reply to my 
comment sent to both a local station and the national network offices. Phillip Thompson  

 

Editor: I just read "Someone Else Will Pay" by Jeffrey Folks. I wish my two young sons 24, and 20 
could comprehend what is happening. They have a rosy view of Obama. They attend California State 
Universities. I am going to email the article. Thanks Anna Welnick  

 

Editor: Regarding Jeffrey Folks’ "Someone Else Will Pay" we do not need more government 
controlling our lives. I believe it is the government that has gotten us into the financial and other 
serious problems we are having today. They are and have been giving the message for a long time 
that they are only interested in their agendas and not what is for the good of the country. L  

 

Editor: Jeffrey Folks in "Someone Else Will Pay" is exactly correct. It depends whose ox was gored. 
Long as it is good for me the h with all the others. Too bad we have gone down that street. The work 
ethic be damned. Terry Fake 

 

Editor: Regarding Jeffrey Folks’ "Someone Else Will Pay" I have an idea that I’m sure is nothing new 
but here goes. I have written to my Senators that as far as I’m concerned the government should 
HAVE to balance the books. In other words, have them run the government like any private sector 
citizen in business has to, and in my case wants to. Other than my banker I want no one to bail me 
out. These people that we have put in office need to figure out that we are on to them and frankly 
that we are tired of it. And just like when our great president Mr. Obama did to the CEO of G.M. if 
they don’t do the job that we the people deem satisfactory then they have to go. ACCOUNTABILITY1 
Tom Morgan  

 

Editor: Regarding Mike Gray’s “Taxing Everything”, first of all, who is "they?" THEY, whoever they 
are need to be brought under control by the American people who have been too lazy to do anything 
about it. Now, the "government", which is supposed to be us, the people, is out of control along with 
the taxation process. I want to see a leader for a physical tax revolt or even a revolution if needed. I 
defended this great Nation in military service for 18 years and I am not about to live under any form 
of socialism.... period. I and millions of others have had enough and....I'm not afraid. These liberal 
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jerks need to be squashed like bugs. Where is the leadership to take back our 
Country? Richard Christensen  

 

Editor; In reference to Mike Gray’s “Taxing Everything”, wait and see where taxes will evolve, I 
predict - The very air we breath... and the CO2 we exhale based on the unconstitutional 
international treaties we sign and supported by the unscientific scam of global warming rhetoric!! 
Don't laugh - if cow flatulence can actually be viewed by these nuts as a serious contributor to the 
CO2 global warming lie when all real science points to solar activity, sun spots, (Not CO2) as the 
cause of limited climatic change in weather patterns - then prepare yourself, as I guarantee this 
taxation is going to be sold to the public! Great quotes in the article by the way! Johnathan A. 
Brooks  

 

Editor” Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Cap and Trade Taxation” I just came across this brilliant stuff that 
the great drama queen Big Al Gore will be addressing Congress - on how the world will either burst 
into flames or be completely underwater shortly. I noted also that his greatest critic Lord Monkton 
former science advisor to the UK government has been denied equal time for the fear of humiliating 
big Al. How is this possible in a free democracy when so much money being spent to solve a total 
non-issue is at stake? Best Regards, Steve Mostarda CA  

 

Editor: Everything John Goodman lists in his article “Obama War on Poor” that the president wants 
to eliminate have been strides to help the poor get out of poverty, but it is quite obvious that Obama 
and his administration talk the talk but do not walk the walk. He talked so much about education 
and now he is doing away with these voucher schools? It is absolutely disgusting and hypocritical. 
Here is a man who stressed education and is now taking away the thing that would get poor kids out 
of poverty by giving them a first class education. It is obvious to me that the Democratic Party and 
this administration's aim is to keep people beholding to the state; to keep them in poverty; to keep 
them uneducated; to keep them jobless with no chance of bettering themselves so they can built a 
stronger voting base for the future. People in poverty have to realize that if they count on the state 
and government for all their needs they will be in shackles all of their lives. So Obama wants people 
to be poor - that is his base, because anyone with a half an education, who is well read, who is 
interested in what is happening to our country will realize that they are being hoodwinked and used 
by the government. Their tax dollars are not being used for the purposes that would make people 
independent...The mindset of this administration is to keep people bound in the chains of poverty 
and no one is calling the administration or Obama on these important matters. MOM  

 

Editor: I am a conservative blogger. A favorite but occasional topic I cover is famine and hunger as 
it relates to bone-headed liberal policies. I'd like to reprint or excerpt Dennis Avery's excellent article 
"U.S. Potato Famine?" I thank you for publishing a well-written and thought-provoking article. Very 
truly yours, WD  

 

Editor: Dennis Avery's "U.S. Potato Famine?" is interesting but when starvation looms all sorts of 
'purists' will find that hunger always beats political correctness. Robin Bates, Mesa, AZ 
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Editor: Dennis Avery's "U.S. Potato Famine?" is a great article. Keep up the good work. Dwight Ash  

 

Editor: Dear Mrs. Hill, My heart and prayers are with you and your family. My son served under your 
husband (SFC Kris Wilson) and he just returned home a few short weeks ago. I want you to know 
that I have written a letter to the editor of my home town in Sonora California and urged everyone 
to also contact their Congressman. My son has 4 deployments and my other son has served 2 
deployments and will be returning in May. I know the fear that loved ones face from the enemy but 
we shouldn't have to fear our own government. Congress sent them there and now they want to 
hang them out to dry. Not on my watch. I pray that the Army will come to their senses and see that 
your husband is a hero. Sincerely Barb Birks, Proud Army Mom  

 

Editor: Regarding your piece “Help Captain Hill,” this officer, Captain Roger Hill, has been summarily 
vilified by a government that wants it both ways. They want our fighting men and women to put 
their lives on the line and expect them to do it with unrealistic and changing rules by the political 
winds. Please help this officer and his non-commissioned officer get their honor and dignity back. 
American political infighting shouldn't allow for our military to be rolled over just because 
Washington is playing politics. Keld  

 

Editor: Regarding “Help Captain Hill” I just wanted to let you know I saw him on the O'Reilly Factor 
and I did write the Secretary of the Army telling him “I think you should authorize an honorable 
discharge for Capt. Hill or allow him to return to service as a commanding officer. This is not too 
much to ask since the Army prosecutors decided to downgrade everything to an Article 15 and 
allowed him to resign his commission (a way to subtly oust him from the Army). We need to 
remember that life is a lot messier at the front. I love every soldier that defends my country and 
May God bless each and everyone of them, please do the right thing for Capt. Hill. Sincerely, Kristin 
Vera 
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Transformational Obama Budget  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

“The nine most terrifying words in the English language: I’m from the 
government and I’m here to help” will be multiplied by at least 100,000 
additional bureaucratic voices if President Barack Obama’s first budget has 
its way; and it probably will considering that Congress cannot wait to “help” 
even more.  

Now we know why Mr. Obama admired Ronald Reagan for being a 
“transformational” figure. He wants to transform Reagan’s transformation. 
During President Reagan’s first term, inspired by his quotation that leads 
this editorial and an existing economic downturn that was in many ways 
worse than today’s (certainly so far in terms of unemployment and interest 
rates), he decreased non-defense employment by 100,000, cut 
(discretionary) domestic spending rather than increased it, and (with the 
help of tax cuts) let the economy hit bottom so that it could bounce back—which it did—rather than 
prop up failing firms. Facing a worse stock drop in 1987, he again let the market fall—and it came 
right back, in weeks rather than months or years.  

President Obama is doing exactly the opposite. He is spending like a drunken sailor, micro-managing 
the economy, hiking taxes on potential new investors and increasing the number of government 
experts “here to help.” So far, the results have been opposite too. Instead of recovering, markets 
keep trending lower, only declining by more during the Great Depression. Looming behind are 
trillions in liquidity dollars created by the Fed which no one knows how to drain even if recovery 
should take place. It is early but clear that the president is trying to skate uphill against the history 
of the past century. That began with unbridled optimism that the government experts could manage 
markets but ended with a decades-long depression cured only by World War II, the collapse of 
central planning in fascist, communist and socialist nations, and stagflation and imminent 

bankruptcy of entitlements in the U.S. 

Americans remain as skeptical of government expert help and 
spending as ever. But the president insists that 100,000 more 
bureaucrats will restore confidence by making everything work 
efficiently. Actually, The Heritage Foundation’s Center for Data 
Analysis estimates the actual increase will be between 230,000 and 
260,000. Even progressive New York University professor Paul Light, 
who was the source of the 100,000 figure, admits “I think that is just 
a start” of the number needed. Whatever; President Obama wants an 
incredibly large number of new bureaucrats to make the trains run on 
time. But will they, considering he has just nominated the person 
recommended by the largest Federal government union to lead the 
civil service? John Berry, fresh from the National Zoo, can hardly be 
expected to push efficiencies against the obstructionist unions. 
Indeed, he is reportedly ready to expand employee health benefits - 

to unmarried partners of employees, fulfilling a union demand.  

An older civil service head could tell him and the president that it will take multiple months if not 
years to hire and train hundreds of thousands of expert regulators and spenders. The nation will be 
well into two years of economic crisis and the 2010 election before they can even begin to “help.” 
The Administration is already light on executive leadership. Of the top 400 senior positions, 65 have 
been cleared for confirmation, 31 have been sent to the Senate and only 22 have been approved. 
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They cannot do it alone or even only with the White House staff (which is full to 
overflowing). Someone actually has to do the work.  

The much larger problem is that even one hundred billion more expert 
bureaucrats could not possibly understand much less explain the 
programs. Every expert media conference explaining the programs sinks 
market confidence further and stocks, banks and corporations drop like 
flies. Listening to the secretary of the Treasury (whether Henry Paulson or 
Timothy Geithner, who can tell the difference?) and Federal Reserve 
chairman Ben Bernanke discuss banks and bailouts worked once or twice 
with only mild negative reactions but the more they offer, the more it is 
clear they do not have a clue. The bank officers, stockholders and investors 
freeze and the markets keep hitting record lows.  

Listening to Mr. Geithner and housing Secretary Shaun Donovan on the 
mortgage rescue plan was even more humorous. It was clear that neither 
understood or could explain the process, with the treasury secretary 
constantly passing the ball to Mr. Donovan, who went over reporter’s 
heads with expert bureaucratize, leading to still further confusion, less confidence and worse 
markets. If reporters who cover the subject did not understand, how could normal people possibly 
know who is eligible and who not, especially as the details constantly are changed or added to? Even 
Bank of America, the largest, had to move to bigger quarters with more personnel to handle the 
inquiries but callers were soon frustrated by jammed phones—and the staff was not sure about their 
answers.  

Office of Management and Budget Director Peter Orszag and Council of 
Economic Advisers Chair Christina Romer were an even more deadly duo 
in introducing the first Obama budget. Reporters were dumbfounded 
when told that a $634 billion “down payment” for health spending (with 
trillions more later) plus scores of billions additionally spent on energy 
and education actually were the “three key areas to promote long term 
economic health.” Economic health? Director Orszag constantly referred 
to the “evidence” from studies that prove that spending will actually 
“pay off over time.” That is, more spending means more savings!  

For one thing, boosting primary care physicians seems to be effective 
based on the evidence. A lot of the variation across the country 
(referring to the Dartmouth report) without corresponding benefit is 
related to the ratio of primary care to specialists. One thing we could be 
doing, though we don't want to pretend we're going to reduce primary 
physician benefits by 20% this year which is what the previous budget assumed, we are looking to 
reform the payment system to encourage quality.  

Got that? The evidence shows that primary care saves money on health although the Dartmouth 
study does not but that is because of the ratio of primary care to specialist care. Still following? The 
“evidence” also shows that community health centers are effective so there is more spending there 
too, saving even more money in the long run. Hey, budgeting is easy in the Obama years. Just keep 
spending more to save more.  

When asked by a reporter about the administration’s energy cap-and-trade proposal to tax carbon 
emissions by businesses, Mr. Orszag responded,  

We're trying to address global climate change and reduce dependence on foreign oil and do it in a 
fiscally responsible way. It will have an impact on households but that's why we're linking cap-and-
trade to "Making Work Pay," the tax credit for working families, to provide them relief in their 
budgets.  
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Got that? It will have “an impact” on households. How about the majority who do 
not qualify for enough of or any of (or even know about) the tax credit? Translation: the energy 
policy will cost people money. He failed to mention that this proposal will “impact” people using 
energy (which, of course, is everyone) right down to the very poorest in the nation, grossly violating 
the president’s pledge to only increase taxes for people earning over $250,000 per year. Apparently, 
“impacts” do not count as taxes.  

Ms. Romer’s contribution was the admission that all the calculations of receipts and deficits were 
based on a 3.2 percent annual growth rate in 2010, one fifth higher than the long term average 
growth of only 2.6 percent - and even higher expansion estimates between 2011 through 2013. One 
reporter was moved to respond: “We've been hearing denunciations of the Bush Administration for 
dishonesty in the way they presented numbers and hid expenditures. Isn't your optimism dishonest 
also, aren't you trying to gild the lily?” At least someone got it.  

But forget about the budget. When asked about their projected $23 trillion (double the total national 
income of the U.S. today) deficit over the next ten years the budget director replied: “More 
important than what happens over the next 5-10 years with the budget is the rate at which health 
care costs grow.” So health costs must decline for the sake of the whole budget. But trillions more 
will be spent to cover the uninsured and increase efficiency. How can this be? It sounds like he 
thinks it is necessary to squeeze the whole deficit trillions from the health system – “efficiencies” 
from the hides of doctors, nurses, technicians, hospitals and patients by deciding who gets what and 
when, administered by bureaucrats rather than physicians, and that will not downgrade quality. 
Certainly, the health professionals will become more efficient by having their income reduced, no? 
Just look at the quality under Medicaid, the program for the poor. We are expected to believe that 
spending trillions of dollars more on health will cost less! This is going to be even more fun than 
Hillarycare!  

Why would anyone put the Federal Government in charge 
of such things anyway? Its employees are nice folks but 
they are almost the only ones in the country with little or 
no incentive to halt inflation or economic declines. The 
three richest counties in the U.S. are in the Washington, 
D.C. area and they do better in downturns since stimulus 
spending certainly works there. Federal job tenure is the 
nation’s securest and pay cuts are unheard of. Their very 
generous pensions are tied to the cost of living so no 
matter how low the value of the dollar, they are protected. 
Their health plan is top-rated and follows them into 
retirement - and one can bet it will not be folded into Obama’s cost-controlled plan since Congress is 
covered by it too.  

President Obama certainly will be a transformational president. The only question is whether he and 
his assistants will leave anything still standing in the rest of America when his successor has to pick 
up the pieces.  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University . The details of the marvelous OMB press conference may be accessed at 
http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2009/02/omb-director-orszag-budget-press.html 
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80% More Spending  
by Brian Riedl  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

The omnibus bill increases spending by an incredible eight percent -- or 
actually an historic 80 percent if you count all the stimulus funding.  

It also includes 9,287 earmarks, including :  

• $1,049,000 to combat Mormon Crickets in Utah;  
• $332,500 to build a school sidewalk in Franklin, Texas;  
• $225,000 for Everybody Wins!;  
• $200,000 for a tattoo removal program in Mission Hills, California;  
• $190,000 for the Buffalo Bill Historical Center in Cody, Wyoming;  
• $237,500 for theater renovation in Merced, California; and  
• $75,000 for the Totally Teen Zone in Albany, Georgia.  

Counting previous appropriations bill, the 2009 total comes to 11,914 earmarks at a cost of $28.9 
billion. This represents the second most earmarks—and the second highest cost—in American 
history.  

If a recession and record $1.4 trillion budget deficit aren’t enough to break up Congress’ business-
as-usual culture of spending and pork, then what will it take? And how will Congress ever make the 
truly difficult decisions on Social Security and Medicare?  

My full study on the Budget appear at: Omnibus Spending Bill: Huge Spending and 9,000 
Earmarks Represents Business-as-Usual can be found at 
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Budget/wm2318.cfm 

It also includes a link to about 100 sample earmarks from the omnibus bill.  

Brian Riedl is Grover M. Hermann Fellow for Federal Budgetary Affairs at The Heritage Foundation  
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Market Best Computer 
by Thomas Brewton 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

Computer models were the tools employed to inflate the subprime 
mortgage balloon that precipitated collapse of our financial 
markets. And the same sorts of inherently faulty computer models 
are generating proclamations that President Obama’s near-trillion-
dollar stimulus and mortgage protection programs will create 
millions of new jobs and restore the economy to prosperity. 

The old saw is “garbage in; garbage out.” When the computer 
model is too complex and attempts to cover too wide a scope, its 
output is worse than useless; disaster is just around the corner. 

Econometric computer models were at the root of the 1998 collapse of John Meriwether’s hedge fund 
Long-Term Capital Management (LTC). That event led the Federal Reserve to pull out all the stops 
and flood the market with liquidity to prevent a possible world-wide financial meltdown. Long-Term 
Capital Management had too many huge financial commitments to and from the world’s major 
financial institutions. Allowing it to fail, so the Fed thought, would risk system-wide disaster. 

Mr. Meriwether’s computer models had built in all of the assumptions of risks that humans then 
could foresee in constructing very complex trades involving very complex financial instruments. He 
and his colleagues were as intelligent and as well informed as any group of securities traders in the 
world. They were former “masters of the universe” at Salomon Brothers, when in the 1980s it was 
the world’s largest non-governmental trader of securities. And Mr. Meriwether was at the top of the 
Salomon Brothers trading heap. 

Yet, an unanticipated confluence of market conditions effected a swift collapse of LTC’s house of 
cards. 

A nearly identical pattern emerged in our present financial collapse, beginning with the subprime 
mortgage meltdown. Some of the world’s most sophisticated computer jocks modeled some of the 
most complex financial instruments in history. A vast network of risk swaps among the world’s major 
financial players was constructed to hedge against all foreseeable risks. However, the computer 
modelers failed to foresee combinations of circumstances that would quickly undermine the risk 
protections built into their models. 

Once again, unanticipated confluences of market conditions kicked the slats from under this vast 
financial structure. 

To dig out of this economic debris, the nation is rolling the dice with the largest financial wager ever 
made: President Obama’s stimulus bill.  

Why are we once again placing our bets on the same school of econometric-model economists who 
gave us the stagflation of the 1970s, economists who are using the same sorts of computer models 
that led to disaster in 1998 with Long-Term Capital Management and in 2008 with the subprime 
meltdown? 

In a free-market economy, hundreds of millions of individuals can make better and faster economic 
decisions that come closer to sensing all available information than can any group of intellectual 
planners working with the world’s fastest block of supercomputers. Planners cannot possibly gather 
all available information in real time and cannot effectively integrate that information into policy 
enactments that must apply uniformly to the entire population. 
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Thomas E. Brewton is a staff writer for the New Media Alliance, Inc  
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Paul Harvey, R.I.P.  
by Jim Lakely 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

I have no intention of becoming the Grim Reaper 
around here. But important deaths must be marked. 
This certainly is one. 

Everyone knew Paul Harvey would never retire, but he 
had obviously cut back on active work years ago. Every 
time I'd happen to be on a station that was playing one 
of his "Rest of the Story" segments, or "Paul Harvey 
News and Comment," I was disappointed to hear a 
substitute host—his son, Paul Harvey Jr., or even Fred 
Thompson. 

But I heard him give what is now one of his last 
broadcasts a week or so ago. I must say, as someone 
who enjoyed listening to Harvey, it was sad to hear his voice—once so confident and bright; now so 
sickly and weak. I thought to myself, he doesn't have long. Sadly, I was right. 

When I was in junior high, I learned I could make people laugh with my Paul Harvey impersonation. 
Of course, that's an easy laugh. Just put on the Paul Harvey voice — exaggerated enunciation, HOLD 
OUT THOSE VOWELS!, and long pauses where they don't logically belong. And of course saying: 
"Paul Harvey ................................(make a face).............(make another face)........(look at your 
watch)...................(pick up something to read)............(take a sip of water)..............(then, finally 
say)......................... Good Day!  

It's funny, especially to a kid. But when Paul Harvey spoke on the radio, he had a knack for keeping 
your attention—which is what the radio game is all about. I'll miss Harvey's unique broadcast 
styling, his Midwestern accent, and his "Rest of the Story" stories—a genius piece of information and 
entertainment. He earned that Presidential Medal of Freedom Bush put around his neck (see 
accompanying photo). 

Paul Harvey is an irreplaceable piece of Americana. A patriot. An icon. 

Good Day, Mr. Harvey. Rest in well-earned peace. 

Jim Lakely (Cross-posted at The American Culture and Infinite Monkeys. Erick Erickson also has a 
nice tribute over at RedState.) 
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Sly Slumdog  
by S.T. Karnick  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

I haven't watched the annual Academy Awards ceremony for several years now, as the show is so 
boring, overblown, self-indulgent, and overlong that I don't get any entertainment from it at all. In 
addition, I can count on the highlights (usually they are embarrassing lowlights) being freely 
available on the web the next day. So there's no need to wade through the boringness. But this year 
I watched and wrote about it through Big Hollywood, the right-of-center website about the 
entertainment industry, which hosted a live blogging event during the televised ceremony.  

The most interesting angle for me was whether the highly regarded and much-awarded Slumdog 
Millionaire received the Best Picture award.  

All one really needs to know about the Academy Awards is that they're not at all about quality, but 
about ideas and values. They tell us not what is best in the previous year's cinema, nor what is 
laudable, nor what is most enjoyable, nor what is most edifiying, constructive, instructive, or 
conducive to personal moral development and individual and social peace and happiness.  

Moreover, the awards don't tell us what Hollywood thinks but instead what they want us to think 
they think, on the absurd assumption that the public will want to emulate them in this regard. Thus 
Hollywood people vote based on what values they want to browbeat the public into accepting lest we 
be thought unfashionable and neanderthalic.  

It appeared beforehand that the biggest battle was between Milk and Slumdog Millionaire. Year after 
year, Hollywood makes a point of trying to normalize homosexuality in the public mind and to 
convince people that racism is rampant in American society. Lacking a Best Picture nominee painting 
America as a hopelessly racist society, one would have expected Milk to have the upper hand in this 
year's Oscar race, given the film's valorization of a homosexual politician into a heroic martyr.  

In recent years, however, the Academy voters have also tended to reward smaller-budget pictures, 
to show their hatred of big business and support for the less fortunate. In that regard, Slumdog 
Millionaire would seem the best choice, especially in the current climate of elites' open hatred of 
market freedom. Voting for the film also enables Academy voters to express their open-mindedness 
about all religions except Christianity, in that the protagonists are Muslims (although the only one 
who displays any religious behavior is a murderous gangster). Finally, the setting in an appalling 
Bombay slum enables voters to feel both superior and sympathetic by endorsing the film.  

Thus Slumdog Millionaire would seem well placed to make Academy voters feel very happy about 
themselves by voting for it.  

To me the most interesting thing about Slumdog Millionaire, however, is what appears to be the real 
reason it has become so popular among audiences: the film is an extremely traditional Hollywood 
romantic melodrama but is set in an Indian slum so that it appears quite original and brilliant. In 
fact, the film's plot elements go all the way back to Hollywood's Golden Era of the 1930s and early 
'40s.  

The central characters of the film, for example, echo numerous love triangles from classic Hollywood 
films, especially MGM's 1935 film Manhattan Melodrama: two brothers, one who ends up on the 
good side of the law and one on the bad side, who both love the same sweet and spunky heroine. 
The assignation to meet at a train station has been done numerous times before, as has the 
business of a character allowing himself to be killed in order to enable another to escape, the scene 
in which characters chase a moving train in order to escape pursuers (it was even repeated in the 
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preceeding Friday's episode of Psych), the image of two lovers trying to find each 
other in a crowded place, and much else in the film.  

And of course the whole rags-to-riches story arc was a Hollywood mainstay in the studios' heyday. 
None of this is meant to suggest that there's nothing original in the film, for that's certainly not the 
case, but it's important to recognize that what is original in the film is placed in a narrative context 
that will be comfortably familiar to most audience members, thus making the film much easier to 
assimilate.  

Yet director Danny Boyle and his co-scenarist refresh this hoary material by setting it in a place that 
has seldom if ever been shown extensively in a fictional film, a vast Indian urban slum. (Even Indian 
filmmakers don't film in the slums, preferring instead to build cleaner fake slums on soundstages or 
backlots.)  

The film's themes, moreover, are pure, old-fashioned Hollywood: the trials and eventual triumph of 
a romantic couple trying to rise above horrible personal circumstances; the need of all people to 
sustain hope in even the direst conditions; sympathy for the poor and the underdog; the struggle to 
remain good in a corrupt world; and the faith that God will reward those who are good and pure of 
heart.  

Now, I do not say that this last notion is a specifically Christian thought (or perhaps even Christian 
at all), merely that it is a traditional-era Hollywood thought. In any case, that Slumdog Millionaire is 
meant to illustrate this idea (among other things, of course) is made quite clear in the multiple-
choice question posed at the beginning of the film and explicitly answered at the end.  

That answer the film gives, moreover, can be taken in either of two ways, as confirming a belief in a 
personal God or in the workings of fate. That makes it possible for the film to satisfy both the 
religious faithful (most audiences) and unbelievers (nearly all of Hollywood).  

Thus Slumdog Millionaire is quite brilliant in luring people to a very traditional story with very old-
fashioned ideas, through use of an exotic setting and characters. Moreover, there is one very good 
moment toward the end, the real climax of the film, in fact, in which the protagonist is given a huge 
moral test. The meaning one should take from that crucial scene is quite obvious.  

Slumdog Millionaire slyly makes jaded postmodern audiences accept and appreciate a very 
traditional and quite moralistic story. The Academy voters didn’t realize that, so it won!  

S. T. Karnick edits The American Culture, where this first appeared. 
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Fireproof Christian Movie 
by Mike D'Virgilio 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

It’s by now a truism that we Americans live in a post-Christian 
culture. What was once widely taken for granted, applauded, or 
embraced is now controversial and uncomfortable. 

For example, mention Jesus Christ as a real human being, a 
Savior, God himself, and not a as a curse, and people start to 
wiggle in their seats—the opposite of what would have 
happened just a few decades ago. Do this in a movie, and many 
people will start looking for the exits. 

Our culture is so permeated by an agnostic, secularist mentality 
that many Christians themselves feel a similar awkwardness. I 
must confess I’m one of those. 

Add to this the general cheesiness of most Christian cinema, 
and I was not looking forward to seeing Fireproof when it came out last year. One Christian movie 
skeptic expressed well how many of us feel: 

[M]y harsh criticisms of “Christian film” are well known. I’ve maintained for years that as a rule the 
Christian film market is packed with cheesy, poorly made and ironically uninspiring products. A 
majority of the films are all intention and no execution. They likewise fail to reach beyond the church 
walls, keeping their focus firmly on preaching to the choir. 

Yet after viewing Fireproof and talking to the filmmakers, Alex and Stephen Kendrick, he is changing 
his mind. After watching the film, I feel the same way.  

Certainly a movie with a $500,000 budget is not going to have the best acting or production values, 
but Fireproof made more than $33 million dollars in U.S. theaters alone, a much greater return than 
even most of the biggest Hollywood hits achieve. The film has only one experienced actor, Kirk 
Cameron as husband Caleb, and another with limited experience, Erin Bethea as wife Catherine. 
Everybody else in the film was from the stars’ Georgia Baptist church. 

You can tell that from their performances. But even though it has a certain amount of cheesiness, 
the movie is not bad. That’s faint praise, of course, but much better than what I was expecting to 
end up saying about it. 

In case you are not familiar with the story, Fireproof is about a young, childless, married couple on 
the verge of divorce. The husband is a firefighter with a very bad attitude. Obviously the title 
suggests the couple will eventually live happily ever after. However, even though the story is 
somewhat predictable, the film manages to be creative and enjoyable. Even with a bunch of 
amateurs in the cast, Fireproof has a good amount of genuine humor and emotion. I’ll even admit to 
getting a bit teary-eyed a few times.  

I’m sure many married couples can relate to the challenges faced by Caleb and Catherine. After the 
novelty of a relationship wears off and the stress of everyday living takes over, it is often difficult to 
maintain a marriage, especially in an easy-divorce society and culture such as ours. Where initially 
the partners in a marriage saw mainly the good things in their spouse, it becomes easier to see 
mainly the bad. 
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Fireproof demonstrates this truth admirably. Although the film is somewhat 
melodramatic, Catherine and Caleb show how selfishness poisons a relationship. Caleb wants to save 
up for a boat, but Catherine wants to use the money for things around the house. He demands 
respect, but she won’t give it. Each questions why the other won’t do more. 

The bottom line is that each is disappointed that the other is not fulfilling their needs. Thus Caleb 
finds an outlet for his need for significance, in his work, while Catherine begins to reciprocate the 
charms of a young doctor where she works. Caleb and Catherine clearly don’t love each other, but it 
is also clear they don’t know how to love each other. 

Enter the real star of the movie, to save the day. Caleb’s father, who himself experienced marriage 
problems long before the events of the film unfold, challenges his son to commit to a forty day 
experiment called “The Love Dare.” It’s a book written in the father’s own hand, which saved his 
own marriage. 

The daily challenges in this document, such as making his wife coffee or buying her flowers, are not 
reciprocated initially, much to Caleb’s dismay. But his heart really isn’t in it, and he’s looking for the 
cheap way out. He believes that he doesn’t really have to change but she does. This attitude, of 
course, leads to the demise of many real-life marriages. 

Here we come to the uncomfortable part. This is a Christian movie, made by Christians for 
Christians. As such you’d expect to see some Christianity. And yes, it arrives on schedule. 

As I was watching the father share his faith with his son, however, I thought, “Why not?” This is the 
real, daily life of tens of millions of Americans—people pray, share the gospel, and talk about Jesus 
as if he were a real, divine presence in their lives. Why shouldn’t movies reflect that? 

In addition, the idea of redemption is at the heart of many film stories, and certainly references to 
Jesus Christ’s historical act of redemption and its ability to transform lives are thus quite relevant to 
such stories. The treatment doesn’t always have to be as overt as in Fireproof , but there is no 
justification for ruling it out altogether as film story material. 

As Caleb begins to understand the gospel and the forgiveness that God offers through Christ, he 
begins to serve his wife unconditionally. Catherine, perplexed, suspects he has ulterior motives—
until she finds out that Caleb has purchased some much needed medical equipment for her ailing 
mother with the money he had been saving up for his boat. 

Sacrifice has a powerful way of breaking through a hardened heart, and this sequence of events is 
true to life and common sense. Once Catherine knows that Caleb’s actions are sincere and not 
attempts at manipulation, she too is ready for change and reconciliation. And they do live happily 
ever after. 

It’s not a fairy tale or parable, however, but a real look at life and a story full of truth and hard 
lessons for those willing to give it a chance. 

Mike D'Virgilio is director of the Culture Project 
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Nationalize Baseball Too? 
by Bob Barr 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

A few years ago, during a summertime business trip to New York City, I was 
invited to attend a baseball game at the old Yankee Stadium. It was the first time 
I had visited this venerated sports venue. The weather was stifling hot and the 
game forgettable, but there was a certain charm to the stadium itself; after all, 
this was the “house that Babe built.” Little did I know then that now, just a couple 
of years later, one of the highest-paid stars of that hot summer afternoon —- 
Alex Rodriguez —- would be embroiled in a scandal that would make Babe Ruth’s 
notorious and well-known boozing and womanizing pale in comparison. 

I have never been —- and probably never will be —- a fan of the New York 
Yankees or of their many highly paid prima donnas. Moreover, it is easy to 
discount Rodriguez’s problems given the circumstances of his lifestyle —- multi-
million-dollar salary and bonuses, openly dating an aging Madonna while still married, admitting 
having previously employed performance-enhancing drugs to boost his on-field statistics. Still, there 
is much that is unseemly and unethical, if not downright wrong, about the manner in which the 
government is pursuing “A-Rod” and other stars of the sporting world. 

Having witnessed for many years and from a number of vantage points the exercise of the 
formidable power by and available to the government, I suppose it shouldn’t really surprise me when 
instances of the abuse of that power manifest themselves. 

But it does; particularly when the government employs underhanded means to gather evidence with 
which to “go after” a public figure like Rodriguez. In this instance, we now know that federal 
investigators in 2004 seized a lengthy list of baseball players who had submitted to a Major League 
Baseball test survey that was conducted under a guarantee the results would remain anonymous 
and not available for other purposes. Not wishing to let a contractual guarantee of anonymity 
between the players’ union and MLB management interfere with the government’s zeal to “clean up” 
baseball and punish those players stupid or arrogant enough to use drugs to boost their stats, the 
government has been fighting in federal appeals court to keep and use the questionably seized 
records in its investigations. Coincidentally, Rodriguez’s name as being on the list was recently 
leaked to the media. 

Performance-enhancing drugs, including anabolic steroids, clearly give the users an unfair advantage 
over those who rely only on their God-given and exercise-enhanced talents to excel. This is precisely 
why major league sports associations, including MLB, have outlawed the use of such drugs and 
made significant efforts —- at least in recent years —- to identify and discipline those who attempt 
to circumvent such prohibition. 

This is how it should be —- the organization that regulates and manages a sport decides what 
factors to allow and which to disallow, and then institutes procedures to discover and punish abuses. 

The federal government, as usual, sees things differently. The feds take it on faith that policing what 
goes into the bodies of athletes trying to enhance their performance is the responsibility of the 
government in Washington, D.C. Based on this questionable presumption, federal and congressional 
investigators in recent years have delighted in pillorying sports celebrities notwithstanding the fact 
that the leagues themselves are addressing the problem. 

It doesn’t appear to matter one whit whether it is the Republican or Democratic Party that wields the 
levers of power. The authorities always are looking to push the envelope to grab and use just as 
much power as they are able, even if it means grabbing records intended to remain anonymous and 
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that were created for legitimate and lawful purposes (to enable MLB to accurately 
gauge drug usage among its players). 

The resources the government continues to devote to these multi-year investigations of steroid 
usage by athletes is especially disturbing when you consider the shape of the nation’s economy, and 
the fact that this is due in part to what appears to have been major fraud on the part of many 
banking, mortgage and other financial investment big wigs. 

Perhaps if the resources the feds insist on spending to satisfy their curiosity about how many 
overpaid professional sports figures have used performance-enhancing drugs were diverted to 
investigating and prosecuting the potentially massive fraud that has helped fuel the most serious 
economic problem our country has faced in decades, some legitimate and truly worthwhile 
prosecutions would result. Or should the Feds nationalize baseball too? 

Bob Barr, an Atlanta attorney, is a former Georgia congressman and Libertarian presidential 
candidate.  
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Uneconomical Healthcare  
by John Goodman  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

Health policy wonks are a very strange breed. They don't look at the world the 
way rational economists do. Consider the following:  

Case I: People pay for care with their own money, out of pocket, and health care 
is rationed by price.  

Case II: The government taxes away health dollars, provides care free of charge 
and health care is rationed by waiting.  

To keep things tidy, let's assume that everyone gets the same care in both cases. 
What do we think of these two alternatives?  

To an economist, this is a no-brainer. Case I is far superior. Why? Let's say the value of care to the 
representative patient is $1,000 and that is also its cost. In Case I, the social cost and social benefit 
of the health care at the margin are the same. But in Case II, the patient must buy care with time as 
well as with taxes. Since the care is valued at $1,000, the patient will spend up to $1,000 in time to 
get it. This means paying twice: once with (taxed away) money and again with time.  

So, is this the way most health policy analysts think about the problem? Not on your life.  

Typical health policy wonks think rationing by price is abhorrent, even if people have money to pay 
for the care.  

They think rationing by waiting, no matter how long the wait, is preferable. Choosing between health 
care and other uses of time is always better than choosing between health care and other uses of 
money.  

They think all the people in Case I are "uninsured," no matter how much money they have.  

They think all the people in Case II are "insured" (universal coverage), no matter how long they 
have to wait.  

Of course, all this is hypothetical. Yet in the real world, U.S. patients are spending almost as much 
for their care in time costs as they are spending in out-of-pocket cash. And if the policy wonks have 
their way, things will get much worse. Most of them believe that "fully insured" Medicaid patients, 
waiting all day for care in an emergency room, are better off than an "underinsured" person with a 
high deductible private plan, buying care out of pocket at a walk-in or urgent care clinic with no wait 
at all.  

Surely this state of mind should have its own name and its own diagnostic (DSM-IV) code. Let's call 
it the DMV Syndrome, in honor of the Department of Motor Vehicles.  

John Goodman is President of the National Center for Policy Analysis  
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Spending To Prosperity? 
by Jeffrey Folks 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

The Titanic is approaching the iceberg, and the passengers and crew are 
lined up on deck, raising their glasses and calling for more ice. On top of 
the one and a half trillion in new stimulus and housing spending already 
agreed upon, Democrats in the House now propose an 8.7% increase in 
omnibus spending. The total federal deficit projected for 2009 is now 
approaching two trillion dollars, adding fifteen percent to the national 
debt. All this takes place while our captain proclaims “fiscal responsibility,” 
backed up by a one-day brainstorming session intended to “fix” the 
problem. 

Reportedly, the president’s next “fix” will be for health care, with Social 
Security and Medicare to follow shortly thereafter. Each of these fixes has 
involved caving in to each and every special interest group, thereby 
increasing spending and racking up more debt. The large banks are 
considered too big to fail, but so are the auto makers and their unionized 
workforce, the “victims” of foreclosures in danger of losing “their” houses, the alternative energy 
industries (which now make less sense with oil and natural gas at recent lows), and the growing 
populations of earned-income-credit voters, SCHIP recipients, WIC beneficiaries, college aid 
applicants, job training candidates, and clients of every other federal bureaucracy supposedly in an 
attempt to spend ourselves into prosperity. 

Americans should be alarmed at the dangerous escalation in government spending, but for some 
reason they are not. Perhaps, in a decade in which average housing prices rose by over forty 
percent, only to fall in some markets by more than half, the public is simply too shell-shocked to 
care. Perhaps in an age of trillion dollar deficits, it is impossible to believe that money has any real 
value at all. Once we arrive at the trillion dollar scale of things, any extra fifty or hundred billion 
dollars doesn’t seem like much. Not, that is, until we have to repay it. 

Not only is the total amount of spending daunting, there is also the reckless manner in which money 
is to be spent. A $1.2 billion increase in the WIC program—defended, as so often liberal programs 
are, as essential for the welfare of children—translates into a twenty-one percent increase over 
2008. A twenty percent increase in funding for climate change programs can only be explained on 
the grounds of political payback. Huge increases in spending on renewable energy seem to be aimed 
at the environmental lobby as well. Wouldn’t we be better off taking those tens of billions in 
subsidies and spending them to increase the production of natural gas and clean coal? Wouldn’t we 
be even better off eliminating the Department of Energy, allowing the free market to decide what 
fuels we use, and returning the now wasted tax dollars to the taxpayers? 

The incredible amount of money being spent is bad enough, since it is $6,666 in additional long-term 
debt for every citizen of the United States. (Since only half of Americans pay any significant amount 
of federal tax, that works out to $13,332 per taxpayer. That debt falls on the shoulders of every 
current and future taxpayer, including your new-born grandchild.) But there is an added, and even 
more burdensome cost to the administration’s spending spree: the cost of new regulation and 
bureaucratic waste. 

It would not be so bad if the president’s stimulus package simply involved a tax holiday. “Go to the 
line that indicates “Total Tax Due” on your 1040. Reduce that amount by half. Spend, save, invest, 
or donate that amount in any way you wish.” That, I suspect, would comprise a reasonable, efficient, 
swift, and effective stimulus. Since the administration likes to talk about fairness, a tax holiday 
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would also be a lot more “fair” than the Byzantine schemes of income 
redistribution embedded in the Democratic spending packages. 

Unfortunately, every facet of the new stimulus, housing, and omnibus spending involves the creation 
of new “rules” for how the money must be spent and new layers of bureaucracy to enforce those 
rules. It establishes for the first time a national “office of medical information” as a first step toward 
sweeping national guidelines on permissible and impermissible treatments. It puts into place the 
foundation for a federal bureaucracy to regulate carbon emissions, pointing to devastating future 
cost increases for nearly all businesses and individuals. It expands government control over the lives 
of millions of Americans living off of welfare subsidies. With this new spending, the heavy hand of 
government reaches further, much further, into the lives of ordinary citizens. The president’s 
spending programs are a down payment on the death of liberty.  

As Democrats, joined by a few Republicans, bat around ideas for how to spend our way out of the 
current downturn, they have lost sight of the fact that the best way out of a crisis of too much debt 
is to spend less, not more. We are on the verge of colliding with a colossal iceberg of our own 
making, and all we can do is lift our glasses and order another round on the rocks. 

Jeffrey Folks 
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Win the Culture  
by Andrew Klavin  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

For the last forty years, we conservatives have allowed the left to monopolize the culture. 
Partly, sure, that’s because the left excludes and blacklists conservative artists. But it’s 
also due to our own neglect, philistinism and old-fogey-ositude. Whatever the causes, 
though, movies, television, literature, music, mainstream news, liberal arts courses in 
universities—all the bastions of cultural power are in the hands of leftist rascals, fools and 
clowns.  

Their relativist, anti-liberty, anti-faith creed is a slow poison dripping into the American 
consciousness. It’s the same poison that has sapped the vitality of Europe since World 
War II, that nearly allowed Soviet tyranny to triumph in the seventies, that has so 
befuddled our intellectual elites that they often side with murderers and thugs over free, democratic 
states and that has now elevated an empty hologram of a man to the highest office in our land.  

I’ve been waging my own little battle against this state of affairs with as much creativity and hilarity 
as I can muster. I’ve done it in my novels—go over to Amazon and buy yourself a copy of Empire of 
Lies and you’ll see what I mean—in my writings at City Journal, in interviews like this 5-parter with 
Peter Robinson over at Uncommon Knowledge, and in blogs like AndrewKlavan.com and Big 
Hollywood. Now I’ll continue the fight here and on PJTV.  

I’ve said this before and I’ll say it again: We can win back the presidency, the congress and the 
supreme court, but if we lose the culture, we ultimately lose the country. I know we’re 
conservatives. I know we’re naturally better at creating civilizations, building businesses, raising 
children, running governments and praising God than doing the really important stuff like telling 
stories, cracking jokes and singing songs. But the trumpets of destiny summon us to a new 
battlefield! We must fight them in the movies, we must fight them in the novels, we must fight them 
in the music videos. We must never surrender!  

Whatever. You get the picture. Here I am.  

Andrew Klavin now blogs at Klavan on the Culture as a companion piece to commentaries by the 
same name on PJTV. 
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Warming Gods Sacrifice 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

A leading “climate skeptic” met with the U.S. Senate Committee on 
Environment on February 25th Dr. William Happer holds an endowed 
chair in physics at Princeton, served as the senior scientist at the 
Department of Energy—and was reportedly fired by then-Vice 
President Al Gore for disagreeing with Gore’s belief in man-made 
global warming.  

Happer noted that climate change has long worried humans.  

“Sometimes the obsession for control of the climate got a bit out of 
hand, as in the Aztec [society] where the local scientific/religious 
establishment of the year 1500 had long since announced that the 
debate was over and at least 20,000 human sacrifices a year were 
needed to keep the sun moving, the rain falling; and thus stop climate 
change. The widespread dissatisfaction of the [neighboring tribes] 
who were unfortunate enough to be the source of these sacrifices 
played an important part in the success of the Spanish conquest of Mexico.” 

Professor Happer also pointed to Switzerland in June, 1644, when the Bishop of Geneva led a flock 
of believers to the face of a glacier that was advancing “by over a musket shot” every day, and 
threatening a village. The Bishop and his flock prayed over the glacier, “and it is said to have 
stopped.” 

“I predict that future historians will look back on this period much as we now view Prohibition. . . . 
Deeply sincere people thought they were saving humanity from the evils of alcohol, just as many 
people now sincerely think they are saving humanity from the evils of CO2. . . . Like the temperance 
movement 100 years ago, the climate-catastrophe movement has enlisted the mass media, the 
leadership of scientific societies, the trustees of foundations, and many other influential people to 
their cause. Even elementary school teachers and writers of children’s books are enlisted to terrify 
our children and promote the idea of impending climate doom,” Happer warned. 

But Happer pointed out that “Institutions like organized crime got their start in that [Prohibition] era. 
Drastic limitations on CO2 are likely to damage our country in analogous ways.” Happer told the 
Senators, “I believe that the increase of CO2 is not a cause for alarm and will be good for mankind,” 
noting that more CO2 helps plants yield more food per acre 

The former Energy Department official also took a shot at former Vice-president Gore. “Al Gore likes 
to display graphs of temperature and CO2 concentrations over the past million years or so, showing 
that when CO2 rises, the temperature also rises. Doesn’t this prove that the temperature is driven by 
CO2? Absolutely not! If you look carefully at these records, you find that first the temperature goes 
up, and then the CO2 concentration of the atmosphere goes up. There is a delay between a 
temperature increase and a CO2 increase of about 800 years. This casts serious doubt on CO2 as a 
climate driver.”  

Happer says his furnace comes on in the mornings, and his house gets warmer. But the igniting of 
the furnace precedes the house warming by about an hour. “The thing that changes first is the 
cause. In the case of the ice cores, the cause of increased CO2 is almost certainly the warming of the 
oceans.” In other words, instead of more CO2 causing warming, a warming ocean releases some of 
its abundant CO2 back into the air. 
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“I personally don’t believe we are facing a crisis, unless we create one for 
ourselves,” said Happer—as the Aztecs created a crisis of revolution among their neighboring tribes.  

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Climate of Extremes 
by Alan Caruba 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

The global warming fright is generally dated to an appearance before Congress 
by Dr. James E. Hansen in 1988 predicting a dramatic rise in the Earth’s 
temperature based on the increase of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere. At 
that time, Dr. Hansen, Director of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 
warned that steps had to be taken quickly to reduce CO2 emissions.  

Ever since then, Hansen has been active in his effort to convince everyone that 
he’s right and condemning anyone an opposing point of view. “The science is 
settled” has been his and his movement’s favorite mantra. 

The background music has been supplied by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
that has merrily exaggerated alleged scientific data to advance the fear while the UN Kyoto Protocol 
was supposed to impose limits on CO2 emissions. Most of the nations that signed it have largely 
ignored it, discovering that it harms their economies. The U.S. avoided signing, but Americans have 
elected a President who is utterly devoted to this “solution” to a problem that does not exist. 

In “Climate of Extremes: Global Warming Science They Don’t Want You to Know”, co-authors, 
Patrick J. Michaels and Robert C. Balling, Jr., the former a professor of environmental sciences at the 
University of Virginia and the latter a professor of the climatology program in the School of 
Geographical Sciences at Arizona State University, lay out just how the actual science has been 
deliberately distorted and politicized. 

Two factors have been at work. One is money. Much of the funding for climate research comes from 
the U.S. government. To get that funding, the science has to fit the political agenda of whatever 
administration was in power. The second factor is media coverage of the issue. Journalism thrives on 
bad news and, after gleefully reporting a coming ice age in the 1970s they embraced an apocalyptic 
global warming and the vocal environmental movement in the 1980s.  

Despite the fact that the Earth, based on weather satellite data, is now ten years into a distinct 
cooling cycle, the mainstream media continues to embrace global warming as real along with the 
cries to end the use of coal for the generation of electricity. Coal, one of the most abundant and 
inexpensive sources of energy in America, accounts for just over fifty percent of all the electricity 
Americans use daily. 

“Climate of Extremes” points out that “As virtually all global warming science is a publicly funded 
enterprise, political dynamics must in part be involved. At the simplest level, global warming is just 
one of many scientific issues competing for funding. AIDS and cancer, for example, are 
competitors.” 

There is an additional factor that cannot be ignored. “The reward structure in academia—promotion, 
tenure, and salary—is based on the quality and quantity of peer-reviewed research. The requisite 
level and number of publications for tenure is virtually impossible to achieve without substantial 
public funding.” 

In short, environmental extremism was very good for the careers of those who kept attributing 
everything from allegedly endangered polar bears to the shrinking snow cover on Mount Kilimanjaro 
to global warming while warning against it.  

While Al Gore grew rich and famous working the global warming fear, it seemed like everyone, 
including prestigious organizations like the American Association for the Advancement of Science 
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wanted to get in on the act. On June 15, 2004 they put together a panel of U.S. 
climate scientists to discuss global warming, but the panel was totally composed of its advocates and 
no dissenters. By that time, however, a Gallup poll revealed that a plurality of Americans had 
concluded that the news reports were exaggerations.  

By then, even prestigious journals such as “Science” and “Nature” had totally disgraced themselves 
by publishing allegedly peer-reviewed articles about global warming. National Geographic continues 
to publish comparable nonsense. 

Thanks to the ardent efforts of countless environmental organizations, global warming had been 
totally integrated into the thinking of those inside the Beltway so that millions of taxpayer dollars, 
then and now as part of the stimulus package have been spent to prove what the actual science 
demonstrates is bogus.  

Meanwhile, the true cost of the global warming hoax lives on in idiotic government mandates for 
blending ethanol with gasoline or demands for “alternative energy” (wind and solar) unsuited to 
providing anywhere near the billions of megawatts the U.S. requires to function. If a “cap and trade” 
proposal regarding greenhouse gas emissions passes Congress, an invisible, baseless tax on energy 
will be imposed on all Americans. 

We have all been misled by a shameless confederation of scientists, their professional publications, 
their formal organizations, and politicians seeking to use this big scare to advance their careers and 
agendas. The problem for all of them is that the real science does not support global warming and 
never did. 

Real scientists, branded dissenters, skeptics, and deniers, held true to the principles of science, 
knowing that it would eventually end this vast and terrible hoax.  

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. Every week, he posts a 
column on the website of The National Anxiety Center, www.anxietycenter.com. 
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Reject Conservatism or Bush?  
by Matt Varvaro  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

Following the Republican Party's 2006 and 2008 electoral drubbings, exuberant declarations of 
"conservatism's death" abound. Often inspired by nothing more than wishful thinking, writers like 
Sam Tanenhaus (whose prominent piece entitled "Conservatism is Dead" graced the cover of a 
recent issue of The New Republic) base their weighty assertions largely upon misleading generalities 
that are frankly lacking in historical accuracy. Premature though they may be, such claims indeed 
warrant attention, as they have become increasingly pervasive among the mainstream media.  

According to their thesis, the conservative movement has been damaged beyond repair for two 
fundamental reasons: first, because it has been tried in earnest and failed, and second, because 
voters do not actually desire a conservative government. Both points must be thoroughly addressed. 
Here, we will examine in particular Mr. Tanenhaus's essay, as it is decidedly the most acclaimed 
piece written on this subject and employs many of the same arguments that appear in similar 
analyses.  

The first assertion - that conservatism in practice has failed - presupposes that George W. Bush 
successfully pushed forth a conservative agenda during his administration, and did so to a greater 
extent than any other president in modern times. In fact, nothing could be further from the truth, 
and the critics' justifications for this contention are most unconvincing. Take, for example, Mr. 
Tanenhaus's interpretation of President Bush's commitment to conservative values and his appeal to 
the right wing:  

Bush, so often labeled a traitor to conservative principles, was in fact more steadfastly devoted to 
them than any of his Republican predecessors - including Ronald Reagan. Few on the right 
acknowledge this today, for obvious reasons. But not so long ago many did. At his peak, following 
September 11, Bush commanded the loyalties of every major faction of the Republican Party.  

First of all, the assertion that 9/11 was "not so long ago" is absurd. In a discussion of George W. 
Bush's presidency, of course it was long ago - he had only been president for less than a year! 
Conservatives had good reason to be happy with him at the time, namely because Bush's patently 
(and persistently) un-conservative behavior did not occur much during those first few months in 
office, but in subsequent years. Moreover, the author's remark about Bush's skyrocketing popularity 
amongst conservatives is equally disingenuous; with ninety percent approval ratings following 9/11, 
he clearly "commanded the loyalties" of almost every major faction of the country, not just of the 
Republican Party.  

In his attempt to underscore Bush's "conservative" credentials, Mr. Tanenhaus makes 
pronouncements like "Bush went further than Reagan, too, in the war he waged against the federal 
bureaucracy," an assertion commonly echoed by others on the left. This is particularly bizarre, given 
the massive expansion of the federal bureaucracy that occurred during the Bush administration, be it 
at the Department of Education (which Reagan attempted to eliminate altogether), or Bush's very 
own Department of Homeland Security, which has been plagued by massive waste and inefficiency. 
And if Bush was so keen on reducing the federal bureaucracy and only cared about defense 
spending, as these authors suggest, why did domestic spending increase at a higher rate during his 
administration than during any other president's since LBJ's Great Society? (Incidentally, Reagan cut 
this non-defense discretionary spending.) Also, let's not forget the infamous Medicare Prescription 
Drug, Improvement, and Modernization Act, which President Bush signed into law in 2003 - the 
biggest expansion of the welfare state since the Great Society.  

Clearly, George W. Bush was not as conservative as these writers would make him out to be; not 
only had he virtually no allegiance to limited government or fiscal restraint, but he believed it the 
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federal government's job to intervene in matters that conservatives have 
traditionally felt should be left up to the states. Finally, claims of Bush's "blind faith in a deregulated, 
Wall Street-centric market" should be put to rest in light of the hundreds of billions of taxpayer 
dollars that he advocated using toward bailouts both of banks and automakers, as well as other 
costly regulations that he championed earlier in his administration, such as the Sarbanes-Oxley Act 
of 2002.  

The second factor to which these authors attribute conservatism's "death" is the American 
electorate's rejection of conservative government. To quote Mr. Tanenhaus,  

Some argue that the [Bush] administration wasn't conservative at all, at least not in the 'small 
government' sense. That is true, but then no president in modern times has seriously attempted to 
reduce the size of government, and for good reason: Voters don't want it reduced. What they want 
is government that's 'big' for them - whether it's Democrats who call for job-training programs and 
universal health care or Republicans eager to see billions funneled into 'much-needed and 
underfunded defense procurement,' as William Kristol recommended shortly after Obama's victory.  

There are quite a few significant flaws in this analysis. First, as touched upon earlier, Ronald Reagan 
did seriously attempt to reduce the size of government and, in many ways, succeeded, particularly 
on domestic issues. Second, it is wrong to say that conservatives do not really want a limited 
government, and the author confuses issues that may appear in the Republican platform with issues 
that actually move voters. To use his examples, while universal health care may be a strong voting 
consideration for Democrats, few Republicans vote the way they do out of concern for "underfunded 
defense procurement." Perhaps foreign policy is a defining issue for many Republican voters, but not 
the quantity of dollars used to fund the defense budget.  

The issues that historically have guided Republicans' voting behavior are indeed grounded in a desire 
for less government interference in their lives. For example, some of this country's most powerful 
conservative voting movements have been animated by a desire for the government to play a 
smaller role in their children's education, in their gun cabinets, and, most importantly, in their 
wallets. Contrary to Mr. Tanenhaus's claim, these voters do not want the government to be "big" for 
them; they just want to be left alone.  

Perhaps these critics' thesis would have more credibility had George W. Bush actually implemented a 
conservative agenda, and voters threw the Republicans out of power as a result. But in reality, the 
size and scope of government has expanded dramatically, the states'-rights philosophy has nearly 
evaporated, and the federal government has established a new, prominent role in the marketplace - 
all under a supposedly conservative administration.  

The Republican Party, after having abandoned its principles and abused its power, is doubtlessly in 
poor shape. But growing opposition to Democratic policy mismanagement will ultimately fuel a 
conservative comeback and the doom-and-gloom scenarios that we hear all too often will once again 
be invalidated. Just as night becomes day, Republicans will eventually come roaring back to power 
and the cyclical nature of politics will continue, as it always does.  

Matt Varvaro is a high school student in Port Washington, New York.  
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The Court Is Safe  
by Ryan Coates  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

As 2009 looms large and Chief Justice John G. Roberts Jr. continues his 
fourth term as head of the judicial branch it has become clear that he 
leads a more conservative court than that of Rehnquist's. Roberts is 
aided and abetted by Associate Justice Samuel A. Alito Jr. Both Bush 
appointees, the conservative justices hold a clear majority, clearly 
worrying liberal politicians and lawyers.  

With a left wing politician gaining the Oval Office, backed by a 
Congress controlled by Democrats, the Supreme Court is now seen by 
conservatives as the great defender against the possibility of radical, 
liberal policies made by the executive and legislative branches of the 
US. Rather like in the 1930s, Democrats could see a repeat of history, 
with the Supreme Court standing resolutely in the way of a probable 
liberal resurgence. President Bush has built a basis of conservatism on the court, with thirty year 
tenures not out of the question for his two appointees. With Alito aged just 58 and Chief Justice 
Roberts only 53, they should be capable of holding order in the court with conservative court chiefs, 
Antonin Scalia and Clarence Thomas.  

Could Obama make a desperate attempt to 'pack' the Court as Roosevelt did? Or might he persuade 
the retirement of liberal justices? Either way it should prove difficult for Obama to attempt to gain 
control of the court. The liberal wing is considerably older than their conservative counterparts, 
certainly the 88 year old John Paul Stevens may look to retire during the first term of Obama's 
administration, but even if Obama appoints a staunch liberal, the balance of the court is unlikely to 
be altered.  

It is odds on that the five conservative judges, Roberts, Scalia, Thomas, Alito and the more 
moderate Anthony Kennedy are capable of holding their seats until a Republican enters the White 
House. Unless one of them feels it is the time to go, these five conservative judges should last eight 
years with ease and even if they fail this, the Republicans may have already begun their resurgence, 
regaining control of the Senate, thus possessing the ability to deny any liberal Obama chooses to 
appoint.  

Liberals have had the pleasure of controlling the court to an even greater extent than conservatives. 
The court headed by Republican appointee Earl Warren made several landmark and liberal decisions, 
despite the fact that both Eisenhower was President and the Senate was Republican, the judicial 
branch of the USA is supremely isolated and independent. Even when Nixon chose strict 
constructionist Warren Burger as Chief Justice, the court's decisions were largely unchanged and the 
liberal William Brennan still held a position of great influence.  

The watershed arguably came with Reagan and his appointments of 1986, which saw the elevation 
of William Rehnquist to Chief Justice and the addition of Scalia to the court. All of a sudden the court 
had conservative power, which was further strengthened by the Reagan appointment of Kennedy 
and the Bush Sr. appointment of Thomas.  

The conservative viewpoint of the Supreme Court is safe, certainly for the next decade, maybe even 
longer if another Republican becomes President in either four or eight years time, the latter of which 
is likely.  
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Why Read the Laws?  
by David Keene  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

In the days since  the economic “stimulus” vote, Republicans have been 
grousing about the Democratic congressional leadership’s failure to observe 
its own rule that representatives should have at least 48 hours to read, 
analyze and ponder their position on a bill before it’s actually brought up for 
a vote.  

Those interested in House procedures, transparency and a rational approach 
to such matters have a point. Only hours after the full House voted that the 
final bill would be posted on-line for 48 hours prior to a vote, the 
Democratic leadership met secretly without any Republican members 
present to draft the bill that would be sent to the House floor for a vote.  

Democratic leaders finally let their colleagues see their handiwork at about 
11:00 pm the night before the vote, which gave people very little time to 
read and consider a bill that ran to more than 1,000 pages. As a result, no 
one really knew much about what was or was not in the bill when they cast their vote.  

I must confess that my first reaction to this was to wonder just who needed two full days to decide 
how to vote on this turkey anyway. Most Democrats were prepared to vote with their leaders 
regardless; virtually all Republicans believed deep in their bones that the package was little more 
than a wrong-headed spending bill that would neither end the recession, nor pass the giggle test 
with voters once its details became public.  

On the other hand, those who voted for it would seem to me to have some obligation to have at 
least an inkling of what they were foisting on an unsuspecting public. After 9/11, a fully bipartisan 
Congress passed the so-called USA Patriot Act without anyone reading it, only to have to revisit the 
legislation when liberals and conservatives alike got queasy for different reasons about what they 
had done.  

It is an unfortunate fact that anyone who’s spent much time around Congress knows that the 
number of members who read much of anything they vote on can be counted on one hand.  

Usually, a bill that makes it to the House floor has been vetted by members who do know and 
understand the industry they are regulating and what’s in the bill. Hearings are held and members 
get sub-committee and committee reports that detail the pros and cons of a bill’s various provisions 
before they are actually asked to vote.  

Lobbyists who support, oppose or want to tweak its language descend upon the member and his or 
her staff to argue their case, and major legislation is dissected in public by news organizations and 
experts before it ever reaches the committee, and before and during the floor debates, for the rare 
bills that get to the floor at all.  

This legislation was different. We are, according to President Barack Obama and his party’s leaders 
in Congress, in the midst of an emergency so dire that the usual rules had to be put aside in favor of 
immediate action.  

Thus, no one except those who wrote it saw the bill early enough to have any impact on what was in 
it or, indeed, even to read it. After all, it ran to more than 1,000 pages and included more spending 
than any legislation in the history of the United States.  
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It turns out, as Byron York of The Washington Examiner discovered, even  a 
conferee as senior as Iowa’s Republican Sen. Chuck Grassley was kept in the dark about whether a 
number of troublesome provisions were in the bill or not.  

Perhaps this should all be brought to the attention of those who, like Sarah Brady of Handgun 
Control, argues that Americans shouldn’t be able to purchase firearms without being forced to wait 
for three days to take delivery.  

The theory is that by imposing a waiting or cooling off period, potentially hot-headed firearms 
purchasers will have time to contemplate and thus avoid using their new gun in ways that they 
might later regret.  

A handgun or even a baseball bat in the hands of the unhinged can be dangerous enough, but 
neither are capable of inflicting the damage society suffers regularly at the hands of emotionally out-
of-control congressmen running amuck and casting votes without thinking.  

I happen to oppose the three-day waiting period for handgun purchases, but in the spirit of post-
partisanship I could support a three-day waiting or cooling off period for irresponsible senators and 
House members.  

I’m even thinking about having bumper strips printed up to remind us all that “A Congressman with 
a vote is more dangerous than a redneck with a gun.”  

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union 
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Join the Tea Party 
by Doug Edelman  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

Dick Armey recently sent out a modest newsletter:  

"Last week you may have seen or perhaps heard about 
CNBC's Rick Santelli and his report from the floor of the 
Chicago Mercantile Exchange, ground zero for American 
capitalism and free market commerce, where he called 
for a "Taxpayer Tea Party" in the wake of efforts to enact 
a new, multi-billion dollar taxpayer funded housing 
bailout.  

If you are like me, you stood up and cheered.  

Rick was channeling what so many limited government 
advocates have been feeling now for a long time when it 
comes to out-of-control spending on the backs of hardworking U.S. taxpayers to reward the 
irresponsible and the corrupt: enough is enough!"  

And with that, FreedomWorks (freedomworks.org) called for grass roots protests against the 
massive spending stimuli across the nation.  

Bill Hennessy of the St. Louis area was inspired. He contacted local blogger and radio personality, 
Dana Loesch (danaradio.com) and the two of them set off to organize the St Louis Tea Party at the 
Riverfront. 

The theme: "Repeal the Stimulus Spending, retire, or be retired."  

Utilizing the latest in technology - Social networking sites like Facebook and Twitter, as well as a 
flurry of emails, word spread amongst the St Louis conservative community. Ms Loesch was even 
approached by a local TV station for an interview the night before the event.  

This all began on Monday, February 23, for an event which took place a mere four days later on 
Friday February 28. Organizers were hopeful for a turnout of 50 to 100 people, and were extremely 
encouraged when they had over 200 confirmed attendees on their Facebook event page the night 
before the event.  

But even they were flabbergasted when the crowd grew to over 1000 people; excited, energized, 
and motivated!  

The majority of those attending took time off work - long lunches or days off - to attend. Many 
commented that they'd never participated in a protest demonstration before. Said one participant, 
"Usually, it's the Liberals who protest when the government doesn't do what they want. 
Conservatives go to work, take care of their families, and if they're REALLY motivated, they email 
their Congressman. This time the stakes are so high we must resort to protests in the streets!"  

Notable signs included one held by a college student stating she works 2 jobs to pay her own way 
thru college, and another held by a youngster asking "Does this mean I can overspend my 
allowance?"  

Drivers passing by honked their horns in support of the demonstrators.  
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After short remarks by several dignitaries, the crowd descended the levee to the 
Mississippi River, where they symbolically dumped tea into the river. A Coast Guard Patrol Boat 
stood watch a short way off shore, in all likelihood a safety precaution against anyone falling in the 
water. A few announcements were made to the effect that only LOOSE tea should be thrown into the 
river, lest the Coast Guard cite the protesters for an environmental violation for throwing paper tea 
bags into the water!  

The event galvanized the conservative population of St Louis, whether they were able to attend the 
event or not. Similar protests are planned in the future, with Tax Day, April 15, being floated as a 
possible protest date.  

Whether this "Tea Party" movement has legs, or is simply a short-term venting of frustration by a 
decimated and impotent conservative constituency remains to be seen. But at this juncture, this is a 
force that the powers that be will have to reckon with.  

Doug Edelman is a conservative political commentator and has been a contributing editor for The 
Conservative Voice. He is also an IT Consultant/Contractor and owner of a Computer Services 
Business. He has taught PC Maintenance & Repair and Networking at his local Community College, 
and maintains a blog at http://edeldoug.blogs.com 
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America Exceptional 
by James McAlister 
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009  

Following the doom and gloom out of Washington in the past 
weeks, some thoughts on the founding of our nation. 

Few of us are aware of what went into the original 13 states 
even agreeing on putting their signatures to the original 
Declaration of Independence. It was initially hoped that some 
date a little more significant than July 4 would be chosen but 
rancor between different states’ interests led the 
representatives to parse every clause and even quibble over 
various words that Thomas Jefferson had chosen in the initial 
draft. These were men of considerable property and means 
and they were risking everything by declaring open rebellion 
against the British crown. Once the Declaration was signed 
and delivered, there was no going back. With that risk in 
mind, as well as possible perils to follow, they wanted to be 
absolutely certain about what they were endorsing. 

Once committed, the leaders we most remember had a ‘go for 
broke’ attitude because there really was no turning back 
without terrible loss. Today, we remember those such as George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, 
Benjamin Franklin, Alexander Hamilton, Henry Knox, James Madison, and John Adams. Of course, 
we can’t forget John Hancock who notably signed his name in large script to be sure that near-
sighted King George III would be able to read it. These were exceptional Americans.  

Many others held leadership roles at the time, some of them reluctantly or fearfully. They have 
mostly been confined to being footnotes in our history. 

In the following 233 years, our history has been peppered with great leaders with exceptional 
foresight. As president, Thomas Jefferson used a little sleight of hand to force Congress into ratifying 
the Louisiana Purchase – one of the great real estate deals of all time. John Quincy Adams was so 
devoted to public service, he served as a Congressman following his presidency and died at his desk 
in the chamber. 

James Polk, one of our most effective and least-known presidents who used a little arm-twisting to 
prosecute the Mexican-American War, left office at the height of his popularity, fulfilling his promise 
to serve only a single term. 

Robert E. Lee was one of America’s greatest military leaders. He defended his state and new country 
after the South seceded and was invaded. Arlington Cemetery was deliberately created on his 
favorite property during that war. When it finally ended, Lee was a very vocal advocate of once 
again embracing the victorious US and calling on all Americans to reunite. 

Theodore Roosevelt was a loud diminutive man with a number of physical infirmities who long 
practiced and preached that we should all aspire to be the best we can be. 

The newsreader, Tom Brokaw, has described the generation of young Americans who went to war in 
1941 as America’s ‘Greatest Generation.’ No, their parents were for it was they who raised that 
generation of Americans and they were the last generation of ‘will-do can-do on my own’ Americans. 
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In the 1930s, an insidious notion that we’re not so special after all began to 
develop, nurtured by an overreaching government dominated by an elite that deliberately extended 
the economic depression in order to consolidate power and create a permanent class of Americans 
who believed that the final answer to any problems was the federal government and not within 
themselves. 

George Patton, the great WWII commander, once declared, “America hates losers.” Today’s losers 
are most apt to say the opposite and many cheerfully celebrate their loser status as though it was 
some sort of achievement.  

When Emma Lazarus wrote her weepy poem that’s reproduced at the Statue of Liberty, it’s doubtful 
anyone had in mind that the ‘huddled masses’ were coming here to reap generous government 
benefits while flaunting our laws and remaining huddled. Thankfully, most of the immigrants from 
that era were nothing like the detritus she described but were industrious individuals looking for an 
opportunity to work hard and succeed. 

For generations, America has been known as the Great Melting Pot. The elitists among our 
leadership today cringe at that term. “What about diversity?” they cry. 

What’s forgotten is American Exceptionalism. Earlier waves of immigrants were inspired by the 
image that America had. We were the land of unlimited opportunities for anyone willing to work hard 
and take advantage of what we offered. It was a simple formula. You enter legally, find a job or (in 
earlier days) claim some land, learn the language, and become an American. It didn’t mean losing 
one’s identity, it meant gaining one. In most of the old countries, they had simply been subjects, 
peasants, or (worse) cannon fodder. In America, you were a somebody. 

We must disabuse ourselves of this notion that we’re a nation of immigrants. It denigrates what 
Americans have established here. If you go back far enough in anyone’s family tree anywhere in the 
world, you’ll find they came from elsewhere. We’re a nation conceived in the minds of some very 
intelligent men who left the door open to others who wanted to share their vision. 

Today’s overeducated elites are doing their best to tell us we’re nothing special and have to make 
sacrifices for the sake of ‘the planet’ or some benighted pseudo-civilization halfway around the 
world. We’re told we’re fat, lazy, and greedy. Many people are too eager to accept this and actually 
think we ought to be penalized for having built the greatest and wealthiest civilization the world has 
ever seen. 

Americans are the best workers in the world. All indexes show that American workers have increased 
their productivity by 12% to 14% per year for decades. We also take less than half the vacation time 
than any other industrialized nation. We’re a wealthy country because we earned it. No one’s given 
us anything and we haven’t plundered it from elsewhere. Exceptional endeavor. 

American armed forces are the greatest and most sophisticated in the world. Their training is so 
superb, we’re able to put 23 year olds in charge of $75-million tanks and trust 25 year olds with 
$125-million fighter planes. And they’re all volunteers. Exceptional dedication. 

Americans are the most charitable people in the world. The federal government’s foreign aid budget 
is dwarfed by private contributions by average Americans. That’s in addition to what we give to help 
the less fortunate here at home. Exceptional generosity. 

Americans hold over half the patents ever registered. This isn’t some quirk. It was the result of a 
society that encouraged ingenuity. Exceptional inventiveness. 
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The elites say we must apologize to everyone for our bounty and power, and 
punish ourselves with more confiscatory taxes. Incredible stupidity and not something we want to 
pass on future generations. 

It is this kind of American Exceptionalism that has allowed us to achieve our prosperity and security 
– two things that were not assured by any means 232 years ago when elitists smugly insisted that 
we compromise to European standards. The patriotic American exceptionalists were certain that we 
had already forged a distinct identity that would lead to success. 

Today and everyday, we should reject the failed formula for disaster, despair, and defeat of 
Europeans or anyone else, including the self-appointed elite in our midst. Americans traditionally 
look to the future with unbounded enthusiasm while others wallow in self-pity, self-loathing, and a 
sense that things can only get worse. 

American Exceptionalism will carry us into the future and I’m damn proud to be part of it. 

James C. McAlister  
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Reader Comments  
Issue 128 - March 25, 2009 

 

Editor: Your piece “A Nation of Cowards” on Eric Holder’s 
speech and Toni Morrison’s interview was really 
thoughtful, edgy, unpredictable!  I enjoyed reading it very much. You mentioned Bill Cosby and I am 
reminded of a piece in the Atlantic, from an article by Ta Neishi Coates: “Last summer, I watched 
Cosby give a moving commencement speech to a group of Connecticut inmates who’d just received 
their GEDs. Before the speech, at eight in the morning, Cosby quizzed correctional officials on the 
conditions and characteristics of their inmate population. I wished, then, that my 7-year-old son 
could have seen Cosby there, to take in the same basic message that I endeavor to serve him every 
day—that manhood means more than virility and strut, that it calls for discipline and dutiful 
stewardship. That the ultimate fate of black people lies in their own hands, not in the hands of their 
antagonists. That as an African American, he has a duty to his family, his community, and his 
ancestors." Wow! Ian Walters  

 

Editor: A Nation of Cowards? YES, WE ARE! Marq  

 

Editor: I truly enjoyed the balance in your article, “A Nation of Cowards.” Mr. Eric Holder did say 
some good things. But his preoccupation about race was disheartening, as you alluded that his 
speech was not Cosby-esh. Had he done that, his largely Black audience could take notice of what 
the later criticized in their behavior that does separate them from general white behavior, and thus 
limiting further integration socially. It is not a one-sided issue. Both sides will require attitudinal 
changes as the behavioral changes/culture cohere. Only one other criticism: "Slav" is a racial group, 
distinct from Aryan-Teutonics of Europe as you said. But it is not derived from "Slave", nor is slave 
derived from Slav. "Slav" comes from "slobos" meaning "those who speak: that is speak "Caucasian" 
from those from the Caucasus Mountains in western Russia. This distinction of "those who speak" 
conferred on the Slavs, and thus taking the name, come from the sophistication of their ancient 
language compared to their peers. I learned this from Thomas Sowell and his luminary writings. I 
am aghast that Blacks never speak of him, nor raise him as a role model. He came from Harlem, a 
high school drop-out, to graduate Magna Cum laude from Harvard, a white bastion at the time, a 
PhD from University of Chicago and studied under Milton Friedman. Obama should have picked this 
Economics Professor instead a tax-dodger for Treasury Secretary. But, alas, Sowell is not liberal. 
And liberals only recognize proponents for liberal blacks, not conservative blacks (eg Clarence 
Thomas, etc.) whom they seek to destroy. Sincerely, Wayne F. Yakes MD, Denver, Colorado 

 

Editor: Regarding “A Nation of Cowards,” keep up the good work! Thanks, Harold Rozier  

 

Editor: Please refrain from calling every citizen of color an African-American as was the case in “A 
Nation of Cowards.” This term should only be used when that person's parents are as African and an 
American; or refer to everyone by their immediate parental heritage. You could refer to me as an 
English-American or an Anglo-American (since my father was an American [family arrived here in 
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1625] and my mother was an English citizen), although I think of myself as an 
American. But overall, these hyphenated Americanisms only serve to divide us, not unite us. If 
someone you write about calls you and complains about it, ask them if they are an American, and if 
not, or if they are a legal or an illegal alien - those are their choices (without the parental conditions 
above). Black? OK. White? OK. Hispanic? OK. But nix on the hyphens. Please. Harding Dies, 
Norwalk, CT 

 

Editor: I agree with your premise regarding the Holder speech. We certainly need real debates -- not 
excuses for endless, tired attacks on the "racist" White folks. CW  

 

Editor: We truly are a nation of cowards. We can't stand up to Blacks, Mexicans or any other 
minority. We give in to anybody that tells use what they WANT. Yes, sports fans we are a bunch of 
Cowards. Klinka  

 

Editor: Excellent job, truer words have not been spoken than in “A Nation of Cowards.” Keep up the 
good research and work. Joe Teahan DPA  

 

Editor: Thank you!!!!!!!!!!!! for “A Nation of Cowards,” Sigrid  

 

Editor: “ Warren's Shrewdness” was a great article by Chuck Norris. Boyd Howell  

 

Editor: Regarding John Berlau’s “Foreclosures Often Best,” I am a conservative and I am behind on 
my mortgage. This was because my husband's employer went out of business in June of '08. For 
months afterward different employers paid 1/2 of his former pay. His current employer is a good one 
but is also slow due to the current economy. What my mortgage company could agree to that would 
help us out the most - accept half payments. I am not asking for a bail out. I'm not asking them to 
reduce the liability of what we signed on to. I just want to be able to make half payments. Why can't 
simple solutions like that be available to those behind? Jennifer Drouillard  

 

Editor: Regarding Alan Caruba’s “Planned Illiteracy,” welcome to the club, I have been telling that to 
local people ever since I was on the school board in 1991-95. At first the local papers printed my 
critiques, however after the teachers union complained, they no longer will. A pox on the whole 
damn mess, the schools, our left-wing president, Pelosi and the 400 criminals in Congress. Bah. Glen 
Reid  

 

Editor: Regarding John Goodman’s “European Health Worse,” what Americans are ignorant of is that 
the REASON Obama wants his national health insurance is to add their dollars in to cover up the 
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problems in all four present programs that are in failure Medicare, Medicaid, 
Veterans health, and the Indian Reservations health. There is no money and no services. Behind the 
scenes they cut the ability to provide services, which has become the norm. Keynomo  

 

Editor: We, the majority of average citizens, agree with the “Economists Against Stimulus” and do 
not want the government bailing out, helping, or otherwise taking on any more debt in our name. 
We are the people who worked hard for 38 years, saved hard and well which looked good for our 
retirement until Barney Frank, Nancy Pelosi, and Chris Dodd came along and devastated those 
accounts by forcing ignorant policies on our financial institutes. We must stop it now! No more 
bailouts. Let those who cannot fail, fail and learn from it. I do not bail out my daughter when she 
makes mistakes and today I am very proud of the woman she has become. Obama and Pelosi are 
not correct in believing this is what the American people want for our lives forward. Let those who 
cannot be frugal go. They will come back on their own. We are disgusted with Congress and the 
Senate. Gale Wareham, Texas 

 

Editor: Regarding “Economists Against Stimulus,” obviously the liberal mindset is just that, their 
minds are set in concrete but it is in an ocean of debt and devastating factors and will not hold up. 
Apparently it will take a 2x4 upside their heads before their thinking is straight. Carol Boeddeker-
Genet  

 

Editor: How to turn this nation to socialism? Use the fear that if the Government doesn't spend 
massive amounts of money the problem will get worse. So we spend it and of course as history 
shows us it doesn't work. So now we are even deeper in Recession and the Government must act 
again spending Trillions of dollars. And again it doesn't work but now the private sector owes the 
Government more money than they could ever pay back. And we are still in trouble. So what does 
the president do now? To get our money back and create jobs? We Nationalize! The Banks, the Auto 
industry, the Health Care sector, the insurance industry and the housing industry. Now the President 
can redistribute wealth and make everyone equal. The poor get a house, free medical, free Green 
car with insurance and a guaranteed income/job for life. And the rest of us who have always worked 
to better ourselves get to pay the bill? Think taxes are high now wait until we have to pay for all the 
new enhanced Government benefits. Costa Rica is looking good right now. William  

 

Editor: I appreciate your "Economists Against Stimulus" article that I found in Conservative 
Battleline. It is good to read that real economists are standing up to be counted against the 
stimulus. Thanks for the information. Dan Pierce  

 

Editor: It looks already like another promise denied by President Obama. He said he wanted no 
earmarks, however there were over 8,000 in his 2nd major piece of major legislation, the budget. 
He cannot seem to remember what he said. He said the bill was last year’s business. How are all of 
the earmarks last years business? I have always heard that a leopard won't change his spots. He 
had more earmarks with Hillary than any other pair of senators in the same timeframe. He has set a 
president that if the bill must be signed to keep the government running, put in all the earmarks you 
can. I believe that he has already forgotten he is working for the American people, not Harry Reid. 
Keep up the good work. Richard Minear  
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Editor: “Economists Against Stimulus” surely shows that despite what Americans are incessantly 
bombarded with by our national media, the assertions of the President do not reflect the opinions of 
many notable economists & other knowledgeable policy makers. Was this article &/or a letter sent to 
the President in this form & containing the list of economists shown in the article? The article is the 
first report of this I have seen. There has been almost no mention of any opposition or no mention 
of any of the serious questions that this article raises. There have been a few individuals interviewed 
here & there who raised some questions. The amount of time allotted to such interviews has 
seriously limited discussion & that has resulted in a show of almost no dissension. There are some 
financial shows where some questions are being asked, and some of those questions are even 
serious. However, generally speaking, the bulk of news reports to the American public show little 
dissension. Network news reports almost all contain discussions centered on politics and mockery of 
what commentators refer to as "Republican" or "conservative" opposition, thereby reducing any 
opposition to purely political talk. Notable economists are getting little media time or press. The 
public continues to be fed what now appears to be measured doses of specific levels of talk, all 
centering on what we are told is the need to "do something," "do something fast," "do something 
drastic & fast," and "get as much done as quickly as possible before the sky falls & everything is 
lost." In a way, this financial crisis talk reminds me of the Global Warming - Climate Change 
discussions. There too we are told constantly that we must act, we must act quickly, we must act 
drastically, and we must act before the world comes to an end, or all will be lost! The current 
methods of governing we see coming out of Washington appear to center on crisis management or 
drastic measures management. Everything is potential catastrophic, everything will require 
significant sacrifice, any will lose out & be hurt, and we must act with little or no discussion because 
there is not enough time to talk about what & how to solve our problems, we must just act and act 
fast! Once again, it appears to me that the American public is under assault by our national & the 
international media. While some organizations & some journalists do appear to try to convey 
complete & detailed messages to us that average people can understand, for the most part it looks 
to me like we are experiencing a full fledged propaganda assault. And virtually all of that assault is 
centered on support for Obama, Obama's plans, & why everyone must come together so he can 
succeed. From what I can see, any who speak of failure face attack-style journalism. Questions 
about those who ask questions or challenge Obama's plans, all center on how divisive such questions 
are, how despicable the questioner is, how ridiculous such questions are, how unpatriotic such 
questions are, and questions asking the respondent to give an answer that matches what the 
questioner wants to hear. The attacks on Rush Limbaugh have taken on a tone of angry mob 
responses. Limbaugh may or may not be an idiot &/or wrong, but the attacks on him look to me to 
be a serious attempt to deflect all attention away from the subject & center talk on how despicable 
Limbaugh is. Of course much of that talk also looks to be a prelude to what will surely be an all out 
effort by politicians to silence voices like his, so we hear little dissent in the future once regulations 
&/or legislation limits Limbaugh's & others ability to talk in or on any media venue. Sorry for the 
long email, but it really does appear we are now receiving only filtered news reports limited to 
talking points that promote an Obama agenda, or that attacks any who might disagree with the 
Obama agenda. Opposition based on reasoned philosophical differences is not discussed at all. All 
opposition is reduced to anger and hate, especially using what are now tired attack words like 
racists, conservative, Christian, etc. These words or descriptors are now spoken as though they are 
vulgar & derogatory words describing vulgar & despicable peoples. I hope this article or a letter 
containing this information has been mailed to the President, his advisors, and any news 
organization still interested in providing the public with all of the facts, not just those approved by 
those currently in power. Thanks, Steve Ralston, Southcentral PA, USA 
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Obama Hope or "Epic Ruin"? 
by Donald Devine 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

The headlines tell all one needs to know about the 
stimulus. “Wall Street slams Obama plan with sell-off.” 
“Jobless claims highest in 26 years.” “CEO departures 
break record.” “The worst Dow Jones average in 113 
years.” “Majority think stimulus could make matters 
worse.” The Obama hope seems to be fading fast. 

Friends were shocked when these columns suggested that 
President Barack Obama just might have the temperament 
and pragmatism to avoid the leftist trap leading him into 
prolonged fiscal irresponsibility and an historic economic 
depression. Could he become the first post-New Dealer, 
we asked? Unfortunately, even this early in his tenure, it 
is clear the answer is a resounding “no.” 

By his fourth day, it was clear that he could not resist the 
extremists in his own party and demand that solving the financial crisis be priority number one. That 
day he agreed to a House Speaker Nancy Pelosi devised stimulus package of over $800 billion that 
was clearly not targeted at stimulating the economy but was a mix-mash of goodies aimed at state 
and local government, health care, education and other Democratic constituencies for simple political 
gain – merely to satisfy pent-up liberal wishes over the past 25 years for more and more 
government.  

At the same time, the president announced full implementation of the so-called fuel mileage 
standards and reconsidered California’s even stricter auto requirements, which by choosing leftist 
environmental extremism over automobile company profitability, guarantees that Detroit will 
become a permanent economic basket case and a perpetual drain on scarce government resources. 
To further demonstrate his ideological purity, he gratified his allies on the most sensitive of the 
social issues by overturning the ban on Federal funds to overseas groups promoting abortion, 
certainly a critical spending matter during a depression, no? To make his point even more, once the 
stimulus plan was safely adopted, the president issued an Executive Order requiring the spending be 

done through more expensive union contracting. 

Poor Mr. Obama; he is trapped by his party’s and his own (perhaps weaker) 
ideological presumptions. Take the housing “bubble” and the resulting financial 
crisis. How did this happen? Once upon a time ordinary people understood that 
individuals desiring to buy a home should be able to pay for it. But enlightened 
Progressives decided they could make people happy by requiring that mortgages 
be “affordable” to those who could not afford them. This is called taking care of 
people, seeing them as victims of happenstance, being compassionate to the 
helpless. So, with their artificially lower rates, government-backed mortgage 
giants Fannie May and Freddie Mac came to dominate the mortgage market and 
then, spurred further by Congress, went into the “affordable housing” market big 
time, pushing lenders to increase the number of “sub prime” mortgages offered 

to those who could not afford them.  

That is why the mortgages failed and brought the financial house down with them. Even at 
Congressional hearings after Freddie and Fannie crashed, Senate Banking Chairman Chris Dodd was 
still insisting that affordable housing should not “suffer” as a result. He reiterated his commitment to 
the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 that compelled banks to make loans to poorer borrowers 
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and the 1993 Clinton Administration expansion to force even more risky loans, 
allowing Fannie and Freddie to hold just 2.5 percent of reserve capital compared to 10 percent for 
banks to cover emergencies. Even to this day, both Congress and Mr. Obama seem unaware or more 
likely blinded by ideology as to the genesis of the very crisis they are trying to solve.  

The leftist worldview consists of three actors - the evil rich, needy victims and virtuous government. 
So the mortgage market was destroyed by greedy speculators, rapacious bankers and crafty real 
estate salesmen taking advantage of the poor victims. But life is not so simple. Take Lady Subprime. 
Here is how liberal Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen described her.  

May I now suggest, at least for the duration of the current recession, a new feminine emblem of our 
times: Marvene Halterman of Avondale, Ariz. At age 61, after 13 years of uninterrupted 
unemployment and at least as many years of living on welfare, she got a mortgage. She got that 
mortgage less than two years ago. She got it even though at one time she had 23 people living in 
the house (576 square feet, one bath) and some ramshackle outbuildings. She got it for $103,000, 
an amount that far exceeded the value of the house. 
The place has since been condemned.  

According to the Wall Street Journal, which originally 
broke the story, a private lender compassionately-
named Integrity Funding made the “affordable” loan 
but quickly sold it to “Wells Fargo & Co., which sold it 
to HSBC Holdings PLC, which then packaged it with 
thousands of other risky mortgages and offered this 
indigestible porridge to investors. Standard & Poor's 
and Moody's Investors Service took a look at it all, as 
they are supposed to do, and pronounced it "triple-A." 
But this was not some scam but the normal 
Freddie/Fannie/government-backed process to help the 
poor obtain mortgages they could not otherwise obtain. 
Sure, smarmy lenders, investment brokers, banks, and favored ratings agencies took advantage of 
the process but they certainly were following the government agencies’, Congress’ and the 
presidents’ desires to make loans available to those who could not afford them! Marvene and many 
in the middle class also were not simply innocent victims but were trying to get something for 
nothing too, accepting no down payment terms as free or subsidized housing and then dumping the 
mortgages afterwards. 

The solution to these problems in the so-called stimulus bill is to spend even more to help people 
and banks afford much, much more what they cannot otherwise afford. Because Democrats control 
the presidency and both houses of Congress, the non-stimulus stimulus bill easily passed an 
additional $790 billion in spending that the Treasury followed up with $720 billion in loan and asset 
guarantees, on top of the Bush $700 billion troubled assets and $736 billion bank guarantees – all 
aimed at keeping the mortgage and credit markets from hitting bottom – and, incidentally 
guaranteeing that they cannot then come up. 

The Republicans in the House did vote unanimously against the stimulus bill as did all but three GOP 
senators. Yet, as President Obama quickly responded, after the several trillion dollar stimulus, 
bailout and other spending sprees under President George W. Bush that the GOP mostly supported, 
Congressional Republicans are “not credible” on the spending question. Unfortunately, he is right. 

To be credible on spending and bailouts on principle, a Republican politician must have spoken out 
publicly while Mr. Bush was still president. While a very few Republican governors have expressed 
some reservations, the only one who was in print in major newspapers, on television and even 
testifying before Congress against the whole bailout mentality beforehand was Mark Sanford of 
South Carolina. Gov. Sanford made the case factually and on principle. He started with the real 
problem, spending and massive government financial obligations. “ Our nation is at a precipice. 
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We’ve stacked up more than $56 trillion in government promises made but not 
paid for -- meaning we as a nation owe more than American families’ total net worth for the first 
time in history.” The first part of the solution, he argued, is to not make that dire situation worse by 
borrowing more. “Rather, in the short term, the new President and Congress need to recognize one 
simple truth: When you’re in the hole, quit digging.” Instead, Washington insisted on spending 
trillions and trillions more. 

Leaving aside for one second the absurdity of trying to fix a problem caused by debt by stacking still 
more debt on top of it, if $7 trillion in stimulus hasn’t moved us closer to a solution, how will 

spending even more help?  

These deficits fueled by Treasury borrowing and Fed printing of money will 
lead to an inflation that “could well lead to the largest confiscation of wealth 
the world has ever seen,” Sanford responded. The Fed has increased its 
borrowing potential from $900 billion to $1.8 trillion and even if recovery 
should occur in spite of the stimulus plan, is it conceivable that this liquidity 
will be absorbed? If not, it would lead to unprecedented inflation. More likely, 
the economy would remain flat and inflation would be unleashed, repeating 
the stagflation of the late 1970s in a much more virulent form. “Staying on 
the path we are on will lead to a financial train wreck of epic proportions.”  

The public tends to agree with him, with a Rasmussen poll reporting that 50 
percent say the stimulus plan could make the economy worse. Gov. Sanford’s 
solution is “a major financial de-leveraging” that requires markets to hit 
bottom so that they can work their way out of the poor policies of the past. 

“It will be painful,” he concedes, but there is no magical way out. Present national government 
spending needs to be reduced and this will only be compounded as the baby-boom generation 
retires and sets off a literal entitlement spending explosion. Pumping up bank and financial 
institution lending will only lay the seeds for future inflation – and economic stagnation too.  

The only good news about the Obama Administration’s economic policy is that there is going to be a 
real world test of these two contrasting philosophies. History suggests the economy should recover 
by early 2010. If it does, President Obama can claim success. Either President Obama will succeed 
with more government spending and regulation and the nation will prosper as a result or at least one 
governor will be proven right that economic reality cannot be ignored without drastic consequences. 

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Unnecessary Stimulus 
by Brian Wesbury and Robert Stein 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

One of the main arguments defending the “stimulus” bill is 
that US consumers need help to keep spending.Without it, 
say many, consumption will continue to decline rapidly, 
extending the recession deep into 2009 and possibly 
beyond. 

We highly doubt this type of stimulus will really 
stimulate.Moreover, the decline in energy prices since last 
summer has lifted workers’ total cash earnings (adjusted 
for inflation) even as employment has fallen. 

We believe that without Keynesian stimulus (spending), 
the economy would recover from the rock bottom levels of 
activity that currently exist.The economy, especially auto sales and home building, is operating at 
unsustainably low levels already.The only way the recent pace could be sustained is if the US starts 
to resemble Cuba after Castro’s communist coup, with homes and cars frozen in time 50 years later. 

Take home building:There are about 130 million homes in the US, according to the Census Bureau. 
In December, the latest data available, home builders started houses at a 550,000 annual rate. In 
other words, at the current pace of housing starts, it would take 236 years to replace all the homes 
in the US. 

To put this in perspective, homes are normally built at a pace that would replace the existing stock 
of houses every 75 years. Unless you can imagine everyone living in Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello – 
first lived in 239 years ago – this is impossible to sustain. 

Assuming we eventually get back to the normal “replacement rate” of 75 years suggests housing 
starts will have to go up to 1.75 million, a dramatic climb from the current 550,000 pace. 

Of course, the main reason housing starts are so low is because an enormous excess inventory must 
be worked off. So the current low pace of starts is exactly what must occur for the housing market 
to eventually get back to normal. Our point is merely to indicate what “normal” should look like 
when we get back there and how much home building could climb in the future. 

The same goes for auto sales. Figures from the Federal Highway Administration suggest there are 
now about 240 million light vehicles in the US, including those owned by individuals and businesses. 

In December, light vehicles sold at a 10.3 million annual rate.At that pace, it would take 23.4 years 
to replace all the cars and trucks now on the road in the US. Normally, the replacement rate for auto 
sales is about 13 years, and even at the bottom of the recession in 1981-82 it was only 16.3 years. 

None of this means that the US is on the verge of an immediate boom.However, it does mean that 
we are already at, or very close to, an economic bottom. At least that was the case before the 
stimulus became law. 

 Brian S. Wesbury is Chief Economist and Robert Stein, CFA is Senior Economist at First Trust 
Advisors.  
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Stimulate Federalism Instead  
by George Liebmann  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Most people support the need for a temporary economic stimulus. The sharp 
contraction of credit, largely the product of derivative financial products and 
mortgage and credit card pools whose value is overstated or indeterminable 
has had immediate impacts on the real economy, with large layoffs, a 
continuing fall in consumer confidence, and concomitant reductions in 
corporate profits, corporate investments, American imports, and the long-term 
willingness of foreigners to invest in the United States and maintain the value 
of its currency. A purely top-down system of relief based on the propping up of 
large banks, however, rewards the irresponsible, may not necessarily enhance 
or maintain consumer demand, introduces economic distortions based on 
attempts to direct the lending activity of banks, and may produce monetary inflation. 

One consequence of layoffs and falls in retail sales are declines in state and local tax revenues. The 
states lack capacity to print money and are constrained by balanced budget amendments; some of 
their leaders have joined in premature cries for relief of their condition.  

At this point, however, most states are crying before they are really hurt, and are turning to federal 
assistance as a way to avoid necessary rationalization of their tax systems, employee benefits, and 
systems for support of both incomes and infrastructure. There are dangers that the relief package 
will confirm and extend bad habits, while leading to a permanent dependence on Washington and 
the creation there of a new Versailles, the court of a Sun King.  

Most states have seriously bloated public pension and retiree health benefit systems, the dimensions 
of whose deficits are in the process of being revealed by the adoption of new government accounting 
standards. A federal bail-out relieves the need for rationalization, and allows the states to continue 
to be increasingly choked by the demands of their own bureaucracies.  

The states continue to rely on the gasoline tax for transportation funding; federal relief relieves any 
incentive to adopt tolls and congestion and time-of-day pricing. Federal matching funds are relied 
upon for mass transit improvements, not the land grants and excess condemnation that built the 
American railroad system. Southern and border states maintain redundant and expensive systems of 
‘traditionally black’ state colleges with lamentable academic standards and huge dropout rates. They 
also maintain numerous and large colleges of education to mis-educate the teaching force, and 
bloated central offices for education. ‘Distance learning’ is underdeveloped, there being no 
bureaucracy to politically sustain it. Massive fringe benefits, rather than the elimination of barriers to 
entry and the creation of differentiated pay scales are relied upon to attract teachers. School 
administration, again under federal influence, is ever more massive and centralized  

State systems of business taxation are prehistoric, relying on business personal property taxes that 
only lightly touch service businesses; corporate income taxes, which have the same defect; and 
sales taxes, in the process of erosion from interstate internet sales. Few states have followed the 
example of New Hampshire in adopting a broad-based and mild business enterprise tax which 
recognizes the existence of a service economy.  

The states, thanks to the Rockefeller drug laws and a perverse federal drug policy making the 
criminal law the method of first resort and thereby stifling state experimentation with testing and 
treatment systems of control, have bloated and expensive prison systems, and underdeveloped 
probation systems. Their strategies for care of the elderly, also distorted by federal matching funds, 
involve the massive over-use of Medicaid nursing homes, and the neglect of measures to stimulate 
accessory housing and home and family care. The emphasis in all things is on large and expanding 
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bureaucracies, to the neglect of the possibilities for co-production and volunteer 
service associated with local control  

A careless bailout will insure that these facts are not faced. The House bill contained three billion 
dollars for discretionary grants to local law enforcement, giving the national government an influence 
in local policing it should not have, together with another billion for ‘community policing’, not a 
magic panacea. Worse still, it contains two massive annual tranches of $39.5 billion each, to 
supplement current expenses of state governments, subject to the restriction that current state 
efforts be maintained, the funds to be divided 39% for public safety and 61% for education. This 
insures the massive expansion of existing, unreformed bureaucracies which will be difficult to trim to 
reasonable size should federal funds be withdrawn: permanent expansion of the state public sector 
regardless of need or efficiency. Its bias is betrayed by the next-to-last provision in the bill, one 
barring the states from using new federal monies for education vouchers.  

What should a sensible stimulus bill contain? It should provide temporary appropriations to build 
new capacities and institutions. Improvement of the national freight and passenger rail network is a 
sensible object, as is the rationalization of the nation’s power transmission and communication 
systems. The endowment of new institutions, like Britain’s Open University, to stimulate distance 
learning is a plausible object, as is the endowment of new public broadcasters with independent 
boards. So are measures for soil conservation, flood control, and perhaps another look at portions of 
the Roosevelt administration’s proposals for a Missouri Valley Authority and at proposals for new 
national parks. The endowment of state science high schools and institutions for intensive language 
training might be considered. If appropriations are to be useable for current as well as capital state 
expenditures, these should be focused on science and math education in high schools and related 
salary and training supplements, one area of clear present under-investment.  

Others are more competent than this writer to assess the special provisions for housing, health, 
energy, and science; many of the provisions of the House bill contain indicia of having been written 
on K Street and smack of ‘industrial policy’, and one constructed without benefit of neutral expertise. 
These can easily morph into the sort of ‘crony capitalism’ that has been the curse of Russia and of 
Mexico. Hayek’s principle of “uniform rules laid down in advance” is a good rule if temporary relief 
programs are to be reconciled with a system of regulated capitalism.  

But decentralized government is an American custom worth preserving and fostering. A sensible 
stimulus package would aim at doing so, not at nurturing the worst tendencies in American state and 
municipal government.  

The writer is the volunteer executive director of the Calvert Institute for Policy Research in 
Baltimore. 
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Obama Grand Melodrama  
by S. T. Karnick 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

The television coverage of the Barack Obama 
inauguration revealed a few things that aptly 
encapsulate our current situation as a nation. In 
particular they reveal the narrative, the story that 
Obama has told the nation in running for president. It's 
a grand story with easily identifiable heroes, villains, and 
innocent bystanders. 

Before the swearing-in, the ABC anchor and analysts 
were talking about President Ronald Reagan having said 
government is the problem, and Clinton saying 
government is not the problem but it’s not the solution 
either, "people are" (which of course is one of his most 
characteristic brilliantly inspiring, entirely meaningless 
statements, which the analysts failed to note). 

The host and analysts then brought the story up to the present, saying that with all the bailouts and 
whatnot (here I’m trying to convey the sophistication of their rhetoric), clearly today government is 
not the problem, and that it will be interesting to see whether Obama says that government is an 
important part of the solution. They then talked longingly of Franklin Delano Roosevelt and his 
inauguration speech threat to take dictatorial powers if Congress did not give him the legislation he 
wanted. 

Thus they characterized the present day as a replay of the early years of the Great Depression. In 
the current case, they argued, we see a historical progression from excessive liberty and free-
market economics implemented since the 1980s, which failed horribly and brought on a crisis, 
leading to the public's desire for a benevolent dictatorship led by a thoroughly superior, 
sophisticated, patrician, modern-day philosopher-king, the Great Obama. 

And they presented this as an eminently good thing, even though the “solution” to which they wish 
to return prolonged the Depression indefinitely and impeded social progress for decades. 

As it happens, in his speech President Obama did not directly refer to the historical contrasts 
between Reagan and Clinton and himself, but he did make plenty of allusions to the issue, coming 
down firmly on the side of government management and a positive delight in restricting individual 
liberties: 

Nor is the question before us whether the market is a force for good or ill. Its power to generate 
wealth and expand freedom is unmatched, but this crisis has reminded us that without a watchful 
eye, the market can spin out of control—and that a nation cannot prosper long when it favors only 
the prosperous. The success of our economy has always depended not just on the size of our Gross 
Domestic Product, but on the reach of our prosperity; on our ability to extend opportunity to every 
willing heart—not out of charity, but because it is the surest route to our common good. 

In this light, it was striking to hear Joseph Lowry's closing prayer, indicating as it did Obama's 
continuing willingness to be openly identified with people who hate white Americans: 

Lord, in the memory of all the saints who from their labors rest, 
and in the joy of a new beginning, 
we ask you to help us work for that day 
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when black will not be asked to get in back, 
when brown can stick around, 
when yellow will be mellow, 
when the red man can get ahead, man; 
and when white will embrace what is right. 
That all those who do justice and love mercy 
say Amen. 

It was a rather startling moment but not surprising at all. Obama's entire appeal throughout the 
campaign and after has been to energize people who consider themselves outsiders, especially for 
ethnic, religious, or sexual reasons. 

To do so he has fashioned a story of America's recent and distant past that is brilliantly calculated to 
inflate these soi-disant outsiders' sense of themselves and excuse their failures. His technique for 
accomplishing this has been to blame their unhappy circumstances entirely on the wicked behavior 
of others, with a special emphasis on white Americans as bearing special responsibility for all the ills 
of the world and not deserving credit for any of the good. 

Throughout the campaign and since, Obama has created a very artful story: poor, simple, 
goodhearted, charitable-minded Americans working hard to make this a great nation for future 
generations, but impeded and indeed oppressed and murdered by wicked, greedy, selfish robber 
barons. 

It appears that the president and his advisors intend to take the nation even further down the road 
of statism and big-government rule in the next four years, and they have fashioned a narrative of 
history designed to make a great many Americans crave it. 

Obama and his team clearly intend to fashion the next four years as a time of grand drama—but it 
will in fact turn out to be a lurid melodrama. 

S. T. Karnick edits The American Culture at stkarnick.com 
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Lincoln's Character 
by Spencer Warren  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

For once, PBS has placed taxpayer dollars to good use with its 
documentary “Looking for Lincoln,” broadcast on the eve of his 200th 
birthday. Except for the special programs that have been shown on C-
Span since last year, the glorious U.S. television industry (including 
Fox) does not appear to have observed with any programming of its 
own this important event of commemoration in the life of our nation. 
Here is an invaluable opportunity to enrich the nation’s appreciation of 
our historic tradition – in the person of the man many consider our 
greatest leader – yet the leading organs of mass communication just 
don’t care.  

Thus, “Looking for Lincoln” is especially welcome. Hosted by respected 
black historian Henry Louis Gates, Jr., the two-hour documentary covers most of the leading issues 
concerning the life and presidency of our sixteenth president through interviews with top historians, 
narration and visits to historical sites. Professor Gates and his guests give the viewer a nuanced, fair 
and complex picture, which helps us, in some degree, to get beyond the marble and the myth to the 
real man.  

Yet as we study Lincoln, we find there is indeed a firm factual basis for his immense standing as our 
“secular saint” who is immortalized in monumental form in his vast temple on the mall, our “altar of 
democracy.” A poor rural farm boy, born inside a one-room log cabin with a dirt floor, he lost his 
mother at age eight and received only the equivalent of a first-grade education. He initially taught 
himself to write by carving words with a knife on a wooden shovel, and to read by studying the King 
James Bible. He taught himself, among other things, Euclidean geometry. This self-educated man, 
ridiculed as a rube with his tall, gangly form, high-pitched voice and down-home accent (he 
pronounced chair as “chaer”), grew to become a devotee of Shakespeare, Byron, Robert Burns and 
other poets, and the author of the most sublime words in the English language giving voice to the 
spirit of free government and the rights of the people. Still pursuing his self-education, he obtained a 
clerkship in a law office, was admitted to the bar, and rose to become a respected attorney in his 
home state of Illinois. Thus, even apart from his political career, Lincoln’s life exemplified the 
American ideal of self-improvement by one’s own industry, enterprise, character and imagination.  

It also is quite clear that, unlike most politicians (such as his famous rival, Senator Stephen A. 
Douglas, the “Little Giant”), Lincoln, though quite ambitious and shrewd, employed the politician’s 
art for higher principles, not just for the sake of winning office, power and riches. Gates interviews 
the black author and historian Lerone Bennett, Jr., whose Ebony article in 1968 and later book, 
Forced Into Glory: Abraham Lincoln's White Dream (2000), excoriated Lincoln as a typical white 
racist of his time who cared not at all for the slaves and wanted them deported. Bennett, Malcolm X 
and the black power movement of the sixties rejected the reverence for Lincoln held by the 
overwhelming number of black people; to some extent they have had a lasting influence on 
perceptions. But Bennett, whose hatred of Lincoln seems unbounded, is quite wrong, as Gates 
adduces in interviews with distinguished historians like James Horton (who is black), David Blight, 
Allen Guelzo, Michael Burlingame and Doris Kearns Goodwin. There is no question Lincoln had hated 
slavery from his early years. Conservative by nature and a very close and devoted student of the 
Constitution, as well as politically shrewd and ambitious, Lincoln knew, in the racial and political 
climate of the period before 1861, that abolitionism never could win majority support. This was the 
classic, never-ending difference between the statesman and the idealist. With respect to the 
controversy over Lincoln’s views on (voluntary) colonization to the Caribbean or Africa, although 
Lincoln proposed it to a group of black ministers in the White House in 1862, he dropped it after they 
voiced their opposition; the evidence further suggests that he considered the idea primarily from 
concerns how freed black slaves could survive among a hostile white population  
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True, Lincoln certainly carried many of the 
prejudices of his age. Critics argue the only reason he fought expansion 
of slavery to the territories west of the Mississippi River, as permitted by 
the 1854 Kansas-Nebraska Act, was to preserve these virgin lands for 
free white labor. His infamous statement in one of his 1858 debates for 
the Senate with the race-baiting and race-smearing Democrat Senator 
Douglas, made before a hostile audience in Charleston, Illinois, has 
been hung around his neck by the Bennetts and others who seek to 
discredit him as a fraud. Lincoln said: “I am not nor ever have been in 
favor of making voters or jurors of negroes, nor of qualifying them to 
hold office, nor to intermarry with white people; . . . there is a physical 
difference between the white and black races which I believe will for 

ever ( sic.) forbid the two races living together on terms of social and political equality.” He 
continued: “I . . . am in favor of having the superior position assigned to the white race.”  

But the historians in their discussions with Professor Gates recognize Lincoln here made a 
misjudgment in the heat of the campaign, and that, seen in full context, these words were not a true 
indicator of his beliefs. As the debates proceeded in the autumn of 1858, Lincoln made increasingly 
strong statements denouncing the immorality of slavery (“if slavery isn’t wrong, nothing is wrong”) 
and insisted that the Declaration of Independence’s affirmation that “all men are created equal” 
included blacks as well as whites – contrary to the infamous holding of the Supreme Court in the 
Dred Scott decision of 1857, and contrary as well as the endlessly repeated assertions of Senator 
Douglas. The Declaration was always the bedrock of Lincoln’s political faith. It should be further 
noted that before his 30th birthday, in 1837, as a member of the Illinois State Legislature, Lincoln 
was one of seven members to sign a public statement denouncing slavery. In the controversy that 
followed, four of the seven withdrew their signatures. Lincoln was one of the three who stood fast in 
his position.  

Bennett and other critics also complain that Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation of January 1, 1863, 
did not include slaves held in the border states, or slaves living in rebel areas that had been 
occupied by Union forces. Again, they completely ignore the context: that Lincoln believed the 
emancipation could only hold up against a court challenge (like Dred Scott) if it was a war-measure 
to further the government’s ability to defeat the enemy and suppress the rebellion. Since the slaves 
who were unaffected by the proclamation were no longer or had never been under rebel authority, 
they could not be reached by this presidential exercise. Yet Lincoln before the proclamation 
promoted ideas for the Federal government to obtain emancipation in the border states by 
compensation to the slaveowners. He oversaw abolition in the District of Columbia. And he 
announced the emancipation in September 1862, knowing it could provoke desertions by Union 
soldiers (it did not) and be used against his party by northern Democrats in the 1862 autumn 
Congressional and state elections (which it was). Likewise, before the 1864 presidential election, 
Lincoln backed General Grant’s rejection of Lee’s prisoner exchange offer because Lee stipulated it 
would not include black Union soldiers (whose enlistment Lincoln enthusiastically endorsed). Despite 
the ensuing controversy in the North, Lincoln again stood firm, and won re-election (including about 
78 percent of the vote of Union soldiers, sailors and marines). The Chicago high school students 
visited in class by Professor Gates discuss these issues with all the nuance, balance and 
understanding of true scholars (“If Lincoln were a radical he’d never have been President,” one 
student observes). Their learning and understanding of history is not matched by the hysterical 
Lerone Bennett, Jr. Nor is it matched by Bennett’s partners, ironically from the nationalist right, i.e. 
Patrick Buchanan and libertarian Professor Thomas DiLorenzo.  

Among other controversies examined by Professor Gates with his experts are Lincoln’s suspension of 
habeus corpus and suppression of newspapers considered aiding the rebellion. They also discuss the 
mixed but positive view of Lincoln by the leading black figure of the era, former slave Frederick 
Douglass, as well as the dim view of Lincoln expressed recently at a convention of Sons of the 
Confederacy.  
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Above all else, however, is Lincoln’s character. A very kindly man (he issued 
pardons for countless numbers of soldiers condemned to death for desertion), he suffered through a 
very bad marriage and the deaths of two of his young children, one in the White House. He was able 
to ignore or forgive the many personal insults he faced as the perceived uncouth Westerner, not 
least from his first top commander, General McClellan. Often he used his famed dry sense of humor 
for self-deprecation. Gates goes into detail on Lincoln’s depression, which included thoughts of 
suicide following the death of his true love, Ann Rutledge, in 1835. He and his experts discuss how 
Lincoln’s difficult marriage and depression may well have strengthened his character for the 
awesome, unprecedented ordeal he had to overcome in order to save 
our country.  

Throughout this ordeal, in which more men died than in all our other 
wars combined (the number would be six million today, if we take the 
same percentage of the population), Lincoln held to his initial decision 
for war, knowing he could end the appalling suffering by reversing his 
decision and negotiating peace. The unimaginable weight he bore is 
etched for all time in the photographs made during the war of his 
rapidly aging face. But he had the moral clarity and strength to 
persevere, telling Congress, in his annual message dated December 6, 
1864, that because the issue dividing the two sides was unbridgeable, 
it “can only be tried by war and decided by victory.” Thus, he had the 
resolve to employ ever stronger means to win absolute victory, such 
as by agreeing to General Sherman’s ruthless (and risky) march 
through Georgia to the sea in the autumn of 1864, which proved to 
break the back of Southern resistance. (Sherman’s conquest of 
Atlanta on September 3, 1864 had turned what Lincoln and most 
others saw as his own sure defeat into his triumphant re-election as 
President. With Lincoln, Sherman and Grant stand as the saviors of our country – Grant’s statue 
today stands below the Capitol facing the mall, Sherman’s, much less known, stands behind the 
Treasury at the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue. In New York, Grant’s Tomb is one of the city’s 
greatest buildings and Sherman’s large equestrian statue, gilded in gold, stands at Grand Army Plaza 
at Fifth Avenue and 59 th Street.)  

Echoing Lincoln’s resolve almost eight decades later, facing a comparable crisis, Churchill in 1940 
told his people that civilization would be lost, “unless we conquer, as conquer we must, as conquer 
we shall.” And on December 8, 1941 President Roosevelt told Congress as it declared war on Japan 
after Pearl Harbor, that “the American people, in their righteous might, will win through to absolute 
victory.”  

Yet when Lincoln had led the Union to victory, he promised charity, and no malice, toward the 
defeated foe. Likewise, Churchill and Roosevelt, and their successors, offered a constructive hand to 
their defeated foes, once the reforms had been imposed and accepted to make sure their aggression 
never would be repeated. These three champions of democracy possessed the wisdom and strength 
to be unforgiving in battle, and forgiving after victory. It is a rare quality in leaders, most of whom 
seem to be too warlike or, nowadays, too pacific. One leader who matched Lincoln, Churchill and 
Roosevelt in this respect was Ronald Reagan.  

Lincoln’s martyrdom will always make it quite difficult to see him fully as a living person. But, again, 
the facts of his life and his presidency give support to the legend of this extraordinary man. 
Throughout the war, Lincoln’s views on race evolved in the direction of color-blind equality of 
political rights. One observer at his last Cabinet meeting the morning of his assassination, Radical 
journalist Whitelaw Reid, noted in a July 1865 article, that Lincoln’s “expressions in favor of the 
liberality toward negro citizens” in the Reconstruction were “fuller and more emphatic than” at any 
earlier time. Another such observer, House Speaker Schuyler Colfax, recalled that Lincoln had 
spoken “with great impressiveness of his determination to secure liberty and justice to all, with full 
protection for the humblest. . . . ”  
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Earlier, in his final public speech, made from the White House to a crowd 
outdoors on April 11, 1865, only days after Lee’s surrender, Lincoln praised the Reconstruction 
government of Louisiana for “giving the benefit of public schools equally to black and white.” He 
endorsed voting rights for the freed male slaves who were “very intelligent,” and for “those who 
serve our cause as soldiers.” (Remember that no women possessed the right to vote at this time.) 
One listener in the audience that day was outraged. “That means nigger citizenship,” said John 
Wilkes Booth. “Now, by God, I will put him through. That will be the last speech he will ever make.” 
Thus, Abraham Lincoln gave his life for his country at the moment of his triumph. This at least 
should inspire some humility in his most vociferous critics.  

Spencer Warren is ConservativeBattleline’s media critic.  
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Oscar Wears Blackface 
by Donald Devine 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

I had read a variety of articles about the movie Tropic Thunder when it 
came out, especially about how controversial it supposedly was because 
Robert Downey Jr. played most of the film in a fairly realistic version of 
blackface. After all the controversy, I was a bit surprised that Downey was 
nominated for a best supporting actor Oscar for the role.  

The nomination is exceedingly well-earned. The movie is incredibly crude 
and violent, but I just had to see it after hearing of all the controversy. I’m 
glad I did. I was entranced throughout the movie by Downey’s character. I 
laugh right now thinking about it.  

It was truly a brilliant piece of acting. The man is an acting genius, and he’s not your typical left 
wing Hollywood egomaniac. His response to the nomination is indicative of this:  

"It's about time narcissistic, accolade-seeking idiotic actors were formally recognized," Downey 
deadpans about his nomination, speaking from the Brooklyn, N.Y., set of "Sherlock Holmes." "It's 
been a long, hard road for us."  

Even so, you can see the powerful fear of political correctness police as he continues:  

"It was odd," he adds. "I had such trepidation fully trusting [the character] could be represented well 
enough that it wouldn't be troublesome. That people would get joke. We were always on some level 
wondering if people will misunderstand our intention. I feel this award is one for the team. We 
worked [hard] to give it the right tone."  

I am glad the Hollywood elites who vote on such things thought so too.  

That brings up a couple of thoughts on blackface.  

If you hop about the Web a bit and read what some people have to say about blackface, you will 
quickly see that there are those who get very worked up about it. From what I gather, great offense 
is taken regarding the practice because it allegedly perpetuates stereotypes of black inferiority, 
among other things.  

Maybe, but I don't think that's what it's really about. I saw two older Fred Astaire movies over the 
holidays, Swing Time and Holiday Inn, in which Astaire and Bing Crosby don blackface for a song 
and dance number.  

I first saw Astaire apply the makeup, and my modern sensibilities were a bit shocked. But as I 
watched the scene play out I was struck by the complete innocence of it and obvious lack of intent 
to offend. It was quite obvious that Astaire was not doing anything the slightest bit malicious. On the 
contrary, the scene was clearly a fond tribute to a great black dancer, Bill "Bojangles" Robinson, 
whom Astaire was widely known to have admired greatly.  

When I saw Crosby and his girl apply the makeup, I didn’t have the same reaction as when watching 
Astaire that first time. It seemed immediately evident to me that they were paying tribute to a great 
tradition of black performers.  
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Of course we know today we are not allowed such an interpretation. And it could 
be that blackface is the disgrace and offense its critics say it is. But if your worldview is not one of 
perpetual grievance against white oppression, I wonder if blackface would be all that big a concern.  

I guess we’ve reached the point in American history where a black man can become president, and 
an actor playing blackface in a movie can get an Oscar nomination. Who ever thought such a deeply 
flawed country would come so far? Oh, just about everybody who knows that America is not and has 
never been, deeply flawed.  

Mike D'Virgilio heads The Culture Project. 
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Obama Debt Stimulator  
by Brian Reidl  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

The $800 billion economic “stimulus” bill may be more appropriately called the 
“Obama debt stimulator.” It will, after all, dump $6,700 per household of new debt 
into the laps of our children and grandchildren.  

Whether it will stimulate the economy is another matter. So perhaps politicians can 
first answer a few questions from the back of the classroom:  

1) President-elect Obama claims that spending approximately $800 billion will create 
3.675 million new jobs. That comes to $217,000 per job. This doesn’t sound like a 
very good value, especially with the national average salary around $40,000. 
Wouldn’t it be cheaper to just mail each of these workers a $40,000 check?  

2) Politicians say deficit spending will expand the economy (as if President Bush’s $300 billion 
budget deficits brought economic nirvana). If that were true, then the current $1.2 trillion deficit -- 
the largest in history -- would already be rescuing the economy. It’s obviously not. So why would 
$800 billion more of the same suddenly end the recession?  

3) We’re told that government spending will add new spending power to the economy. But Congress 
doesn’t have a vault of money waiting to be distributed: Every dollar lawmakers “inject” into the 
economy must first be taxed or borrowed out of the economy. If government borrows the money 
from American investors, investment spending drops accordingly. If it’s borrowed from foreigners, 
net exports drop accordingly. How does borrowing $800 billion from one group of people and giving 
that $800 billion to another group of people make us wealthier?  

4) Some answer the previous question by saying that transferring income from savers to spenders 
keeps more money circulating through the economy. That made some sense in the 1930s when 
people hid their savings in mattresses because they didn’t trust the banks. But today, people use 
their savings to pay down debt, invest or put it in banks -- in each case, making the purchasing 
power available to others wishing to borrow. Thus, savings circulate through the investment 
spending side of the economy. How does transferring money out of investment help?  

5) Policymakers are basing the “stimulus” bill on economic models that wrongly assume every $1 of 
government spending increases the economy by approximately $1.60. Is it really that simple? By 
that logic, debt-ridden, big-government countries like Italy, France and Germany should be wealthier 
than America. And why stop at $800 billion? Such logic suggests unlimited prosperity could be 
guaranteed by the government borrowing and spending $800 trillion. Should America be basing such 
costly decisions on these types of economic models?  

6) Lawmakers tell us every $1 billion in highway “stimulus” can be spent creating 34,779 new 
construction jobs. But Congress must first borrow that $1 billion out of the private economy. Won’t 
the private sector then lose the same number of jobs?  

7) During the 1930s, New Deal lawmakers doubled federal spending -- and unemployment remained 
above 20 percent until World War II. More recently, Japan responded to a 1990 recession by passing 
10 “stimulus” bills over 8 years (building the largest national debt in the industrialized world) -- and 
their economy remained stagnant. Why do lawmakers believe the same failed approach will succeed 
for the U.S. today?  

8) The economy sank because people over-borrowed for houses they couldn’t afford, and financial 
institutions over-borrowed for investments they badly misjudged. Washington’s solution is to borrow 
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$800 billion that it cannot afford. How will adding $800 billion to the national 
debt (which will also raise interest rates) solve a recession created by imprudent borrowing? And 
who will bail out the American taxpayer when the bill comes due?  

9) Temporary tax rebates were implemented in 1975, 2001 and 2008, and most economists agree 
they failed to help the economy. Long-term marginal tax rate reductions implemented in 1982 and 
2003 both substantially increased economic growth. So why are lawmakers planning another round 
of temporary tax rebates, followed by an increase in tax rates?  

10) Mayors have pledged to spend stimulus funds on items such as a mob museum in Nevada, a 
polar bear exhibit in Rhode Island, and curbing prostitution in Dayton, Ohio. As National Review 
asked, how come one Bridge to Nowhere is a national embarrassment and 1,000 Bridges to Nowhere 
are a "stimulus?” Given the 11,000 annual earmarks, why should taxpayers trust politicians to spend 
this money better than they would spend it themselves?  

Brian M. Riedl is Grover M. Hermann Fellow in Federal Budgetary Affairs in the Thomas A. Roe 
Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation (heritage.org). 
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Obama Health Competition?  
by John Goodman  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Is the Obama team really serious about having a public health insurance plan 
compete against private plans? Here's a way to try out that idea on children.  

Currently there is a $1,000 tax credit for every child. Many Democrats would like 
to make it refundable (which means parents would get the money even if they 
owe no taxes). At the same time, many Republicans view the State Children's 
Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) as a wasteful expenditure that crowds out 
private insurance. So here's how to satisfy everyone in one fell swoop.  

• Use the funds now allocated (and about to be allocated) to SCHIP to make 
the child tax credit refundable.  

• Make the tax credit conditional on proof of any creditable insurance - employer plan, 
individual plan, SCHIP, Medicaid, etc.  

• Let the states charge actuarially fair premiums for children who enroll in SCHIP and/or 
Medicaid.  

Several advantages of this plan immediately pop to mind:  

• Universal coverage. Children are the healthiest segment of our population and they are 
relatively cheap to insure; $1,000 per child should do the trick almost everywhere. (SCHIP is 
spending almost $2,000.)  

• Parental responsibility. The child tax credit was originally $500 and it was a Republican idea. 
At the time, Gene Steuerle and I said that if (1) the government has a legitimate interest in 
seeing children insured and (2) parents have an obligation to insure their children, we should 
make the credit conditional on proof of insurance. Now that the credit is $1,000, the case is 
even stronger. Middle class families should not be given $1,000 per child if they have 
neglected to insure their children.  

• Choice. Parents would decide who gets the premium dollars. They could pay a premium to 
enroll in SCHIP, or pay a premium for private coverage or enroll in any other insurance plan 
for which their child qualifies. And provided their child has creditable coverage, they could 
keep any money they do not spend.  

• Competition. This proposal would allow a public plan to compete with private insurance on a 
level playing field. In particular, SCHIP would not get any funds other than premiums paid by 
parents based on competition with other insurers in the marketplace.  

• An end to crowding out. Estimates are that every additional dollar spent on Medicaid and/or 
SCHIP causes a reduction in private insurance of 50¢ to 75¢. This is especially bad because 
access in SCHIP and Medicaid is often much worse than with private insurance. This proposal 
would end the perverse incentives to drop private coverage for public coverage because the 
latter is free.  

• Family friendly insurance. This proposal would make it easier to enroll children in the same 
health plans their parents are enrolled in.  

• Revenue neutrality. Even if this proposal is not exactly revenue neutral, I'm sure it is less 
expensive than what the Obama administration is going to propose to spend to insure 
children anyway.  

• Economic stimulus. Consider the millions of parents who have already insured their children. 
For these parents, the refundable $1,000 would be a boost in aftertax income. And unlike all 
the stimulus package proposals, this boost in income would be permanent. So following 
Milton Friedman, we would expect that most of it would be spent, rather than saved — giving 
a spending boost to the economy.  
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• State funds. Money currently spent by state government (and matched by 
federal dollars) would be used to supplement the tax credit. In particular, state funds would 
be used to augment the funds available for special needs children with high health care costs 
- thereby encouraging a market for sick children, much as there is a market for chronically ill 
seniors under the Medicare Advantage program. However, control over all health care dollars 
would initially go to people, not to SCHIP.  

• State responsibility. States would have the responsibility to make sure no child is left behind.  

John Goodman is President of the National Center for Policy Analysis 
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Afghan Buffer?  
by John Ransom 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Vice President Joe Biden has been bravely telling the US to get ready for 
more troop casualties in Afghanistan as troops bound for Iraq move to 
Afghanistan instead. He and the Democrats, aided and abetted by the news 
media, have it exactly wrong.  

They are wrongly risking progress in Iraq, which has always had strategic 
significance, to chase a pyrrhic victory in Afghanistan, which is strategic to 
no one but Afghans and maybe Iran.  

We invaded Afghanistan in order to destroy operationally the Al Qaeda 
bases from which they planned the attacks of 9/11. We stay there today, 
all chest thumping and rhetoric aside, in order to keep the pressure on the 
Al Qaeda leadership and prevent them from operating. In this we have 
been very successful.  

However, the Obama administration has taken the same attitude towards a troop surge as they have 
toward stimulus packages. More troop surge, like more stimulus, is obviously better, no matter what 
the cost or the likeliness to succeed.  

Having declared Iraq a lost cause over a year ago, Obama was surprised to see the surge work so 
well in Iraq. So like most politicians who see something work, he decided to get some "surge" of his 
own. Having opposed Iraq, Obama's surge logically will go to Afghanistan, the only war still 
convenient to the US under his administration.  

The consequences will be disaster for the West and for those that have to fight the Afghan war.  

Suddenly, the fair prospect of one huge victory in Iraq has vanished to be replaced by the prospect 
of two defeats, one in Iraq and the other in Afghanistan. Troops sorely need to keep a fragile peace 
intact in Iraq are being drawn down to chase an elusive victory in Afghanistan which won't serve any 
strategic goal of the United States even if achievable, which is highly doubtful.  

Why is it doubtful?  

In two words: Russia and Britain.  

While the Soviet defeat in Afghanistan in the 1980s has been largely viewed as the last throes of the 
collapsing Soviet dynasty, viewed historically and strategically, the Soviet decision to withdraw could 
be chalked up to basic common sense.  

Firstly, there is nothing in Afghanistan worth fighting for. Afghanistan is a landlocked country with 
few raw materials or basic resources, virtually no industry and very little agriculture. It is dominated 
on its borders by larger, much more powerful neighbors. Neighbors who have much more at stake in 
keeping Afghanistan peaceful than the US has.  

The country is also dominated by warlords, who did not get the name "warlord" because they live in 
peace. They'll never stop fighting.  

The British, who, in the 19th century conquered practically everything worth having, knew this and 
turned up their nose at Afghanistan after their defeat at the hands of the Afghans in 1842. 
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Thereafter they mounted nothing more than large-scale raids into Afghanistan, 
using it as a buffer against Russian designs on their Indian empire.  

Afghanistan should not serve as Obama's nation-building experiment, but only as buffer between the 
West and the Al Qaeda terrorist we invaded Afghanistan to destroy.  

We too, should leave it that.  

John (Bam) Ransom is a freelance writer in Denver, Colorado who advises on computer security for 
a company that works in defense and intelligence. 
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Test of Conscience  
by Paul Weyrich  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

President Barack Obama appears to have stepped back from some 
of his campaign promises. That merely is speculation. We shall 
see. He did make a dogmatic statement regarding the so-called 
“Freedom of Choice” Act (FOCA). He said he will propose FOCA, 
which would eliminate all State and Federal restrictions upon 
abortion. It would purport to force Christian hospitals to perform 
abortions or close. It would demand that physicians perform 
abortions or give up their practice.  

Whatever happened to freedom of conscience? A hallmark of 
professionalism in the United States has been that we never force 
anyone to violate his or her conscience in the performance of a 
duty. That is the first line of defense of the pro-life movement. 
Even more than the Hyde Amendment, which has prohibited 
funding by the Federal Government of many abortions, the idea of 
freedom of conscience unites all parties in the pro-life movement, 
which has made progress since the passage of the Hyde 
Amendment. There hardly has been a Congress which made no 
progress on the right-to-life issue. And when progress was 
stymied at the Federal level, many restrictions were enacted at 
the State level. Most were tested in the Federal courts and were held to be constitutional.  

It is inconceivable to me that a majority in Congress can’t agree upon freedom of conscience. 
Counting the votes, I doubt that there are enough pro-lifers in Congress to maintain the restrictions 
previously passed by Congress. However, even honest liberals would favor allowing a physician to 
practice medicine consistent with his or her life-saving principles of conscience. Most Republicans, as 
well as many Democrats, ran as pro-lifers in the 2008 election.  

This fundamental issue may become the first test of their commitment to life. If we force hospitals 
and physicians to perform abortions against their beliefs, in other words in violation of their 
conscience, then we will be on a downward spiral from which there may be no return.  

This will be a test, America. God help all of us.  

The late Paul M. Weyrich was Chairman and CEO of the Free Congress Foundation.  

 

 



2/18/2009                                             Page 23                                              Issue 126  
 
 

Warming Cause Air Crash?  
by Dennis Avery  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Did global warming dump U.S. Airways flight 1549 into the Hudson River by 
attracting more geese to New York airports? Time Magazine says yes. Time 
notes a four-fold increase in airplane bird strikes since 1990, and blames 
global warming and destruction of wild bird habitat for the increased 
collisions.  

Time reached the wrong conclusion. Research indicates we should blame the 
prosaic corn harvester—and perhaps our attempt to expand corn production 
for biofuels. Canada geese numbers have increased five-fold since 1970 for 
one overwhelming reason —farmers’ expanding use of those big corn 
picker-shellers. The big bright-colored harvesters now roar across the fields 
every autumn, picking the ears and shelling the corn kernels. With millions 
of tons of loose corn, some inevitably trickles to the ground, where the 
geese cheerfully snack it up.  

Canadian researchers found the geese had switched their food supply almost entirely since 1970, 
from a diet of marsh plant rhizomes in winter and early spring to eating mostly corn and young 
grass shoots. The marshes aren’t overgrazed, because the extra geese are feeding in fields and 
pastures.  

When I moved to the Shenandoah Valley in the late 1980s, North Carolina goose hunting guides 
were protesting that northern states had “stolen” their geese. However, the geese that used to 
travel clear to North Carolina to get marsh grazing were simply staying to pick over Northeastern 
corn and soybean fields.  

The latest trend among the Canadas is not to move at all. Resident geese now make up two-thirds of 
our goose numbers, up from 18 percent in 1979. These non-migrating geese are a particular 
problem because they tend to flock and graze around airports (and golf courses).  

The modest global warming between from 1976–1998 may have encouraged such sedentary geese. 
However, the earth has cooled sharply in the past two years, and NASA says the Pacific cool phase 
now predicts global cooling, perhaps until 2030. Don’t bet that the Canada’s will migrate back to the 
North with the lower temperatures, however. The winter grain is still free, and the otherwise-
annoying dogs are all on leashes.  

Meanwhile, farmers have been planting still more corn, on every possible corner of the eastern 
seaboard, to get their share of those ethanol subsidies. Corn planting expanded about 50 percent in 
the mid-Atlantic States from 2002–2006, according to Virginia Tech, with comparable increases in 
New York and Pennsylvania.  

This poses an urgent need for more and better bird-strike prevention. Golf courses use trained 
Border Collies and Shetland Sheep dogs to annoy the Canadas. Thanks to the dogs' enthusiastic 
persistence, that works. But we can’t have dogs running loose across the airports. And we can’t hunt 
in populated areas.  

Never mind wailing about global warming, it’s time for more real goose research.  

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
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S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, 
Readers may write him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421. 

Sources used in this article: Giles Gauthier et al. (2005) “Interactions Between Land Use, Habitat 
Use, and Population Increase in Greater Snow Geese: What are the Consequences for Natural 
Wetlands?”, Global Change Biology, Vol 11. pp 856-868, and R. Dolbeer, J. Seuber. “Canada Goose 
Populations and Strikes with Civil Aircraft: Positive Trends for the Aviation Industry” Proceedings of 
the 2006 bird Strike Committee USA/Canada, 8 th Annual Meeting, St. Louis, MO  
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Glorious Coal  
by Alan Caruba  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Coal, as you may recall, is on the Obama hit list because its use will supposedly 
doom the Earth to a global warming that is not happening. I, instead, come in 
praise of glorious coal as necessary to civilized and comfortable life in the United 
States and indeed in the entire world.  

The United States is home to huge deposits of coal and is second only to China in 
terms of total coal consumption. In 2007, the U.S. used about 1.1 billion tons of 
coal. According to an authority on energy, Robert Bryce, “That’s the energy 
equivalent of about 4.2 billion barrels of oil per year or about 11.5 million barrels 
of oil per day.” By way of comparison, “America’s daily coal ration contains more 
energy than Saudi Arabia’s daily oil production.” That’s a lot of energy.  

Why, then, are the Obama administration and virtually all of the major environmental organizations 
opposed to coal? We know they oppose any use of oil, but coal, so abundant, so rich in energy would 
seem to be a great alternative. They oppose it because it emits carbon dioxide when burned (so do 
forest fires, etc.) and that contributes, they assert, to global warming.  

Only there isn’t any global warming any more because the Earth is in a cooling cycle, so there must 
be another reason. The closest one I can come to is that they either want to return us all to the 
Stone Age or they are heavily invested in wind and solar industries.  

In 2008, climate change alarmists proclaimed April 1st “Fossil Fools Day” using it to protest energy 
projects like Duke Energy’s massive Cliffside coal-fired power plant just fifty miles west of Charlotte, 
North Carolina. How they expect consumer’s to get electricity, fifty percent of which is produced by 
coal nationwide, is anyone’s guess unless they want to carpet all of North Carolina with solar and 
wind farms.  

Led by a group calling themselves Rising Tide, a spokesperson said, “To survive climate change, we 
need to end the extraction of fossil fuels, reduce rich people’s energy consumption, localize 
economies and revolutionize public transportation.” By “rich” they mean YOU.  

Obama’s would not be the first administration to try to restrict access to America’s supply of coal, 
oil, or natural gas from use. Congress has done this for oil by banning drilling in ANWR or off the 
continental shelf. The Clinton administration closed off the vast coal deposits in Utah’s Grand 
Staircase-Escalante area and, unfortunately the Bush administration would not revoke this travesty.  

President Obama’s choice for Secretary of Energy, Steven Chu, is a nightmare for anyone who 
doesn’t want to pay $8.00 a gallon for gas as the Europeans do. He favors that, but he is on record 
as saying, “Coal is my worst nightmare” attributing its use to greenhouse gas emissions. During his 
confirmation hearing, though, Chu was rapidly backpedaling saying mushy stuff like, “I think it is 
imperative to use coal as cleanly as possible.” He even added that offshore oil and gas production 
might not be a bad idea. Can we trust this fellow? I think not.  

Right now, however, in Europe, Germany is building 27 coal-fired plants by 2020 and Italy plans to 
increase its reliance on coal from 14% today to 33% in just five years. Throughout Europe, 40 new 
coal-fired plants are set to be built in the next five years. China can’t build them fast enough and 
India plans to boost coal production by 50% by 2012 and quadruple it by 2030.  

Making sure Americans can’t use their own national resources seems to be a major mission for the 
federal government. The U.S. Geographical Survey (USGS) has found a “high potential” for oil and 
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gas in Colorado’s Canyon of the Ancients, Washington’s Hanford Reach, and 
Montana’s Upper Missouri River Breaks.  

There are, however, some twenty-seven States in which coal is mined with some 90% of the coal 
reserves concentrated in ten States. Montana is a big coal state, as is Wyoming. The USGS 
estimated the U.S. is home to 1.7 trillion tons of identified coal resources. They estimate the total 
amount when new discovers are included could exceed 4 trillion tons. In other terms, the U.S. has 
more than a 250-year supply under current use.  

But coal is bad, right? Just ask President Obama, any of his so-called environmental and science 
advisers, and any major environmental organization. This kind of thinking leaves America 
vulnerable, particularly in light of the fact that a growing population requires the production of more 
energy, particularly electricity.  

What you’re not being told is that, ever since the enactment of the Clear Air Act in 1970, as 
amended in 1990, the most stringent air pollution law in the world has been in effect. American 
industry has spent an estimated $350 billion since 1970 to clean the air and each year the cost for 
pollution control runs about $33 billion.  

According to the Electric Power Research Institute, pollution control equipment accounts for up to 
40% of the cost of a new power plant and 35% of operational costs. These costs represent about 
$10 billion of the nation’s electric bills each year and consumers will pay more if the Clean Air Act is 
amended to be even more stringent. A single “scrubber” in a coal-fired plant can cost more than 
$100 million to construct and many millions to operate. There are at least 200 of these in operation 
or soon will be. Someone has to pay for all this clean air and that someone is YOU.  

All around the world coal continues to be the energy source of choice. Americans who have plenty of 
it should, by any rational standard, be thrilled to use it. When our domestic coal is exported, it 
generates $4.1 billion and presently represents 2.5% of all U.S. exports.  

For these reasons, the electricity it produces, the jobs it represents, the value as an export, and the 
way it does all this without polluting the air, there is ample cause to celebrate coal, glorious, coal.  

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. Every week, he posts a 
column on the website of The National Anxiety Center, www.anxietycenter.com. 
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Rejecting Stagflation 
by David Keene  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Ohio Rep. John Ashbrook, one of the era’s most admired conservative 
leaders, challenged then-President Richard Nixon in the 1972 New 
Hampshire primary. We all knew Ashbrook had little chance of winning even 
double-digit support against a president who was riding high in the polls at 
the time.  

Given the reality of what was likely to happen on Election Day, I asked, 
“Why are you doing this?” I’ll never forget Ashbrook’s reply. He looked me 
calmly in the eye and said, “I’m doing it because someday we’re going to 
want to be able to say we weren’t part of this.”  

He had a point. I suspect it’s the same point House Republicans had in mind 
when they voted unanimously against President Obama’s stimulus package 
on the first roll call vote. 

President Obama’s team is apparently convinced that if we just spend enough money on traditional 
Democratic pet projects, we can work our way out of our national economic mess — and they seem 
inordinately focused on getting Republican as well as Democratic fingerprints on their “plan.”  

They tell us we are in a “post-partisan,” “trans-partisan” or at least “bipartisan” age in which all 
good Americans, regardless of party and ideology, act together for the common good. That sounds 
great, but much of it is hooey.  

What they really want is for people who disagree with them to work for and to endorse liberal 
“solutions” to today’s problems. Senate and House Republicans have witnessed this up close as 
Obama has “reached out” to them, sat with them, phoned them and sought their “input.” In the end, 
their ideas have been almost universally rejected out of hand by a smiling president who seems 
convinced that his approach alone has merit.  

Thus, the president has reminded congressional leaders to remember that he and his ideas prevailed 
in November. Obama has suggested that to get along, Republicans would do well to tune out critics 
like Rush Limbaugh and to concentrate on what he needs from them.  

What the president actually needs is cover. He had the votes in the House to pass his bloated 
stimulus bill, but looked for GOP votes so he could claim bipartisan support. When no Republican 
supported his bill, Obama suggested that Republicans have learned nothing from defeat and remain 
as obstructionist and partisan as ever.  

Without debating which party has been more obstructionist over the last decade, it is worthwhile to 
examine just when an elected representative ought to break with his or her party on policy.  

Too many elected officials operate with one finger to the wind and are hesitant to oppose presidents 
riding as high in the polls as Obama is now. Under such circumstances, it is often relatively easy for 
a president to pry a few votes away from the opposition.  

That’s what Obama tried. The effort failed not because of the iron-handed leadership of House 
Republicans, but because Republicans are far from convinced that the administration’s program will 
work and fear that, in the long run, this bill could do far more harm than good. If House Republicans 
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were convinced that what Obama wants is right and will work, they would have 
been justified in breaking ranks and would arguably have had a moral obligation to support the 
“stimulus” bill.  

That was not the case in the House. Republicans realize that if Obama is right, everything they have 
believed has to be wrong. It is always possible that one is wrong, but it is unlikely that policy that 
has failed so miserably in the past will work now or that the “change” Obama brought with him 
includes a change in the basic laws of economics. The Republicans, therefore, stood in opposition to 
the president on this important vote not out of partisan petulance, but because they actually believe 
something and are willing to stand up for those beliefs.  

Viewed from this perspective, House Republicans should be cheered rather than jeered. They accept 
whatever political heat the president can focus on them for refusing to go along with programs that 
are popular today, but may turn out to be far less popular tomorrow if they don’t work, will result in 
higher taxes and are likely to kick off a Jimmy Carter-like round of stagflation in two or three years.  

If that happens, House Republicans, to a man, will be able to say they weren’t a part of it. 

David Keene is the chairman of the American Conservative Union 
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No Criticism Allowed? 
by Jeffrey Folks 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Of what else does President Obama’s so-called stimulus bill consist than laws 
aimed at punishing or enabling particular people? This extraordinary piece of 
legislation seems to have been crafted for no other purpose than to reward 
those individuals and groups who contributed to the success of the Democratic 
Party in the recent election—and to punish those persons, groups, and states 
that voted the wrong way. Never before have we witnessed blatant 
confiscation and transfer of wealth on such a scale as that authorized in this 
coercive bill.  

It is not just that the stimulus package confiscates wealth from successful 
individuals and corporations and transfers it to inefficient and unproductive 
ones through such tactics as “tax credits” for persons already paying no tax, 
expanded bailout programs, and augmented welfare programs across the 
board. It is that this transfer of wealth is intended to create a permanent clientele for the so-called 
services funded in the bill. The enormous increase in funding for education, medicine, job training, 
housing, and food programs solidify the role of the federal government within the most essential 
areas of everyday life. Once established, this expanded role will be difficult to reverse. 

We are moving toward a society in which government will be the primary provider of the essential 
needs of daily life for most Americans. As Nobel economist F.A. Hayek pointed out, a state-
sponsored monopoly of this kind is not subject to the restrictions of a private monopoly since it is 
“protected against both potential competition and effective criticism.” The expansion of the SCHIP 
program and movement toward universal, government-regulated health insurance will close off 
competition, effectively nationalizing health care. The president’s warning, on the day of Exxon-
Mobil’s record fourth-quarter earnings report, that “this is not the time for businesses to be making 
profits” betrays an ambition to further regulate and control the energy sector, even to the point of 
mandating that private businesses not make a profit.  

The president’s comment suggests such an astounding degree of ignorance of and disdain for the 
free market as to be almost beyond belief. Under what circumstances would anyone invest money in 
a business entity which was prohibited by an authoritarian government from making a profit? In the 
absence of such investment, what would there be to prevent the ruin of our nation’s entire 
productive capacity? Obama and his Democratic colleagues do not appear to have reflected on these 
matters. Or else—a more ominous possibility—they intend the ruin of our economy and subsequently 
transform it into a collectivist economy. 

We have already seen chilling evidence of the president’s effort to render government monopolies 
impervious to criticism. In language all too familiar from previous periods of government expansion, 
both in this country and in Britain, those who criticize the present stimulus bill have been labeled 
“partisans standing in the way of relief.” Proponents of limited government are portrayed as enemies 
of “working families.” They are said to care only about the rich. Meanwhile, the fundamental 
objection to the mushrooming of wasteful and unresponsive bureaucracies is never addressed.  

For his part, the president seems to disallow criticism altogether. His tone of voice has already come 
to seem a lot less cordial than it was during the campaign. Even in his first weeks in office, his 
demeanor betrays a note of testiness and severity. In the few months since the election his 
expression has undergone a transformation from boyish likeability to something like the look of an 
angry parent. What will it be once the honeymoon is over? 
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Friedrich Hayek, who was born in 1899, lived a very long time, long enough to 
witness the collapse of the Soviet Union and of communism in Eastern Europe. Those events were 
monumental victories, but even with these victories, Hayek must have understood that the 
collectivist mentality had not yet been put to rest. When he died in 1992, it was still hanging on in a 
few oppressive communist states, but it was also resurfacing in the most unlikely of places: that is, 
among the very same nation-state who had spent a half century defeating it.  

Hayek once identified the central principle of individualism as “the respect for the individual man qua 
man.” This respect for varying “views and tastes” and for “individual gifts and bents” can only be 
preserved in a society committed to personal liberty, and liberty can only be preserved under the 
condition of limited government. We are now witnessing a massive expansion of government that 
threatens to rob us not just of our purse but of our liberties. Hayek’s analysis of the Rule of Law in 
his classic The Road to Serfdom focused on limiting the scope and aims of government. A key point 
was that the Rule of Law “excludes legislation either directly aimed at particular people or at 
enabling anybody to use the coercive power of the state for the purpose of such discrimination.”  

As Hayek knew, expansive government, which is always ushered in under the compassionate banner 
of public assistance, always ends in state control. Those who have been paying attention already 
have a good idea how much of their earnings are to be handed over to the state and how they are to 
be used, often in contravention of their wishes. Get ready to be told something else: that we must 
never criticize the state that cares for us and that we must love the state that sustains us. Even as 
we see our lives regimented and impoverished, we must love the state. Even as we grow hungry, 
dependent on an ever-diminishing ration of welfare, we must love the state and nothing else. We 
must love the state with all our heart. 

Dr. Jeffrey Folks taught for thirty years in universities in Europe, America, and Japan. He has 
published nine books and over a hundred articles on American culture and politics in national 
journals and newspapers. He is currently writing on issues in American literature, media, family, and 
education. 
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Obama Close Borders?  
by Marc Rotterman  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Open border advocates and some in Congress are urging President 
Barack Obama to stop construction of the 670-mile fence along the 
Mexican border (which, by the way, was to have been completed this 
month).  

American citizens, during the congressional debate on immigration in 
2007, emphatically informed their congressmen and senators in no 
uncertain terms that they wanted a fence built along our southern 
border, and they wanted that fence built without delay.  

During the recent presidential elections, the illegal immigration crisis 
was downplayed by both major party presidential candidates and 
virtually ignored by the elite media and pundits. Many "Washington 
political experts" stated that illegal immigration was no longer an 
issue.  

But according to a recent Rasmussen Reports national survey, most Americans support the 
continued construction of a fence along the U.S.-Mexico border and the use of the military if 
necessary in border areas.  

Sixty percent say the government should continue to build the fence, while 26 percent disagree and 
13 percent are undecided.  

The open border anti-fence activists are emboldened because Arizona's Gov. Janet Napolitano -- 
recently confirmed as Obama's choice for secretary of Homeland Security -- is perceived to be one of 
them and may try to halt or further delay construction of the $2 billion border barrier.  

And this at a time when 5,700 deaths last year in Mexico were blamed on drug violence. That is a 
war -- and some in Mexico are beginning to understand that it can no longer tolerate such 
lawlessness. Some Mexican lawmakers want to revisit the country's ban on capital punishment.  

Last June, the Bush administration's reaction to this crisis along our southern border was to push 
through a $1.6 billion border security spending plan -- for Mexico and Central America.  

Instead of finishing the fence here, the American taxpayers coughed up their hard-earned cash for 
helicopters, surveillance equipment, computer infrastructure, expansion of intelligence databases, 
anti-corruption initiatives, human rights education and training, and anti-money laundering 
programs for our southern neighbors.  

Meanwhile after years of officially launching complaints against the United States for its efforts to 
follow the rule of law and enforce its borders, Mexico is cracking down hard on illegal Cuban 
immigrants caught trying to enter Mexico from the south. Mexican officials have worked out an 
agreement with Cuba to immediately send back illegal aliens -- and to punish human smugglers.  

Ironically, the Bush administration chose to reward illegal immigrants with amnesty, despite 
numerous studies -- including one by the Heritage Foundation -- that clearly demonstrated that the 
net cost to taxpayers of illegal immigrants exceeds their contributions to our nation's economy.  
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With our economy faltering, illegal immigration has begun to decline, some say 
to the lowest level in 30 years.  

The Obama administration should use this opportunity to complete the fence and to secure our 
borders.  

In what appears to be a deep and protracted recession and with unemployment on the rise, the 
United States can no longer afford the economic costs associated with illegal immigration. Let alone 
the cost to our sovereignty and security.  

Marc Rotterman, who worked in the Reagan administration from 1981 to 1984, is a senior fellow at 
the John Locke Foundation in Raleigh and a former member of the board of the American 
Conservative Union.  
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Mexico Threat 
by Lee Ellis 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

 
Which two countries offer the greatest threat to the United States? If 
you answered that they both must be in the Middle East, you would 
be only half right. You would be amazed to learn, as was I, that the 
second greatest threat to America comes from this hemisphere---yes, 
right next to us. Former CIA chief Michael Hayden told reporters in 
January that Mexico could rank alongside Iran as a challenge for 
President Obama - perhaps a greater problem than Iraq.  

The U.S. Justice Department said last month that Mexican gangs are 
the "biggest organized crime threat to the United States." National 
security adviser Stephen Hadley said recently that the worsening 
violence threatens Mexico's very democracy. 

Mexico is a federation comprising thirty-one states and a federal 
district, the capital--- Mexico City, whose metropolitan area is one of the world’s most populous. 

Glenn Beck, on his new FOX News Channel program of January 26, reported that presently, 23 of 
these states are each completely controlled by the Mexican crime cartel which makes its millions 
from selling illegal drugs. This cartel is growing rapidly, mainly because over 80% of the police 
(federales) are on the take from the crime bosses. Thus, these drug lords are making millions of 
dollars by smuggling drugs into America and threatening our very way of life. 

Some of our readers may ask how this creates such a large threat to America, compared to Iran. 
There are two great reasons why. 

Mexico is within inches of a total collapse. If this happens, as Michelle Malkin said, Venezuela and 
other Communist countries may take control of our next door neighbor. Think about what is 
happening to Israel with its enemies across its border.  

Secondly, the USA population has reached approximately 304 million as we start 2009. Over 8% --- 
24 million American men, women and children --- are already using or are addicted to illegal drugs--
-PODs, or Prisoners of Drugs (Not much different from POWs). This is a calamity for this American 
customer base built by these drug lords in Mexico. This percentage rate keeps increasing each and 
every year enslaving more and more Americans, especially our youth, robbing them (and America) 
of future careers and lives. Once a drug seller hooks someone, the price is raised, forcing each 
customer to turn to crime to fuel his or her addiction. This, in turn, causes our crime rates to 
increase. 

It makes little difference whether Americans are bombed by Iran or converted to a life of drugs and 
crime by the crime cartel of Mexico, the same number of lives is destroyed. It may take a 
combination of diplomacy and military action to stop the bombs from Iran, but only education by 
both schools and good parenting can keep kids from turning to illegal drugs to solve their problems. 
We are no longer teaching a majority of our youth reliability and consequences, nor imbuing 
optimism for their future. We witness the results daily in our media due to the lowering of all 
standards of behavior, civility, courtesy and knowledge. A combination of the secular-socialist 
propaganda and the Mexican crime cartels has increased the downfall of almost all the standards 
that made this Republic so great. We now have a major part of our government and public in favor 
of following Europe down the same road to a secularist and socialist society.  
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Our border agents and walls no longer are able to compete against the Mexican 
crime cartel as it successfully smuggles illegal drugs, terrorists and other illegal aliens across our 
borders. These cartels have become so powerful that it even has its own military crossing our 
borders to kill our agents.  

Lest you think that criminal gangs in Mexico are far away from us and no different from our old 
American Mafia teams or current gangs, think again. Over 500 media sources have reported that 
just across our border in Tijuana, a Mexican man who calls himself El Pozolero – (The Stew Maker) - 
has revealed how he dumped 300 bodies in vats of acid over the past decade to dispose of their 
remains for a drug trafficking cartel. 

Santiago Meza Lopez, 45, told police after his capture by the army, that once the victims’ remains 
had been in the acid baths for 24 hours, he would bury them. He said he only dissolved men, 
refusing to make women vanish this way. Meza Lopez said he had been paid, in U.S. money, $600 a 
week for his work by drug boss, Eduardo Garcia Simental. He was arrested in Tijuana on the border 
with California, and is among the FBI's most wanted men.  

The Stew Maker's nickname comes from “pozole,” a stew local to the Tijuana region where he 
worked. Its ingredients are normally corn, meat and chili. 

In 2008, more than 5,300 people died violent deaths connected to cartel activities, with Mexican 
authorities having deployed some 36,000 police and troops to fight the drug-traffickers.  

Many Americans are now being kidnapped in Mexico. On December 15, 2008, the Washington Post 
reported that an American anti-kidnapping negotiator, whose company says he has resolved almost 
100 kidnapping cases in Latin America, was abducted by gunmen -- while meeting with Mexican 
business executives and their bodyguards to discuss ways to thwart such crimes. The abduction of 
Felix Batista was bold and chilling, and the report of his disappearance had Mexicans wondering 
whether anyone was safe. 

Decapitation has also become a favorite tactic of warring drug gangs that have contended for control 
over smuggling routes. Authorities in Tijuana said four decapitated bodies were recently found there, 
apparent casualties of a violent struggle for control of drug smuggling from Mexico into San Diego. 
Across our border from El Paso, Texas in Juarez, decapitated bodies have also been found. 

All this has affected tourism in Mexico, so much so that Mexico is now close to a failing economy. 
Glenn Beck said that a friend of his who had gone to one of my favorite places in Mexico, Puerto 
Vallarta, told him that every third hotel was closed and boarded up. Tourism is dying off for Mexico. 

The barbarians are indeed at our gates!  

Please, President Obama, build stronger gates against terrorism coming across our borders . Fixing 
America’s economy is necessary, but not if it is to be conquered by the forces of crime and terror 
moving in across our borders! 
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Government Physics 
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

Lawrence Livermore Laboratories has discovered the heaviest 
element yet known to science. The new element, 
Governmentium (Gv), has one neutron, 25 assistant 
neutrons, 88 deputy neutrons, and 198 assistant deputy 
neutrons, giving it an atomic mass of 312. 

These 312 particles are held together by forces called morons, 
which are surrounded by vast quantities of lepton-like 
particles called peons. Since Governmentium has no 
electrons, it is inert; however, it can be detected, because it 
impedes every reaction with which it comes into contact. A 
tiny amount of Governmentium can cause a reaction that would normally take less than a second, to 
take from 4 days to 4 years to complete. 

Governmentium has a normal half-life of 2 - 6 years. It does not decay, but instead undergoes a 
reorganization in which a portion of the assistant neutrons and deputy neutrons exchange places.  

In fact, Governmentium's mass will actually increase over time, since each reorganization will cause 
more morons to become neutrons, forming isodopes. This characteristic of moron promotion leads 
some scientists to believe that Governmentium is formed whenever morons reach a critical 
concentration. This hypothetical quantity is referred to as critical morass. 

When catalyzed with money, Governmentium becomes Administratium, an element that radiates 
just as much energy as Governmentium since it has half as many peons but twice as many morons. 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 126 - February 18, 2009  

 

Editor: “Victims of Flight 1549” is brilliant. What a deft stroke at the groin area of the lethargic, 
stodgy, arrogant, useless entity we sometimes call the "guvmint". And it's timely, because, here in 
the South, Spring is already rearing its lovely head, and we are entering into what our farmers call 
"the groin season". But, look, you make some telling points. As a Christian, I believe that "The Lord 
giveth, and the Lord taketh away." And as a free American citizen, I know that "The government 
taketh away." Captain Sully, his passengers (excluding the hysterical "cabin hostesses") and the 
free-spirited New Yorkers who helped them from the Hudson, were wonderful. The feds are still back 
in their bunkers trying to see who broke the law by saving lives without government approval. Great 
article, sir. God bless you, and keep up the good work! Verne Strickland, Wilmington, NC.  

 

Editor: Awesome article! Having been on the board of a local rural fire department that has recently 
been ruined by local officials because they didn't follow Title 19 laws to the letter, I really enjoyed 
and agreed with your editorial “Victims of Flight 1549”. A little common sense, compassion, and a 
"give a damn" attitude goes a lot farther than all the state and federal regulations piled together. 
There will come a time, if we don't cut back on the excessive regulations, that there will be a button 
in every bathroom to push for someone to come wipe us. Enough is enough. Hang in there. You are 
awake. Howard N. Wolff  

 

Editor: Excellent article “Victims of Flight 1549.” It hits the nail squarely on the head. We have too 
much government intervention already. As a former Marine and someone who is not afraid to act in 
an emergency, I am totally disgusted with our supposed leaders in Washington. It seems as they all 
want to practice CYA. Semper Fi, Joe McCaffrey  

 

Editor: Terrific and honest take on the Flight 1549 landing in the Hudson. The pervasive PC and 
bureaucratic regulatory blabber that abound absolutely everywhere in our floundering Western 
culture deserved being dressed down and reduced to the nonsense that it actually is as you did in 
your well thought out article. Being a retired FAA air traffic control specialist (non management) and 
a Commercial/Instrument rated pilot I can attest to your accuracy which is right on the money. With 
Respect, Fred Garr, Cattaraugus, New York  

 

Editor: Fantastic writing in you “Victims of Flight 1549,” with its important points hopefully 
understood by our Government. Flight 1549 proves that it's not only possible it is capable of being 
carried out! Congratulations to all. Anne  

 

Editor: “Victims of Flight 1549,” Very good article!  Thank you! Perry and Barb Redburn 

 



2/18/2009                                             Page 37                                              Issue 126  
 
 

Editor: HOW can Mr. Devine be so politically incorrect to suggest in “Victims of Flight 1549” that 
government cannot do this type of thing better? HAH! Kudos to him! America - indeed the whole 
Free World - is being destroyed by "politically correct" authoritarians! IMHO, these people have 
serious ego problems and need shrinks to address them, rather than impose THEIR psychotic 
problems on the rest of us! LOOK at what they've done to this country - to the entire FREE WORLD! 
Carol D, Oceanside, CA 

 

Editor: Great article “Victims of Flight 1549” and this situation illustrates perfectly and very vividly 
what is wrong with government. Government does nothing efficiently. Every agency or department 
ever created by the federal government only makes problems worse. Witness the so-called Great 
Society programs enacted under LBJ. After 8 trillion dollars plus squandered, the very social 
problems they were to rid us of, have not only not gotten better, but have expanded exponentially, 
as the agencies and departments themselves, grew in size, scope, and of course budgets. In short, 
they became empires, and like all empires, they seek to expand in size and power. And, to do this, 
they must continue to enlist new "victims" who then create their own sense of "entitlement." The 
U.S. Department of Education and teacher unions have destroyed all credibility in the public school 
system. This is one of the first departments that needs to be abolished, with schools returned to 
local control and authority with no government input or regulations. This would make available 
billions of dollars for education to be returned to local control and schools could then return to the 
status they were in before LBJ nationalized schools with federal intervention in the mid 1960's. 
Socialism is what we are witnessing. We need to end socialism, but to think Obama and the current 
Congress will go for this is like frogs wishing for wings so that they would not bump their rumps 
when they hop. No, the only way that we citizens will end this socialistic government is to step 
around them and ignore them and just do what is necessary. If enough citizens begin to ignore 
government and refuse to follow its path of destruction and instead implement common sense and 
duty to self and community, the government will find itself in a position of no authority or power. 
Jerome Ennis, MA, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 

 

Editor: Great article on Ann Coulter by Brent Bozell. I do so admire her dogged determination to tell 
the whole blatant and ugly truth about the liberals...while taking her lumps from the media for 
daring to criticize their darlings - love her. And thank you for this great article. I always enjoy all of 
your articles no matter the ConservativeBattleline topic. Thanks for all the good work you do for 
conservatives...we sure do need your voice. I really appreciate your American Conservative Union 
petitions too...and the ease of using them...and the subjects always seem to be the ones dear to my 
heart...or ones I am currently on a tear about. Thanks again, Maxine Keith  

 

Editor: I had to tell you I loved Brent Bozell’s article “Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy.” Ann is a little over the 
top and that's why I like her. She not only thinks things but say them out loud as well. God Bless 
her. Gene Roqueplot  

 

Editor: What a refreshing article “Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy” by Brent Bozell, almost as refreshing as 
listening to the phenomenally quick, cuts-like-a-knife marvel that is Ann Coulter herself. So many of 
us are at a loss for words with our liberal "friends." Hours or days later we find the perfect words in 
response for idiocies uttered by some Kool-Aid-drinking liberal. Not Ann - she's so swift with a sword 
it's probably in watching a replay of the interview when they finally figure out what hit them. 
Probably the reason they continue to have her on their shows is it's one of the few things that 
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increase their ratings. How "sad" that someone from the "wrong" side could be so 
eloquent, smooth, and accurate in pointing out their stupidity. Ouch. Janice, Colorado Springs, 
Colorado 

 

Editor: Great article by Brent Bozell, “Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy.” I for one, truly enjoy Ann Coulter's 
books and her perspective on the left wing loonies. This country need a lot more like her and you to 
present a balanced view on things. Joe McCaffrey  

 

Editor: Gotta love Ann Coulter. She's gutsy, and that is why the Liberals are afraid of her. They're 
also afraid of her because she's not afraid of them. You tell Ann I said GO GET EM! Robert Littlejohn  

 

Editor: I read Brent Bozell’s article “Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy” and totally agree. It is hard for some 
people to understand how a woman can speak on these subjects so strongly so they become scared 
and start bashing her for being honest. Personally it took me a time or two to get use to her but I 
like her for her thoughts, honesty, and strong beliefs that need to be said. Good job Ann and you too 
for standing up to the Libs. Rhonda Linders, Vatterott College 

 

Editor: Great article by Brent Bozell, “Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy” on our own Ann. Let the left spew at 
the mouth and maybe someday America will wake up and see it for what it is. Until then "Keep it up 
Ann." We love you. Ruth Reed  

 

Editor: Amen to Brent Bozell for his witty article on Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy! Lyn Greenlee  

 

Editor: We just got an early indicator on Dennis Avery’s “Save Planet or Economy?” article question 
today. "Interior" took a bunch of previously approved Utah Oil and Gas Leases off the table. That's 
the kind of wet slobbering kiss that tends to leave chronic infections behind. The symptoms will be 
increased fuel prices later. And, it can actually lead to increased mortality. Remember the old WWII 
vet who froze to death in his house back around Chicago? Yours Truly, Jerome Borden, Layton, UT 

 

Editor: What good perspective in Dennis Avery's article “Save Planet or Economy?” on whether 
Obama will save the planet or the economy. Thank you, Lance Patterson  

 

Editor: Please tell Brian Reidl regarding his “Historic Spending Surge” that U.S. hog farmers now 
have some serious competition in production of pork. Democrats. Verne Strickland, Wilmington, NC.  
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Editor: Regarding Brent Littlefield’s “Target Talk Radio,” would the Fairness Doctrine also apply to 
the print media? Dick Engen, Indio, CA 

 

Editor: Pail Driessen’s “Santa Barbara Blowout” is a very informative article. I hope all of the facts 
are correct because they are pretty impressive. I had no idea that more barrels of oil seep naturally 
into the ocean than barrels due to man-made spills. If only you could inundate the public with this 
information. It may change a lot of minds regarding offshore drilling. I used to be dead set against it 
but now appreciate the need for our country to become more self-fueled, as opposed to relying on 
outside sources. The fact that more wells could be drilled without erecting additional platforms is an 
incredible plus. One of my main concerns has always been that offshore drilling would destroy our 
beautiful coastal view. Karen 

 

Editor: I wet my pants and you owe me the cleaning bill. I am still laughing. May I have a skin made 
for my laptop with Gary Varvel’s cartoon as shown in your “Madoff’s Ponzi Model”? I think he should 
market it. Then in the Democratic way of the world, I'll forget the drying cleaning bill LOL. Thanks 
for the laugh! But I was serious about the skin for my laptop. You can even make a political cartoon 
of this transaction. Linda Neely  
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Victims of Flight 1549?  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

The picture of US Airways Flight 1549 passengers on 
the wings of their airplane slowly sinking into the icy 
Hudson River on January 15, 2009 was as dramatic as 
it gets, a scene difficult to forget. The fact that all 155 
passengers and crew were rescued was truly 
miraculous but it also required help from some 
individuals here below.  

The very instant the rescued passengers were being 
returned to the docks, at an hastily-arranged 
nationally-televised news conference, Mayor Michael 
Blumberg, Gov. David Paterson and a host of police, fire and other government top officials were 
claiming credit for saving the helpless victims. Yes, if they had perished, the usual got’ya media 
would have blamed the politicians so one understands their taking a bow for a change. But this does 
not change the fact that the help did not come from the officials. While the implicit point of the 
media event was, we, the government saved them, in fact, the pols had almost nothing to do with it. 
The rescued were not even helpless victims.  

Even the politicians had to give hesitating credit to pilot Chesley B. Sullenberger III. They faltered 
because they were media-savvy enough to know that deference to the National Transportation 
Safety Board “experts” to make his heroics official was what the zeitgeist demanded. Only the 
national government can speak authoritatively in a crisis, of course. The local officials would not 
even take it on their own responsibility to say it was geese damage to the engines that caused the 
crash, even though the pilot had confirmed this. The NTBS experts had not as yet spoken (indeed, 

they had not as yet left Washington) so the supposed community leaders 
were timidly mum.  

Unlike the pols, the real heroes of the occasion did not speak the language 
of victimhood. The pilot – with his wonderful Bush-like “III rd” and his out-of-
fashion mainline establishment name – was the undisputed number 
one hero of the day. He did not wait for NTSB or any other instruction but 
just landed the airplane in the river. Yet, even he was warned 
professionally to wait for the experts before he spoke to the public. His wife 
was too non-political and proud to be silenced. She and ordinary people 
generally knew he was the hero and everyone said so from the very 
beginning; everyone, that is, except the timorous government officials.  

The passengers deserve second billing to the pilot in the non-victim 
department. Critically, they did not panic (several mentioned that the 
stewardesses did panic), walking off the plane calmly and, of all things in 
this modern age, as one survivor politically-incorrectly put it, “allowing 
women and children first.” What happened to sexual equality? These were not even sophisticated 
enough to worry about potential discrimination prosecutions for such prohibited behavior. Three – 
are we allowed to say this – men rescued, respectively, an almost-abandoned infant, an elderly 
woman normally confined to a wheelchair and a younger woman in heels who slipped off the wing 
into the cold water (the latter at great risk to himself). They did not need a government order to act. 
Each did it all on his own, individually.  

The final heroes were the boatmen who plucked the passengers and crew from the airplane on the 
frigid water. None of these worked for the government either, or was any kind of safety expert, 
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although many had rescue training. They worked for private sector ferries 
plowing the busy river, specifically the Hudson Circle Line and New York Waterways (which is even 
family owned) and several independent tugboat captains. None waited for orders from higher 
authority. As the Washington Post reported what happened:  

Before police and Coast Guard vessels could respond, the Hudson's commercial flotilla converged on 
the scene. Ferry, tour boat and tugboat crews tossed life vests to the stranded passengers and 
began hoisting them up ladders.  

It is a good thing the government did not arrive first. The Feds have created a National Incident 
Management System to credential “first responders” to enter security and emergency sites. Just a 
few days before the accident – not surprisingly ignored by the public due to its bureaucratically-
correct release on Christmas Eve – the Federal Emergency Management Agency issued its proposed 
“National Incident Management System Guideline for the Credentialing of Personnel” to set rules 
regarding access to such situations. The rules were proposed to remedy the “processing and being 
processed” delays in admitting rescuers in the wake of the Katrina hurricane. The document is 
specifically directed to government officials and secondarily to private organizations to pre-certify 
their personnel so that onsite government officials will know whom they can “trust” to be admitted 
efficiently into different emergency situations.  

The way they are to do this is through a secure electronic 
photo identification card compatible with electronic 
databases that are in contact with appropriate emergency 
officials. State and local governments are asked to provide 
badges for their employees who potentially would respond 
in emergency situations. The rules recognize that the 
private sector has the most emergency resources and they 
are given the responsibility of credentialing their own 
personnel and reporting them to the government. The 
proposed rules do recognize that “it is most likely not 
practical” to recognize all who might be called upon to use 
such identification. This, indeed, is the hole in this 
bureaucratic nightmare. The rule itself recognizes that it 
cannot work. All it can do in response is to ask all to be “flexible.” Small firms and voluntary aid 
groups will never be able to comply, much less random individuals near the site.  

Rather than fix the bottlenecks of the Katrina disaster when voluntary aid was already kept out of 
the area by security officials – including the president’s own brother, who as governor of Florida had 
attempted to send supplies and medicine – no one will get through the security net without a first 
responders badge the next time. If the Coast Guard – like FEMA part of the massive Department of 
Homeland Security – had arrived first and the regulations were in force, would they have admitted 
the ferry and tug personnel? How long would it have taken? Perhaps the rescues would have been 
timely, if they were “flexible” enough – that is, if they ignored their own department’s rules. The 
government saved Flight 1549 only in the sense that its Guidelines were not yet in effect. 

This is how government bureaucracy operates. It treats everyone as a victim or client – a dependent 
or follower - and expects them to fall into line obeying the rules. Reality is not that simple. In fact, 
the overwhelming majority will not even know the rules. Many who do will not be able to or wish to 
follow them. The rules themselves defy human nature expecting that everyone is listening and 
following. America historically has relied on people to respond freely and locally in a manner that 
made sense to individuals and groups, as its best observer Alexis de Tocqueville described so well. 
Volunteers have always been the first, largest and most effective responders to emergencies, as the 
bureaucrats’ own rules recognized. But the rules get in the way, as Katrina proved, the first major 
outing of FEMA under the control and mission of the DHS.  
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Mr. Obama called for an “era of responsibility” in his inaugural address but it is 
clear from the programs in the so-called stimulus bill that he or his party or both cannot break their 
old ways. But he could make responsibility more than rhetoric if he actually turned responsibility 
back to individuals from the government in at least one area where he should not be too inhibited 
politically. The National Incident Credentialing Guidelines present the perfect target. He can even do 
it administratively, without Congress.  

The regulations themselves demonstrate that they cannot work. The rules restrict prompt action in 
an emergency and stifle the local voluntary activity that must be preeminent even by their own 
reckoning. The US Airways rescue proves that individuals can meet even severe challenges if 
potential assistance is free enough of government restrictions and supposed “help” to solve their 
problems by themselves or with their neighbors. If it is impossible for the president to adopt the 
principle of responsibility generally at least cutting through this bureaucratic monster is somewhere 
to start.  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Did the New Deal Work? 
by Gerald O’Driscoll 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

I must enter the debate concerning whether the New Deal really worked 
or not, especially Thomas Ferguson’s statement that his “main point” 
about Franklin Roosevelt’s policy “is that everybody thinks getting off 
gold was important to recovery. “ 

The post-World War I monetary system was not a classical gold standard, 
but a Ricardian gold-exchange standard. It was a complete mish-mash. It 
mixed central-bank discretion with the trappings of a gold standard. The 
Europeans, the British especially, would not accommodate themselves to 
their reduced circumstances (in real terms). It didn't mean that a 
classical gold standard was not an excellent system. Why did gold work in 
the 19th century and not the 20th? Answer: it wasn't the same system! 

Importantly, there was no recovery after everyone got off the gold standard. Henry Morgenthau 
lamented that unemployment at the end of the 1930s was where it was when the Roosevelt 
Administration assumed power. He knew the New Deal had failed. Markets are resilient and 
Roosevelt thwarted them at every turn (a process begun by Hoover, for which Roosevelt properly 
criticized him in his camapign). The danger is that Barack Obama will follow George W. Bush and do 
the same (repeating Roosevelt's mistake in raising the ante on Hoover's interventionism). 

Again, recovery only began when the New Deal began to unwind. No other depression in modern 
history lasted so long because never had a government intervened so much. The "cure" was worse 
than the disease.  

Years ago at a now-forgotten monetary conference, J. R. T. Hughes gave a brilliant presentation on 
why all attempts at explaining the Great Depression failed. Robert Lucas reportedly has told his 
students much the same thing, and said they might as well read Rothbard's America's Great 
Depression to understand it. If true, a very radical proposition for a Nobel laurete. 

On contemporary mainline monetary historians, I prefer Michael Bordo overall. Peter Temin's critique 
of real business cycle theory is devastating. 

We are now faced with a bursting of a bubble caused by excessive monetary ease, low interest rates 
(negative in real terms), and all sorts of artificial stimulus to housing and consumption. The 
"solution" is to replicate all the policies that produced the crisis, and then add some new ones. A 
recession is the adjustment an economy goes through as a result of bad policy. The current one is 
especially severe because the policies were so bad. 

We are all poorer than we thought we were. How can government policy eliminate that fact? It can 
tansfer resources to favored groups from politically weak groups. That may partially insulate the 
former groups at the expense of the latter. I know of no system of morality in which that is justified. 

Gerald O’Driscoll is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute and a widely quoted expert on banking and 
monetary policy. Previously the director of the Center for International Trade and Economics at the 
Heritage Foundation, O’Driscoll was senior editor of the annual Index of Economic Freedom, co-
published by Heritage and The Wall Street Journal. He has also served as vice president and director 
of policy analysis at Citigroup, and vice president and economic advisor at the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Dallas. 
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Banana Republic Deficit 
by Robert Higgs 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) now reports “the [federal budget] deficit this year will total 
$1.2 trillion, or 8.3 percent of GDP” (report). This seems about right for a banana republic. The bad 
news is that neither commercial banana cultivation nor a republican form of government has proved 
viable in this country. 

Bananas, of course, must be imported into this country from Latin America and other places where 
their commercial cultivation has proved profitable. 

The CBO’s projection does not take into account any addition to the federal budget deficit that may 
arise from enactment of a “stimulus” bill after the Obama gang takes charge of administering the 
empire. If the magnitudes now being discussed for this so-called stimulus should prove to be in the 
right range, the deficit for fiscal year 2009 may turn out to be not $1.2 trillion, but something in the 
neighborhood of $2 trillion, perhaps 15 percent of GDP. If so, the deficit will be as large in amount 
as the entire federal budget was as recently as 2002. This prospect may be what cranky 
commentators such as yours truly have in mind when they speak of “out-of-control federal 
spending.” 

The 2009 deficit arises in part from the CBO’s taking into account outlays of $238 billion as the net 
subsidy costs for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, plus $18 billion of cash infusions from the Treasury to 
Freddie and Fannie. It is entirely possible that the estimated net present value of Fannie and 
Freddie’s future earnings will prove to be too large, and therefore that the subsidy will be greater 
than projected and the overall federal budget also greater by that extra amount. 

With little fanfare, the CBO report ventures to mention that “foreign lenders, who have recently been 
willing to lend to the U.S. government on very advantageous terms, may become less willing to do 
so in the future, which would tend to raise interest rates in this country.” To be sure. Indeed, if the 
Japanese, Chinese, and Arabs, who have been carrying a major part of the load in covering the 
federal deficits in recent years, should substantially reevaluate the risk of dollar depreciation (or 
even U.S. repudiation of its debt) and greatly reduce their purchases of U.S. Treasury securities, 
then drastically higher interest rates and, in response, hyperinflation (with or without price and wage 
controls) might well be the next chapter of this unpleasant story. 

Meanwhile, my advice is: eat bananas while they are still available from producers who will accept 
U.S. dollars in exchange for them. If the U.S. dollar is totally destroyed, as recent and impending 
government actions suggest it might be, then we may be reduced to barter, at least for a while. I 
wonder if we can trade Hollywood films for bananas. And, most important, I wonder whether I can 
get a job in the movie business, perhaps as an extra for the crowd scenes. I think I have the talent 
needed for that role. 

Robert Higgs is a Senior Fellow at the Independent Institute 
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At the Movies" Idiocy  
by S. T. Karnick 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

The decline of the mainstream media —a very good thing—is the real story 
behind an interesting L. A. Times article about Ben Lyons, a film critic on the 
syndicated TV show At the Movies. Critics and movie buffs alike both have 
nothing but contempt for the 27-year-old Lyons, son of former host and 
newspaper film critic Jeffrey Lyons. 

Jeffrey Lyons was never any great thinker, or even a good one, but Ben Lyons 
makes him look like Samuel Johnson by comparison. The younger Lyons strikes 
the viewer as an ignoramus and a jackass, and the producers of At the Movies 
clearly made a horrendous mistake in hiring him. 

Apparently they hoped to get frat boys and other Sports Center fans to watch 
the show, which only further confirms major stupidity on the producers of At the 
Movies. 

The hiring of Lyons thus exemplifies the cluelessness of the mainstream media and their failure to 
connect with their audiences. Both of these are outcomes of decades of arrogance brought on by a 
lack of serious competition among the oligopolists who own the mainstream media outlets. 

Instead of realizing this, however, the L. A. Times writer sees the Lyons hire as part of a huge, 
general "dumbing down" of society caused by the loss of brilliant gatekeepers such as Lyons's 
father: 

[All of this] would be of hardly any consequence were it not for the drastic transformation of film 
criticism. Long gone are the times when a vaunted single critic such as the New Yorker's Pauline 
Kael could inject a film into the national consciousness with a single positive review. These days, 
moviegoers are just as apt to check a movie's rating at Rotten Tomatoes, the popular movie-review 
aggregating website, as to read an actual review from a major news organization. 
 
Worse, with readership plummeting, newspapers and magazines have had to drastically thin their 
ranks of critics. In recent months, the Chicago Tribune, New York Daily News, Newsweek, Newsday, 
the Village Voice and The Times, among other outlets, have let critics go. Meanwhile, movie 
marketing has never been more pervasive, and many studio summer blockbusters are now 
described as "critic proof," meaning that negative reviews do nothing to affect the box office. 
 
In this light, Lyons' ascension to the "throne" of televised film criticism has come to represent 
something more than just the changing of the guard—many view it as yet another example of the 
dumbing down of media and of celebrity triumphing over substance. 

Personally, I'm delighted that the odious Ms. Kael and her demon spawn are no longer able to 
dominate the discussion of movies and other important subjects. Their hold over the American 
culture was uniformly deleterious. 

If the alternative is that Ben Lyons will be hired to run At the Movies the rest of the way off of 
television while people make their choices from a wider variety of sources such as The American 
Culture, then I endorse that alternative enthusiastically. 

S. T. Karnick edits The American Culture at stkarnick.com 
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Anti-Coulter Hypocrisy 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

Ann Coulter’s new book “Guilty” is out and two things are certain: It will surely 
be another best-seller, and she will once again drive the Left bonkers. No 
institution will be more offended than the national press. Prepare to witness 
their meltdown.  

The Drudge Report caused a firestorm when anonymous NBC insiders leaked 
the word that Coulter had been “banned for life” from that network. CBS 
featured her on “The Early Show” and a combative Harry Smith tried to insult 
her to the extreme. He called her “goofy,” “simplistic,” “sophomoric,” and a 
“whiner.” “You should have a cross,” he said dismissively. “You should put 
yourself up on a cross.” Why are they so upset? 

The so-called “objective” media clearly feel threatened because they are the very liberals Coulter is 
attacking. If they weren’t liberals, none of her mockery of liberals would bother them. Oh, they 
might not appreciate her style, as some conservatives don’t. But they wouldn’t have pitched debates 
inside their walls about how they will savage her in interviews – and I defy the networks to deny this 
– or how they would remove her from their airwaves altogether. 

Those rumored bans have been demanded by the leftist lobbyists for the Censorship Doctrine – 
people who say they oppose “conservative misinformation,” but clearly want conservatives tossed 
from the radio and TV airwaves before “misinformation” or just plain conservative thought spills out. 
They have pressured the networks to stop helping Coulter sell books. Freedom of speech is truly a 
dangerous concept when conservatives exercise it.  

But liberals who claim to oppose “inflammatory rhetoric” on television when it comes from 
conservatives have no problem with uncivil liberalism. Or 100 percent hate-filled left-wing character 
assassination. Take NBC, which could not look sillier if it ever seriously banned Coulter for being 
hyperbolic, when vicious, hyperbolic liberals (Olbermann, Maddow, and Matthews) dominate MSNBC.  

It’s easy to run down a list of inflammatory liberals who are welcomed on the TV morning shows. 
Start with Kitty Kelley’s wild “investigative” books on the Reagans or the Bushes. Or Michael Moore’s 
kooky conspiracy theories. Or Al Franken suggesting Karl Rove and Scooter Libby should be 
executed over Plamegate. (NBC’s Matt Lauer and his off-camera crew laughed at that.)  

Or recall Bill Maher on his HBO show in 2007 suggesting Arianna Huffington shouldn’t ban 
commenters on her website wishing Dick Cheney had died in a terrorist attack in Afghanistan. 
“That’s a funny joke,” Maher said. “If this isn’t China, shouldn’t you be able to say that?” He added 
that Cheney’s death by suicide bomber might be a public service: “I’m just saying if he did die, other 
people, more people would live. That’s a fact.”  

Harry Smith hosted Maher on CBS just months ago on his faith-mocking movie “Religulous” and 
didn’t say one discouraging word to him about his caustic remarks about Cheney or his hateful anti-
Christian bigotry. Not one word.  

But when Ann Coulter speaks, the brass knuckles come out. In 2007, Coulter was heavily criticized 
for joking that she couldn’t talk about John Edwards, since an ABC actor was forced to apologize for 
saying “faggot” at the Golden Globes. Liberals were furious. Coulter responded by saying next time, 
she’d echo Bill Maher and just wish Edwards died in a terrorist attack. Elizabeth Edwards then 
denounced Coulter for suggesting she wanted her husband dead. Harry Smith invited Mrs. Edwards 
on CBS, offered her brief softballs and let her verbally whack Coulter with a bat.  
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Smith is an enormous hypocrite. He completely ignored vicious remarks by Mrs. 
Edwards just days before, in accepting a “Rage for Justice” award, that the Bush administration was 
waging a class war that compared to slaughters in Darfur:  

The White House has led the charge against working people, in their own class war. The late, great 
Molly Ivins once wrote: "If there was class warfare, that war was long over. And it was a massacre… 
a genocide to which there have been words of acknowledgment, as there have in Darfur, but as with 
Darfur, no meaningful action. 

But when Ann Coulter comes on the set with Smith, the gloves come off.  

Ann Coulter’s liberal-bashing columns and books and television appearances are fun for 
conservatives, simply because there’s nothing funnier for the right than witnessing CBS putting up 
on its own screen a Coulter quote about Ted Kennedy and CBS: “Kennedy may be a drunken slob, 
but unlike CBS News anchors, he is not certifiably insane.” 

Call Coulter outrageous, call her a bomb-thrower, even state she goes beyond the pale of civility, if 
that’s your read. But do not assign that label to Coulter and then present your on-air love and kisses 
and giggles to all the public leftist hate-spewing that far exceeds any perceived incivility by Coulter. 
That is utterly transparent liberalism, and utterly transparent hypocrisy. 

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center. 

 

 



2/4/2009                                             Page 12                                              Issue 125  
 
 

Historic Spending Surge 
by Brian Riedl 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

The recent Congressional Budget Office budget projections show a truly historic 
increase in spending and debt threatening long-run health of the US economy. The CBO 
baseline – after making some adjustments to make the numbers more realistic – shows 
a budget deficit of $1.220 trillion in 2009 and $1.477 trillion by 2019—even before any 
additional economic “stimulus” bills by President Barack Obama are enacted. 

Its highlights include:  

• The 20 percent spending increase projected for 2009 represents the largest government 
expansion since the 1952 height of the Korean War (adjusted for inflation).  

• In 2009, federal spending is projected to reach 25 percent of GDP—the highest level in 
American history outside of World War II. The next economic “stimulus” package would push 
this total even higher.  

• From 2001 through 2008, federal spending surged 60 percent—6.9 percent per year, on 
average. Had spending increases been limited to 35 percent—4.4 percent annually—the 2008 
budget would have been in balance.  

• The projected 2009 budget deficit of 8.6 percent of GDP would shatter the postwar record. 
The next economic “stimulus” package could push the budget deficit above 10 percent of 
GDP.  

• By 2019, the budget forecasts a $1.5 trillion annual budget deficit, a public debt of 78 
percent of GDP, and annual net interest spending of $761 billion.  

• Since World War II, the public debt has ranged from 23 percent of GDP to 49 percent of GDP. 
Large deficits are estimated to drive the debt ratio to 50 percent in 2009, and 78 percent of 
GDP by 2019—a peacetime record.  

• The public national debt—$5.8 trillion as of 2008—is projected to double by 2015 and nearly 
triple by 2019.  

The study is called “CBO Budget Baseline Shows Historic Surge in Spending and Debt” and it 
contains dozens of bullet point observations on today’s new budget numbers. It can be found at 
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Budget/wm2193.cfm (click print this page for the pdf version). 

The full study is well worth reading for anyone seriously interested in America’s economic future. 

Brian Riedl is Grover M. Hermann Fellow for Federal Budgetary Affairs at The Heritage Foundation 
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No "Preventive" Health Savings? 
by John Goodman 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) recently lowered the boom on a set of 
health reform ideas by confirming what everyone should already have known 
anyway: You can't change the practice of medicine with demand-side reforms.  

This is devastating. At least it's devastating if you're a member of the Obama 
health team. During the election, Obama's health advisors said they could save 
the average American household $2,500 a year through such reforms as 
coordinated care, preventive care, evidenced-based care, pay-for-performance 
care, electronic medical records and a slew of similar ideas. The CBO response? 
These reforms will save about 1% of what the Obama team projects, and maybe nothing at all. They 
may even increase costs!  

Before you lament the fact that the CBO waited until after the election to tell us this bad news, know 
that John McCain endorsed the same reforms - as did almost every presidential candidate (without 
the ridiculous claims about monetary savings). They also have been endorsed by what I call the 
"new consensus" folks: left and right, business and academic, government and nongovernment, 
public and private sectors - including employer groups and third-party payers of all sorts. (I'll 
withhold the names out of respect for the families.)  

The CBO report will come as no surprise to wonks who know that Centers for Medicare/Medicaid 
Services (CMS) has already been trying out all these ideas through pilot projects. As reported 
previously, these experiments have been hugely disappointing. No money is being saved. 
Contractors are pulling out. And CMS is considering cancelling some projects in mid-course.  

So why did anybody ever think these ideas would work? Because they already are working in 
isolated spots, within the third-party payer system and with systematic regularity outside the 
system. But where they work, they are invariably supply-side, not demand-side, innovations.  

So why do people cling to an approach to reform that doesn't work? Because it's impossible for them 
to do otherwise. Basically, there are two ways to think about health care: the technical (engineering) 
approach and the economic approach. People in the first group invariably want to tell doctors how to 
practice medicine. To them, doctors are the problem. The solution is to induce, incentivize, cajole, 
bully, intimidate, coerce, command, etc. doctors into practicing medicine in predetermined ways.  

People in the second group understand that no one person, agency, etc. knows the best way to 
produce medical care. Instead, the best ideas come from the interaction of 800,000 doctors and 300 
million patients. To allow those ideas to emerge, we need to liberate doctors, not impose more 
controls on them.  

John Goodman is President of the National Center for Policy Analysis. For the CBO reports see, 
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/99xx/doc9925/12-18-HealthOptions.pdf and 
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/99xx/doc9924/12-18-KeyIssues.pdf  
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The Bush Legacy  
by Paul Weyrich  
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

As President George W. Bush leaves office a review of his eight years as the 
Nation’s chief executive is in order. While the end of his presidency has been 
overshadowed by economic problems and angry calls from the left about 
various aspects of the war against radical Islam, Bush did have some success 
which should be recognized.  

Bush’s greatest success in office came when he remained faithful to his 
principles—namely, his belief in the sanctity of human life. When, in 2001, the 
issue of scientific research on embryonic life came to the forefront, Bush wisely 
held the line on Federal funding for the destruction of human embryos not 
already in use, in spite of calls from many that he was “anti-science.” Six years later he vetoed the 
Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act, which would have permitted public financing of human 
embryonic stem cell research.  

When vacancies appeared on the Supreme Court Bush was able to find nominees who were highly 
qualified and who respected the Constitution, as written, to be the law of the land. Chief Justice John 
J. Roberts, Jr. and Justice Samuel A. Alito have proven to be sound scholars, as well as serious and 
thoughtful Justices who respect the limits placed upon their branch of government by the 
Constitution. In other words, they have not tried to legislate ideologically from the bench nor 
attempt some sort of social or cultural engineering through the law.  

One other success stands out. Bush frequently and consistently supported faith-based non-profits 
and voluntary organizations within American society. He recognized that they role they play in local 
communities, at the State and national levels forms part of the bedrock of America. This is a theme 
as old as the country itself, but after the secularist assault on faith in the 20th Century, many of 
these groups struggled. Now more people recognize the services and resources these organizations 
contribute to those in need and, especially in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, how valuable they 
are.  

In spite of the positive impact of these Presidential decisions, there were others which adversely 
have affected the country. The most prominent of these is Bush’s recklessness in fiscal policy. He did 
not veto a single budget bill in his first term, though many were saddled with pork and unnecessary 
spending. He did not begin to veto spending bills until 2007. In fact, in his entire eight years Bush 
only used his veto power twelve times. Compare this to his three predecessors: Ronald W. Reagan 
vetoed 78 bills, George H. W. Bush vetoed 44, and William J. (Bill) Clinton used his veto 37 times. 
As a result, both the Federal deficit and the national debt have ballooned to unsustainable levels.  

Along the same lines, Bush enacted No Child Left Behind, legislation intended to standardize and 
improve American education but which in fact removed much of what remained of local control and 
oversight and instead threw millions of taxpayer dollars at public schools which need serious 
restructuring, not more money. While some States have improved student test scores, the means of 
achieving such results often have been devious and cunning.  

Bush also signed the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement and Modernization Act into law in 
2003. The program, which provides prescription drugs for the elderly on Medicare, is another 
massive entitlement program that we cannot afford. The cost of the first ten years of the program 
has been estimated at $1.2 trillion and counting. And since few government programs, once created, 
ever decrease in size, one can expect the costs of Medicare prescription drugs to rise much higher in 
the future, unfairly straining the finances of future American generations.  
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Finally, in recent months Bush has overseen one of the largest federal 
interventions into the marketplace in modern memory. His administration has nationalized banks 
and other parts of the financial services and housing industries and seriously has considered 
nationalizing parts of the automobile industry. Because of the precedent this has set, others now are 
trying to grab a piece of the Federal pie. Most prominent among these are States which do not want 
to face the difficult political decision of balancing their budgets, though some cities have moved in on 
the act as well.  

The one question hanging over President Bush’s legacy is the result of the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. It certainly is true that since going into both countries the United States has not been 
attacked by radical Islamic terrorists, and Bush deserves credit for this. However, both wars are 
unresolved. Until they are it is impossible to determine whether each country will be better off than 
it was beforehand or whether we will have disrupted al Qaeda’s network enough to prevent another 
attack upon U.S. soil. President Barack H. Obama must see that we do not leave either country as 
we did Vietnam, abandoning our allies and without anything positive to show for our involvement 
and loss of life. We must win and establish capable governments in our wake, though the sooner this 
is accomplished the better.  

President Bush’s legacy, then, is a mixed one. On the fundamental issues of human life and freedom 
of religion he has been a great leader. On economic and education issues the record is rather 
unflattering. And on the major foreign policy issue of his presidency history has yet to write the final 
chapter.  

The late Paul M. Weyrich was Chairman and CEO of the Free Congress Foundation.  
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Save Planet or Economy? 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

It’s a new administration, and we must look beyond the mess of sub-prime 
mortgages and unfunded auto pensions—toward the markets where 
American citizens have to invest their private capital for the next decade.  

Problem 1: If there hadn’t been buyers for the sub-prime mortgages, they 
wouldn’t have been written. The buyers were named Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac and they’re still buying mortgages with our money—after a $200 billion 
bailout.  

Problem 2: The auto bailout has been in the making since Japanese companies started hiring 
American workers at competitive non-union wages 20-odd years ago. The wrongheaded grandeur of 
the United Auto Workers’ Big Three auto contracts looks stunning, even decades later. But now the 
auto recovery is complicated by impending constraints on fossil fuels, with the radical Carol Browner 
as White House “energy czar.” Come to think of it, Obama’s own campaign pledge to make energy 
costs “skyrocket” in order to fight global warming is pretty radical itself.  

But the nation is now entering its third straight harsher winter, triggered says NASA by a shift to the 
Pacific Ocean’s 25–30 year cold phase. Only a fool would escalate energy prices in a recession while 
global temperatures are trending down.  

The new President will thus have to dance the same federal minuet as Kevin Rudd, the new 
Australian Prime Minister—also elected on a Green platform to “save the planet.” Rudd is promising 
a tiny 5 percent cut in greenhouse emissions—trying to keep his base without scaring investors away 
from Australia’s manufacturing and its big farming and coal industries. The dance leaves no one 
happy, most certainly not millions of Australian investors. 

In Germany, Angela Merkel has transformed herself from “Eco-leader” to “Stability leader,” 
promising to protect the country’s autos, steel, cement and aluminum from high carbon emissions 
fees. She realizes the number of highly-touted “green jobs” is tiny compared with the number of “old 
jobs” that might flee to China or India. She’s building 26 new brown-coal power plants in case 
Russian gas exports are cut off.  

This energy question pervades the investment outlook. U.S. judges are banning new coal plants 
while Europe, China and India burn more coal. The UK has made no decisions on how to replace the 
upcoming loss of 40 percent of its electricity--except 7,000 new wind turbines that will produce tiny 
amounts of power erratically.  

Yet somehow the world in the next decade must increase its food production by another 50 percent, 
supply homes and transport for another billion people, and educate a new generation of highly-
skilled workers for info-tech jobs. It’s a bigger economic dilemma than any since World War II 
rescued Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “New Deal” from the Great Depression. 

If American policy is to cut energy to “save the planet” will most of the growth investments then be 
made in Third World countries? Who will buy stock in GM or Boeing? Will cement for Obama’s public 
works projects triple with emission fees? Will air travel be penalized for burning fossil fuels? Will 
Fannie and Freddie be reined in? Will we have no choice but to hazard the Chinese stock market? 

It is up to President Obama. 
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Dennis Avery is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the Hudson 
Institute in Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-
author, with S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers 
may write him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Santa Barbara Blowout?  
by Paul Driessen  
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

Plummeting stock and housing prices have triggered a painful recession, 
America’s worst job losses since 1945, and trillions in lost national wealth.  

California is grappling with a $42-billion budget deficit. That’s more than 
the GDP of 112 countries. Maryland, Virginia, New York and other states 
likewise face billion-dollar budget shortfalls.  

Congress and the White House want a $1-trillion “stimulus” for the 
banking, auto and steel industries, roads, bridges and ports, and “worthy” 
projects like water parks, parking garages and fitness centers.  

At the same time, in the middle of an historic economic crisis, they support expanded renewable 
energy programs that will require tens of billions in subsidies and tax breaks – but provide 
intermittent electricity and deliver only 5-15% of their “rated capacity” during peak summer demand 
periods.  

Many states have oil, gas, coal uranium and other energy and mineral resources, within their 
borders or off their coasts. Development would produce critically needed energy, reduce oil and gas 
imports, create millions of jobs, buttress our national security, and generate trillions of dollars in 
lease bonus, rent, royalty and tax revenues, to help pay these bills.  

California could nearly double its offshore oil production within 12-18 months, without installing a 
single new platform, by using directional drilling technology to bore more wells from existing 
platforms.  

But environmentalists vigorously oppose development. Many states increasingly restrict exploration 
and production. The US Senate is considering bills that would place even more energy prospects off 
limits. Many legislators want a permanent lock on billions of barrels of oil beneath Alaska’s North 
Slope and America’s Outer Continental Shelf – despite support for drilling by two-thirds of voters.  

Onshore, the usual justification is speculative or exaggerated impacts on wildlife, habitats and 
groundwater from drilling and production. Offshore, the most common rationale is the infamous oil 
blowout that occurred forty years ago this month, off Santa Barbara.  

That spill is the only one in over 45,000 US offshore wells where significant amounts of oil reached 
our coasts. And it never would have happened, if it weren’t for the incompetence of a few federal 
regulators and oil company officials.  

The guilty well was being drilled into brittle, highly fractured rock formations which sit atop a more 
stable zone that holds billions of gallons of gooey crude oil, mixed with natural gas under high 
pressure. It’s the same oil that’s been seeping out of the shallow formations and washing up on 
California beaches since long before Spanish explorers used it to waterproof their galleons.  

But having drilled several wells without incident, company officials requested a waiver from normal 
regulations. Unbelievably, it was granted. The drill crew was allowed to install minimal well casing – 
steel pipes that go into well bores to prevent blowouts.  

When oil and gas began to erupt out of the deep drill hole, the crew’s quick response stopped it only 
temporarily. Because the casing didn’t go deep enough, the pressurized goo surged into the brittle 
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rocks, creating huge gashes that sent gushers of oil out around the platform. For 
six days, favorable winds kept the oil slick offshore. Then the wind shifted.  

Oil inundated Santa Barbara’s gorgeous beaches. Thousands of sea birds died, along with seals and 
countless other marine animals. The anti-oil environmental movement was born.  

Thankfully, dire predictions of permanent damage were wrong. Bird, crab, lobster, seal and other 
populations soon rebounded. Under the platform, the magnificent artificial reef ecosystem returned.  

Enormous mussels, scallops and barnacles again cover the huge scaffold that holds the production 
platform above the waves. Gorging on shellfish, and having to move mere inches for their next 
meal, starfish grow to three feet across. Oriental carpets of white, pink and lavender sponges and 
sea anemones create firework displays of color, while crabs scamper about and thousands of 
mackerel, sardines and other fish cruise by.  

I know this, because I’ve been there, up close and in person, in scuba gear, beneath that very 
platform and a dozen others in the Santa Barbara Channel and Gulf of Mexico. I joined biologists, 
wrote professional papers, and produced a documentary film about these towering steel reefs.  

Even more important, the technologies, regulations and enforcement programs have changed. 
Today, instruments monitor temperature and pressure in wells 24/7. Blowout preventers, pipeline 
shutoff valves and other devices on or beneath the sea floor control the flow of oil and gas. Offshore 
operators conduct regular accident training and safety exercises. The efforts have paid off.  

In 2005, Hurricanes Katrina and Rita pounded the Gulf of Mexico’s 3,000 drilling rigs and production 
platforms. Over 200 were damaged or destroyed. But virtually no oil or gas escaped.  

In fact, according to the US Minerals Management Service (where I used to work), oil companies 
produced nearly 12 billion barrels of oil from OCS leases between 1980 and 2007. Only 102,000 
barrels were spilled: 3,780 barrels a year, on average. That’s a 99.999% safety record.  

By contrast, natural seeps like the ones off California leak 620,000 barrels of oil per year into US 
waters. America’s oil industry has a pollution record 164 times better than Mother Nature’s!  

And producing more US offshore oil has an added bonus. It means there is less seepage, and thus 
less oil in our oceans and on our beaches.  

Our energy policies should recognize these facts.  

We need the energy, jobs and revenues that offshore (and onshore) oil and gas development can 
provide. We can no longer afford to “just say no” to domestic petroleum, during the long transition 
to future energy technologies that we cannot begin to envision – any more than even Jules Verne 
could have foreseen the wondrous energy and other technologies that creative minds have made a 
reality today.  

That’s the kind of change we can believe in. The kind America needs.  

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Congress of Racial Equality and Committee For A 
Constructive Tomorrow, and author of Eco-Imperialism: Green power · Black death. 
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Immigration Wedge? 
by Rich Nadler 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

I have just completed a study of immigration and the 2008 election 
that every conservative must read. It is titled “The Edge of the 
Wedge: Immigration and the Congressional Races of 2008” and the 
full document can be assessed by clicking here. It describes in painful 
detail how “enforcement only” has hollowed out the conservative 
movement, wrecking it in the Southwest, West, and Northeast, and 
weakening it everywhere.  

The reason I obsess over “comprehensive immigration reform” is 
simple: unless it is enacted soon, the conservative “night” we are 
entering will last a generation rather than 8 years.  

There are three interests involved in immigration:  

1) Advocates of border security – anti-terror, anti-crime, and (for a totally different reason) 
opponents of an open labor market.  

2) Business – 7 million illegals (5% of the workforce) are employed, and their employers want to 
keep them. I’m talking about high tech and low tech; I’m talking about hoteliers, food processors, 
farmers, foresters, ranchers, miners, restaurateurs, home builders, landscapers, and heavy 
constructors. (What genius came up with the idea that the same people who WANT immigrant 
laborers are going to cheerfully become the deportation cops?)  

3) “Immigrants rights” supporters – Their demand is: legalize the status of illegal aliens. This group 
includes not only the nutty left groups, but the tens of millions of friends, family, and sympathizers 
of illegals, plus the hierarchy of the Catholic Church. There are 30 million Hispanic citizens in this 
country. Roughly 40% of these citizens fear a deportation action against a friend or family member.  

“Comprehensive immigration reform” means, simply, that you sit these three groups at a table, and 
reach a compromise.  

The conservative movement has behaved as though the latter two interests don’t exist, or (worse) 
that they are idiots or traitors.  

And guess what? They’re reciprocating, en masse. As the study attached illustrates, Democrats are 
softening their anti-business image by acceding to guest worker demands, while Republicans are 
ruining their pro-business credentials, ignoring these legitimate requests in favor of Marxist labor 
theory (i.e., that government will put a floor under wages, and restrict the labor supply.)  

We lost 10% from the Hispanic vote this cycle, with the most pro-Hispanic candidate we could have 
nominated. If you think THAT attrition is over, you’d better read what my study shows regarding the 
effect of Hispanic population distribution on congressional outcomes involving “enforcement only” 
candidates. You ain’t seen nothing yet.  

The loser in all of this is the CONSERVATIVE movement. We are trashing our businesses alliances, 
sector by sector, county by county, in congressional districts all over the country.  

And we are losing credibility with the most pro-life group in the nation, and the most prolific -- 
namely Hispanics.  
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These trends will not be reversed until conservative leaders find the guts to 
publicly confront and defeat those in the movement who want to deport 12 million illegals.  

Rich Nadler heads America’s Majority Foundation 
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Target Talk Radio? 
by Brent Littlefield 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

In my youth I worked for radio stations. 

I am just old enough, and the stations were just “economically 
challenged” enough, to have used old radio dial control boards and 
meters. Back then, those of us who held FCC licenses would dutifully 
check readings to ensure our stations did not emit a signal that would 
interfere with another station’s broadcast signal miles away. 

This was important for commerce. Stations were selling ad time and 
federal regulations properly required we stay within our limits. 

Now some activists are trying to revive another antiquated and unnecessary system: a so-called 
“Fairness Doctrine” that has nothing to do with fairness or ensuring the free flow of commerce. 

A senior advisor to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi told one magazine last year, “Conservative radio is a 
huge threat and political advantage for Republicans and we have had to find a way to limit it.” 
Senator Chuck Schumer of New York stated on a live cable news show on Election Day his support 
for a new Fairness Doctrine so, as he said, we could truly be “fair and balanced” under his definition. 
Obama’s political confidant, Senator Dick Durbin of Illinois, said, “It’s time to reinstitute the Fairness 
Doctrine.” 

And just this week, Representative Anna Eshoo (D-CA), a prominent member of the House 
Subcommittee that may take up the Fairness Doctrine next year, said that she wanted to bring it 
back. “I still believe in it,” Eshoo told the Daily Post in Palo Alto. 

Why do they say it’s needed? They claim the federal government must ensure local stations fully 
cover local news and topics of the day. However, those promoting the new Fairness Doctrine come 
from the politically correct left, which is incensed that conservative-minded talk show hosts have 
large ratings, large audiences, and big paychecks. 

Liberal activists want the federal government to determine if a station is balanced and providing 
politically correct programming in our neighborhoods. Just imagine, if you will, a federal bureaucrat 
hops on a plane and travels from Washington to a local rural radio station. That bureaucrat then 
walks in to tell a station manager what to put on the air. 

Yes, Virginia, they would be coming from the government and they would only be there to help. Or 
so the activists promoting the Fairness Doctrine want you to believe. 

The original doctrine was in place at a time when radio was king. Radio stations were a main point of 
information. Now we receive news and information via our PDA, Blackberry, laptops, and desktops 
by visiting blogs, texting, and reading news sites. Digital cable boxes sit in our homes. We listen to 
music on digital recorders and we even get our news from satellite radio. 

Radio stations have become merely one channel we can turn to for entertainment or news, not the 
only channel in town. Some would say this alone negates the need for a so-called Fairness Doctrine. 

Others could point to history and note our nation’s early newspapers were neither fair nor balanced. 
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Just like in those days, people today can choose not to purchase a paper, watch 
a television show, read a blog, or even tune to a radio station in which they are not interested. Our 
citizens actually vote with their feet and vote with their ears when they choose from which medium 
they wish to gather information. 

However, those promoting the Fairness Doctrine want us to believe that people should not have the 
right to make choices in determining what is fair on their dial. 

Those who wrongfully supported the Fairness Doctrine back in the 1940s claimed the regulation 
would ensure local station owners’ opinions could not dominate local policy discussions. They 
thought it would encourage lively debate. However, it did just the opposite. 

When it was in place, political opponents used the Fairness Doctrine as a tool to harass stations and 
encourage them to take shows they did not like off the air. They used it to intimidate stations into 
avoiding topics. This seems to be exactly the type of “fairness” the current proponents are interested 
in. 

Steve Rendall, who is affiliated with the left leaning Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting organization 
(FAIR), makes the case for the need of the Fairness Doctrine by citing the airing by Sinclair 
Broadcast Group’s of what was perceived as a critical documentary of John Kerry. 

Mr. Rendall does not cite the liberal media bias noted in studies from the Center for Media and Public 
Affairs at George Mason University and UCLA. Nor does he cite the ongoing multi-year reports from 
Pew Research Center for the People and the Press that demonstrate journalists are much more 
liberal than conservative. He only cites perceived conservative bias. 

But his own research shows that Sinclair Broadcast Group dialed back their plans to air the 
documentary in 2004 because of a negative reaction on their stock value. Rendall’s own research 
seems to indicate that the FCC’s decision in 1987 was correct in removing the Fairness Doctrine 
because voters and citizens can discern what is important to them and vote with their ears, their 
eyes, and now their keyboards. 

Taken together, many believe, the Fairness Doctrine should end up where those old dial radio station 
control boards reside — on the scrap heap of history. 
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Madoff's Ponzi Model 
by Gary Varvel 
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

 

Gary Varvel is editorial cartoonist for the Indianapolis Star 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 125 - February 4, 2009  

 

Editor: Regarding “Obama Last New Dealer?” I've got to tell you, I still believe in free market 
capitalism (I guess to a degree now - with as small a regulation as required?). What is Alan 
Greenspan saying with regard to the free market system? Do we as conservatives still preach free 
markets and globalism? I want to say yes, but I'm wondering if people (most people) would say I've 
lost my marbles. We know that over-regulation stifles growth. We know that people left to spend 
their own money will re-invest it to make more cool things (once their personal lifestyle needs are 
reached). But I feel like we've left the world economy in the hands of the socialists. Don't we dislike 
communism? Are we allowing the Dems to form into cells (community organizing) to take over the 
country like the Viet Minh did to the French? Where is our leadership? Who's standing up? Where is 
the re-tool, re-fit and re-building in the party taking place? Is it taking place? The Dems only got 
53% of the vote, that's not 75%. So where is the fight in the party? We need to be organizing block 
by block (like the Dems did). We need a platform to preach. We need to bring in new people. We 
need to define Republican and Conservative in the new world we have found ourselves in. I'm very 
interested in who will lead this charge. Do you know of anyone standing up? Craig Snodgrass  

 

Editor: Thanks for the fabulous article on the New Deal and Barack Hussein, “Obama Last New 
Dealer”. I lived through the last so-called Progressive and am dreading the newest version. God help 
our country under the present leftists. Dorothy O'Neal Sierra Vista, AZ.  

 

Editor: Regarding “Obama Last New Dealer?” first of all, let’s dispense with the euphemisms. 
‘Progressive’ means liberal and to more and more in America today, it represents socialism. Next, we 
must recognize one stark fact: Barack Hussein Obama and all but a couple of Democrats are 
interested in one thing and that’s putting their hands on as many levers of power as possible and 
ensuring their continued control over more and more aspects of our lives. Not for a moment can it 
be believed that these people have the best interests of the country in mind, otherwise they 
wouldn’t be inclined to pander for votes from the least productive sectors of society while looting 
from the most productive. FDR deliberately expanded the recession he inherited to become the 
Great Depression in order to make the people dependent on Democrat government. In the current 
crisis, that seems to be the aim. It’s interesting to note that the Great Panic in the 1890s was far 
more destructive than either of these crises, with massive unemployment and starvation. The 
federal government barely took notice and the country bounced back in a relatively short period of 
time. The difference between FDR’s plan and Obama’s is that the former relied solely on bribes to 
chosen sectors and the latter wants it all, including a seat at the table in telling business how it 
should be run. The frightening thing is that he may succeed but it is we who will suffer. The latest 
report is that $3-trillion in investment capital has already fled from America and that will double by 
June. A very sobering thought in a $14-trillion economy. James C. McAlister, Tampa, FL 

 

Editor: Regarding “Obama Last New Dealer?” you must realize that I have worked for over 50 years 
and paid into the Social Security Program. Do you not think that I am entitled to my Social Security 
Checks each month? If the government would like to give me one check to buy me out of the Social 
Security Program, that would be one thing, but to cut my benefit's after all of the years I have paid 
into the system would surely result in a lot of law suits. Social Security was established to provide 
security for the aged in their retirement years. People are living longer now and the government has 
utilized the Social Security Funds for social programs, medical for illegal aliens (20 million +), wars 
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and many other purposes. I hold the government accountable for my Social 
Security!!! Thanks you, Jake Nugent  

 

Editor: Regarding “Obama Last New Dealer?” it is true that Obama has recommended many 
acceptable nominees in his administration. As a conservative and while I land right of center, I 
politically disagree with most of Obama's nominees. However, it appears America has spoken and 
most of Obama's nominees must go forward. One nominee, Eric Holder, however, should be rejected 
as Attorney General, based on his history of supporting political and financial cronyism, as well as 
those involved in terrorism, the same terrorism America is fighting around the world. He 
recommended a "pardon" to Marc Rich, the Financier, once on the FBI's "Most Wanted" list; Marc 
Rich, a billionaire who fled our country denouncing his citizenship, rather than face federal tax 
evasion charges. Eric Holder also says he does not regret Clinton's "pardon" of 16 FALN (Armed 
Forces of National Liberation) Puerto Rican terrorists in 1999. The FALN members had, according to 
the FBI, been linked to "more than 130 bombings, several armed robberies, six slayings and injury 
to hundreds of others," reported The Baltimore Sun. Third, Eric Holder "represented" the AUC and 
FARC who are responsible for kidnapping and murdering thousands of Colombians and Americans 
alike. Finally, he calls waterboarding torture and wants to close the Guantanamo Bay prison. Based 
on these issues, I humbly request each member of the US Senate; Democrats, Republicans, and 
Independents, to reject Eric Holder as Attorney General of the United States. Oscar Y. Harward  

 

Editor: Brian S. Westbury and Robert Stein’s “More Fed Inflation?” is a useful discussion of Federal 
Reserve policy. But it repeats the mistaken view, that "mark-to-market accounting can undermine 
the value of assets." Mark-to-market accounting is the requirement that asset values reflect their 
market price (the markets view of their most likely value) on company balance sheets. Thus MTM 
accounting does nothing to asset values. It merely reflects them. Of course, the market's 
assessment can be and has often been wrong, but there is no more objective source of such 
information as long as God chooses not to discuss such things directly with most of us. Warren Coats  

 

Editor: I just finished reading the article by Dennis Avery, “Real Climate History.” Can you direct me 
to websites where I will find other writers/articles that support the views of those of us who do not 
believe in the dire predictions of the "alarmists"? I have read a half a dozen books in the last two 
years that debunk their theories, including the Avery/Singer book, and am looking for more. Thanks 
for your help. Dick Hanson  

 

Editor: Regarding Lisa Fabrizio’s “Social Issues Dead?” would it suffice to say that both China and 
India do not have a significant "teen pregnancy" rate. Also, they do not have "sex ed" in the schools, 
which, in America, is code for sexual indoctrination. This is actually the beginning of the debate. It is 
just getting started. Unfortunately, the kids being indoctrinated are our future leaders. Not to 
mention they are being told lies about the efficacy of "birth control and safe sex" while in fact this 
fallacious advice is a threat to their lives. Does anyone care about this issue? Ruth Kade  

 

Editor: Regarding Daniel Pipes’ “Israel’s Strategic Blunder,” despite repeated promises to cut off 
funds for Hamas, international aid organizations and many countries kept on sending money to 
Gaza, purportedly for humanitarian aid. The United Nations Relief and Works Agency, the U.N. 
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agency for Palestinian refugees, raises money for Gaza through its Web site, with 
payments going through WorldPay (part of the Royal Bank of Scotland Group), the Arab Bank PLC in 
Gaza and HSBC in Amman, Jordan. Those funds come in addition to UNRWA's annual budget of $400 
million. Much is appropriated by Hamas for its radical and terrorist agenda. Roy Gillinson  
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Obama Last New Dealer? 
by Donald Devine 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Congratulations to President Barack Obama. He will need 
it in the face of the worst economic downturn since the 
Great Depression seventy years ago. Indeed, the two 
depressions may well mark the beginning and end of the 
New Deal political system that has lasted to this very 
day. The question is whether he will end as the last failed 
New Deal president or the first president with a real new 
deal for America. 

The term New Deal comes from President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’s campaign slogan in 1932 promising a new 
way of governing and is normally seen as the beginning 
of the long reign of Progressivism in American 
government and politics. Actually, the idea goes back even further to President Woodrow Wilson’s 
slogan; his Fair Deal program of 1912 that created the central institutions of the present crisis: the 
Federal Reserve banking system, the beginnings of the regulatory state with the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Clayton Anti-Trust Act, progressive income taxation, massive loans to the 
largest private sector of the day, agriculture, and much much more that eventually eroded the old, 
limited federalist Constitution. 

Still, New Deal is the proper term. Wilson was too hemmed-in as a minority 
president with a conservative Congress, and then by World War I to actually 
implement much of his early Progressive program. It really began when 
Roosevelt (actually under progressive Herbert Hoover but that is another 
story) threw the whole power of the government against the Depression – 
and lost, since recovery did not take place until spurred by a war a decade 
later. All of the Fed credit expansion and “pump priming” stimulus spending 
did not work economically, although Roosevelt convinced them otherwise 
politically. President George W. Bush almost exactly copied the FDR plan – 
and nothing happened this time either. The difference now is that if it takes a 
decade to recover under Obama, the whole progressive New Deal 
institutional structure will be totally discredited and will disappear. Americans 
do not have the patience for such a delayed recovery today. 

President Obama’s transition makes it clear he is a right-down-the-middle progressive, right out of 
the Roosevelt mold. His biography “Dreams of My Father” already showed his basic progressivism 
but also his pragmatic and ambitious personality. His transition has just affirmed both aspects of his 
political persona. Picking a progressive think tank president as transition head rather than a crony 
proved his confidence both in his ideology and himself. His appointments were center-left, especially 
in the Cabinet, but his choice of duplicate roles for White House and cabinet officers suggests he will 
listen to diverse views. However, all of this confident pragmatic progressivism will probably be his 
ruin. 
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There is one real problem. Pragmatism 
by itself simply does not work. 
Pragmatism requires a context, without 
which it is simply a muddle. There must 
be some set of principles from which 
pragmatism adjusts. Mr. Obama does 
have a progressive ideology and wishes 
to follow its first principle of turning the 
economy over to government expert 
planners – which is why his executive 
appointments appeared sound. As a 
progressive, he must follow FDR to use 
the Fed and spending to get the 
economy moving again. But he has also 
been around long enough – a 
community organizer cannot miss this - 
not to trust the big progressive experts 
very far. That is why he has a double set of them at the White House and the agencies, for one to 
check and catch what the other misses. Yet, two sets of know-it-alls just confuse matters more. 

At its best, two layers of experts will delay everything. The whole idea is to double check and that 
takes time. But this will occur on top of an already progressive bureaucracy redundant with a half 
dozen agencies fighting for turf in every major program field, including Obama’s high priority health 
area, which has even more. On Iraq, as Douglas Feith has demonstrated, the departments of 
Defense, State, and the CIA (among others) all blocked each other during the Bush Administration 
so that policy was muddled for years. Tellingly, the Obama Transition pointed to the White House 
National Security Advisor as its model for creating the double-check system for domestic policy. 
What they missed was that Advisor Condoleezza Rice merely added one other element into the 
policy mix to further confound the process. Now, the same replication will be spread throughout the 
government. 

Eventually, the White House officials will win in this struggle for policy dominance. Proximity to the 
president will almost always prevail, as it did with Ms. Rice, confirmed by her promotion to head 

State. But the resentments in the losing agencies will be 
profound. Only the agencies know the real details of the 
policies and what has failed before. They will not 
volunteer assistance, even if it would be listened to. And 
the agency bureaucrats know the Congressmen and 
journalists who can be used for political payback, much 
longer and better than those in the bubble that the White 
House inevitably becomes. One can be quite confident in 
predicting this double-teaming will come to ruin with the 
president caught in the middle between conflicting and/or 
filtered expert advice. 

How can the president know which option to choose? Progressivism offers no guide other than 
relying on the experts. But what happens when they differ? President Obama starts with his New 
Deal prejudices to expand credit and stimulus spending. But what can he do that President Bush has 
not? Federal Reserve liquidity is at an all time high, an incredible 32 percent higher than three 
months ago as the nearby chart demonstrates. As far as spending is concerned, President Obama 
has said that deficits will total in the trillions “for years.” Yet, the recent CBO figures demonstrate 
that the final Bush deficit will already be a trillion dollars, at 8.5 percent of national wealth, which 
except for World War II, will be the highest ever, exceeding the previous high by 40 percent!. In 
2009, total spending will be perhaps $4 trillion, double what it was just seven years ago. It has only 
been a decade since the total budget even reached one trillion. How much more can poor Mr. Obama 
spend? 
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How will he nationalize the health sector during a depression? It 
would be enormously rash to totally reconstitute 16 percent of 
the economy, which health represents, when the economy is 
already tottering. The center of his environmental program is an 
“economy-wide” cap-and-trade carbon energy policy to 
dramatically limit greenhouse gasses. If energy resources are 
reduced substantially, this must limit production – in the middle 
of a depression? Obviously, Present Obama will find plenty of 
progressive things to do. But he will not make the big economic 
changes he promised – or he will fail miserably, and soon. 

There is one solution to his predicament, as unlikely as it seems 
for a Progressive. It would require rejecting the whole New Deal. 
A president would have to follow President Ronald Reagan, the 
only non-progressive president in modern times, and let the market freely hit bottom so that it can 
then turn up again and recover. If people think the market can go still lower, they will never make 
discretionary purchases. There are only three times in its history that the stock market lost 20 
percent or more in value in a two day period – now, 1929, and 1987. The presidents at the time of 
the first two threw the whole New Deal playbook at the economy – and they failed to fix it. The third 
time, in 1987 – as Michael Reagan quips – “My Dad did nothing; and it worked!” No one even 
remembers 1987 today. Freeing markets worked then and is the only solution now or for any 
succeeding president who really wants to get the economy moving again. 

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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A Serious Conservative Agenda  
by Paul Weyrich  
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

It was the best of times. It was the worst of times. It is the worst of times 
because millions of Americans are unemployed. It is the worst of years because 
we have mortgaged the future of our children and grandchildren for decades to 
come. It is the worst of years because many good friends have left us. It is the 
best of times because we still live in the greatest nation on earth. It is the best 
of years because we have the freedom to speak our minds. It is the best of 
years because we can organize as we see fit to support the political candidates 
of our choice.  

It is the worst of years because we have to witness the troglodytes from Hell kill 
innocent people in Mumbai, formerly Bombay. It is the best of years because we 
have a peaceful transition from a Republican to a Democratic President with exemplary co-operation 
between President George W. Bush and President-elect Barack H. Obama.  

It is the best of years because the test of the sea-based missile defense system has worked. It is the 
worst of years because most of America is not defended against a missile attack. It is the best of 
times because the 22nd city opens a light-rail system this December after light-rail nearly died out a 
few years ago. It is the worst of times because the Bush Administration has turned down 70 some 
cities which want light rail or streetcars. It is the best of times because Amtrak has set records in 
number of passengers carried. It is the worst of times because the airlines carry more people on one 
day than Amtrak does in a year.  

It is the best of years because various factions are co-operating toward an agreement about the 
withdrawal of United States troops from Iraq. It is the worst of years because we are struggling in 
the war in Afghanistan.  

It is the best of times because medical science continues to make great progress. It is the worst of 
times because we are about to suffer a government takeover of the most successful medical system 
in the world.  

It is the worst of times because conservatives appear lost and without a serious agenda or a means 
of explaining such an agenda to the public. It is the best of times because Free Congress Foundation 
has a serious agenda called the Next Conservatism which should ignite a meaningful debate about 
the future.  

Paul M. Weyrich was Chairman and CEO of the Free Congress Foundation. This was his last article of 
advice to conservatives. 
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More Fed Inflation? 
by Brian Wesbury and Robert Stein 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

The Federal Reserve recently declared all out war on the severe drop in 
the velocity of money that has driven the US into recession and, at the 
same time, generated the fastest declines in monthly consumer prices 
since the 1930s. The declaration of war included three major lines of 
attack. 

First, the Fed reduced the target federal funds rate (previously 1%) to a 
range between 0% and 0.25%, essentially adopting a Japanese-style zero interest rate policy. 

Second, it committed to maintaining this unprecedented low interest-rate range, saying that weak 
economic conditions “warrant exceptionally low levels of the federal funds rate for some time.” 

Third, it said it will continue to use its already expanded balance sheet to support credit markets, 
what some call “quantitative easing.” In addition to signaling that it will hold interest rates down, the 
Fed said it will buy agency debt and mortgage-backed securities, along with longer-term Treasury 
securities. All of this is reminiscent of the early 2000s when the Fed said it would hold short-term 
rates down for a “considerable period,” which was a strategy to pull long-term rates down. 

The Fed’s statement was very bearish on the economy and signaled that the Fed expects inflation to 
go below a level consistent with price stability. 

This strategy of driving interest rates down below 25 basis points is likely to push money market 
fund yields to very near zero. As a result, we expect to see a huge shift toward holding cash in 
certificates of deposit. If banks pay depositors 25 or 50 basis points for money, they can earn a 
large spread on any borrowing. As a result, financial stocks soared, giving a boost to the entire 
market. 

The market obviously liked the Fed’s move, but it needs to realize that the Fed is throwing high-
octane fuel on the fire. There will be a price to pay in the long run. For some reason, people only 
think about the cost of borrowing when the Fed cuts rates. But there is also a cost to lending, and 
the lower the Fed drives interest rates, the less incentive there is to lend. 

This is especially true when mark-to-market accounting can undermine the value of assets. When 
risks rise, lenders want to earn higher rates not lower rates. Money does not grow on trees. It is 
printed by the Fed, added to the banking system and then used to make investments. 

If rates are held artificially low while risks remain high, the financial system will not utilize money 
efficiently. Will anyone, other than the government, lend money to General Motors today at 75 basis 
points less than yesterday? The answer is no. 

So, while we expect the Fed’s actions to help offset the decline in velocity in the near-term, it is the 
longer-term that is becoming more of a risk. Once the economy shows clear signs of reviving, the 
Fed must act quickly to remove this monetary stimulus. 

While all of this may appear appropriate in the heat of battle, this idea that the Fed should attempt 
to drive down long-term interest rates to stimulate the economy is flawed. The last time the Fed did 
this was in the early 2000s when it drove short-term interest rates down to 1%, and convinced 
markets that these rates would stay low for a long time. This in turn brought down long-term 
interest rates, which is what the Fed wanted. 
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Those low interest rates, as everyone knows, were a key catalyst beneath an 
over-bought and over-leveraged housing market. They also drove the value of the dollar down, while 
igniting inflationary pressures and pushing oil prices near $150/barrel, which virtually killed the auto 
industry. Apparently, this is all behind us now and the Fed is using the same strategy all over again. 

Brian S. Wesbury is Chief Economist and Robert Stein, CFA is Senior Economist at First Trust 
Advisors. 
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Black Model for America 
by S.T. Karnick 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

One of the United States' most interesting, important, and 
controversial thinkers of the past century was a man whom all too 
many people have thought of as basically an outmoded self-help 
guru whose ideas were limited to black Americans and probably 
wouldn't work anyway. The truth is that he was a highly insightful 
economist, philosopher, and educator whose ideas applied to all 
people, even though his subject matter usually was "the American 
Negro." 

The good news is that after several decades in which U.S. elites 
have largely mocked him when they weren't neglecting him or 
deliberately suppressing his ideas, a groundswell of support for 
and interest in Booker T. Washington is finally rising. Many of his 
writings, composed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, are 
available for free online, as they are now in the public domain. A 
good place to start reading them is at the Booker T. Washington 
page of the ebook site Munsey's. 

Part of the impetus for this revival of Washington's ideas was the release this summer by The 
Heartland Institute (the Chicago-based think tank for which I work) of Booker T. Washington: A Re-
Examination. Although I am listed as a co-editor of the book, I cannot take any credit for its 
excellence; that all goes to the authors, whose contributions emerged from their participation in a 
conference on Booker T. Washington, sponsored by The Heartland Institute. 

It really is a very fine introduction to Washington and his thinking.  

In addition, a new book about black conservatism, in which Washington and his ideas play a primary 
role, has just gone to press and will soon be released by the Heartland Institute. 

In the meantime, here's an excellent example of Washington's thinking, and one that clearly applies 
to people of all colors, from Washington's The Future of the American Negro: 

In my mind there is no doubt but that we made a mistake at the beginning of our freedom of putting 
the emphasis on the wrong end. Politics and the holding of office were too largely emphasised, 
almost to the exclusion of every other interest. 

I believe the past and present teach but one lesson,—to the Negro's friends and to the Negro 
himself,—that there is but one way out, that there is but one hope of solution; and that is for the 
Negro in every part of America to resolve from henceforth that he will throw aside every non-
essential and cling only to essential,—that his pillar of fire by night and pillar of cloud by day shall be 
property, economy, education, and Christian character. To us just now these are the wheat, all else 
the chaff. The individual or race that owns the property, pays the taxes, possesses the intelligence 
and substantial character, is the one which is going to exercise the greatest control in government, 
whether he lives in the North or whether he lives in the South. 

Clearly those words apply not only to American blacks but to all free people. It is high time that 
Washington were elevated to his proper prominence as an American thinker, and it is to be devoutly 
hoped that these two new books from The Heartland Institute will help spark a new revival of 
Washington's works. 
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S. T. Karnick blogs at The American Culture 
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Hollywood Being Redeemed  
by MOVIEGUIDE  
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Twenty years ago, Sir John Templeton, the 
late billionaire philanthropist and financial 
expert, called MOVIEGUIDE® Founder and 
Publisher Dr. Ted Baehr to explore giving 
prizes in Hollywood that would honor the 
most inspiring, family-friendly movies with 
positive Christian content. Ted prepared a 
plan for Sir John to present what has become 
the Epiphany Prizes sponsored by the John 
Templeton Foundation.  

Soon thereafter, Warren Duffy, the renowned radio host, and his late wife Terry, suggested to Ted 
that the Christian Film & Television Commission® and MOVIEGUIDE® produce an annual Report to 
the Entertainment Industry using the information in MOVIEGUIDE®.  

As a result of these suggestions and Dr. Baehr’s familiarity with the awards program of the 
Protestant Film Office, the Christian Film & Television Commission® ministry initiated the Annual 
MOVIEGUIDE® Faith & Values Awards Gala and Report to the Entertainment Industry in 1993 in Los 
Angeles.  

The First Annual Awards Gala was not a banquet dinner; it was a news conference held Feb. 10, 
1993 at the Los Angeles Press Club, where about 75 studio executives, filmmakers and other guests 
heard Dr. Baehr present the first Report to the Entertainment Industry.  

“The surprising thing is, MOVIEGUIDE®’s top picks turn out to be among the most profitable films 
Hollywood produced during the year,” Dr. Baehr noted in his very first presentation of 
MOVIEGUIDE®’s Annual Report to the Entertainment Industry.  

Top studio executives attended that very first Report to the Entertainment Industry to receive 
awards and commend the work of Dr. Baehr and MOVIEGUIDE®.  

The next several years saw a tremendous amount of growth in the Awards Gala and the Annual 
Report to Hollywood,  

In five years, the number of movies with positive Christian content and the number of movies with 
positive moral and/or biblical content and values increased from about 18% to nearly 30% of the 
movies released by Hollywood!  

Not only that, but Hollywood began producing an increasing number of family-friendly movies, not 
the least of which was the Pixar company’s first foray into blockbuster family movies, TOY STORY.  

Then, in 1995, Sir John Templeton called Dr. Ted Baehr again. Ted immediately thanked Sir John for 
giving him the idea for the Annual Faith & Values Awards Gala & Report to the Entertainment 
Industry. Sir John and his philanthropic organization, the John Templeton Foundation, decided to 
institute two $25,000 prizes for the best and most inspiring movie and the best and most inspiring 
television program with the strongest Christian, biblical and theological values and content. Now 
known as the Epiphany Prizes, the first two prizes were awarded to THE PREACHER’S WIFE and an 
episode of Ken Wales’ new television show, CHRISTY.  
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In the wake of the growing popularity of the Epiphany Prizes, major players in 
Hollywood began producing movies with overt Christian content and values like AMISTAD, THE 
APOSTLE, THE PATRIOT, REMEMBERING THE TITANS, THE LORD OF THE RINGS, THE GOSPEL OF 
JOHN, THE PASSION OF THE CHRIST, THE LION, THE WITCH AND THE WARDROBE, SPIDER-MAN 3, 
I AM LEGEND, and PRINCE CASPIAN. At the same time, a growing number of smaller movies with 
positive Christian content were produced, such as NATURALLY NATIVE, JOSHUA, EVELYN, LUTHER, 
SOPHIE SCHOLL, FACING THE GIANTS, and AMAZING GRACE. Meanwhile, in the wake of CHRISTY, 
TOUCHED BY AN ANGEL became the most popular big network show in the country, and 7th HEAVEN 
became one of the most popular shows on the smaller networks. Even Chuck Norris got into the act, 
winning the Grace Award and the Epiphany Prize for two of his shows featuring the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ!  

Since the beginning of the Epiphany Prize, the number of movies with positive Christian content has 
increased from less than 15% to about 50%!!! And, movies with very strong Christian worldviews 
have increased from an average of only about $2 million per movie to more than $80 million per 
movie.  

Besides the Annual MOVIEGUIDE® Report to the Entertainment Industry, the Gala now features the 
prestigious $50,000 Epiphany Prizes for Inspiring Movies & TV and the $25,000 Kairos Prize for the 
Most Spiritually Uplifting Screenplay by a Beginning Screenwriters sponsored by John Templeton 
Foundation, the Faith & Freedom Awards for Promoting Positive American Values, and the Grace 
Award for Inspiring Performances in Movies & TV. It seeks to acknowledge those movies, TV 
programs and actors truly deserving of praise, and those persons responsible for bringing them to 
the screen.  

To add glamour to the event, actors and actresses are invited to MC and be presenters of the 
awards. Music and entertainment are also added to make it a memorable event. We also hand out 
Bibles and other redemptive materials to carry out our mission to bring the Gospel of Jesus Christ to 
Hollywood.  

Currently, more than 400 studio executives, celebrities, producers, filmmakers, television artists, 
Christian leaders, other opinion leaders, and their guests attend the Gala every year. Nearly 100 
representatives from the news media also attend.  

Within the context of an elegant affair, Dr. Baehr presents MOVIEGUIDE®’s “Report to the 
Entertainment Industry.” Through careful analysis of box office figures and MOVIEGUIDE® criteria 
on all the major movies released (nearly 300 a year) by the six studios controlling the industry, Ted 
gives valuable and unique information to the highest-level Hollywood leaders through a high-impact 
presentation. Thus, the purpose of the Gala and the Report is:  

• To encourage filmmakers to continue to make movies with moral and spiritually uplifting 
values;  

• To share the concerns of the majority of the American public in regards to the negative 
influences of today's movies; and,  

• To present an in-depth study of the annual movie box office and not only dispel myths that 
extreme sex, violence and nudity sells, but also to show that family movies and movies with 
morally uplifting, Christian values and positive Christian content make the most money by 
far.  

Since the inception of the Awards and Dr. Baehr's Annual Report in 1993, the number of family 
movies has more than doubled and the number of movies with positive Christian content has nearly 
quadrupled, 360 percent. Also, movies with positive Christian content have become vastly more 
popular among average moviegoers, earning three to six times or more as much money as movies 
with Non-Christian content and movies with explicit sex, nudity, violence, and foul language. 
Furthermore, the number of national television programs with positive Christian references has 
increased from 1 to 10 or more.  
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“Many studio executives and entertainers are getting the message,” Dr. Baehr 
notes. “More good movies are being made each year. Hollywood is being redeemed.”  

Movieguide is a ministry dedicated to redeeming the values of the mass media according to biblical 
principles by influencing entertainment industry executives and helping families make wise media 
choices. The 17th Annual Gala will be held Feb. 11, 2009 at the Beverly Hilton Hotel, in the heart of 
Hollywood in Los Angeles, California. 
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Sweet on Caroline 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

One sign the liberal news media live in a plastic Manhattan bubble is their 
undying ardor for the Kennedy Myth, best known by that public-relations 
construct “Camelot.” Instead of a president and First Lady, they believe, we had 
the King and Queen of Glamour. Never mind if their marriage was a joke and his 
list of presidential accomplishments was short. Never mind if the Republican half 
of the country feels sickened by the obsession. The media preferred the myth – 
and they still do to this day. It is why they are promoting the anointment of 
unaccomplished Caroline Kennedy for the U.S. Senate in New York.  

The very same media which spent months dismissing former mayor and Gov. 
Sarah Palin as too inexperienced for national office is now championing a woman 
whose primary qualification – her only qualification -- is her last name. The very same media which 
still mock Palin’s folksy “you betcha” or her interview with Katie Couric don’t seem to notice when 
John Fund reports that in one 30-minute interview on the cable news channel New York One, 
Caroline Kennedy used the slang "you know" a total of 168 times. 

How will Caroline Kennedy be expected to cast votes in the Senate when she’s cared so little about 
voting as a citizen? Faced with reports that she had missed voting in several New York elections, 
including the 1994 re-election effort of Sen. Daniel Moynihan (the Senate seat she now expects to 
be handed like royalty), Kennedy told the Associated Press “I was really surprised and dismayed by 
my voting record. I'm glad it's been brought to my attention.”  

What?  

There’s a long line of New York politicians who are more qualified and more deserving of a Senate 
seat than this dippy heiress – even liberal ones. Yet they have to watch this wannabe sound like one 
of her limo drivers just handed her the dismaying news of her own voting history? You know?  

But the Kennedy-worshiping media elite just can’t stop scratching their Camelot itch, showing those 
ridiculously over-broadcasted home movies of the Kennedy kids, and marveling over Caroline 
Kennedy’s life story. From “Nightline,” here’s ABC high-fructose syrup specialist John Donvan: “She 
would be the fourth Kennedy to be called senator. Surely a new dynastic record. And her return to 
Washington would close a circle after nearly half a century. For this is where, when her dad was the 
president, we first came to know the little girl, riding his shoulders, saddled up on ponies.” 

Riding ponies in your playground years somehow qualifies you for federal office, at least if your last 
name is Kennedy.  

Donvan set the bar of qualifications incredibly low, for Caroline Kennedy had no drug arrests or 
overdoses, and no rape trials, unlike her cousins: “Other Kennedys of her generation ran afoul of the 
law, but Caroline Kennedy raised her kids and did work for charity and did the family name proud.” 
Never mind that she admitted doing drugs in the 1970s “like a typical member of that generation.”  

Caroline is also allegedly qualified because she had no Chappaquiddick: “Consider this, Ted Kennedy, 
same name, but it took him years to figure out how to become the Lion of the Senate, with multiple 
missteps along the way, not always doing the name proud....At least she has kept it the way it was 
remembered, as part of a story that so many wanted to believe in.” 

Back in August, this same network treated John McCain’s choice of Palin with nothing less than 
contempt. They “looked a little like father and daughter out for an ice cream,” said ABC’s David 
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Wright. This is the same David Wright who swooned when Caroline Kennedy 
endorsed Obama last January. Obama became the “adopted son of Camelot...blessed not just by the 
Lion of the Senate, but by JFK’s daughter.” 

McCain aide Mike DuHaime attempted to tout Palin’s “incredible life story” when she was first picked, 
but ABC anchor Bill Weir told him that in the “brutality of a national campaign,” Palin was neglecting 
her duties as a mother: “She has an infant with special needs. Will that affect her campaigning?” 
This is the same Bill Weir who found the first whispers of Caroline Kennedy for Senate “exciting to 
talk about.” 

Reporters are incredibly transparent in their biases these days. Experience is a huge issue – unless a 
Kennedy is running. Motherhood isn’t a qualification for office – unless a Kennedy is running. Smarts 
are important – unless a Kennedy is running.  

In short, the media have a slight possibility of being fair – unless a Kennedy is running. You know? 

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center. 

 

 



1/21/2009                                             Page 15                                              Issue 124  
 
 

A Health Plan for Obama 
by John Goodman 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

One of the best kept secrets in the last election was John McCain's health plan. 
When focus groups revealed that ordinary voters had a hard time understanding the 
McCain plan, his campaign decided it was better not to explain it at all.  

Other than two editorials in the Wall Street Journal (one by yours truly), I believe no 
McCain backer of substance really explained the McCain plan anywhere in print. 
Also, the only clear explanation on the Internet of how it all might work was at my 
blog. This left the field open for Barack Obama supporters to distort and 
mischaracterize the McCain plan, including some ideas that Obama's health advisors 
supported before they became Obama advisors!  

This was all very personally disappointing, since the McCain plan is based on Sen. Tom Coburn's 
plan, which in turn draws on an article that Mark Pauly and I wrote for Health Affairs some years 
ago.  

Yet there may be a silver lining here after all. As it turns out, to even begin to make good on the 
promises he has made, Barack Obama needs key elements of the McCain plan. He also needs key 
elements of Mitt Romney's health reform, about which he has already had complimentary things to 
say. He can also borrow an idea or two from Sens. Ron Wyden and Bob Bennett. For that matter, he 
needs Pauly and Goodman, too. Here is how it might work.  

Mitt Romney's Massachusetts health reform is the most revolutionary reform implemented anywhere 
at the state level. John McCain's national health plan is far and away the most fundamental change 
proposed by any serious presidential candidate. On the surface, the two plans seem very different 
from each other and from Barack Obama's plan. In fact, elements of the Romney and McCain plans 
would make Obama's plan work much better. And a combined Obama/McCain/Romney approach 
could be made better still with a few more changes.  

The McCain Plan. There are two principal elements: (1) McCain would replace the current arbitrary, 
wasteful and unfair system of federal tax subsidies for health insurance with a system under which 
all families get the same tax relief for private insurance, no matter how it is obtained. (2) He would 
also allow people to buy insurance across state lines, effectively allowing a national market to 
develop.  

The Romney Plan. There are five main elements: (1) A required benefit package, defining what 
insurance everyone must have. (2) Subsidies for low-income families. (3) A pay-or-play choice, 
imposing a fine on anyone who continues to be uninsured. (4) A system parallel to employer-based 
coverage, in which individuals paying (essentially) group health insurance rates can choose among 
competing health plans. (5) The use of disproportionate share funds (previously used to subsidize 
care for the uninsured) to subsidize private insurance for low- and moderate-income families. 

The Obama Plan. There are four main elements: (1) Insurance required for children, but not adults. 
(2) Subsidies for low-income families. (3) A pay-or-play mandate for employers (and by implication 
their employees), but not for people on their own. (4) A system parallel to employer-based coverage 
in which individuals could buy insurance on their own.  

What Obama Needs from McCain: A Consistent Subsidy. The greatest weakness in Obama's 
approach is two completely unrelated subsidy systems: the current tax exclusion subsidy for people 
who continue to get coverage through an employer and an income-based subsidy for people who 
buy coverage in the parallel market. Because the two subsidy systems are not integrated, they can 
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cause unstable movement back and forth - depending on their relative 
generosity. What McCain offers is a simple, seamless subsidy - available to all people and all forms 
of insurance: a lump sum, refundable tax credit of $2,500 (individual) or $5,000 (family).  

What Obama Needs from Romney: A Consistent Mandate. Another weakness in Obama's approach is 
the idea of imposing a pay-or-play mandate on employees (through their employers) but not on 
people who are not employees. As with the unintegrated subsidy, this distorts labor market choices. 
It also penalizes and discourages employment. Romney's approach is better: treat everyone the 
same, whether employee, independent contractor or out of the labor market altogether. If you're 
uninsured in Massachusetts, you pay a fine. Period.  

What Obama Needs from Wyden/Bennett: A Financial Mandate. Forcing people to buy a package of 
benefits whose cost will grow at twice the rate of growth of their income is a formula for future 
trouble. Even if people can initially afford the mandated package in year one, they are likely to fall 
short in year two, even more so in year three, etc. Wyden and Bennett have a better idea: Let the 
mandate be a financial mandate (you have to spend x dollars), not a prescribed set of benefits.  

What Obama Needs from McCain and Romney: Funding Sources. The most attractive feature of the 
Romney plan was that it (initially) cut the number of uninsured in half without new spending. 
Reasonable estimates suggest that McCain's (originally revenue neutral) plan would also cut the 
number of uninsured in half. Romney relied on redistributing "free care" (DISPRO) funds. McCain 
would redistribute existing tax subsidies. By contrast, Barack Obama would leave the current tax 
and spending subsidies largely in place, relying instead on the repeal of "tax cuts for the rich." Yet 
those tax breaks fall short of the resources he will need by at least a factor of three, and they are 
scheduled for automatic expiration anyway. Plus, even that revenue source is wilting. Obama 
economic advisors have assured Wall Street that the new dividends and capital gains tax rates will 
go no higher than 20%.  

What Obama Needs from McCain: Lower Regulatory Costs. By some estimates, as many as one out 
of every four uninsured people has been priced out of the market for health insurance by the cost-
increasing effects of government regulation. By contrast, McCain's national market would allow 
people to purchase insurance licensed in other states that have fewer special interest mandates. A 
study by University of Minnesota economists estimates that this reform alone would cut the number 
of uninsured by one-fourth.  

What Obama Needs from McCain: Cost Control Incentives. As it now stands, the Obama plan would 
continue the current practice of extending tax subsidies to employer-provided health insurance - no 
matter how lavish or wasteful. These subsidies can amount to as much as 50 cents on the dollar. By 
contrast, McCain's plan subsidizes the core insurance we want everyone to have, forcing them to buy 
additional insurance with unsubsidized dollars.  

Additionally, the Obama approach proposes to limit the cost to people in the parallel market - 
probably to a fraction (say 5% to 10%) of their income. This means people would purchase core 
insurance with their own money and (potentially wasteful) marginal insurance with taxpayer money. 
The McCain approach is better: let taxpayers fund the core insurance and let people pay with their 
own money for the questionable add-ons.  

Making the Hybrid Approach Better. All these ideas could be merged, as I have suggested here. 
However, a merged plan could be improved in three ways:  

Risk-Rate Insurance Premiums. The premium insurers receive should roughly equal the expected 
health care costs of the enrollees. Otherwise, health plans will try to attract the healthy and avoid 
the sick; and once people are enrolled the plans will be tempted to overprovide to the healthy and 
underprovide to the sick. The health plan for members of Congress and federal employees violates 
this principle. The Medicare Advantage plan for seniors wisely employs it.  
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Commit to Safety Net Institutions. Hospitals fear they will be required to take 
care of the uninsured without the resources to do so. The answer: The McCain $2,500/$5,000 
amounts should be pledged to health care, not to just private insurance. If people choose not to be 
insured, the amounts should be made available to safety net institutions in their vicinity.  

Adopt Roth HSAs. What is the role of Health Savings Accounts in this approach? Since the McCain 
tax credit causes people to buy additional insurance with after-tax dollars, deposits to HSAs should 
also be made after-tax. Hence, what is needed is a Roth account - with after-tax deposits and tax-
free withdrawals.  

Then it would all make sense.  

John Goodman is President of the National Center for Policy Analysis. 
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Obama Spending Cut? 
by Brian Riedl and Alison Acosta Fraser 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

I'm cutting more than I'm spending so that it will be a net spending cut. 
--Barack Obama, Second Presidential Debate, October 7, 2008 

We are going to go through our federal budget, as I promised during the campaign, page 
by page, line by line, eliminating those programs we don't need and insisting that those 
that we do need operate in a sensible, cost-effective way. 
--Barack Obama, announcement of OMB Director nominee, November 25, 2008 

President-elect Obama, you campaigned on fiscal discipline and the need 
to make tough choices. Although your budget blueprint specifies large 
new spending hikes, you also promised a cumulative "net spending cut."  

While announcing the nomination of Peter Orszag to head the Office of 
Management and Budget, you expanded on your fiscal discipline pledge 
by stating that "budget reform is not an option. It's a necessity," and that 
federal budgeting would require "tough choices. There are just going to 
be some programs that simply don't work and we've got to eliminate 
them." You added that a strong reason for selecting Mr. Orszag is that he 
"doesn't need a roadmap to know where the bodies are buried in the 
federal budget" and would be able to go through the federal budget 
"page by page, line by line."  

Virtually all Presidents promise to rein in spending, but few succeed 
because every dollar of government spending--no matter how wasteful--
will be strongly defended by its recipient as well as by the lawmakers who 
annually fund that spending. Thus, for you to restrain spending, you must 
not only identify lower-priority spending, but also spend political capital to enact your proposed 
reforms. 

The following guidelines can help you fulfill your pledge for a net spending cut. 

• Take the pledge seriously. Given the massive spending increases promised--including a 
stimulus bill rumored to cost as much as $700 billion--it would be easy to disregard your 
promise of a net spending cut. Yet lawmakers are already using the recession as an excuse to 
dust off old spending wish lists and dubiously call them "stimulus" bills. With the 2009 
projected budget deficit already approaching $1 trillion, additional "stimulus" spending would 
be unaffordable, not to mention ineffective in rescuing the economy.  
 
In this rush to expand government, cooler heads must prevail. Priority-setting and trade-offs 
are more important than ever, and your promise of a net spending cut must stand in the way 
of an unaffordable spending hike.  

• Define "net spending cut." Campaign promises are often based on slippery rhetoric and 
accounting, so it is important to define "net spending cut" precisely and publicly. During the 
October 7, 2008, presidential debate, you stated that "I'm cutting more than I'm spending so 
that it will be a net spending cut." However, annual federal spending hikes can be either 
legislated (Congress and the President decide to expand a program) or automatic 
(entitlement program budgets grow on autopilot). Would you merely prevent legislated 
spending hikes while keeping the rest of the budget growing on autopilot, or would you truly 
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prevent all net spending hikes? 
 
Other questions arise. Should spending growth be measured in nominal dollars, in inflation-
adjusted dollars, or as total spending as a percentage of the economy? Would you count 
discretionary spending, entitlement spending, or both? Do net interest payments on the 
national debt count in the spending totals? Which years are covered by this promise: next 
year only or across your first term? 
 
You should simply define "net spending cut" as what it means in layman's terms to the 
millions of Americans who heard your pledge: Washington spending fewer total nominal 
dollars next year than this year. Any redefinition would justifiably be seen by many voters as 
nothing more than another misleading campaign promise.  

• Cut farm subsidies. The first place to look for spending offsets should be farm subsidies-- 
America's largest corporate welfare program. You have already criticized a farm policy that 
granted $49 million to ineligible wealthy farmers in recent years, but the utter ridiculousness 
of U.S farm policy does not end there. Taxpayers spend $25 billion annually on farm 
subsidies, the majority of which are granted to commercial farmers, who also report an 
average income of $200,000 and an average net worth of $2 million. There is no excuse for 
taxing waiters and welders to fund corporate welfare payments to a booming industry. 
 
In addition to costing Americans $25 billion in taxes, farm subsidies raise food prices by $12 
billion annually. Environmental damage results from farmers overplanting crops to maximize 
subsidies. By undermining America's trade negotiations, subsidies raise consumer prices and 
restrict U.S. exports. Cotton subsidies undercut African farmers, keeping them in desperate 
poverty. And as The Omnivore's Dilemma author Michael Pollan has written, farm subsidies 
contribute to obesity, rising health care costs, and early death by subsidizing corn and soy, 
from which sugars and fats are derived, rather than more healthful fruits and vegetables. 
 
Over 90 percent of all farm subsidies goes to growers of just five crops: wheat, cotton, corn, 
soybeans, and rice. Just as producers of fruits, vegetables, beef, and poultry currently thrive 
without subsidies, so can other farmers. You should eliminate most farm subsidies and 
replace them with crop insurance and farmers' savings accounts to smooth out yearly 
fluctuations in farm income.  

• Reform entitlement programs. Entitlements consume 60 percent of the federal budget. 
They are growing nearly 7 percent annually on autopilot, and the recession costs of 
unemployment benefits, Medicaid, and food stamps may push that growth rate even higher. 
On top of these growing entitlement costs, you have pledged an expensive expansion of the 
Medicare drug entitlement as well as large spending increases to expand government health 
care coverage. Such expansions could push annual entitlement spending growth to 10 
percent or even 15 percent. This is clearly unsustainable. 
 
The simple fact is that if you are to deliver on your promise to reduce spending, you must 
tackle these programs. With the first of 77 million baby boomers entering retirement, you 
must reform Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid before they overwhelm the federal 
budget. You could also apply work requirements to more antipoverty programs, which would 
both save money and help low-income families rise out of poverty.  

• Devolve more programs to state and local governments. Under the federal highway 
program, states collect the gasoline tax and then send that money to Washington so that 
politicians can subtract a hefty administrative fee, add expensive mandates and pork 
projects, and then send those highway dollars right back to the states. You should eliminate 
the federal middleman and instead let states keep their gas tax revenues and decide how to 
spend them--without costly interference from bureaucrats and lawmakers in Washington. 
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Nor is there any reason for Washington politicians and bureaucrats to 
micromanage other essentially state and local activities such as housing, justice, education, 
and economic development. You should devolve these programs and empower state and local 
governments to tailor them to local needs and create laboratories to test new ideas and 
policies. Over time, the best techniques and strategies would be copied by other states, and 
the result would be more accountable and effective state government, as well as a more 
streamlined federal government.  

• Eliminate waste, pork, and corporate welfare. While the potential savings are 
susceptible to exaggeration, few would disagree that the federal budget contains an 
enormous amount of wasteful spending. Earmarks are a quick and easy place to start. The 
$17 billion spent annually on pork projects includes the Charles Rangel School of Public 
Service, the Montana Sheep Institute, and the Andre Agassi College Preparatory Academy. 
You should eliminate these projects and reduce the program budgets accordingly. You should 
also make a firm promise to veto any legislation that contains earmarks. 
 
Nor is pork the only type of budget waste. Washington makes at least $55 billion in annual 
program overpayments. The government's own auditors admit that 22 percent of all federal 
programs fail to show any positive effect on the populations they serve. Many programs are 
also redundant: The federal government runs 342 economic development programs, 130 
programs serving the disabled, and 130 programs serving at-risk youth. Washington spends 
$60 billion a year on corporate welfare--more than it spends on homeland security. Though 
corporate lobbyists will tell you how many jobs these subsidies create--even green jobs--you 
should not be swayed. The fact is that these programs provide little or no economic value, 
and there is no justification to tax teachers and truck drivers to subsidize Fortune 500 
companies. The government continues to run outdated relics like the Rural Utilities Service, 
whose mission of providing rural electricity was achieved decades ago. You could save 
taxpayers billions of dollars by eliminating these and other examples of waste.  

• Use PAYGO to prevent expensive new entitlements. The 110th Congress reinstated Pay-
As-You-Go (PAYGO) rules requiring that new entitlement expansions or tax cuts be deficit-
neutral. PAYGO was supposed to promote fiscal responsibility but instead has become 
another tool for expanding government. Congress voted to waive PAYGO on numerous 
spending increases (such as stimulus and "emergency" bills) and then evaded PAYGO with 
gimmicks on other large spending increases (such as the farm bill, SCHIP, and student aid 
expansion). Members of the House Democrats' Blue Dog Coalition have rarely let PAYGO 
interfere with expensive government expansions, yet they suddenly became deficit-focused 
PAYGO adherents whenever the agenda shifted to tax relief--or even preserving current tax 
rates. 
 
You pledged to make PAYGO a centerpiece of your budget agenda. For PAYGO truly to help 
government live within its means--and for you to fulfill your promise of a net spending cut--
you must use it as a tool to offset expansions of entitlement programs with equal reductions 
in existing entitlements. This is more responsible than dismissing PAYGO whenever it 
becomes an inconvenient impediment to new spending. It is also more responsible than 
enforcing PAYGO with large tax increases to fund new entitlements, which lead only to bigger 
government and further recession-worsening tax increases. Using PAYGO as a tool to offset 
spending is the only way to deliver on your promise of a net spending reduction.  

• Resist gimmicks when calculating spending. It has become increasingly common for 
lawmakers to meet budget targets by declaring all excess spending to be "emergencies" and 
then excluding them from the listed spending totals. In 2008, lawmakers declared at least 
$333 billion--11 percent of all spending--to be "emergencies" even though only a small 
fraction of this total met the true definition of an emergency. This has rendered meaningless 
any distinction between regular and "emergency" spending. Declaring an "emergency" does 
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not take taxpayers off the hook for funding an expenditure; you must 
therefore ensure that such spending is included when calculating a net spending cut.  

The American people have repeatedly expressed exasperation at the pork, runaway spending, and 
budget deficits that have plagued Washington during this decade. You were elected President on the 
promise of fiscal responsibility and a "net spending cut." Scaling back planned "stimulus" spending 
that would likely fail to help the economy would be a strong first step toward fulfilling your promise. 
Reforming Social Security and Medicare before more of the 77 million baby boomers begin to collect 
benefits is also imperative. 

It is not difficult to identify the programs most in need of reform, but fiscal responsibility can be 
achieved only through a willingness to stand up to interest groups and their allies in Congress and 
by making the difficult but necessary decisions. The result will be a stronger economy, a smaller 
budget deficit, and a lower tax burden. 

Brian M. Riedl is Grover M. Hermann Fellow in Federal Budgetary Affairs in, and Alison Acosta Fraser 
is Director of, the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. 
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Israel 's Strategic Blunder 
by Daniel Pipes 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Commentary on the Israel-Hamas war has tended toward partisan pleading, 
making the moral case for or against Israel. That's a crucial debate but not the 
only one; there's also a need for a cool strategic assessment; who is winning, who 
is losing? 

Hillel Frisch argues that Hamas (which he calls "a small isolated movement that 
controls a small strip") has "grossly miscalculated" by antagonizing the Egyptian 
government and making war on Israel. He concludes Hamas has embarked on 
"strategic suicide." 

Perhaps, but scenarios exist in which Hamas gains. Khaled Abu Toameh notes the powerful and 
growing support for Hamas around the Middle East. Caroline Glick notes two ways Hamas wins: a 
return to the status quo ante, with Hamas still in charge of Gaza, or a ceasefire agreement whereby 
foreign powers form an international monitoring regime to oversee Gaza's borders with Israel and 
Egypt. 

As this suggests, an assessment of Hamas' war record depends primarily on decisions made in 
Jerusalem. Those decisions being the real issue, how well has Israel's leadership performed? 

Disastrously. Jerusalem's profound strategic incompetence continues and heightens the failed 
policies since 1993 that have eroded Israel's reputation, strategic advantage, and security. Four 
main reasons lead me to this negative conclusion. 

First, the team in charge in Jerusalem created the Gaza problem. Its leader, Prime Minister Ehud 
Olmert immortally explained in 2005 the forthcoming unilateral Israeli withdrawal from Gaza: "We 
[Israelis] are tired of fighting, we are tired of being courageous, we are tired of winning, we are tired 
of defeating our enemies." 

Olmert had a vital role in (1) initiating the Gaza withdrawal, which ended the Israel Defense Forces' 
close control of the territory, and (2) giving up Israeli control over the Gaza-Egypt border. This 
latter, little noted decision, enabled Hamas to build tunnels to Egypt, smuggle in matériel, and 
launch missiles into Israel. 

Secondly, Olmert and his colleagues failed to respond to the barrage of rockets and mortar shells. 
From the Israeli withdrawal in 2005 until now, Hamas has launched over 6,500 missiles into Israel. 
Incredibly, Israelis endured nearly eight attacks a day for three years; why? A responsible 
government would have responded to the first rocket as a casus belli and immediately responded. 

Thirdly, a committee of the French parliament published an important technical report in mid-
December, establishing that "there is no longer doubt" about the military purposes of the Iranian 
nuclear program, and that it will be up and running in 2-3 years. 

The waning days of the Bush administration, with the current president nearly out the door and the 
president-elect yet in the wings, offers a unique moment to take care of business. Why did Olmert 
squander this opportunity to confront the relatively trivial danger Hamas presents rather than the 
existential threat of Iran's nuclear program? This negligence has potentially dire repercussions. 

Finally, from what one can discern of the Olmert government's goal in its war on Hamas, it seems to 
be to weaken Hamas and strengthen Fatah so that Mahmoud Abbas can re-take control of Gaza and 
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re-start diplomacy with Israel. Michael B. Oren and Yossi Klein Halevi captured 
this idea in a recent article title: "Palestinians need Israel to win: If Hamas gets away with terror 
once again, the peace process will be over." 

Bitter experience, however, invalidates this thesis. For one, Fatah has proven itself a determined 
enemy intent on eliminating the Jewish state. For another, Palestinians themselves repudiated Fatah 
in 2006 elections. It strains credulity that anyone could still think of Fatah as a "partner for peace." 
Rather, Jerusalem should think creatively of other scenarios, perhaps my " no-state solution" 
bringing in the Jordanian and Egyptian governments. 

More dismaying even than Olmert's ineptitude is that the Israeli election a month from now pits 
three leaders of his same ilk. Two of them (Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni and Defense Minister Ehud 
Barak) currently serve as his main lieutenants, while two (Barak and Binyamin Netanyahu) failed 
badly in their prior prime ministerial stints. 

Looking beyond Olmert and his potential successors comes the worst news of all, namely that no 
one at the upper echelons of Israel's political life articulates the imperative for victory. For this 
reason, I see Israel as a lost polity, one full of talent, energy, and resolve but lacking direction. 

Mr. Pipes ( www.DanielPipes.org) is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished 
visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.  
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Economic Bloodletting  
by Paul Driessen 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Doctors once prescribed bloodletting to eliminate impurities that they believed 
caused disease. When George Washington was stricken with malaria and a 
throat infection in December 1799, his physicians bled a quart of blood from 
his weakened body, and followed that with laxatives and emetics.  

A few hours later, Washington died – from a cultural cure far worse than the 
disease.  

Today, our nation is in a recession. Millions are unemployed. The financial 
services, housing and stock market meltdown has hammered incomes, 
consumer spending, college and retirement savings, profits, tax revenues, 
charity, remittances and foreign aid. Europe, Asia, Canada and Australia are also reeling, and 
Mumbai again showed how terrorists can disrupt lives and economies.  

Congress and the White House have responded with promises to spend $1 trillion or more, to bail 
out banks, homeowners, taxpayers, auto makers and other beleaguered groups; fix roads and 
bridges; and weatherize buildings, develop renewable energy and create “green jobs.”  

The economic situation is so dire, says President-Elect Obama, that we can’t worry about deficits. 
The “patient” needs a large “blood infusion” stimulus to “get the economy moving.”  

But the proposed infusion is artificial cultural blood: government loans, grants, mandates and 
massive debts for our children – experimental treatments that haven’t worked in the past, and are 
unlikely to work now. Reduced taxes and regulations would stimulate many more private sector 
initiatives and jobs; but those curatives have little support among current political leaders. 

Worse, there is a real danger that the stimulus actions will be followed by the economic equivalent of 
the cultural medical practices that killed our first president.  

The appointment of moderate economists to the Obama team cheered markets. However, energy 
and environmental appointments and proclamations underscore an agenda of higher taxes, more 
regulations and other malpractice that will ensure reduced investment, increased layoffs, shorter 
work weeks, and more families forced to choose between heat, food, medicine, gasoline and saving.  

Precluding access to oil, gas, coal and uranium would deprive America of fuels that produce 93% of 
the energy that makes jobs, living standards, food, health and transportation possible. It would force 
us to continue spending our children’s inheritance on foreign oil – and forego trillions of dollars in 
leasing, royalty and tax revenues that could help pay for defense, stimulus, renewable energy, low-
income energy and other programs.  

Even more extreme bloodletting could be administered in the name of global warming , the 21st 
Century’s cultural equivalent of “blood humors.” Mr. Obama wants a stringent cap-and-trade 
program, to slash carbon dioxide “impurities” by 80% by 2050. He says any company trying to build 
a coal-fired generating plant will be “bankrupted” by greenhouse gas fees.  

If Congress fails to act expeditiously on cap-and-trade, the Obama Administration could unleash the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s newly proposed rules – and regulate virtually our entire economy 
under the Clean Air Act. Those rules would immediately impose even more draconian restrictions on 
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carbon dioxide and methane released from almost every office and apartment 
building, power plant, factory, farm, hospital, school, car maker and dealership, train and airline in 
the nation.  

Two dozen mostly Southern and Midwestern states depend on coal for 47-98% of their electricity. 
Their utility bills are half of what business and residential consumers pay in many less-coal-
dependent states. That translates into cheaper manufacturing, more jobs and better living 
standards.  

Nationwide, half of our electricity is generated with coal – most of it in power plants whose pollution 
is 95% below 1970 levels (per unit of energy). That’s a far cry from the 1% of US electricity 
generated with wind and solar power.  

Raise the rates – and manufacturers, businesses, communities and families will be battered. Destroy 
our wealth-generating capability, and there will be little left to redistribute or invest in renewable 
energy.  

Restrict hydrocarbon energy use in minority areas, and black, Hispanic and Native American families 
will see their economic opportunities and civil rights rolled back. People will die, if they cannot afford 
proper heating, air-conditioning, nutrition and medical care.  

A cap-and-trade bill like Warner-Lieberman would cost 3 million U.S. manufacturing jobs and $7 
trillion in lost GDP, as the bills slap increasingly heavy taxes on hydrocarbon energy, the Heritage 
Center for Data Analysis calculates. The EPA regulatory regime would be even more onerous and 
costly.  

Either action would drain the energy lifeblood from our economy, prolonging the recession and killing 
jobs, for little environmental gain.  

Many scientists and politicians say we are heading for climate disaster. But thousands of scientists 
vigorously disagree. A US Senate Minority Report features 650 climate experts (including many 
current and former UN-IPCC scientists) who say there is no evidence to support climate cataclysm 
hypotheses.  

Computer models and worst-case scenarios are not evidence – and not one of them has accurately 
predicted climate conditions even one year into the future, much less fifty. Actual, measured 
temperature, hurricane frequency and intensity, floods, droughts and sea level changes are 
completely within the realm of observed variability over the centuries.  

Satellite measurements show that planetary warming stopped in 1998, even as global CO2 levels 
continue to rise. Even eliminating US greenhouse gases would reduce 2050 global temperatures by 
only 0.2 degrees F, assuming CO2controls our Earth’s constantly changing climate.  

China and India are building new coal-fired power plants every week – and their expanding 
greenhouse gas emissions now dwarf even the economy-killing cuts that climate alarmists are 
proposing. Europe’s emissions are well above 1990 levels and even further above their promised 
reductions under Kyoto. Yet the Poznan agreement delays and dilutes EU pledges even more, to 
avoid jeopardizing jobs in a hydrocarbon-dependent Europe.  

Presidents and members of Congress violate their oaths of office, when they try to impose 
destructive policies that advance the agendas of professional activists who remain fixated on climate 
disaster scenarios, despite real-world evidence to the contrary – and regardless of the grievous harm 
that their “cures” would impose on poor, elderly, minority and working-class families.  
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Americans everywhere should demand solid evidence, robust debate, honest 
congressional hearings, and responsible energy and environmental decisions. We need to prevent 
further economic bloodletting, preserve freedom and opportunity, and restore our nation’s 
prosperity.  

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Congress of Racial Equality and Committee For A 
Constructive Tomorrow.  
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Climate or Cars? 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Now we’re going to give Ford, GM and Chrysler billions of dollars so the Feds 
can order them to build more “green” cars—with gas now costing $1.49 per 
gallon. How many Americans will pay $30,000 for one of these new high-
mileage lightweights instead of getting a family-protective SUV for the same 
bucks? Or a pickup to pull the boat? At $1.49 per gallon, not many. So 
Detroit will go broke again, unless the Feds slap on another $3 per gallon in 
gas tax.  

Haven’t we just been there? And we didn’t like it much. We demanded, “Drill, 
baby, drill.” We forced a liberal Democratic Congress that hates oil to end the 
drilling ban on public lands. Thus, we could pump more domestic gas and oil 
and bring down the price—so Detroit’s old lineup of SUVs and big pickups would sell again.  

Which way are we going? And why? 

My sister is a GM widow in Michigan; I understand the problem of Big Three pensions and medical 
insurance. But that doesn’t really have much to do with the sort of cars we build. The costs the 
United Auto Workers saddled onto the Big Three years ago makes their cars non-competitive today 
no matter how tiny and fuel-efficient they get.  

On the other hand, if we want globally competitive U.S. auto companies, it is clear how to get them. 
Let the Big Three go bankrupt, so some enterprising investors can reorganize all of those plants, 
skilled workers and infrastructure into a new company—or two— that can compete with Volkswagen 
and Hyundai.  

Let the UAW organize its own cost-effective health insurance for the retirees, where the doctor visits 
aren’t “free” and the insurance kicks in for the big stuff. That’s what the rest of us already have to 
do. None of our health insurance should be tied to a job. Everybody should get the tax break for 
buying health insurance, so we could all get care without the lobbyists and lawyers loading up the 
systems with the frills that pay off their clients.  

The joker in today’s deck is global warming. That’s the real motive behind the Federal bailout of the 
Big Three. But most of our global warming came before 1940—too early to be blamed on global 
industrialization. After 1940, the warming stopped for 35 years—during the very period when the 
Greenhouse Theory says the temperatures should have soared.  

Now, it’s been ten years since the last warming, and temperatures have just dropped back to about 
their 1940 level. NASA’s Jason satellite says the Pacific Ocean has shifted into its cool phase; the 
warm phase ended in the last hot year, 1998. The satellite is predicting global cooling for the next 
25–30 years. The alarmists have been wrong about the warming. 

Nor will Detroit run out of oil to burn. The Bakken formation in the Dakotas gives the U.S. more 
proven oil reserves than Saudi Arabia—400 billion barrels. Not to mention six trillion barrels of oil in 
the world’s tar sands, half of them conveniently located in nearby, stable Canada. No Muslim 
extremist takeovers, and none of Vladimir Putin’s tanks either. 

In Europe, 11,000 metal workers demonstrated in Brussels against CO2 limits forcing their jobs to 
India. In Britain, 40 percent of the electricity will disappear in the next eight years, supposedly 
replaced by 7,000 wind turbines with a reliability of 15 percent.  
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The new administration is selling an insurance policy against the planet 
overheating. But what if the insurance premium costs more than your house and the earth is cooling 
on its own schedule.  

DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist. He is a senior fellow for the Hudson Institute in 
Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the Department of State. He is co-author, with 
S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him 
at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421 
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Glorious Carbon Dioxide 
by Alan Caruba 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

Okay, children, let’s all sit up straight at our desks. We are going to begin 2009 
with a lesson about carbon dioxide (CO2).  

Why do we need to know about CO2? Because the President-elect, several of his 
choices for environmental and energy agencies, the Supreme Court and much of 
the U.S. Congress has no idea what they are talking about and, worse, want to 
pass legislation and regulations that will further bankrupt the United States of 
America. 

Do I have your attention now? 

For the purpose of the lesson, I will be borrowing heavily from a paper on CO2 written by Robert A. 
Ashworth. It requires some understanding of science, but anyone with a reasonable education and 
common sense should be able to read it on their own. Ashworth is a chemical engineer. 

Suffice it to say that if any of the nitwits babbling about CO2 and global warming ever went to any of 
the several dozen excellent websites that provide accurate scientific data and analysis, they would 
cease from their abusive manipulation of the public and perhaps find honest work. 

To begin at the beginning; at the heart of the global warming hoax is the United Nations 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. While it purports to represent the views of thousands 
of scientists, it does not. As Ashworth notes, “Most scientists do not agree with the CO2 global 
warming premise. In the United States 31,072 scientists, including the author, have signed a 
petition rejecting the Kyoto global warming agreement.” An additional 1,000 scientists are being 
verified to be added to the list. Thousands more exist who find the assertion the CO2 will destroy the 
Earth totally absurd. 

Here’s what you need to know; if an increase in carbon dioxide (CO2) is directly related, i.e. causes 
changes in the Earth’s temperature, there would be a direct correlation between the two. As CO2 
rose, we would see a comparable rise in the Earth’s temperature. This correlation does not exist.  

Global warming liars, however, insist that CO2 builds up on the atmosphere over a 50 to 250 year 
period, but this is untrue. “Every year around April, increased CO2 absorption by plants in the 
Northern Hemisphere starts reducing the CO2 in the atmosphere,” notes Ashworth, “and the 
reduction continues until around mid-to-late August when plants start to go dormant.” 

“It is clear that nature reacts very fast in its consumption of carbon dioxide.” Farmers call this the 
growing season, followed by the harvest season, followed by snow and cold during which nothing 
grows. Modern civilization, beginning about 5,000 years ago, is predicated on the ability to provide 
food to both humans and livestock, all based on these obvious seasonal cycles. 

The ancient Egyptians and Mayans understood the seasons, but they are apparently too difficult a 
concept for today’s many ex-politicians, some PhD’s, United Nation’s flunkies, and high school 
teachers. 

Warming and cooling cycles are well known throughout human history, reaching back to the days of 
ancient Rome. There were Viking settlements in Greenland because they arrived in warmer times. 
By 1410 the place froze up. Shakespeare lived during a Little Ice Age when the Thames would freeze 
too. The man-made emissions of CO2 had nothing, zero, to do with these climate events.  
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The IPCC, however, with its agenda to tax and control energy use that produces 
CO2, is not based on either the obvious or more complex science involved. Its “data” is the invention 
of computer models that are deliberately manipulated to produce false results which, in turn, can be 
announced and repeated worldwide. 

In March 2008, The Heartland Institute brought together more than 500 climatologists, 
meteorologists, economists, and others for two days of seminars and addresses that totally 
destroyed the IPCC’s lies. It will do so again for a second time, March 8-10 of this year in New York 
City. Suffice it to say that the mainstream media did it best to ridicule or ignore the event and will 
no doubt do so again. 

Here, then, is a fundamental fact about CO2 you need to commit to memory. “Nature absorbs 98.5% 
of the CO2 that is emitted by nature and man.” Nature is a totally self-regulating mechanism that 
dwarfs any mindless effort to “control” the amount of CO2 produced by coal-fired utilities, steel 
manufacturers, autos and trucks, and gasoline fueled lawn mowers, not to forget fireplaces where 
logs glow or just about any human activity you can name, including exhaling two pounds of the stuff 
every day! 

“Further,” says Ashworth, “no regulation by man is necessary because CO2 is not a pollutant; it is 
part of the animal-plant life cycle. Without it, life would not exist on Earth. Increased CO2 in the 
atmosphere increases plant growth, which is a very good thing during a period of world population 
growth and an increasing demand for food.” 

“Taxing carbon,” Ashworth adds, “would do absolutely nothing to improve the climate but would be 
devastating hardship to the people of the world.” For example, U.S. Representative John Dingell’s 
plan to tax carbon would add 13% to the cost of electricity and 32% to the cost of gasoline; just 
what we need during a Recession that threatens to become a Depression. 

Dr. Tim Ball, a former climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg, recently asked, “How 
many failed predictions, discredited assumptions and evidence of incorrect data are required before 
an idea loses credibility? CO2 is not causing warming or climate change. It is not a toxic substance or 
a pollutant.” 

It is time to rebuke everyone attempting to foist the global warming hoax and carbon taxes on the 
United States and the rest of the world. It is time let Congress and the White House know that 
Americans will not be ruled by laws that have no scientific merit. 

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. Every week, he posts a 
column on the website of The National Anxiety Center, www.anxietycenter.com. 
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Presidential Honeymoon? 
by David Keene 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

President Obama and his team are facing a problem confronted by most of his 
predecessors. 

Those who voted for him in November did so for many reasons. Some voted 
for him simply because he’s a Democrat or because, having soured on 
Republicans in Washington, he isn’t a Republican. 

Others voted for him because they wanted to help elect the first African-
American president in our history, and still others because they found his 
opponent wanting. 

Mr. Obama’s problem as he takes office, however, is that voters tend to identify their candidates 
with their own views and assume that once elected, those candidates will do what they hoped they 
would do when they pulled the lever on Election Day. This problem is exacerbated by the simple fact 
that most voters, while not simply “single-issue” voters, tend to be interested in one or a very small 
cluster of issues. Thus, those who supported Obama early because of his opposition to the Iraq war 
heard what he said on that issue early on and tuned out his later, amended statements. Likewise, 
voters who expected him to “go after” higher-income taxpayers with a vengeance probably didn’t 
pay a lot of attention to his more measured general-election campaign rhetoric. 

Now voters find they’ve elected a president who has not only decided to keep George W. Bush’s 
Defense secretary, but one who experts are now predicting will follow a Bush-ite foreign policy. That, 
at least, seems to be the opinion of Foreign Policy magazine’s senior editor, Christian Brose, who 
concludes in a recent article, “The Making of George W. Obama,” that with Obama in the White 
House and in charge of U.S. foreign policy, “we’re likely to end up with a lot more of the same.” One 
wonders how all this sits with the boys and girls at MoveOn.org. 

Most presidents face this problem, but Mr. Obama won by appearing to be more things to more 
different groups and people than previous presidents — and keeping things together could prove 
incredibly difficult. 

Whether Obama can hold his troops together while leading from the center remains to be seen, but 
as with most new presidents, his supporters and opponents alike should give him a chance. His 
success will depend on how he handles external challenges on the one hand and the priority he gives 
ideological and partisan initiatives he supported during or before launching his campaign on the 
other. He is going to have to make some tough choices, and they will determine his future relations 
with his liberal base, his friends in Congress, and those who wish any president well although we 
might oppose some of what he wants to do. 

That said, our new president and his advisers seem to believe that, in responding to the national 
economic crisis, they can act as if even the most basic laws of economics have been repealed. Folks 
who last year condemned George W. Bush as a spendthrift, for example, are today lining up behind 
a “stimulus” package that could run the debt up by as much as a trillion dollars and which, from 
early reports, will resemble nothing so much as a cover for traditional congressional pork-barrel 
spending. 

After Sept. 11, 2001, virtually every major piece of legislation that came before the Congress was 
described as a “security” measure. Thus, support for both the USA Patriot Act and that year’s farm 
bill were needed, their sponsors argued, to protect us from terrorists. The more things change, the 
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more they remain the same. Next year’s “Bridge to Nowhere” will be foisted upon 
us by advocates who are already arguing that building it will stimulate the economy. In fact, it 
appears that the new administration will eliminate congressional earmarks by rolling every half-
baked request into the stimulus package. 

These, however, are points worth arguing without partisan rancor and should, given the economic 
circumstances of the country, be at the top of both parties’ agendas without either party abandoning 
a serious, substantive debate. In facing an economic threat of the magnitude of today’s, it should be 
possible for both parties to find areas of agreement that will allow meaningful action so long as 
neither uses the crisis simply as an excuse to promote its own agenda. 

If, however, the new administration makes an early attempt to change the rules of the game in its 
favor by, for example, reinstituting the so-called “Fairness Doctrine” to shut down conservative talk 
radio or by pushing early for “card check” legislation to eliminate the secret ballot in union elections, 
Mr. Obama may well please some of his most ardent backers, but the new president’s honeymoon 
will be short and the partisan and ideological sniping that has defined this city in recent years will 
return quickly, decisively, and for good reason. 

It’s up to him. 

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. 
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House Conservative Leader 
by Brad Dayspring 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

The Republican Study Committee (RSC), the caucus of House Conservatives, 
elected Congressman Tom Price (R-GA) as its Chairman for the 111th 
Congress at its annual meeting last month.  

Representing the Sixth District of Georgia, Congressman Price was elected to 
Congress in 2004.   He received a Doctor of Medicine degree from the 
University of Michigan, completed his residency at Emory University, and 
practiced orthopedic surgery for more than twenty years in metro Atlanta.  
Prior to coming to Congress, Price served four terms in the Georgia State 
Senate, rising to become the first ever Senate Republican Majority Leader in 
the state.  In Congress, he has been a vocal supporter of conservative 
principles including fundamental tax reform, limiting government spending, 
and ensuring patient-centered health care. 

“It is a humbling honor.” Price said, “to serve as the next Chairman of the Republican Study 
Committee.  The RSC has served as the positive, conservative guidepost in Congress.  As the 
Republican Party and our nation stand at a critical point in history, it is time to embrace our 
conservative, common-sense principles and communicate a positive vision for the future.   

“Fundamental American principles and solutions are needed now more than ever before. RSC 
members are enthusiastic about the opportunity to productively participate in formulating solutions 
for the remarkable challenges we face.  We will renew our proud legacy and regain our strength in 
order to set our nation on the course for a better tomorrow.” 

The outgoing chairman, Jeb Hensarling (R-TX),welcomed his replacement by saying, “Tom Price is 
going to make one heck of a Chairman for the Republican Study Committee, and I am going to be 
excited to help him in any way that I possibly can to promote the conservative cause.  He is the 
consummate workhorse, political strategist, and policymaker, and will ensure that conservatives will 
aggressively fight for the common-sense principles that hardworking Americans support.  His 
organization and leadership of the Republican energy revolt and floor protest in August – which 
culminated with Democrats backing down on the offshore drilling moratorium – is just a glimpse of 
the energy that Tom Price will bring to Congress each and everyday as Chairman of the RSC.” 
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Dems Still Increasing 
by Scottt Rasmussen 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

The number of Americans who consider themselves to be Democrats 
inched up again in December to 41.6%. That’s up two-tenths of a 
point since November and the third straight monthly increase in the 
number of Democrats.  

Only once since Rasmussen Reports began tracking this data on a 
monthly basis in 2002 has the number of Democrats been higher. In 
May, as the Obama-Clinton primary battle neared its conclusion, 
41.7% of Americans said they were Democrats.  

At the same time, the number of Republicans declined a full percentage point from 33.8% in 
November to 32.8% in December. That’s the lowest number of Republicans since August. The 
number claiming allegiance to the GOP peaked in September at 34.4% as the party enjoyed a 
convention bounce and Sarah Palin was picked as the party’s Vice Presidential nominee.  

The number not affiliated with either major party inched up from 24.7% in November to 25.6% in 
December.  

Rasmussen Reports tracks this information based upon telephone interviews with approximately 
15,000 adults per month and has been doing so since November 2002.  

Currently, the Democrats enjoy an 8.8 percentage point advantage over Republicans. Two years 
ago, in the December after Democrats regained control of Congress, they enjoyed a 6.9 percentage 
point advantage over the GOP in terms of partisan identification. That was their biggest advantage 
ever prior to 2008. 

However, once the Democrats actually gained control of Congress, their partisan advantage began a 
slow, steady decline that lasted a full year until the Presidential Primary season began (see history 
from January 2004 to present).  

These results are based upon tracking surveys of 15,000 adults per month. The margin of sampling 
error for the sample is less than one percentage point, with a 95% level of confidence.  

Please keep in mind that figures reported in this article are for all adults, not Likely Voters. 
Republicans are a bit more likely to participate in elections than Democrats.  

The Rasmussen Reports daily Presidential Approval Index shows that Barack Obama has earned 
favorable reviews during his first two months as President-elect. Democrats continue to have a 
significant advantage on 10 key issues tracked by Rasmussen Reports and lead on the Generic 
Congressional Ballot.  

Scott Rasmussen, president of Rasmussen Reports, has been an independent pollster for more than 
a decade. Rasmussen Reports is an electronic publishing firm specializing in the collection, 
publication, and distribution of public opinion polling information. 

 

 



1/21/2009                                             Page 35                                              Issue 124  
 
 

Governor Refuses Bailout: 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

  

The Video Proof:  
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-GxY2WzaGjE  
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Obama Email Army 
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009  

The following email sent to Obama activists is fascinating. 

They really don't want substantive feedback, of course. 

This is a trial run to see how they can convert their campaign e-army into a 
lobbying force. 

The idea is not to get policy-related ideas or information. It is, rather, to 
test-drive a grass-roots lobbying operation that is aimed at building up 
support for Obama's legislative and other initiatives and directing it at 
congressmen, the media, and others. 

It looks participatory and feels consensual, but the hope is that it will be completely reactive and 
controllable. It is an experiment in using new technologies and tight organization to permit Obama 
to do what Reagan did by open radio and television broadcasts: Speak over the heads of Congress 
and the media directly to ordinary citizens. 

The idea of holding myriad local meetings within a particular time frame (inspired by such 
forerunners as primary caucuses in Iowa and the MeetUp movement) with a reporting-back 
mechanism is to see whether or not they can actually get people to do things in a disciplined way, 
on time and focused as to topic. 

The letter the Obama team sent to their activists follows. The video is also interesting. 

Dear XXX, 
 
Over the coming weeks, thousands of Americans will be leading Health Care Community Discussions 
-- small local gatherings in which Americans are sharing thoughts and ideas about reforming health 
care. President-elect Obama and Health and Human Services Secretary-designate Tom Daschle are 
counting on Americans from every walk of life to help identify what's broken and provide ideas for 
how to fix it.  
 
You can help shape that reform by leading your own Health Care Community Discussion anytime 
between now and December 31st.  
 
Secretary-designate Daschle recorded a short message about these important discussions. Watch 
the video and sign up today to lead a discussion in your community: 

Secretary-designate Daschle is committed to reforming health care from the ground up, which is 
why he won't just be reading the results of these discussions -- he'll be attending a few himself.  
 
When you sign up to lead a discussion, we'll provide everything you need to make your conversation 
as productive as possible, including a Moderator's Guide with helpful tips. All you have to do is reach 
out to friends, family, and members of your community and ask them to attend -- and, when it's 
over, tell us how it went. The Transition's Health Policy Team will gather the results of these 
discussions to guide its recommendations for the Obama-Biden administration.  
 
No transition has tried something like this before, and your participation is essential to our success.  
 
Thank you,  
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John  
 
John D. Podesta 
Co-Chair 
The Obama-Biden Transition Project 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 124 - January 21, 2009 

 

Editor: Oh, my! As a former prosecutor of 25 years experience, my immediate reaction was that the 
Fitzgerald move as outlined in “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” was twofold: #1 to protect Obama, and #2 
to protect his job. Obviously, Obama is (I hope) not stupid nor naive enough to fire him before this 
case has been concluded. You can imagine how rewarding it is to me that someone as politically 
astute as Donald Devine came to the exact same conclusion as I did. Thank you for 
ConservativeBattleline. I read it religiously and enjoy it thoroughly. We're in for a rough patch in the 
next couple of years-once we give the majority of people the nipple of the government, there is no 
going back. Thanks, again. Sherry Tourino, Nipomo, CA 

 

Editor: “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” is the best issue I have read since you "found me" again. Glad to 
see you understand how corrupt the entire Federal prosecutorial system has become. Martha 
Stewart may have been one of the better known victims, but the landscape is littered with the 
corpses of those whose lives have been ruined by the likes of Patrick Fitzgerald. There is nothing 
more dangerous than a 20 something attorney working for the FTC, SEC, IRS, or a dozen other like 
agencies, armed with subpoena power, an unlimited budget and an agenda. Dan Sawyer  

 

Editor: Well said and I couldn't agree with “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” more. As a former military law 
enforcement officer, that is the first thing that came to my mind, and undoubtedly, to other law 
enforcement professionals. Why did Fitzgerald act? To me, the answer was obvious. a) He wanted to 
preclude catching the incoming President-elect in an unfortunate scandal and b) job security. He is 
now untouchable with the new administration. The lust for power is truly intoxicating for the very 
ambitious. God help our country! Sincerely, Art Cardenas, Tampa, FL 

 

Editor: Your editorial "Why Did Fitzgerald Act" was fascinating and captivating. I could not put it 
down until I finished reading it even though I was pressed for time. It mirrored my own thinking 
about why a prosecutor would have blown his cover before actually catching a crime in the act - it 
must have been to protect the president-elect from being caught up in a crime. I for one would have 
liked corruption to be vetted out, even and especially if it involved our president-elect. Veronica 
Fitzsimmons, a true believer in ethics and morality, Andover, NJ 

 

Editor: My compliments on a most thought-provoking and timely article, “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?! 
George R. Flynn  

 

Editor: It is a conservative problem generally that they apply a conservative view of government 
to organizations like Fannie, Freddie, Dept of Education, etc., but fail to recognize that it applies to 
all government bureaucracies (the uniformed military is an exception to a significant degree, I think, 
for a variety of reasons, including that repeated failure in war is unacceptable and can't be swept 
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under the rug). The FBI/federal law enforcement more generally often get the 
same kid-gloves treatment. Your editorial “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?”, however, made the key point 
that a lot of people fail to understand about federal conspiracy law: “once it is allowed it is shooting 
fish in a barrel to convict on ‘conspiracy’ alone without an underlying crime.” Laurie Mylroie 

 

Editor: “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” As the old adage goes, "It takes one to know one." It is sad to 
know that in our country that the crooks are all over. Yes, lawyers we all know but it has now 
reached the common ordinary man. When I read Fitzgerald is in charge, he is not one to be trusted. 
All these supposedly Republicans, they are really not so. Obama is involved. Blogo a Chicago 
politician as is our incoming president, who has lied from the beginning. Sad country. Anne Hanlon  

 

Editor: Just a note to say, your article “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” was very well written and right on-
point. The questions posed should be vigorously pursued. Thanks, Brad Alexander  

 

Editor: Regarding “Why Did Fitzgerald Act?” and the Scooter Libby matter, how is it that Mr. Libby 
went to jail but the person who actually "leaked" the information did not? And, actually, no crime 
had been committed since Ms. Plame had not acted as an undercover operative for some time and 
the law on this subject is very narrow. Nina Van Sweden, Petaluma, CA 

 

Editor: Good article on "Why Did Fitzgerald Act?" I have another conspiracy theory. Bank of America 
forced the hand of Fitzgerald. Why? Just a few weeks before this announcement, the Governor had 
declared that the state of Illinois would no longer do business with BOA because they would not give 
credit to one of the closed manufacturing facilities. Do you remember the press that the Governor 
got for that? David Rohm  

 

Editor: Can I republish your excellent article, "Why Did Fitzgerald Act?" I would like to post it with 
back links to www.exposeobama.com, Floyd Brown  

 

Editor: Regarding "Why Did Fitzgerald Act?" I wrote a letter to the Department of Justice regarding 
Patrick Fitzgerald making many of the same points. In my opinion, Fitzgerald should be held on 
"conspiracy" himself for obstruction of justice, or nominated for an Academy Award for his 
performance in this "Bogus Blago Bust". I'm from Chicago....I know. Gail Dahlstrom, Mechanicsville, 
VA 

 

Editor: David Keene’s “Paul Weyrich, RIP” was a very nice tribute to the late, great Paul Weyrich. 
"We" have lost a giant! Thomas Haggerty  
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Editor: Regarding Paul Weyrich’s “Jumping To Foreign Conclusions” and the lack of intelligence in the 
Russia-Georgia conflict, who's at the helm? It's George Bush. He was an unmitigated disaster in 
anything but Iraq/Afghanistan/Homeland security. Are we going to make the same mistake again, or 
get real leaders in the White House and Congress? The "moderates" have compromised and 
marginalized the Republican Party down the political drain. We have to rid ourselves of them in 
leadership and be sure they never again ascend within this party or assume positions of influence. 
They have no passion, no principles and no fight, assuming 
instead a simple custodianship of their own fortunes and an unspoken doctrine of "not rocking the 
boat" in the interest of the latter. They are skilled at appearing to be otherwise while they are totally 
about themselves. J. Dover, Scottsdale AZ 

 

Editor: Regarding Paul Weyrich’s “Jumping To Foreign Conclusions,” I suspect we will never hear the 
truth about Russia's bad behavior especially in a Russian documentary. I would not be surprised at 
all to find out that Russia had a plan to draw Georgians across the border using "civilians" or 
operatives at least dressed as civilians justifying this incursion. Russia would never admit to this and 
we would never see a Russian documentary exposing this kind of behavior to the world. Of course, a 
documentary disclosing bad behavior by Georgia, Israel, or the USA is not a problem. Not only is not 
a problem ... it seems to be encouraged. The word documentary" has a very loose translation these 
days and these so called documentaries often opt not to cloud the issues with too many facts. I 
wonder if the investigation shows that Russia was the aggressor will everyone that is so upset with 
Georgia now be just as upset with Russia. I think you would most likely see the EU exit stage left 
and all would be quiet on the Western front. The bottom line is that I don't put much stock in this 
article I just read. Thanks for listening, Steve Gagne  

 

Editor: I agree 100% with Mark Henderson’s article “TARP Will Fail.” The taxpayer is getting the 
royal scr--wing on this deal. Perfect example PNC Bank, based in Pittsburgh, Pa., a perfectly healthy 
bank not involved with the mortgage mess, received $7 billion their share of the TARP. They go out 
and buy National City bank for $5.8 Billion, and get to write off all of National City's bad mortgage 
debt, adding millions in tax savings, helping their bottom line. Now, how does the tax payer benefit 
from this deal???? What's the return on our investment? The taxpayer gets scr-wed twice in the 
deal, PNC saves millions in tax payments to the IRS, and the tax payer will never see a dime on the 
7 billion. This is just one example, there are many more. Rick Primo  

 

Editor: Regarding “TARP Will Fail,” is there any way we can infuse Dr. Mark Hendrickson's knowledge 
into the socialist-lovers in Congress who seem insistent upon destroying America by emasculating 
the free-market economy? Rose  

 

Editor: I just finished reading "TARP Will Fail by Mark Hendrickson. I also live 
in Grove city, Pa. There needs to be a conservative movement in this country now to defend our 
god-given freedoms and liberties. Liberalism and Socialism are robbing both of these from our great 
country. Both are leading us to moral and social failure at an alarming rate. We need community 
leaders to plan and organize in the effort to let people know that they are not alone in not agreeing 
with the Media and Government. We need to get people together and show that we are proud to be 
Americans and Proud of what our Heritage stands for. Our community and national leaders are 
cowering in the face of a few activists. We need real men and women to stand up now and force the 
issue of" enough is enough". There needs to be a plan of action. It is time to physically organize and 
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let this socialist government know that we will not tolerate this agenda of 
“worldism". We need to remember that freedom and liberty given to us by our maker is what formed 
this country and what sets us apart from the rest of the world. We need to continue to be the light of 
the world. Not conform to its failures. Is there a plan of action to physically organize, stand together, 
and possibly create the greatest movement towards freedom, liberty and truth ever witnessed? We 
will regain our respect in the world if we protect these attributes in force. Please inform me of any 
efforts to gather together and make something happen. We need community and national organizers 
to right this country. I have watched the socialists do this for the last 40 years with no 
counterbalance from freedom loving Americans. We need to stand up now and be heard in numbers. 
We can't stand by idle anymore. I want to be part of this movement as do hundreds of millions in 
this country. Money helps, but we need much more. It needs to be done with our voices as well as 
our physical beings. People standing together and shouting will create the presence of what formed 
this country. Washington, as well as a lot of our communities, has corrupt politicians that only fill 
their pockets with activists’ cash. Government needs a clean sweep from this corruption. People 
need to know that there is an alternate to this corruption. Career and Corrupt politicians need to 
beware of this movement because they will be replaced by true freedom-loving Americans that will 
keep this country as our founding fathers envisioned. There is no place for these career politicians 
anymore. We need a Government of the people. Plan, organize, and lead now!! How can I help? 
Sincerely, Mark Kohan  

 

Editor: Regarding S.T. Karnick’s “Newspaper Death Spiral,” it couldn't happen to a more deserving 
bunch than those at the NYT. They are no longer a reliable news agency; they are simply an arm of 
the liberal agenda in this country - too bad. The NYT has bought up a lot of the local papers here on 
the West Coast with the result that many of us have cancelled our subscriptions to our local papers. 
Since they have helped the Obama group so much, perhaps the Obama administration will bail them 
out also. Nina Van Sweden, California 

 

Editor: Good article by Dennis Avery, “Real Climate History.” As you know there is NO scientific data 
showing man is controlling climate. Ken Johnson Tremont, Illinois 

 

Editor: Regarding Joseph Morris’ “Obama Natural Born?’ while I, a mere psychiatrist and student of 
human (mis)behavior, am nowhere near an expert on these matters I think that the American 
people deserve an explanation and proof that will put to rest this issue of Obama's country of birth, 
and citizenship. When one hires 3 law firms to deal with this and produce a copy of an incomplete, 
albeit possibly acceptable in Hawaii, birth certificate online with the registration number blacked out 
I become wary. The blog rumors abound. The Supreme Court denies "standing" to legitimate 
standers- i.e. American voters. Dr. Alan Keyes does have standing and is mired in Obamafuscation. 
Geez - I had to show a certified copy of my Bronx Birth Certificate to get married in NYS. It's no big 
deal or is it? When the Annenburg Foundation, purveyor of money for Obama and Ayers for 
Community activism, vouches for the legitimacy of the Hawaiian birth certificate, I become warier. I 
have been able to glean this facts from the net and folks: One: Hawaii can issue a Hawaiian birth 
certificate within one year to a child born of parents living in Hawaii. If true, then it becomes 
imperative to see the original as the born in Kenya theory might come into play. Hawaii refuses to 
show the original and never refers to it as anything other than that they have his "original" birth 
certificate. Two: If he was born in what is now Kenya, to a father carrying a British passport, he 
does not meet the standard for American citizenship nor Hawaiian birth. This might become a 
Constitutional issue as the state of Hawaii cannot grant American citizenship. And Kenya has been 
less than helpful in helping anyone obtain records. Three: Possible Indonesian Documents have been 
shown on the net show Obama was "adopted" by his Indonesian step-father and mother's husband, 
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his citizenship, Indonesian and his religion, Muslim. If this document is true AND 
if, in order to gain Indonesian citizenship, Omaba lost his American citizenship, if he ever had it, if 
Indonesia at that time, nor the US, allowed dual citizenship, (and this can be easily verified), and 
there is no apparent record of Obama requesting naturalization or return of his American citizenship, 
then he is not an American Citizen. I just want the proof of the facts. Stephanie J. Samuels, MD  

 

Editor: Thanks, for the articles in ConservativeBattleline.com They are great reading and even better 
information. Thanks again. Joe Young  

 

Editor: I've just discovered ConservativeBattleline and am now making my way through my second 
issue. Thank you. What a wonderful collection of articles written by rational thinkers. I hesitate to 
mention one, since I devoured with delight a good 3/4's of them, but the article I just read, "TARP 
Will Fail" by Mark Hendrickson, was fabulous. PD Nitz 

 

Editor: Like so many others, I too enjoy the articles in ConservativeBattleline.com. I am an Army 
retired television and radio broadcaster and newspaper writer. In doing my due logistical diligence, 
before I publish two websites I need sources of quality articles to publish in the websites. As time 
goes by, these articles will attract more and more readers. Naturally, I will credit each article, author 
and source of publication, and I will state who authorized me to publish it. May I, please, include 
some of your articles in my websites? Ed Mora  
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Why Did Fitzgerald Act?  
by Donald Devine 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Illinois Gov. Rod Blagojevich boorishly peddling Barack 
Obama’s Senate seat was ugly enough. But why did U.S. 
Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald act so soon, before the case 
was fully developed? As former top Department of Justice 
official Victoria Toensing noted, “The governor's 
maneuvering to sell the Senate seat most likely had not 
yet crossed the line to become criminal.” 

The Attorney’s actions were very strange. Here you have 
an officer of the law - whose legal guidelines require that 
he not go beyond the specific public facts of the 
indictment - holding a colossal media conference telling 
the world Blagojevich was engaged “in a political corruption crime spree," that he "has taken us to a 
new low," that various of his actions were “appalling” (several times), and finally that his “conduct 
would make Lincoln roll over in his grave." 

The guidelines specifically require that a “prosecutor shall refrain from making extrajudicial 
comments that pose a serious and imminent threat of heightening public condemnation of the 
accused." What could Mr. Fitzgerald have said to the TV that would have been more prejudicial than 
what he actually intoned into every living room in America? As Ms. Toensing rightly concludes, this is 
unethical conduct pure and simple and deserves public condemnation. 

While he was effusive with prejudicial comments, the U.S. Attorney was evasive on the central 
question of why the wiretaps were set in the first place. He answered with technical statements 
about how difficult they were to be secured, avoiding the question, why? Weeks after, it is still not 
clear when and why wiretaps were set. They apparently started with a complaint from person who 
was perturbed that she could not secure a low-level state contract. Thereafter, the investigation 
meandered widely over an incredible five years until it finally landed with a bug in the governor’s 
office. That this is a rather circuitous route perhaps explains why Fitzgerald did not give a direct 
answer. But it gets worse. 

U.S. Attorneys are supposed to "exercise reasonable care" over the law enforcement officials used 
for the investigation, as Toensing also notes. Yet, at the same media event, FBI Special Agent Rob 
Grant volunteered a question to himself out loud, asking no one in particular whether Illinois was the 
"most corrupt state in the United States?”, answering his own question that if it is not the worst "it's 
one hell of a competitor." He gratuitously added that even his seasoned agents were "thoroughly 
disgusted and revolted by what they heard" as they listened to the wiretaps. Even if Grant’s agents 
are this sheltered, it is hard to argue his language was not prejudicial. 

The U.S. Attorney has been there before, in the high-profile Scooter Libby case. To quote Toensing, 

In his news conference in October 2005 announcing the indictment of Scooter Libby for 
obstruction of justice, he compared himself to an umpire who "gets sand thrown in his eyes." 
The umpire is "trying to figure what happened and somebody blocked" his view. With this 
statement, Mr. Fitzgerald made us all believe he could not find the person who leaked Valerie 
Plame's name as a CIA operative because of Mr. Libby. What we all now know is that Mr. 
Fitzgerald knew well before he ever started the investigation in January 2004 that Richard 
Armitage was the leaker and nothing Mr. Libby did or did not do threw sand in his eyes. In 
fact -- since there was no crime -- there was not even a game for the umpire to call.  
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But this is all lawyer stuff. Ms. Toensing is too much a professional attorney to 
draw practical conclusions. Why did Mr. Fitzgerald do this? His own explanation 
was twofold. He did not want to wait until the Senate replacement was already seated. Yet, as all 
now know, the Senate could have held up the nomination. His second explanation was, “I laid awake 
at night” worrying that the editors of the Chicago Tribune would be fired under pressure from Gov. 
Blagojevich before he could act. This seems even more unlikely since the U.S. Attorney was already 
working quietly with the newspaper. Was he just promoting himself? As an old bureaucratic insider, 
he undoubtedly knows that the first leaker earns the media’s favor and is protected by that status. 
He could be understood to be investing in some insurance with the media at the conference by 
laying awake in their interest. 

As any student of the bureaucracy could tell the legalists, 
this strategy is especially helpful to guarantee one’s own 
job security. Once a federal prosecutor brings a case only 
the most foolhardy President or Attorney General would 
dismiss him. There is a long history of U.S. Attorneys doing 
so and successfully enhancing their job tenure, as 
Fitzgerald could not fail to know. A few clever ones have 
used the publicity to run for higher office! Another high 
office in Illinois might soon be vacant. If top U.S. officials 
even thought of appointing a replacement, as a new 
administration otherwise would be free to do, any 
prosecutor who wanted to keep his job could merely 
whisper “obstruction of justice” and be safe in his job 
forever. A President Obama, coming from Illinois, would 

not even think of it.  

Former U.S. prosecutor (and ex-quarterback at Ohio State), Daniel Westerbeck has a more 
intriguing suggestion – that Fitzgerald was actually protecting Mr. Obama. He notes that although 
the official Complaint did not mention any contact between the president-elect and the governor, his 
top strategist David Axelrod had earlier admitted constant interaction over the Senate replacement. 
They even had a candidate, Valerie Jarrett. As soon as Sen. Obama was elected, the country could 
have faced the possibility of a Constitutional crisis involving the president-elect. Westerbeck 
surmises that Attorney General Michael Mukasey informed the Obama team about the wiretaps. 
What we know is that Ms. Jarrett withdrew weeks before the news conference. His reasoning is that 

after the election, as Patrick Fitzgerald and the Attorney General pondered this, their choice 
was stark: 1) do we follow the normal protocol and let the tapes roll and maybe reel in 
Obama staffers (or, God forbid, Obama himself) bargaining with Blago in the US Senate seat 
auction; or, 2) do we tip Obama in a briefing and abruptly terminate the investigation at the 
governor's level and thus preclude it from reaching Obama and his staff? I think they made a 
political and legal calculation in the nation's interest and chose the latter course. They saved 
Obama, or certainly his staff, from the taint of the criminal action and also prevented the sale 
of a US Senate seat by a corrupt Cook County Democrat politician by arresting Blago [early]. 

While such a decision would have its altruistic dimensions, Mr. Westerbeck also concludes there was 
a pragmatic one. “So Obama now owes the Justice Dept. and US Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald, in 
particular, a big one”, even the Attorney General position if Eric Holder falters, which he well might 
given his role in the Marc Rich pardon. Certainly, there would be no removal of Mr. Fitzgerald for as 
long as he wants to stay. 

No doubt such an easy and crass target as Blagojevich will be tried and undoubtedly convicted of 
something. There are enough scared politicians who will succumb to prosecutors’ threats and make a 
case against him. But after acting so early, what case can Fitzgerald make? Should we not care as 
long as the foul-talking tough guy gets his due? Of course, it is good to go after public corruption but 
is talking tough a crime? It will be interesting to compare the governor’s with tough-talking Obama 
chief of staff Rahm Emanuel’s taped remarks when they are released. Marvelously, Fitzgerald had 



1/7/2009                                             Page 4                                              Issue 123  

anticipated, had already answered this question himself at his media conference. 
When a Chicago reporter asked when merely “talking-tough” had become a 
crime, he referred her to the conspiracy statutes. 

The dirty little secret of the U.S. Federal justice system is that if you 
do not have the evidence to convict a person of a crime, convict him 
of conspiracy. Everyone conspires with others on non-criminal matters 
– common conspiracy simply means working in secret for a common 
goal - so once it is allowed it is shooting fish in a barrel to convict on 
“conspiracy” alone without an underlying crime. If U.S. prosecutors 
could convict a nice and attractive person like Martha Stewart on a 
conspiracy charge without her being charged with an underlying 
crime, surely they could get a slob like the Illinois governor on the 
same dodge, without having to meet the higher standards of proof for 
committing an actual crime. 

How did it get to this? It was not until the 19th Century that conspiracy was even considered a crime 
other than as conspiracy against the state and it was not used generally until the great increase in 
difficult to prove white collar crimes with the rise of the welfare state in the 20th Century. Indeed, 
even today federal white collar crimes are considered crimes against the U.S. Government, the 
state. Even so, it was not until very modern times that one could be convicted of conspiracy without 
being charged with an underlying crime. Conspiracy especially became the charge of choice to 
convict for secretive drug crimes as distribution exploded in the wake of the hippie revolution of the 
nineteen sixties. 

Today a prosecutor can jump from one trivial crime to another for five years or more and through 
plea agreements rather than trials (90% of convictions are pleas) coerce defendants into enticing 
higher-ups into recoded conversations and based on their tough-talk can convict media-appealing 
big shots of conspiracy when no actual crimes have taken place even after the fact. That even the 
President-elect could have been implicated for simple horse-trading under these standards should be 
sobering, although taking on media star President Obama this early is unthinkable. Either way, no 
one can touch prosecutor Fitzgerald, who now has as high potential and even firmer tenure than the 
president himself.  

Donald Devine, the editor of Conservative Battleline Online, was the director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management from 1981 to 1985 and is the director of the Federalist Leadership Center at 
Bellevue University. 
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Jumping To Foreign Conclusions  
by Paul Weyrich  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

On December 9 my good friend Ed Lozansky, President of the American 
University in Moscow, showcased a documentary at the National Press Club. The 
film purports to vindicate Russia in its recent war with Georgia. While quickly 
winning military battles with Georgia, Russia lost the propaganda war with 
Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili. His excellent English skills and Western 
public relations consultants portrayed Georgia as a helpless and blameless victim 
of unprovoked Russian aggression, with the Russians out to destroy Georgian 
democracy.  

The very Western media which bought Saakashvili’s side of the story now is 
challenging the way in which he successfully rallied Western support for his regime. Recent reports 
from the Caucasus question Georgia’s account of the origins of the war. Two veteran Western 
correspondents say they found that shelling of civilian areas in Tskhinvali, the South Ossetian 
capital, began far earlier than Georgian authorities contended. A BBC documentary exposed the 
rampages of Georgian forces in South Ossetia’s capital. A Human Rights Watch and Amnesty 
International report accused Georgian forces of deliberately targeting civilians and using cluster 
bombs in populated areas.  

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) military monitors, comprised of veteran 
British military officers, told Western media outlets that Russian forces entered South Ossetia eight 
to ten hours after Georgian forces began shelling Tskhinvali. The allegation is that Georgian forces 
attacked Russian peacekeepers. At this point Saakashvili successfully exploited America’s statements 
that Georgia’s path toward consolidated democracy and NATO membership was guaranteed. Mixed 
messages from the United States, especially from Vice President Richard B. Cheney’s office, 
contributed to the Georgian Government’s sense that a successful war would receive US approval.  

In view of the OSCE reports, British Foreign Secretary David Miliband called the Georgian 
Government “reckless” for its military actions. The European Union has formed a commission to 
investigate Saakashvili’s behavior to determine if international laws were violated.  

So now, as Lozansky wonders, has Russia truly been vindicated? He further asks if Saakashvili has 
been exposed as an aggressor and even a reckless gambler who for his political gain exploited the 
goodwill of his Western allies and tried to set them up for a confrontation with Russia. Lozansky 
wants to know if the US and EU will withdraw their support for Saakashvili, which might allow 
Georgian opposition forces to remove him from power. He asks how the West will view Russia now 
that its claim that it was responding to Georgian aggression conflicts with Georgia’s earlier accounts. 
Will Russia be more respected as a responsible world power, Lozansky asks, or will it continue to be 
viewed with suspicion and fear as an aggressive and unpredictable power? That is the correct 
question.  

In any war there probably is no 100%-0% situation. If this documentary is correct, and if Georgia is 
now on the defensive, won’t there be a huge lesson for President-elect Barack H. Obama about 
jumping to conclusions in foreign policy?  

Paul M. Weyrich is Chairman and CEO of the Free Congress Foundation.  
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Creating Economic Uncertainty 
by Robert Higgs 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

In an article published in 1997 titled “Regime Uncertainty: Why the Great 
Depression Lasted So Long and Why Prosperity Resumed After the War,” I advanced 
the idea of regime uncertainty in an attempt to advance our understanding of the 
Great Depression’s extraordinary duration and of the highly successful postwar 
transition to a genuinely prosperous market-oriented economy. The idea is more 
definite than the hoary but vague idea of “business confidence,” though related to it, 
and different also from the idea of regime uncertainty that some econometricians 
have used in their macroeconomic studies, though, again, not wholly unrelated. 

In my conception, regime uncertainty pertains above all to a pervasive uncertainty about the 
property-rights regime — about what private owners can reliably expect the government to do in 
its actions that affect private owners’ ability to control the use of their property, to reap the income 
it yields, and to transfer it to others on voluntarily acceptable terms. Will the government simply 
take over private property? Will it leave titles in private hands, but strip the owners of real control 
and profitable use of their properties? These questions fall under the rubric of regime uncertainty. 

Between 1935 and 1940, this matter attained prime importance. So many businessmen and 
investors lost confidence in their ability to forecast the future property-rights regime that few were 
willing to venture their money in long-term investments. They constantly sought clarification of the 
government’s designs, but President Roosevelt merely continued to rage against “economic 
royalists” and to blame a “strike of capital” for the economy’s ongoing troubles, including the 
depression of 1937-38, which played havoc with the general public’s confidence in the New Deal. 
Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau tried repeatedly to persuade the president to make a public 
statement that would reassure investors, and as the president continued to reject his entreaty, 
Morgenthau became so frustrated that in a 1937 cabinet meeting, he blurted out to his boss: “What 
business wants to know is: are we headed toward Socialism or are we going to continue on a 
capitalist basis?” (qtd. in Higgs, Neither Liberty Nor Safety, p. 114). Astonishingly, Jim Farley and 
even Henry Wallace backed up Morgenthau’s insistence that the president spell out what sort of 
economic system the administration sought to foster. 

In his question, Morgenthau encapsulated the wide ranging uncertainty Lammont du Pont expressed 
in the same year, when he said: 

Uncertainty rules the tax situation, the labor situation, the monetary situation, and practically every 
legal condition under which industry must operate. Are taxes to go higher, lower or stay where they 
are? We don’t know. Is labor to be union or non-union? . . . Are we to have inflation or deflation, 
more government spending or less? . . . Are new restrictions to be placed on capital, new limits on 
profits? ... It is impossible to even guess at the answers. (qtd. in Higgs, Depression, War, and Cold 
War, p. 16) 

I do not know that the regime uncertainty that an increasing number of commentators and 
others have perceived recently is comparable to that of the latter 1930s — by now there’s not much 
real capitalism left for the government to destroy, in any event. However, it is clear that the 
government’s frantic actions of the past several months have created a situation in which investors 
have little confidence about the character of future property rights in the United States. The 
takeovers of Fannie, Freddie, and AIG, the massive interventions into finanancial markets, the huge 
bailouts of banks and other financial institutions, mixed with letting Lehman Brothers go down and a 
bailout for the Big Three auto manufacturers — all these actions, and others, imply that a rational 
investor would do well to attach a huge risk premium to any money he puts into investments even 
for the intermediate term, not to mention the long term. 
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One of the clearest expressions of this outlook that I have seen so far was made 
recently by Lou Jiwei, the chairman and chief executive of the China Investment 
Corporation, who expressed a lack of confidence in Western financial institutions and said that his 
giant fund would make no new investments in them in the foreseeable future. As the New York 
Times reported: 

“Right now we do not have the courage to invest in financial institutions because we do not know 
what problems they may have,” Mr. Lou said as part of a panel discussion on the second and final 
day of the Clinton Global Initiative conference [in Hong Kong].  . . .  Mr. Lou said that the sheer pace 
of new initiatives and new rules issued by Western regulatory agencies was disconcerting and made 
it even harder for him to choose worthwhile investments. “If it is changing every week, how can you 
expect me to have confidence?” he asked. 

How, indeed? 

Robert Higgs is a senior analyst at the Independent Institute, where this first appeared. 
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Must-see Reader Drama 
by Spencer Warren  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Some readers may have heard of this new movie based on reports of its 
impassioned sex scenes between the thirty-plus Kate Winslet and a teenager, 
played by David Kross. But no one should be put off by this element of the film, 
for The Reader is an absolutely outstanding drama about human nature, human 
weakness and the Holocaust. This is a true must-see motion picture for age-
appropriate audiences. 

Based on the celebrated German novel by Bernhard Schlink, the story begins in 
Neustadt, West Germany in 1958, thirteen years after the end of the war. 
Michael (Kross), a sixteen-year-old middle class student, becomes involved in a 
steamy month-long love affair with a thirty-five-year old streetcar conductor, 
Hannah (Miss Winslet). Believe it or not, the way the affair begins and then 
unfolds (a good deal of nudity and passionate scenes in bed) is presented very credibly by the highly 
accomplished director, Stephen Daldry, and the adaptor of the novel for the screen, playwright 
David Hare. All this is integral to the story; it is not exploitative. 

Following their love-making and, later, preceding it, Hannah likes to have Michael read to her from 
the literature he is studying in school, such as Homer’s Odyssey and a Chehkov short story. We 
learn in fact that she cannot read herself. At the beginning they do not even know each other’s 
name and even after they do, Hannah continues to call Michael, “Kid.” They go on an idyllic bicycle 
holiday in the countryside, and declare their love for one another. In a country church, Hannah sits 
alone in a back pew and appears quite moved as she listens to the beautiful music of the service 
sung by the young choirboys. 

Such an idyll, especially one as untypical as this, cannot last. But Michael can never get over his 
passion for Hannah. Eight years later, now a law student, observing a war crimes trial he is 
astonished to see Hannah one of the co-defendants in the dock. What should he do? Should he 
speak up for Hannah despite the awful crimes she is charged with? Emotionally shattered, not least 
because he has been able to see his beloved again when he thought he never would, Michael can 
barely participate in his law seminar, in which his professor asks the students to discuss the trial in 
terms of the question of law as the opposite of justice.  

Readers should discover this wonderful movie’s riches and subtleties on their own, so no more of the 
plot will be revealed here. Suffice to say that the film raises profound questions about human frailty 
and the Holocaust (which is heard in recollections but never seen in flashback), without allowing 
excuses. At one point during the chief judge’s examination of her, Hannah asks him what he would 
have done had he been in her place; he has no answer. Unlike many of those involved, Hannah is a 
human being, she is not demonized, and we are asked to try to understand her, not excuse her. The 
film also presents us with the moral dilemma of the shattered Michael. In his silence, is he too 
blameworthy? In the end, the film very movingly dramatizes issues of closing and catharsis for 
several of the characters. 

The acting in this film is just superb, led by the flaming talent of Kate Winslet, who ages from thirty-
five to sixty-five. Sitting in the church listening to the service, or sitting in the defendants’ dock in 
the courtroom, she requires no words to express her emotions. They are all there in her distraught 
face. She is completely real, with no glamorization, as this illiterate working-class woman (including 
her perfect German accent – Miss Winslet as always is a master of accents), who has no family and 
may never had anything in life other than her affair with the teenager half her age. Her physical 
movements and everything else about her are true to the character – she completely is Hannah, 
collecting fares in her prim uniform on the streetcar and in everything else she does. She certainly 
deserves to win her first Academy Award, after five losses, as best actress for this role. She also 
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deserves great credit for constantly seeking out challenging parts such as this, 
rather than just trying to be a “star.”  

Also fully true to life in realizing their characters are the aforementioned David Kross as the teenage 
Michael and the brilliant Ralph Fiennes as the adult Michael. Indeed, the entire cast could not be 
bettered. 

The consistent high level of acting (though Miss Winslet and Fiennes are always on top form in their 
films) may in part be credited to the young director, Stephen Daldry, a British theatrical director who 
previously had only one major film to his credit, The Hours (2002). His film is unusual for its subtlety 
– he presents the story and allows the action and characterizations to unfold naturally, raising in an 
understated manner the issues for the audience to take away and ponder afterward. He films the 
characters in big shots that take in their surrounding time and place (mise-en-scene, as the French 
call it), using few close-ups and never lapsing into the tiresome in-your-face television manner of 
one head shot after another that tends to be standard nowadays. His direction has pace and 
economy, brilliantly enveloping us in the drama so that we are not conscious of anything else for the 
film’s gripping two hours. Daldry directs like a filmmaker of vast experience, not the relative 
newcomer that he is. 

The direction is aided by the burnished cinematography of Roger Deakins and Chris Menges , which 
is particularly effective in the setting of Hannah’s modest apartment where she takes up with 
Michael. (Note their use of the light from her lamps.) They are also quite good creating the drab 
picture of Neustadt thirteen years after the end of the war. Another important contribution is the 
musical score by Nico Muhly. The Reader is rather heavily scored with a relatively high volume 
soundtrack for a serious drama. But Muhly also recognizes the dramatic effect of silence, of halting 
the music, as when Michael goes to visit the remains of a concentration camp. The music captures 
the evanescence of the love affair, as well as the delicacy and gentleness with which the film treats 
its profound moral questions facing both main characters. Thankfully, Muhly has composed music of 
orchestral substance (including his use of the oboe) to match the depth of the drama. 

The moral questions with which The Reader leaves us, which may be unanswerable, are best 
expressed without words. They go beyond words. The filmmakers have had the wisdom, discipline 
and talent to reach beyond the script. It is as if they have created a great work of music to imprint 
these characters’ dilemmas on our consciences. Go see this wonderful film as soon as you can. 

Spencer Warren is ConservativeBattleline's media critic.  
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Newspaper Death Spiral 
by S.T. Karnick 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

The mainstream media are struggling to keep pace with the great 
civilizational transition from analog means of communication 
distribution to digital distribution. The big TV networks have been 
losing audiences for two full decades, and in the past couple of years 
their audiences have deteriorated to the point that their previous 
monetary advantage over cable/satellite channels has nearly entirely 
disappeared. 

With the Federal Communications Commission's forcible transition to all-digital TV coming in 
February, the networks will receive a bit of a boost as their over-the-air signals will be better, but 
the march to digital TV over cable, satellite, and now the internet will undoubtedly continue and 
probably accelerate. 

In the print media the situation is even more dire—from the perspective of the sclerotic, arrogant 
elites who currently run things. Newspapers and magazines are sustained by advertising dollars (as 
opposed to subscription revenues), and ad money has been rushing away from the print media to 
television, radio, and the Web. The latter has yet to see a great boost in ad money, but as website 
audience rating becomes more sophisticated in the next couple of years, the shift will become much 
more pronounced. 

This is all to the good, as the mainstream media were long able to treat their positions as sinecures 
and their products as only minimally affected by audience preferences. With the huge costs 
associated with buying into the distribution of television, film, and influential print operations, the 
mainstream media had been increasingly able to operate pretty much as they pleased for some 
three decades since the early 1970s. 

Thus as the left took over the mainstream media during the decades after World War II, their 
hegemony became increasingly evident and immutable over the ensuing half-century. 

In recent years, however, radio and the web have been much more responsive to audience reaction, 
and that has meant in particular that a much wider variety of viewpoints has been conveyed to 
potential audiences. That, in turn, has led to increased audiences for those two media and less for 
the unresponsive mainstream outlets. 

Thus the news has been increasingly bad for the media elites and good for the rest of us. Consider a 
few recent examples:  

Hard times for the New York Times are seen as likely to continue. Revenues were down in the first 
half of this year, and ad revenues fell by 11 percent, even including the increase in online ad money. 
Although circulation rose slightly, advertisers are gong elsewhere, indicating that the Times's 
advertising has been overvalued (and hence overpriced) in recent years. With the recession now in 
full swing and showing no signs of imminent abatement, arrogant, overvalued institutions such as 
the Grey Lady will continue to take the brunt of the effect of advertising reductions. 

Editor & Publisher reports that the New York Times has lost circulation in its all-important weekday 
editions in recent months, as did all of the top 25 daily newspapers in the nation (although the 
losses by USA Today and The Wall Street Journal were a minimal 0.01 percent).  

Circulation of Sunday newspapers is declining even faster, reports Digital Ink News. 
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Taken together, those two trends constitute a continuing disaster for most of the 
legacy media newspapers and further proof that technological change is resulting 
in much creative destruction as new, more audience-friendly outlets increasingly replace the old. 

More such news: 

The corporate owner of the Rocky Mountain News,  the oldest newspaper in Colorado (which has 
been coproduced in recent years by the very mainstream Denver Post), is trying to sell the paper 
after enduring a loss of $11 million on the newspaper's operations in the first nine months of this 
year. 

Under pressure from revenue declines, newspapers are slashing jobs, laying off large numbers of 
workers. 

Even newspapers in one-paper towns are losing their grip: the Rochester Democrat and Chronicle 
just laid off fifty-nine workers. This is only the latest among a huge amount of such job cuts in cities 
across the nation. 

Although the job losses will be painful for those whose positions are eliminated, the reductions in 
expenses are both necessary and urgent, though they are almost certainly arriving too late to save 
most of these publications in the long run, and definitely will not preserve them in their present 
form. In addition, the newspapers have been forced to reducet he number of bargains and 
promotions used to build circulation, which will further constrict their reach. 

One industry analyst aptly refers to all of this as a "newspaper death spiral," noting that total 
industry advertising revenue was down 18 percent below the year before, even online revenue for 
the legacy media has been dropping in the past year, and the overall decline in newspaper ad 
revenue is accelerating: 

Print advertising has been declining for ten straight quarters, but this marks only the second quarter 
that online advertising also went down. More concerning is that the overall rate of decline seems to 
be accelerating, a trend we noted in September. Here is the percentage change in total newspaper 
advertising for the past five quarters: 

3Q07: -7.4% 
4Q07: -10.3% 
1Q08: -12.85% 
2Q08: -15.11% 
3Q08: -18.11% 

The fourth quarter will probably be worse. 

All of this news has led analysts to suggest that the continuing travails of the industry indicate that 
the bankruptcy filing of Tribune Co. is a portent of the future and to ask whether anything can save 
the newspaper industry as it currently exists, in particular local, paid-circulation print newspapers. 

It seems increasingly unlikely that the industry will ultimately weather the changes without 
becoming much more responsive to its readers, and that is all to the good.  

S.T. Karnick blogs at The American Culture, where this first appeared. 
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Hollywood Blacklist Hypocrisy 
by Brent Bozell 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Hollywood can still mount a soapbox and recall the dark days when people lost 
their jobs in show business for daring to take an unpopular political position that 
was outside the mainstream. Whenever they’re criticized, they proclaim 
“McCarthyism,” accuse their critics of “blacklisting,” and condemn the deplorable 
“intolerance.”  

Hollywood has yet to accept, perhaps even to understand, that it is the 
entertainment industry that excels at this slanderous behavior. After California 
voters narrowly approved Proposition 8, which amended the state constitution to 
define marriage as between a man and a woman, it was revealed that Scott 
Eckern, the artistic director of the California Musical Theater in Sacramento, the state's largest 
nonprofit musical theater company, had donated $1,000 to the Yes on 8 campaign.  

Eckern’s freedom of speech be damned: the man needed to be punished. Producer Marc Shaiman's 
musical "Hairspray" had played at the theater and he announced he would never allow anything he 
wrote to play there because of Eckern's donation. Shaiman’s declaration triggered a blistering e-mail 
pressure campaign, forcing Eckern to resign.  

Shaiman claimed to the Associated Press that he regretted that it came to Eckern losing his job and 
said: "It's a tragedy for everyone involved. You'll certainly see that no one called for him to resign."  

Shaiman said he would never allow anything he wrote to play there, but he doesn’t think that was 
creating pressure to dismiss Eckern? That confounds common sense. So great was the pressure that 
Eckern, a Mormon, also felt he had to donate a repentant $1,000 to a gay-rights group. Meanwhile, 
the theater bizarrely claimed it would not “impinge on the rights of its employees to engage in 
political activities.” 

This wasn’t the only blacklisting. Los Angeles Film Festival Director Richard Raddon, also a Mormon, 
was pressed into a resignation after his $1,500 donation to the Yes on 8 campaign was disclosed. 
Film Independent, the festival’s organizer, put out its own Orwellian statement that "Our 
organization does not police the personal, religious or political choices of any employee, member or 
filmmaker." But one Film Independent board member told the Los Angeles Times that the 
“progressives” also berated Raddon personally with phone calls and e-mails.  

Gay activists are correct that they have every right to boycott theaters or businesses that offend 
them. But that’s exactly the right that anti-communists claimed in the middle of the last century, 
and Hollywood has spent more than 50 years condemning this as an attack on hallowed free speech. 
The hypocrisy speaks for itself.  

It wasn’t enough for Marc Shaiman to get Eckern fired. Next, he made a star-studded satirical video 
(appearing on the comedy website Funny Or Die) mocking opponents of Prop 8, casting the 
comedian Jack Black as Jesus Christ, who trashed the Bible as hopelessly out of date. It is more of 
the anti-religious bigotry for which this industry, supposedly so devoted to “tolerance,” has become 
famous.  

The cartoonish Christians in Shaiman’s video sing it’s “time to drop some hate” with Prop 8. They 
proclaim that they lied about gays, “but it worked, so we don’t care.” So “Jesus” shows up to 
“correct” – and to ridicule -- the idea that the Bible calls homosexuality an abomination: “but it says 
the same thing about this shrimp cocktail....Leviticus says shellfish is an abomination!” 
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This phony-baloney Jesus seems to be quoting directly from an Obama speech in 
2006 that suggested Christian conservatives weren’t reading their Leviticus. But 
neither Obama nor Shaiman will admit in the Bible there is also St. Peter’s vision in the Acts of the 
Apostles, where he’s told to abandon the idea of clean and unclean foods. 

Shaiman also has his Bible-trashing Jesus sing that the Bible says “you can stone your wife, or sell 
your daughter into slavery.” This is also a common pro-gay argument, as if Christians today are all 
recognized to be active in wife-stoning and daughter-enslaving. When the Christians say they ignore 
those verses, Jesus scolds, “it seems to me you pick and choose...Well, then, choose love instead of 
hate. Besides your nation was built on separation of church and state.”  

Only someone utterly ignorant would make a video where Jesus descends in a vision to humanity 
only to sound like a lawyer for the ACLU. 

Hollywood loves to pose as the trendy defender of civil liberties, but clearly no one who wants to 
remain employed would ever dare to make a musical mockery of Shaiman and his blacklisting 
coalitions. No one has forgotten the ruined career of former “Grey’s Anatomy” star Isaiah 
Washington for ingloriously using the gay six-letter F-word on a private set. From now on, no one in 
entertainment is going to feel safe making a donation as measly as $100 to a conservative defense-
of-marriage campaign. 

L. Brent Bozell III is president of the Media Research Center 
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TARP Will Fail  
by Mark Hendrickson 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Washington's $700 billion bailout plan is making a lot of people unhappy. 
The Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP), as the implementation of the 
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 has come to be known, 
seems to be morphing unpredictably.  

Originally, TARP was supposed to help stabilize financial institutions by 
buying from them what are euphemistically termed "impaired assets"-that 
is, gobs of unmarketable, even worthless, financial junk. This plan was 
abandoned within days. Shortly after TARP was unveiled in September, 
$250 billion of capital was "injected" into banks, sometimes by purchasing 
shares of stock, other times via loans. On Nov. 12, Secretary of the 
Treasury Hank Paulson, who was placed in charge of TARP, announced that the focus of the program 
was shifting to an attempt to facilitate consumer loans. What Paulson will do tomorrow is anybody's 
guess.  

Meanwhile, as Paulson and associates tinker with TARP, the stock market has sunk to new lows and 
the economy continues to deteriorate. In fairness, we can't say that we weren't warned that this 
might happen. President Bush plainly stated on television that things would get worse before turning 
around. Secretary Paulson told us that the $700 billion rescue/bailout plan might not work.  

Now the critics are calling for Paulson's head. Among other things, they say he's incompetent. This is 
both true and untrue. As top banana in a hugely successful investment bank, Paulson showed 
himself to be highly competent. He is NOT an incompetent person or financier. That said, he has 
proven incompetent to find a way to use $700 billion to stabilize the American economy. Well, 
surprise, surprise. Yes, Paulson is "incompetent" in this regard, but vilifying Paulson for not being 
able to save the economy makes no more sense than condemning him because he can't flap his 
arms and fly. Nobody-from the eminently wise Paul Volcker to Nobel Prize-winning economists to the 
world's greatest genius-could fix this economy, even if they were given ten times the money placed 
at Paulson's disposal.  

Last week, I asked my Economics 101 class why they thought Paulson was having such a hard time 
pulling us out of our economic tailspin. A hand went up and a young man said something like, 
"Because he doesn't have enough knowledge to know how everything should fit together." Bingo! 
That's it in a nutshell.  

Any economy, but especially one as large as ours, involves millions of people, billions of daily 
decisions, and countless individual assets, contracts, obligations, abilities to pay, etc. What is the 
"right" price for each asset? Which contracts and obligations take precedence? What is everything 
worth, and what companies are most worth saving? Answer: Nobody knows, and nobody can know. 
This is the fatal flaw in socialism. Socialism doesn't work-it CAN'T work-for the fundamental reason 
that only a market pricing mechanism can bring supply into balance with demand and rationally 
coordinate the economic activities of millions of persons.  

To use an analogy, the difference between central planning and a market-based economy is 
comparable to the difference between the Frankenstein monster and Fred Astaire. Nobody planned 
or built Fred Astaire-his grace, coordination, and fluid motions came naturally. That's the way a 
market economy works, with prices continually adjusting so as to coordinate the actions of millions 
of people. By contrast, when Dr. Frankenstein tried to artificially construct a man, assembling the 
different parts and patching them together, he produced something hideous. It resembled a man 
(two arms, two legs) but the creature's movements were slow, clumsy, pathetic, and ultimately 
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destructive. Such is the nature of a socialist economy, where necessary 
adjustments are slow, supply and demand are uncoordinated, production is 
herky-jerky, and economic progress is pathetic.  

Socialists don't understand that you can't MAKE economic activity be coordinated; you have to LET it 
coordinate itself through market prices. This is Socialism 101, and it is why Paulson and any 
eventual successors will not be able to put the fallen Humpty Dumpty of the American economy back 
together with top-down planning. Only markets developing themselves from the ground up can 
accomplish this.  

TARP is doomed to fail. There is a silver lining in this wretched political experiment, however: As 
Americans see TARP degenerate into a spectacle of corporate lobbyists trying to grab what they can 
from the government piñata, resistance to future bailouts will grow. And as they see that 
government planning solves nothing, producing nothing but political inequities, maybe, just maybe, 
they'll be willing to support market-based solutions.  

Dr. Mark W. Hendrickson is a faculty member, economist, and contributing scholar with The Center 
for Vision & Values at Grove City College. 
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Consensus on Health 
by John Goodman  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Big business has a plan. The health insurance companies have a plan. Tom 
Daschle has a plan. Max Baucus has a plan. Teddy Kennedy is about to have a 
plan. And the chattering class is exuberant over the idea that a consensus is 
emerging on health reform. With respect to the twin problems of cost and quality, 
just about everyone seems to hold these positions: 

Consensus 
Point No. 1: 

I AM NOT AT FAULT. 

Consensus 
Point No. 2: 

Somebody else is at fault; and, not to put too hard an edge on it and you 
may have to read between the lines to see this, but a reasonable inference 
is that DOCTORS ARE AT FAULT. 

Consensus 
Point No. 3: 

Again, not to put too hard an edge on it and you may have to read 
between the lines even more diligently, but once you do you will surely 
conclude that we must FORCE DOCTORS TO CHANGE THE WAY THEY 
PRACTICE MEDICINE. 

Seeing all this agreement makes me so giddy I want to immediately go rewatch "Twelve Angry Men" 
for the umpteenth time.  

Consider by way of analogy my treating the NCPA employees to Caesar salad for lunch. Why Caesar 
salad? Because I find that people can think more clearly about salad than they can about health 
care. 

Now because the salad is free to the employees, I can't let them order whatever they feel like 
ordering. The moral hazard problem would be too great. And because of the problem of bilateral 
bargaining with asymmetric information, I can't let prices be agreed to willy nilly. So I make a list for 
the chef of ingredients and prices I'm willing to pay. For example, so many sprigs of Romaine lettuce 
at x cents a pop, so many croutons at y cents, so many raw eggs at z cents. Then there's the task of 
stirring the dressing, the task of sprinkling the Parmigiano Reggiano cheese, the task of tossing, etc. 
- each with its own respective price. 

Yet when we all sit down to eat, the salad is not very good. For one thing, the lettuce is wilted. (I 
forgot to specify nonwilted lettuce.) The croutons are stale. (I forgot to specify fresh ones.) The 
dressing isn't consistent. (I skimped on the fee for stirring.) There are no anchovies. (I left them off 
the list.) And the quality of the ingredients is inconsistent. (Every price I selected was, of course, the 
wrong price.) 

Lessons From Our Lunch. 

Question: What is dumber than asking a chef to prepare a salad by pre-determined, individually-
priced tasks? 

Answer: Holding conferences, giving speeches and writing papers deploring the fact that the chef's 
preparation was uncoordinated, not cost-effective, not of high quality and not adhering to best 
practices. 

Question: Is there anything dumber than complaining about the chef? 
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Answer: Yes. Thinking we can make things better by improving on the list of 
tasks and the list of prices. 

Question: Once we are in this silly predicament, is there a way out? 

Answer: Yes. 

(a) Liberate the chef. Let him propose ways of repricing and repackaging his services and accept 
every offer, consistent with higher quality and lower cost. 

(b) Liberate the diners. Let them manage their individual shares of the cost and be free to enter into 
any contract they choose to negotiate with the chef. 

With any luck, eventually we will get a real market. 

John Goodman is president of the National Center for Policy Analysis 
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Final Stage of Nannydom 
by Lisa Fabrizio 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

From the trans fat Nazis in the Northeast to those on duty keeping school bake-
sales safe for humanity out West; from banning plastic shopping bags--which were 
foisted on us by greenies to begin with--to fines for “light pollution,” one can’t help 
but think that our once-free country is in the final stages of nannydom and well on 
its way toward total government control of our lives.  

Many folks calmly accepted the banishment of smokers and nodded in submissive 
agreement that our public schools should control the sexual, moral and nutritional 
upbringing of our children, and most seem to think that the plethora of laws 
regulating an ever-growing list of our daily activities are relatively unobtrusive. After all, they mostly 
apply to public places and have no bearing on our actual home lives, right? 

Well now, we have the fireplace police out in force in California’s Bay Area, sniffing out illicit smoke. 
Under a law passed in July, on so-called Spare the Air days this winter, it will be illegal for 1.4 
million residents to burn wood in the fireplaces on their own private property. And they will enforce 
it with all the gusto that liberal busybodies can muster. According to the San Francisco Chronicle, 
“The fireplace police say they are determined to keep law and order in the living room.”  

Color me confused, but does the liberal mantra that the government is to stay out of their bedrooms 
not apply to the rest of the house? Nevertheless, no matter what room you use to try and hide out 
from government intrusion, you’d best be sure to do it with the lights off, unless the bulbs therein 
meet with the approval of you-know-who. 

What can be the reason for denying citizens the warmth of a winter fire that would save them lots of 
money during these hard times? Says a district spokeswoman: "This is a major health threat. The 
weather conditions are such that smoke is trapped closer to the ground and anyone with respiratory 
problems will have a hard time breathing." So once again, the tyranny of the minority shall rule the 
land in the form of a few unfortunates who have breathing woes. 

So, anyone who is against the ban and would suggest that those poor souls merely stay indoors 
during high pollutant periods must be an insensitive lout, yes? But what about the ghastly pollutants 
that occur in the summer time? What does our nanny recommend then? “People who are especially 
sensitive to pollution are advised to limit their time outdoors, particularly in the afternoon hours.” 

The bureaucrats in charge of enforcement of this heinous dictate also helpfully provide a toll-free 
number (1-877-4NO-BURN) so you can snitch on your inconsiderate and Earth-hating neighbors. 
This little trick was a favorite of fascists and Communists for decades, so no one should be surprised 
that dropping a dime on your fellow Americans is considered by liberals to be a civic-minded duty. 
Indeed, pediatricians around the country are already inducing children to inform on their parents’ 
habits; nothing like giving the little tykes a lesson in citizenship. 

Now, some in California might choose to employ their little gray cells and ask why officials--bowing 
to extreme environmentalist groups--refuse to allow routine maintenance  of heavily wooded areas 
to prevent huge and devastating forest fires which throw more “pollution” into the air than fireplaces 
ever could, but then they might risk being sent to “smoke education class.” 

So far I’ve never been to one of these re-education camps but I would imagine the teaching goes 
something like this: many of the practices of humans dating back thousands of years have now been 
found to be harmful; like burning wood for warmth and cooking, parental control of child-rearing, 
and the right to eat whatever one darn well pleases. Conversely, many of the practices banned by 
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human beings for thousands of years have now been found to be beneficial to 
society; like abortion, gay marriage and pornography on demand.  

And it’s not going to get better any time soon. Our recent elections have led to a perfect storm for 
big government control freaks: our nation’s capitol in the hands of liberal Democrats. But some of 
our time-honored, constitutionally-guaranteed rights may still remain: it’s unclear if it’s legal to burn 
the American flag on Spare the Air nights, so use caution. 

Lisa Fabrizio is a columnist who hails from Connecticut.  
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Real Climate History 
by Dennis Avery 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

A North China cave stalagmite just produced an amazingly precise record of 
China’s rainfall over the past 1800 years, proving that variations in the sun’s 
activity—through weaker monsoons and poor rice crops—helped bring down 
three historic Chinese dynasties (the Tang, Yuan, and Ming dynasties).  

In contrast, the sun sent abundant rainfall for the Song Dynasty, producing 
rich rice harvests, social stability, and population growth through the 10th-
13th centuries—a period known to the world as the Medieval Warming. The 
Chinese recorded the Song abundance in both historic documents and cave-
wall paintings. 

Paleoclimatologists used uranium-thorium dating of the layered deposits in the stalagmite, linking 
them to the rainfall records within a remarkable 2.5 years—thus permitting the rainfall-dynastic 
analysis. Lawrence Edwards of the University of Minnesota was a lead author of the study, published 
in the journal Science November 7, 2008.  

The China study found that the cave stalagmite rainfall record followed solar variability even more 
closely than it followed the northern hemisphere’s temperatures. A strong correlation was also found 
between the weak monsoons of the Late Tang Period in China and a Swiss record of Alpine glaciers 
advancing during the cold temperatures of the 9th century. The European glacier advance was 
followed by Alpine glacial retreat from the late 9th to 14th centuries, correlating with the Medieval 
Warming and the Song Dynasty’s prosperity.  

Half a world away, the decline of the Roman Empire is reflected in the layers of a stalagmite from 
Soreq Cave near Jerusalem. The stalagmite, analyzed with an Ion Mass Spectrometer at the 
University of Wisconsin, shows the Eastern Mediterranean becoming drier as Roman and Byzantine 
power waned from 200 AD to 700 AD. The stalagmite record shows especially sharp drops in 
precipitation about 100 and 400 AD.  

Hunger, produced by the extended droughts of the late Roman Warming may have driven the 
barbarian tribes from Eastern Europe and the Near East to the gates of Rome seeking food. But 
Rome itself may then have had grain shortages, since the Roman “granary” in North Africa also 
tends to get less rainfall as the warm periods wane and the tropical rain belts move back to the 
south. Without steady supplies of grain, the Roman hold on its Mediterranean Empire was probably 
doomed.   

The stalagmite cores “look sort of like tree rings in the cross-section,” says co-author Ian Orland, 
“Only instead of looking at the ring widths, we’re looking at the geochemical composition of each 
ring.”  Oxygen isotopes in the calcium layers and organic matter flushed into the cave by surface 
rain—and trapped in the mineral layers—contain the climate information. 

This is a relatively recent way of looking at world history. Scientists have only known about the 
moderate, solar-driven 1,500-year climate cycle since 1984. Evidence found in ice cores, seabed 
sediments, ancient tree rings and fossil pollen as well as in cave stalagmites from every continent 
show it has produced seven previous global warmings since the last Ice Age ended 12,000 years 
ago. Maureen Raymo of Boston University found the cycle extending more than one million years in 
the microfossils of the North Atlantic seabed south of Iceland. (Nature: 392, 1998) 

Researchers are still working to link the physical evidence of warming/cooling shifts to the events of 
world history while the rest of us watch the unfolding story with awe and anticipation. 
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DENNIS T. AVERY is an environmental economist, and a senior fellow for the 
Hudson Institute in Washington, DC. He was formerly a senior analyst for the 
Department of State. He is co-author, with S. Fred Singer, of Unstoppable Global Warming Every 
1500 Hundred Years, Readers may write him at PO Box 202, Churchville, VA 24421    
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Obama Climate Confusion 
by Alan Caruba 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

When I heard President-elect Obama speak casually of “bankrupting” the coal 
industry because of its role as a source of greenhouse gas emissions, I knew that 
he could become a serious threat to the economy of the nation. 

Given that the economy has been seriously threatened by the financial crisis, 
Obama has acted quickly to surround himself with people tasked to restore trust 
and confidence to our banking system.  The ad hoc approach of the current 
Secretary of the Treasury will hopefully yield to a more reasoned effort, but it is 
clearly one in which the government will inject huge amounts of money into the 
system to give it, in Obama’s words, “a jolt.” 

Obama enters the Oval Office as perhaps the President who is most committed to the murderous 
objectives of the environmental movement that took root and have expanded since the 1960s. It is 
instructive that its impetus was “Silent Spring” by Rachel Carson, a screed against DDT and all 
chemicals that protect and enhance the lives of human beings, crops and property. The “facts” put 
forth in her book have long since been exposed as lies and the result of those lies has been the 
needless death of millions from diseases such as malaria. Here in the United States, cases of West 
Nile Fever would be greatly reduced were DDT permitted to control the mosquito population. 

In a comparable fashion, every “fact” put forth by Al Gore’s “An Inconvenient Fact” has been 
demonstrated to be false.  

Here are Obama’s words: “Few challenges facing America and the world are more urgent than 
combating climate change. The science is beyond dispute and the facts are clear. Sea levels are 
rising. Coastlines are shrinking. We’ve seen record drought, spreading famine, and storms that are 
growing stronger with each passing hurricane seasons. Climate change and our dependence on 
foreign oil, if left unaddressed, will continue to weaken our economy and threaten our national 
security.” 

Every single word of this statement is false in whole or in part. 

To begin with, there is no problem with regard to climate change, a term adopted by 
environmentalists as the public becomes more and more aware that there was and is not dramatic 
global warming. Indeed, the world is now into a cycle of global cooling that has been in effect since 
around 1998. A number of solar scientists are predicting we are in for at least fifty years of global 
cooling and its effects will be far more destructive to modern societies than any fictitious warming. 

Nothing, absolutely nothing should be done to deal with a non-existent global warming. The Earth is 
4.5 billion years old and climate changes have occurred throughout all that time. Humans have been 
around for about 200,000 years and the Industrial Revolution began just over two hundred years 
ago. In the process, the ordinary lives of humans have been extended and enhanced in ways that 
were unimaginable even in my youth. 

Briefly, the sea levels during the twentieth century rose worldwide by less than eight inches, nor are 
the coastlines “shrinking.” Obama is engaging in scare mongering by saying that there has been 
record drought. There were far worse U.S. droughts in the early part of the last century. Even the 
intentionally flawed UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change warns against attributing 
droughts or floods to “global warming.” The natural cycles of hurricanes are well known and 
attributing more of them to “global warming” is utterly false.  
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The worst and most dangerous aspect of Obama’s objectives is the imposition of 
limits on greenhouse gas emissions in the name of ending a “global warming” 
that is not happening. Cutting 80-90% of U.S. carbon emissions would result in the closing of a 
comparable amount of U.S. industries. It would so weaken the U.S. economy that it would render it 
a Third World nation. The European Union nations that agreed to such reductions via the Kyoto 
Protocol are seeking to alter or end these commitments. 

Imposing “cap-and-trade” of emissions or a “carbon tax” will eviscerate the U.S. economy. The 
notion that the EPA should regulate carbon dioxide is absurd and the justification, if this goes into 
effect, will be the lies promulgated by the United Nations International Panel on Climate Change.  As 
Sarah Liddy Bourne, vice president for policy and strategic development of The Heartland Institute, 
points out, the IPCC “include staffers of such activist groups as Greenpeace, Environmental Defense, 
and Environment Canada.” Not exactly the most neutral people on this critical topic.  

Obama’s promise of 2.5 million new jobs based on “sustainable” energy such as solar and wind 
turbine use, the increase of ethanol production, and other mandates is utterly baseless as these 
steps ignore the fact that the nation and its economy is totally dependent on the use of oil, natural 
gas, coal, hydroelectric and nuclear for its energy requirements. Neither the solar or wind industries 
would exist without significant government subsidies and support.  

Requiring Detroit to produce hybrid automobiles that no one wants to buy and which are far more 
expensive that gasoline-powered models will kill its auto industry. The batteries required add an 
average of $8,000 to the cost of these vehicles that get barely 45 miles per charge and must be 
recharged overnight, running up the owner’s electricity bill. 

As the Viscount Monckton of Brenchly, a noted British scientist, has pointed out, the rise in the real 
cost of “biofuels” such as ethanol has already led to food riots in poor countries and the consequence 
of such a policy would be mass starvation. He has deemed global warming and environmentally-
based energy mandates as “purposeless and cruel.” 

“To let politicians insert data into official scientific documents; to alter those documents so as to 
contradict scientific findings; to manipulate decimal points so as to engender false headlines by 
exaggerating tenfold—those are moral issues,” says Lord Monckton. 

He went on to rebuke statements like Obama’s, saying “To claim scientific unanimity where none 
exists; to assert that catastrophe is likely when nearly all scientists do not; to exalt computer models 
over real-world observations; to misstate the conclusions of scientific papers or that meaning of 
observed data; to overstate the likely future course of climatic phenomena by several orders of 
magnitude—these are moral issues.” 

They are also critical economic issues.  

We are on the brink of a term of office by President-elect Obama and by the U.S. Congress that puts 
everyone at extreme risk and which, if these false assertions are enacted as the law of the land, will 
utterly destroy the economy, leaving everyone vulnerable to energy and food losses on a scale few 
can imagine. 

Alan Caruba writes a daily blog at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. Every week, he posts a 
column on the website of The National Anxiety Center, www.anxietycenter.com. 
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Obama's Old New Deal 
by Mark Rhoads 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

I was summoned by an email recently to watch a You Tube clip of "Your 
weekly radio address by the President-Elect."  "My" weekly address?  I 
thought it was Barack Obama's address.  I was not speaking, he was.  Well 
sir, there he was sitting behind a polished desk with that silly sign that says 
"Office of the President-elect" as if the Constitution provided for such an 
"office" for a guy who gets elected to a job and is waiting to start.   

It is times like this that I think of the late great Chicago columnist Mike 
Royko who died in 1997.  Suppose that Mike's fictional pal Slats Grobnik 
asked for radio or TV time to address all citizens of Cook County from behind 
a sign that said, "Office of the Trustee-Elect of the Metropolitan Sanitary 
District of Greater Chicago."  Some people might laugh. But Slats would take 
himself seriously and that is what President-elect Barack Obama does.  He 
takes himself seriously too even as he churns out a cacophony of frivolous 
and non-serious proposals. 

Don't get me wrong.  I am grateful that several of Mr. Obama's appointments for cabinet posts are 
not from the extreme left wing of the Democratic Party and a few are good national defense and 
national security choices. Others are "centrist" only in the context of a well left-of-center political 
party which still places them decidedly on the left of the larger American spectrum.  But in terms of 
policy generalities that Obama has hinted at so far, what I see coming is a superficial Potemkin 
Administration which could be defined as government by CliffsNotes.    

Someone reads the CliffsNotes version of Team of Rivals by Doris Kearns Goodwin and then briefs 
Obama so he thinks he too can be a statesman by appointing rivals to the cabinet. If they had read 
the actual book they would know that Lincoln's "team" of rivals was not always helpful to him.  
Some other Obama staffer scans a CliffsNotes version of a history of Franklin Roosevelt's first year in 
office about 75 years ago and Obama decides that public make-work jobs are a neat idea.  Again, if 
they had read actual books on the early New Deal, the Obama staff would realize that most of the 
pump priming of 1933-1937 had very little impact on restoring private-sector jobs and that it was 
not really until the spending of World War II that higher levels of productive economic activity and 
manufacturing jobs returned. 

So with such deep briefings in mind on Dec. 6, President-Elect Obama comes out four square for 
New Deal-type make -work jobs, but like Bill Clinton he calls them "investments" to sugar-coat ideas 
that failed three decades before Obama was born.  So, Obama wants to "create" 2.5 million jobs 
apparently in the public sector for such chores as repairing and painting crumbling old school 
buildings.  Now I am for repairing old school rooms heat them and make them look better since it 
will make some students feel better about their drab surroundings.  But does anyone imagine that 
the federal government has a magic wand to actually improve reading and math skills of students 
who are trapped in old education factories with teachers who cannot teach?  What exactly did 
President-elect Obama do during his eight years in the Illinois State Senate and his four years 
representing Illinois as a US Senator to attack the persistently massive drop out rates of Illinois 
minority students when they reach 16?  

Someone needs to tap President-elect Obama on the shoulder and give him five bucks so he can go 
out and buy a clue.  He has more Clinton-era ideas like bringing broadband Internet capacity to 
schools as if that will impact basic Reading and math skills.  He wants to wire up all the doctor's 
offices in America so that it will be even easier to share medical information as if that were a real 
problem that is not outweighed by the dangers of the theft of personal medical data or unaffected by 
the fact that doctors are rich enough to wire up their own office records if there is a demand for that. 
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President-elect Obama wants to do something dramatic such as FDR's New Deal 
or Ike's Interstate Highway system.  We have known for 30 years that America's 
infrastructure of roads and bridges urgently needs repair.  But how will that problem be solved by 
make-work jobs when the skills required are mostly found among highly skilled engineers and iron 
workers in trade unions that will not be wild about the idea of competition from unskilled public 
works employees? 

Mr. Obama's training in life has left him ill-suited and yes, unprepared, to offer leadership to a 
country that has been so long based on a free-market driven economy.  So far, he has nothing new 
to offer except for nostalgic travels back in time to the failed policies of previous Democratic 
administrations.  So far, this is not only change that is hard to believe in but it is not really change 
at all from ancient Democratic schemes of our fathers. 

Mark Rhoads is a former Illinois pol still in recovery who blogs at IllinoisReview.typepad.com.    
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Multicultural Louisiana  
by Jeff Crouere  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

For the first time since 1891, a Republican will represent the 2nd Congressional 
District in Louisiana. For the first time in the history of this nation, a Vietnamese 
American will serve in the United States Congress. For the first time in many 
years, Louisiana is making national news for the right reasons.  

These historic milestones were accomplished by Joseph Cao, a refugee of South 
Vietnam, who was elected as the new Republican Congressman for the New 
Orleans area. In the December 6 special election, Cao won a stunning victory over 
nine term incumbent U.S. Representative Bill Jefferson (D-New Orleans) 50-47%.  

Cao is a former Jesuit seminarian and missionary who studied physics and later taught ethics in 
college. He is an attorney and community activist in New Orleans East who has worked hard 
rebuilding that community after it was devastated by Hurricane Katrina.  

Joseph Cao did what scores of other candidates could not do, he defeated Bill Jefferson. Finally, the 
voters of the second congressional district decided that they deserved better representation. Bill 
Jefferson is facing a 16-count indictment on serious charges including bribery, racketeering, 
obstruction of justice and money laundering. Unlike Jefferson , Joseph Cao will be able to join 
congressional committees and he will not be a pariah on Capitol Hill. Cao will not be distracted by an 
upcoming trial and possible conviction and he will be able to focus his full attention on serving his 
constituents.  

What is even more incredible about Cao’s victory is that African Americans comprise approximately 
64% of the staunchly Democratic district, whereas Republicans only account for 11% of the voting 
population. An even smaller minority in the district is the Asian population which registers at an 
anemic 2.7% of the total.  

The result showed the arrogance of Bill Jefferson. He admitted on Election Night that he had never 
met Joseph Cao, but Jefferson is to blame for that situation for he refused every invitation to debate 
his opponent. It was Jefferson who constantly declined debate offers, not wanting to face the tough 
questions or suffer the embarrassment of having to explain his indictments. He never once gave an 
explanation for why he stashed $90,000 cash in his freezer.  

What is even worse, Jefferson blamed his loss on his constituents, claiming that they were confused 
about the election. In fact, the Congressman is to blame for the confusion for he was unable to raise 
money to advertise his candidacy. Donors did not want to be associated with a congressman known 
for his multiple count indictment and “cold hard cash.”  

The victory strikes a major blow against the reputation of Louisiana as a corrupt state. In recent 
years, our corrupt Governor was sent to federal prison, voters rejected an indicted Agriculture 
Commissioner, a New Orleans councilman and a Jefferson Parish state senator who were caught in 
criminal behavior were removed from office. So, it is clear that Louisiana is cleaning up its act and 
weeding out the multiple bad political actors who have wrecked havoc on the state.  

The rest of the nation should take notice that this is not the same old Louisiana ; this is the new and 
improved version. This is a proud day for the State of Louisiana for not only was a corrupt politician 
defeated, but Louisiana has now done what has been done in no other state in the nation; elect a 
Vietnamese American to Congress.  
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There are approximately 1.5 million Vietnamese living in America today and 
Louisiana has a relatively small population compared to Texas and California . 
Nonetheless, a refugee from Vietnam will now represent the people of New Orleans and Jefferson 
Parish in the U.S. Congress.  

Louisiana is now the only state in the nation to have an Indian American as Governor, Bobby Jindal, 
and a Vietnamese American as a Congressman. Interestingly, both of these ethnic minority elected 
officials are members of the Republican Party.  

The victories of Jindal and Cao should show the way for Republicans on a national level. It is not 
necessary to compromise on principles, but it is necessary to reach out to a diverse constituency to 
seek the best candidates who will carry the Republican banner.  

Jeff Crouere is the Host of “Ringside Politics,” which airs at 7:30 p.m. Fri. and 10:00 p.m. Sun. on 
WLAE-TV 32, a PBS station, and 7 till 11 a.m. weekdays on WGSO 990 AM in New Orleans and the 
Northshore. He is the Political Analyst for WGNO-TV ABC26 and the Political Editor for 
NewOrleans.com 
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CPAC Plan for 2010 Win 
by Ronald Kessler 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Dave Keene, chairman of The American Conservative 
Union, says that conservatives are galvanized and 
ready to fight after the Nov. 4 elections.  

Keene tells Newsmax that nowhere is this take-charge 
attitude going to present itself more than at the next 
Conservative Political Action Conference (CPAC) 
meeting — which is already reporting a 40 percent increase in registrations over last year.  

Moreover, Gov. Sarah Palin plans to speak at the meeting, which is slated for Feb. 26 through Feb. 
28 at the Omni Shoreham in Washington.  

The crown jewel of the conservative movement, CPAC brings together conservative leaders, grass-
roots activists, and college conservatives to exchange ideas and strategies and whip up enthusiasm. 
It will be widely covered by the press.  

Keene, whose American Conservative Union sponsors the event, tells Newsmax that setbacks to 
Republicans have always brought together conservatives, resulting in higher attendance at CPAC.  

“We had about 7,000 people at CPAC last year,” Keene says. “This year’s registration, particularly 
among college students or young professionals just out of college, is running better than 40 percent 
ahead of last year, which doesn’t surprise us. That’s because CPAC sends an important signal to the 
rest of the political community and to the media that conservatives are energized and ready to 
fight.”  

After a loss, “Conservatives are not prone to lie down but to reorganize, get ready for the next 
contest, and go forward. In the past, some of our most successful CPACs have been after we lost an 
election,” Keene says.  

He cites Ronald Reagan’s speech at the 1975 CPAC, when the future president said, “I don’t know 
about you, but I am impatient with those Republicans who after the last election rushed into print 
saying, ‘We must broaden the base of our party’ — when what they meant was to fuzz up and blur 
even more the differences between ourselves and our opponents.”  

Rather than a third party, Reagan called for a “new and revitalized second party, raising a banner of 
no pale pastels, but bold colors which make it unmistakably clear where we stand on all of the issues 
troubling the people.”  

Keene says that that revitalization led to Reagan’s win: “That resulted in his challenge to the 
incumbent president in 1976 and ultimately his election in 1980,” adding, “That CPAC, as you’ll 
recall, came after one of the biggest disasters because of Watergate and President Nixon’s 
unpopularity that Republicans had ever faced.”  

Keene says conservatives react to defeat that way because “they feel strongly about the principles 
that brought them into politics in the first place.” He says he doesn’t know anyone on the 
conservative side “who got into it for a job or got into politics because it was the way to make their 
way in life.”  
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Rather, Keene says, “They got into it and got involved in politics, usually at a 
relatively young age, not just because of the excitement, not just because of the 
opportunities, not just because they wanted to come to Washington or to some state capital, but 
because they had come to the conclusion that the conservative principles of limited government, low 
taxation and individual freedom were things that were important — important to them, important to 
the country, and important to the future.”  

People who believe in those principles “are not going to give up because they’ve lost the battle,” 
Keene observes. “They know that you can lose today and win tomorrow. And they know also that if 
you lie down and don’t do your part, then you’re not going to have the kind of country in the future 
that we want.”  

Keene says Palin was going to speak at CPAC last year for the first time, but because of a special 
legislative session in Alaska, she had to cancel at the last minute.  

When Palin canceled, “She told us that she’d be there this year, and as soon as the election was 
over, she had her office call to confirm that she will in fact be with us in 2009,” Keene says.  

At this, the 36th annual CPAC conference, Keene notes, “We’re going to focus more on younger 
conservatives and on the importance of communications through new technologies that perhaps the 
liberals have gotten the jump on conservatives with in the last few years.”  

The 2009 conference will also focus on “principled young conservatives in Congress and in state 
governments much more than we have in the past, because one of the functions of CPAC is to 
introduce the conservative community — the conservative family if you will — to new people who will 
provide leadership in the future,” Keene adds.  

Besides Palin, Mitt Romney, Rep. John Shadegg, R-Ariz., and Rep. Mike Pence, R-Ind., among 
others, have agreed to speak at CPAC. Gov. Bobby Jindal of Louisiana likely will also appear.  

When the first CPAC was held in 1973, only 123 people attended.  

“Over the years,” Keene says, “it’s grown and gotten more and more important, not just as a way 
for conservatives to get together on an annual basis and sort of share what works and what doesn’t 
work, not just as a way for conservatives to meet some of these new people that are going to carry 
the conservative banner into the future, but also as a way in which conservatives can show the rest 
of the political community that they’re there, that they’re tireless, and that they’re ready to go to 
work.”  

Ronald Kessler is chief Washington correspondent of Newsmax.com, where this first appeared. View 
his previous reports and get his dispatches sent to you free via e-mail. To register for CPAC go to 
http://www.cpac.org/registration.html.  
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Paul Weyrich, RIP  
by David Keene 
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

Paul Weyrich was conservative long, long before it was cool. He 
campaigned as a volunteer for Barry Goldwater in his native 
Wisconsin and won local fame as a radio broadcaster and activist 
there before coming to Washington to work as press secretary to then 
Senator Gordon Allot of Colorado. 

While working for the Colorado Senator, Paul met Joe Coors and more 
than either could have guessed began with that meeting. Coors was a 
conservative with money who wanted to make a difference and Paul 
was filled with ideas as to how he could help. 

Coors' biographer wrote years later that Coors had written a letter to 
his Senator in 1970 saying he "wanted to do something" and to do it 
by spending "money of the conservative movement." The letter 
landed on Paul's desk and the results included the Heritage 
Foundation, the Free Congress Foundation and much else. 

Paul was a pioneer, a visionary and a tough enforcer of conservative principle. He had little time for 
moderates or those who simply gave lip service to the values he held dear. His goal was to recruit 
conservatives, train them both ideologically and in campaign techniques and send them off to do 
battle with the liberals who dominated Washington in those days. 

He could be ornery, but he accomplished more than almost anyone of his generation. His was a 
conservatism born and shaped in the battles of the early days of the movement. He planted the 
conservative flag in Washington, worked with whoever he had to work with to pass conservative 
legislation and brought ideas to the table and discipline to the war to turn those ideas into action. 

It was Paul who recruited Jerry Falwell to help put together the "Moral Majority" which was so 
instrumental in moving uninvolved and former Democratic leaning church going voters into the 
conservative and Republican folds. 

The health problems Paul confronted in the last few years would have stopped most men, but not 
him. He spoke, wrote, cajoled and threatened slackers right up to his death. He will be missed and 
he will be hard to replace. 

David Keene is chairman of the American Conservative Union. He speaks for all of us at ACU and for 
conservatives everywhere. Paul Weyrich has appeared in every issue of ConservativeBattleline On 
Line from right after its inception, for which we were honored and about which he expressed 
pleasure. May he rest in peace with the Savior he forthrightly acknowledged and served so well. DD  
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Obama Natural Born?  
by Joseph Morris  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

I have been asked to comment on a recent on-line article whose thesis is 
that the reason that Barack Obama is filling his administration with a Clinton, 
sundry Clintonites, and other Democratic Party establishment retreads is as a 
form of "circling the wagons" because he is afraid that the natural-born-
citizenship issue will blow up.  

I think that Mr. Obama is afraid, but not of the prospect that he might be 
found constitutionally ineligible for the Presidency. He is the son of a mother 
who was a United States citizen at the time of his birth; I am aware of no 
evidence that, at any time after he attained his majority he renounced his American citizenship; so 
even if all of the various allegations regarding his Kenyan nativity or the falsification of his Hawaiian 
birth certificate or his adoption by an Indonesian father were true, nothing in that would trump the 
known facts that establish that he is a natural-born citizen. 

Rather, he is out of his depth when it comes to the matters that a President of the United States 
must handle. Responsibility for war and peace, for prosperity or destitution, are matters far beyond 
any pay-grade he has ever held. His meteoric political career has been a marvelous fluke; he is 
utterly unprepared for high office; the questions now on his plate are not questions that have 
seriously commanded his attention before. 

So he is afraid. 

But there is a difference between being ill-informed and ill-prepared, which he is, and being stupid, 
which decidedly he is not. He knows his limits, and from that knowledge he gains power to protect 
himself. In addition, he seems to be well read in political history, when many others are not. 
Accordingly, he is following what seems to some to be a novel, but which is in fact a time-honored, 
path of sharing responsibility with the Brahmins within his own party. If there is failure, he has two 
lines of defense: (a) No one can accuse him of failing to appoint the “best and brightest” and the 
most experienced hands that his party has to offer. (b) He can fire them. If there is success, it will 
be his alone.  

From the point of view of someone suddenly thrust into high office in times that are dangerous for 
the office-holder, his performance thus far has been nearly flawless.  

Joseph Morris is senior partner at Morris and DeLaRossa in Chicago 
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Reader Comments  
Issue 123 - January 7, 2009  

 

Editor: Regarding “Comeback in 2010” by Paul Weyrich, it is very sad to learn that this great 
conservative is gone. It may be his last column. Gordon Smith [Editor replies: Actually, as readers 
can see, he left us additional columns, one in this issue and one will appear in the next. Yes, he was 
great.]  

 

Editor: “Merry Newspeak Freedom” to you, also. It is a great piece. It will be interesting to see if 
President Bush acts this week on the so-called Freedom of Choice Act issue. Hope you have a 
blessed Christmas and wonderful New Year. Rich Byman  

 

Editor: Thanks so much for your article “Merry Newspeak Freedom” on the Freedom of Choice Act, 
freedom for all but opponents of abortion. BL  

 

Editor: Regarding your “Who Plays Herbert Hoover?” criticisms of the rash of government bailouts, 
costing unprecedented trillions of dollars are now everywhere. The most frequent cries include 
"When are they gonna bail ME out?” and "What about free markets & individual responsibility"? 
Behind it all, what is lost is the hidden fact that government carries a guilty conscience in this 
disgrace. It knows that under its pressure, financial institutions were forced to make risky loans to 
minorities, illegal aliens and the poor generally and that this was CENTRALLY responsible for the 
international chaos that's been created-- as well as the willingness of SEC to look the other way on 
speculative stock market efforts. As always, government efforts have favored the rich & the poor 
ASKING THE MIDDLE CLASS TO PAY. Don't ever believe that a small minority, given privileges not 
available to the rest of us, cannot exert a vice-like grip on its milieu. Witness the fact that a police 
department, given the exclusive sanction of a monopoly on a final resort to violence, THO THEY 
REPRESENT ONLY A HANDFUL OF THE POPULATION, can dominate an entire civilization. Hitler's 
military was hardly the majority in Germany but their monopoly on use of violence allowed them to 
dominate. Similarly when a small group of people are allowed "violence" by being enabled by the 
govt. to eschew the laws of responsibility in obtaining loans or making financial trades, they can 
create a wildfire in the economy that consumes all around it in domino fashion. Make no mistake the 
government, in conjunction w/ Fannie Mae & Freddie Mac,& SEC laxity, KNOWS who started this 
wildfire of the destruction of our economy AND THEY KNOW...THEY CAN'T TURN THEIR BACKS AND 
LEAVE THE VICTIMS IN THE FINANACIAL COMMUNITY, BEHIND. They know this is truly unique, so 
they hide behind the argument that "we need to violate free market principles in order to save it" Al, 
Lemon Grove  

 

Editor: The “3 Godfathers” movie review by Spencer Warren was excellent. As is said many times, 
"they don't make movies like that anymore." It would be great if there were a way to purchase these 
type of movies through the Conservative Battleline Online. God bless your work, Maurice Blumberg  
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Editor: I enjoy Daniel Pipes’ columns. However when he made a comment in “Are 
Harems Next”: “One wonders when Mormons will also wake to this gambit,” I was shocked. Before 
again implying that Mormons could learn from Muslims how to evade Western laws against 
polygamy, he should get the facts on the Mormon position on polygamy right so he doesn’t mislead 
people who trust in his words. The Church is very clear about the question and explains its 
opposition very well on its website lds.org. Mormons are fighting this same battle with Mr. Pipes and 
are Brothers in arms. This is what brought me to read his article. Thank him for his consideration 
and keep up the good fight. Gary Sorrells, Lindon, Utah [Mr. Pipes replies: I am sorry. The wording 
came out wrong, as I explained in an update at Westerners Welcome Harems] 

 

Editor: Regarding Daniel Pipes’ column “Are Harems Next,” it is the Reformed Latter Day Saints that 
would love polygamy to be commonplace again. God Save America from this, for it's gone to the 
Dogs. Stand beside her, and save her, With the Light of Truth from Above! I used to say God Help 
America, but I think that it's now way beyond help. We need God to save America from its own 
destruction. Robert Littlejohn  

 

Editor: Regarding Paul Weyrich’s “Fix Foreign Aid,” one thing we could learn from the old USSR is 
restricting foreign aid to situations in which we get something in return: bases, diplomatic support, 
etc... H. Novack, Providence RI  

 

Editor: Regarding “Conservative Counter Attack”, what do conservatives talk about on the radio? 
They talk about liberals. It is the same on television and the internet. Most of the conversation at 
Republican gatherings is about Democrats. We trade stories about liberals the same way kids used 
to trade baseball cards. While we have been talking about the liberals the liberals have been talking 
to the voters. The result is that conservatism is being pushed out of America, not just in politics, but 
in every corner of society. The Democrats chose the most liberal candidate in their primary, the 
Republicans chose the most liberal candidate in their primary, and the voters chose the most liberal 
candidate for President. I won’t say that Americans are becoming more liberal, but they sure are 
voting that way. The thing is that Obama didn’t portray himself as a liberal, at least not to the 
mainstream voters. I would describe his campaign image as a tax-cutting, progressive populist, but 
much more important was that he was inspirational. Obama offered hope, he offered change, and 
the people believed him. Our friends in talk radio exaggerate when they speak of Obama "the 
messiah," but only exaggerate a little bit. I’ve heard the way people speak of Obama and what they 
expect of him, they see in him the fulfillment of hope and the promise of change, they see him as 
the answer to their prayers. For many voters it was not a matter of liberal versus conservative, it 
was a matter of hope versus hopelessness. There is an old saying, "If you don’t stand for something, 
you will fall for anything." I think that many of the voters found hope in Obama because they can’t 
find hope anywhere else, that they stood up for Obama because they don’t consider anything else 
worth standing up for. I think many voters consider their world so dark that they will jump for any 
chance of change. I think many of the voters are demoralized. I guess I could be wrong; time will 
tell if Obama really is the candidate he claimed to be. But what if I am right and the Obama win 
resulted from a demoralized electorate that was grasping at straws, reaching out to grab onto a 
dream? Why is America demoralized? Why are they so desperate for "change?" It is because the 
liberals made them that way. What have voters learned from progressives? They have learned that 
America is not a great, or even good; it is an evil nation that dominates and impoverishes other 
nations. They have learned that there is no honor in being a soldier, sailor, airmen, or marine; those 
who join the military are uneducated people who have made a poor life decision and in their service 
they are actively involved in oppression and murder. They have learned that there is no distinction in 
being an American citizen, and efforts towards limiting immigration or promoting American culture 
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are racist and xenophobic. They have learned that abortion and fragmented 
families are acceptable. Religion is a threat to liberty, and religious people are 
unintelligent, hypocritical bigots, whose beliefs must never play a role in the politics of this nation. 
Americans have learned that self reliance is for suckers, and that high taxes are good, as long as 
they receive the benefits and someone else is paying the taxes. What Americans have learned is that 
there is no hope. If you can have no pride in God, family, and country, from what is there to draw 
hope? It is for this reason the people have put their faith in a charismatic figure who promised them 
"hope" and "change." He won them over with rhetoric. What can conservatives do to reverse the 
liberal direction of America? I once knew a very religious man, who in his retirement speech 
remarked that through his actions and his demeanor he hoped that people would see Christ in him. 
There are different types of conservatives but we all have much in common, the only way we can 
instill our conservative pride into others is to "witness" conservatism. The way that we witness 
conservatism is by engaging people and by being ourselves. You see, a conservative identifies with 
their values. To a conservative an attack against America is a personal attack against them; the 
same applies to an attack against family values, or against fiscal responsibility, or defense, or 
against any of the values which have made America great. By the things we say and do we must let 
people see the conservative values which are within us, so that they may share in them. Our nation, 
our culture, our conservative values, these are the inheritance of all Americans if they can be 
persuaded to claim them. Travis Christensen  
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