September 9, 2009

Thomas Sowell reaches a reasonable conclusion to the question of why Obamacare will not be enacted until 2013.
...One plain fact should outweigh all the words of Barack Obama and all the impressive trappings of the setting in which he says them: He tried to rush Congress into passing a massive government takeover of the nation's medical care before the August recess-- for a program that would not take effect until 2013! 
Whatever President Obama is, he is not stupid. If the urgency to pass the medical care legislation was to deal with a problem immediately, then why postpone the date when the legislation goes into effect for years-- more specifically, until the year after the next Presidential election? 
If this is such an urgently needed program, why wait for years to put it into effect? And if the public is going to benefit from this, why not let them experience those benefits before the next Presidential election? 
If it is not urgent that the legislation goes into effect immediately, then why don't we have time to go through the normal process of holding Congressional hearings on the pros and cons, accompanied by public discussions of its innumerable provisions? What sense does it make to "hurry up and wait" on something that is literally a matter of life and death? 
If we do not believe that the President is stupid, then what do we believe? The only reasonable alternative seems to be that he wanted to get this massive government takeover of medical care passed into law before the public understood what was in it. ...
 

Robert Samuelson reports that indications are for a slow recovery from the recession, but there is still much that is uncertain.
..."The 1982 recession was largely caused by the desire to break the back of inflation," says economist Nigel Gault of IHS. "Once the [Federal Reserve] was comfortable it had broken inflation, it lowered interest rates, and economic growth took off." Interest-sensitive sectors—autos and housing—propelled recovery. By contrast, today's slump results from the financial crisis, Gault says. The Fed has already cut interest rates, which will probably go up. As overborrowed households repay debt, their spending will be sluggish. The weak recovery then retards new jobs. ...
...Of course, today's bleak economic forecasts could be wrong—just as upbeat forecasts before the financial crisis were wrong. Some economists are warming to this view. "Global manufacturers cut output too deeply," says David Hensley of JPMorgan Chase. "People thought we might be headed into another depression." Here and abroad, he says, companies are reversing previous cutbacks. "Businesses overshot. They'll snap back [in hiring]; that will fuel consumer spending." One good omen: in August the number of job openings online rose 5 percent, reports the Conference Board.
Job creation has been a historic strength of the American economy. Its capacity to remain so will increasingly frame the economic debate: between those who want more government and those who want less; between those who fear budget deficits and those who favor more economic "stimulus"; between those who see meager wage gains as impeding recovery and those who see them as encouraging hiring. On Labor Day 2009, future jobs are the gigantic question mark hanging over the American economy.
 

Victor Davis Hanson comments that the cries of racism by successful people demonstrates that Obama is not the post-racial president that many were expecting.
Van Jones in his final communiqué says, "On the eve of historic fights for health care and clean energy, opponents of reform have mounted a vicious smear campaign against me. They are using lies and distortions to distract and divide." I have not watched the now supposedly infamous Beck exposures, but I am curious what exactly constitutes a “vicious smear campaign.” Did Jones or did not Jones in public and in interviews compare the president of the United States to a crack-cocaine addict, assert that white people are polluting the ghetto, that only white students commit mass murders in the public schools, that Republicans are a**holes, and sign a petition calling for an investigation of the Bush administration’s purported role in causing 9/11?

The Jones mess brings up a larger issue. Americans were assured that with the ascendance of Barack Obama we would evolve beyond race. Yet in the last ninth months it is almost as if precisely the opposite has occurred -- but with a strange twist. The country has been serially lectured about race from some of the most privileged Americans in the country. Columbia law grad elite Eric Holder accused the country of cowardice for its reluctance to speak about race. Harvard-law alum Barack Obama accused the Cambridge police of profiling and acting stupidly in taking elite Harvard professor Skip Gates down to the station after his screaming invective episode. Harvard-law educated Michelle Obama explained Justice Sotomayor’s unease at Princeton by comparing her own ordeal there. Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee Charles Rangel who had serially dodged his tax obligations claims that white angst explains his IRS problems. New York governor David Paterson blames his sinking polls on white racism, more prominent than ever in the age of Obama. Now Yale law graduate Van Jones claims smears did him in. The list could be easily expanded.
What we are seeing is a very unfortunate turn of events in which racism is now the guaranteed retreat position once many prominent African-American elites find themselves in controversy. The problem is that the rest of the population of all races and classes looks at this privileged cohort and does not really detect bias or ill-treatment in their past or present circumstances, but rather remarkable tolerance and race-blind attitudes, as exemplified by their career successes. ...
 

Stephen Spruiell posts in The Corner that the "green jobs czar" position should go.
To buy into the "green jobs" scam, you must have an unshakeable faith in the ability of the government to create a viable industry from whole cloth, because there is no commercial demand for the services these green-collar workers would provide. We don't have to guess about the future of green jobs; we can look to the ethanol industry.
In 2005, after decades of subsidization, the government finally mandated the consumption of ethanol. It upped the mandate in 2007. This, plus high gas prices, was the boost the industry was looking for. Ethanol plants started springing up all over the Midwest.
Corn prices went up to meet the government-mandated demand for ethanol. Then oil prices fell, bringing the price of ethanol down with it. The industry's profit-margins disappeared. VeraSun, one of the largest ethanol makers, is in Chapter 11. Last December, the industry asked Congress for a bailout.
Again, this is an industry whose customers are required by law to buy their product, yet it couldn't survive in the commercial marketplace. Those green jobs are now disappearing. Before he was hoisted with his own petard, Van Jones was in the business of selling illusions -- costly ones, too. It's good that he's gone, but it would be better if the position of green jobs czar went with him.
 

Ed Morrissey posts on the lack of reporting on the Van Jones scandal by the MSM, until the story could not be ignored.
If people relied on the mainstream media, especially print media, to keep up to date on the government, then they must have quite a shock this morning with the resignation of Van Jones.  For instance, the New York Times makes its first mention of the Jones controversy this morning — by reporting his resignation...
...When did the 9/11 Truther connection come to light?  Jim Hoft reported it Thursday, and it flew through the blogosphere.  Even more Truther connections came out the next day.  When did the New York Times — and to be fair, most other newspapers in the country — get around to reporting in print that a paranoid conspiracy theorist had a job as a White House czar?  Today, after he quit.
Byron York gives us the round-up:
Coverage of the Jones controversy was a case study of some of the deep divisions within the media. Fox News’ Glenn Beck devoted program after program to Jones’ past, and a number of conservative blogs were responsible for finding some of Jones’ most inflammatory statements. Yet even as the controversy grew — and even after Jones himself apologized for some of his words — several of the nation’s top media outlets failed to report the story. As late as Friday, as the Jones matter began to boil over, it had not been reported at all in the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the evening newscasts of ABC, CBS, and NBC. Although the Post and CBS went on to report the Jones story on Saturday, the Times did not inform its readers about the Jones matter until after Jones resigned.
So much for speaking truth to power, eh? ...
 

Roger Simon posts that one of the New York Times articles was fixated on Glenn Beck.
...There’s some reference to Beck’s advertising woes (a subject with which the Times should be familiar) due to Beck’s having called Obama a “racist.” But the substance is that Beck got the scoop. His numbers are going up and NYT’s continue to go down as the Newspaper of Record searches for a new economic model.
Part of the reason for this is pretty obvious. People trust Beck and they don’t trust the NYT. Beck may be biased, but he’s honest about it. The NYT persists in the illusion of even-handed reporting, even when, in a case like the Van Jones scandal, they clearly decided not to run the story for political reasons, but don’t have the cojones to admit it. Or is there another reason? We’re waiting.
 

Victor Davis Hanson makes a good point about America's left-wing radicals.
As Hugo Chavez continues to shut down the media and silence critics, Oliver Stone—who would never be allowed, if he were a Venezuelan filmmaker, to direct as he does in the states—praises Chavez's coerced socialism. 
Michael Moore, known for hard-nosed distribution and profit-making, announces, again like Stone in conjunction with hyping a profit-making movie, that capitalism (for others) is dead.
Van Jones, solidly middle class and Yale-educated, among other things, pontificated about revolution, an apartheid America, redistributing wealth, a--hole Republicans and George Bush's involvement in 9/11, in between jetting between conferences, espousing his green jobs promotion that hyped book sales and his own career.  
What is strange about all this chic-radicalism is how would-be revolutionaries that wish to dismantle America as we know it and/or emulate failed systems abroad, always do so from comfort, security, affluence, and freedom of choice unique to America and Europe, suggesting that radical politics and those who agitate for them are sort of a fashion statement, aimed to resonate among particular elite leftist audiences and to bring dividends from them, but not to be taken too seriously as guides in their own lives.
 

Even though it pre-dated the Jones resignation, The American Spectator's questions about whom in the White House overrode suspected Secret Service objections to Mr. Jones. are still germane. 
Here are the questions Glenn Beck and others should be asking, based on my own personal experience: 
• Who on the White House staff cleared Van Jones? 
• What was that person's connection to Van Jones or Mr. Jones's political sponsor? 
• Who, exactly, was Mr. Jones' sponsor for this job? How much money did he/she contribute to the Obama campaign? 
• Did the Secret Service notify anyone on the White House staff -- or the President or First Lady or Vice President Biden -- that Mr. Jones had an arrest record on file with police in two cities? 
• Did the Secret Service protest any of this, objecting to Mr. Jones' clearance? 
• If the Secret Service did object, who overruled them? The President? The Chief of Staff? Someone else? 
• If the answer to this last question is yes, and the Secret Service was overruled by the President or someone else, why did this happen? ...
 

And we have National Review Shorts. Here are two:
Holder’s Justice Department also quietly killed an ongoing pay-for-play corruption investigation of New Mexico governor Bill Richardson — a key Obama ally whose nomination to be commerce secretary the probe derailed. Though the Richardson investigation was being conducted by the U.S. attorney in New Mexico and a grand jury, the Associated Press reported that top DOJ officials in Washington pulled the plug. That would reverse Justice Department protocols, which call for local control of public-corruption cases in order to avoid the appearance of politicized law enforcement. The dropping of the investigation comes on the heels of Holder’s dismissal of a voter-intimidation case against the New Black Panther Party (one defendant was an official Democratic-party poll-watcher). During the Bush years, congressional Democrats worked themselves into a frenzy over the mere, never-substantiated possibility that politics would compromise justice. What will they do now that it’s actually happening?
 

Taro Aso, the outgoing Japanese prime minister, has done something remarkable. In a ceremony marking the end of World War II, he said, “Our country inflicted tremendous damage and suffering on many countries, particularly people in Asia. As a representative of the Japanese people, I humbly express my remorse for the victims, along with deep regret.” And he vowed that Japan would never again behave as it had. There are times for national apologies, and times when such apologies are stupid or cheap, meant only to flatter the apologizers — President Obama’s recent utterances in Europe and elsewhere come to mind. At that World War II ceremony, Aso performed well.






 

Townhall
Listening to a Liar
by Thomas Sowell
The most important thing about what anyone says are not the words themselves but the credibility of the person who says them. 
The words of convicted swindler Bernie Madoff were apparently quite convincing to many people who were regarded as knowledgeable and sophisticated. If you go by words, you can be led into anything. 
No doubt millions of people will be listening to the words of President Barack Obama Wednesday night when he makes a televised address to a joint session of Congress on his medical care plans. But, if they think that the words he says are what matters, they can be led into something much worse than being swindled out of their money. 

One plain fact should outweigh all the words of Barack Obama and all the impressive trappings of the setting in which he says them: He tried to rush Congress into passing a massive government takeover of the nation's medical care before the August recess-- for a program that would not take effect until 2013! 
Whatever President Obama is, he is not stupid. If the urgency to pass the medical care legislation was to deal with a problem immediately, then why postpone the date when the legislation goes into effect for years-- more specifically, until the year after the next Presidential election? 
If this is such an urgently needed program, why wait for years to put it into effect? And if the public is going to benefit from this, why not let them experience those benefits before the next Presidential election? 
If it is not urgent that the legislation goes into effect immediately, then why don't we have time to go through the normal process of holding Congressional hearings on the pros and cons, accompanied by public discussions of its innumerable provisions? What sense does it make to "hurry up and wait" on something that is literally a matter of life and death? 
If we do not believe that the President is stupid, then what do we believe? The only reasonable alternative seems to be that he wanted to get this massive government takeover of medical care passed into law before the public understood what was in it. 
Moreover, he wanted to get re-elected in 2012 before the public experienced what its actual consequences would be. 
Unfortunately, this way of doing things is all too typical of the way this administration has acted on a wide range of issues. 
Consider the "stimulus" legislation. Here the administration was successful in rushing a massive spending bill through Congress in just two days-- after which it sat on the President's desk for three days, while he was away on vacation. But, like the medical care legislation, the "stimulus" legislation takes effect slowly. 
The Congressional Budget Office estimates that it will be September 2010 before even three-quarters of the money will be spent. Some economists expect that it will not all be spent by the end of 2010. 
What was the rush to pass it, then? It was not to get that money out into the economy as fast as possible. It was to get that money-- and the power that goes with it-- into the hands of the government. Power is what politics is all about. 
The worst thing that could happen, from the standpoint of those seeking more government power over the economy, would be for the economy to begin recovering on its own while months were being spent debating the need for a "stimulus" bill. As the President's chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, said, you can't let a crisis "go to waste" when "it's an opportunity to do things you could not do before." 
There are lots of people in the Obama administration who want to do things that have not been done before-- and to do them before the public realizes what is happening. 
The proliferation of White House "czars" in charge of everything from financial issues to media issues is more of the same circumvention of the public and of the Constitution. Czars don't have to be confirmed by the Senate, the way Cabinet members must be, even though czars may wield more power, so you may never know what these people are like, until it is too late. 
What Barack Obama says Wednesday night is not nearly as important as what he has been doing-- and how he has been doing it.
 

Newsweek
The Great Jobs Question
What if they don't come back?
by Robert J. Samuelson 

The first Labor Day, held in New York City in 1882, was less a celebration of the dignity of work than a demonstration in favor of the eight-hour day, down from the prevailing 10 to 12 hours. Compared with then, American workers have come a long way. Congress made Labor Day a national holiday in 1894, and over the years, it evolved into a day off rather than a moment to reflect on the state of labor, broadly defined and extending beyond unions. Well, not this year.

It's the bleakest Labor Day since at least the 1980s (unemployment: 10.1 percent in September 1982). With the unemployment rate at 9.7 percent in August and expected to go higher, cheery news is scarce. The Economic Policy Institute (EPI), a liberal think tank, has painted a statistical portrait of today's labor market. Here are some lowlights. [image: image1.png]


[image: image2.png]


[image: image3.png]


[image: image4.png]



• Since the recession's start in December 2007, the number of lost payroll jobs totals 6.9 million. A third of today's jobless have been unemployed more than six months, almost double the share of a year ago and a post–World War II high.

• Wage growth has slowed dramatically. In the first half of 2007, all private wages and salaries rose at an annual rate of 3.7 percent; in the first half of 2009, the increase was 1.3 percent.

• The unemployment and "underemployment" rate is 16.8 percent—that includes the officially unemployed and part-time workers who'd prefer a full-time job, as well as discouraged job seekers who have stopped the hunt for work.

Job anxiety has also increased sharply, according to opinion surveys compiled by Karlyn Bowman of the conservative American Enterprise Institute. A Gallup poll in August found that 31 percent of workers worried about being laid off, up from 15 percent a year earlier; 32 percent thought their wages might be cut, up from 16 percent; and 46 percent feared fringe benefits might be reduced, up from 27 percent.

What's most ominous is not today's job market; it's the outlook. After the 1981–82 recession, unemployment dropped steadily, from an annual average of 9.7 percent in 1982 to 7.5 percent in 1984 and 5.5 percent in 1988. The descent this time is expected to be much slower. In 2014 the unemployment rate will still average 7.6 percent, forecasts IHS Global Insight, which predicts a peak of 10 percent early next year. Reducing unemployment requires an economic expansion fast enough to absorb today's jobless as well as the natural growth of the labor force. Most forecasters expect a tepid recovery that will only gradually dent unemployment, despite slowing labor-force growth.

"The 1982 recession was largely caused by the desire to break the back of inflation," says economist Nigel Gault of IHS. "Once the [Federal Reserve] was comfortable it had broken inflation, it lowered interest rates, and economic growth took off." Interest-sensitive sectors—autos and housing—propelled recovery. By contrast, today's slump results from the financial crisis, Gault says. The Fed has already cut interest rates, which will probably go up. As overborrowed households repay debt, their spending will be sluggish. The weak recovery then retards new jobs.

The implications of prolonged high unemployment—should it materialize—haven't been fully explored. People who don't have jobs don't acquire skills. Young college graduates are already having trouble getting work. High unemployment could depress wage gains for years. It could foster protectionism and long-term poverty. "In a tight economy like the late 1990s, firms are more willing to take chances on more disadvantaged workers," says Harvard economist Larry Katz. EPI's Lawrence Mishel thinks the effects on low-income families would be devastating; the child poverty rate could jump from 18 percent in 2007 to 27 percent.

Of course, today's bleak economic forecasts could be wrong—just as upbeat forecasts before the financial crisis were wrong. Some economists are warming to this view. "Global manufacturers cut output too deeply," says David Hensley of JPMorgan Chase. "People thought we might be headed into another depression." Here and abroad, he says, companies are reversing previous cutbacks. "Businesses overshot. They'll snap back [in hiring]; that will fuel consumer spending." One good omen: in August the number of job openings online rose 5 percent, reports the Conference Board.

Job creation has been a historic strength of the American economy. Its capacity to remain so will increasingly frame the economic debate: between those who want more government and those who want less; between those who fear budget deficits and those who favor more economic "stimulus"; between those who see meager wage gains as impeding recovery and those who see them as encouraging hiring. On Labor Day 2009, future jobs are the gigantic question mark hanging over the American economy.

Samuelson is the author of  The Great Inflation and its Aftermath.

 

 

The Corner
The Lamentations of the Elite [Victor Davis Hanson]
Van Jones in his final communiqué says, "On the eve of historic fights for health care and clean energy, opponents of reform have mounted a vicious smear campaign against me. They are using lies and distortions to distract and divide." I have not watched the now supposedly infamous Beck exposures, but I am curious what exactly constitutes a “vicious smear campaign.” Did Jones or did not Jones in public and in interviews compare the president of the United States to a crack-cocaine addict, assert that white people are polluting the ghetto, that only white students commit mass murders in the public schools, that Republicans are a**holes, and sign a petition calling for an investigation of the Bush administration’s purported role in causing 9/11?

The Jones mess brings up a larger issue. Americans were assured that with the ascendance of Barack Obama we would evolve beyond race. Yet in the last ninth months it is almost as if precisely the opposite has occurred -- but with a strange twist. The country has been serially lectured about race from some of the most privileged Americans in the country. Columbia law grad elite Eric Holder accused the country of cowardice for its reluctance to speak about race. Harvard-law alum Barack Obama accused the Cambridge police of profiling and acting stupidly in taking elite Harvard professor Skip Gates down to the station after his screaming invective episode. Harvard-law educated Michelle Obama explained Justice Sotomayor’s unease at Princeton by comparing her own ordeal there. Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee Charles Rangel who had serially dodged his tax obligations claims that white angst explains his IRS problems. New York governor David Paterson blames his sinking polls on white racism, more prominent than ever in the age of Obama. Now Yale law graduate Van Jones claims smears did him in. The list could be easily expanded.

What we are seeing is a very unfortunate turn of events in which racism is now the guaranteed retreat position once many prominent African-American elites find themselves in controversy. The problem is that the rest of the population of all races and classes looks at this privileged cohort and does not really detect bias or ill-treatment in their past or present circumstances, but rather remarkable tolerance and race-blind attitudes, as exemplified by their career successes.

The roots of all this scapegoating were in the campaign, not just with the mansion/golf-course living Reverend Wright, the president’s mentor and pastor, slurring his country and its various constituencies, but also with Obama’s own stereotyping of Pennsylvania voters, once the election there did not go his way. Worse still, we are only in month nine of this new age of Obama -- with more than three years to go in his first term -- and the country is already tired of the blame-gaming and whining, when officials like Rangel and Jones start to defame others for their own lack of ethics and judgment. This is all very unfortunate, but I predict it will only intensify given the example at the top, and sadly probably result in a polarization that we have not seen in generations.

 

 

The Corner
'Green Jobs' Is Snake Oil [Stephen Spruiell]
This morning on Fox & Friends, Ellen Ratner and I were debating the resignation of Van Jones when she said something to the effect of this: Who cares about Jones's other opinions if they aren't relevant to his (former) duties as Obama's "green jobs czar"? 
TV being TV, I didn't get a chance to respond, but it's a question worth answering. Now that the press, other than Fox, is finally paying attention to Van Jones, most of its attention will be focused on those "other opinions" that led to his ouster. But let's not miss the opportunity to point out that Jones's promotion of "green jobs" was just as dubious, if not as reviled, as his dabblings in 9/11 Trutherism. As James Pethokoukis tweeted: "having a truther in charge of green jobs is a good fit... you need a certain willing suspension of disbelief for both"
To buy into the "green jobs" scam, you must have an unshakeable faith in the ability of the government to create a viable industry from whole cloth, because there is no commercial demand for the services these green-collar workers would provide. We don't have to guess about the future of green jobs; we can look to the ethanol industry.
In 2005, after decades of subsidization, the government finally mandated the consumption of ethanol. It upped the mandate in 2007. This, plus high gas prices, was the boost the industry was looking for. Ethanol plants started springing up all over the Midwest.
Corn prices went up to meet the government-mandated demand for ethanol. Then oil prices fell, bringing the price of ethanol down with it. The industry's profit-margins disappeared. VeraSun, one of the largest ethanol makers, is in Chapter 11. Last December, the industry asked Congress for a bailout.
Again, this is an industry whose customers are required by law to buy their product, yet it couldn't survive in the commercial marketplace. Those green jobs are now disappearing. Before he was hoisted with his own petard, Van Jones was in the business of selling illusions -- costly ones, too. It's good that he's gone, but it would be better if the position of green jobs czar went with him.
 

Hot Air
The media strikes (out) again on Jones resignation
by Ed Morrissey 

If people relied on the mainstream media, especially print media, to keep up to date on the government, then they must have quite a shock this morning with the resignation of Van Jones.  For instance, the New York Times makes its first mention of the Jones controversy this morning — by reporting his resignation:

In a victory for Republicans and the Obama administration’s conservative critics, Van Jones resigned as the White House’s environmental jobs “czar” on Saturday.

Controversy over Mr. Jones’s past comments and affiliations has slowly escalated over several weeks, erupting on Friday with calls for his resignation.

Did the Times report it on Friday?  On Saturday?  No.  Their first print report of any controversy at all over Van Jones came today, in reporting his resignation. The Times does a credible job laying out the more substantial accusations against Jones, but there is a problem here as well:

Appointed as a special adviser for “green jobs” by President Obama, Mr. Jones did not go through the traditional vetting process for administration officials who must be confirmed by the Senate. So it was not until recently that some of Mr. Jones’s past actions received broad airing, including his derogatory statements about Republicans in February and his signature on a 2004 letter suggesting that former President George W. Bush might have knowingly allowed the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks to occur in order to use them as a “pre-text to war.”

Mr. Jones’s involvement in the 1990s with a group called Standing Together to Organize a Revolutionary Movement prompted recent accusations by conservative critics that he associated with Communists. The group, according to a post-mortem written by some of its founders, was an anti-capitalist, antiwar organization committed to achieving “solidarity among all oppressed peoples” with “direct militant action.”

When did the 9/11 Truther connection come to light?  Jim Hoft reported it Thursday, and it flew through the blogosphere.  Even more Truther connections came out the next day.  When did the New York Times — and to be fair, most other newspapers in the country — get around to reporting in print that a paranoid conspiracy theorist had a job as a White House czar?  Today, after he quit.

Byron York gives us the round-up:

Coverage of the Jones controversy was a case study of some of the deep divisions within the media. Fox News’ Glenn Beck devoted program after program to Jones’ past, and a number of conservative blogs were responsible for finding some of Jones’ most inflammatory statements. Yet even as the controversy grew — and even after Jones himself apologized for some of his words — several of the nation’s top media outlets failed to report the story. As late as Friday, as the Jones matter began to boil over, it had not been reported at all in the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the evening newscasts of ABC, CBS, and NBC. Although the Post and CBS went on to report the Jones story on Saturday, the Times did not inform its readers about the Jones matter until after Jones resigned.

So much for speaking truth to power, eh?

This reminds me very much of the lack of coverage given to Eason Jordan’s accusations of deliberate journalist assassinations by the US military in early 2005.  Jordan, a vice-president at CNN, made those accusations at a conference in Davos, Switzerland, where he thought Americans would not learn of them.  After all, if CNN doesn’t report it, does it really happen?  A reporter quoted Jordan and started a firestorm … in the blogosphere and on talk radio, which dug out more outrageous accusations and statements from Jordan.  Newspapers couldn’t be bothered to cover it, however — not until Jordan’s resignation from CNN forced them to do so.  In that case, the LA Times didn’t report it until almost 48 hours after Jordan resigned, and the New York Times only ran one wire-service report on its website prior to the resignation.

With Jordan, the assumption was that the media didn’t want to eat its own.  That same assumption could be made about their reluctance to report on Van Jones.  They have beclowned themselves a second time, and now have to answer for their silence in defense of a government official.

Roger L. Simon
Van Jones: Glenn Beck trumps the NYT
Mickey Kaus asks some good questions today regarding the NYT Van Jones coverage:

Amazingly, many New York Times print readers still don’t know why Van Jones resigned! Here’s how the paper’s John Broder describes his situation: 

The adviser, Van Jones, a controversial and charismatic community organizer and “green jobs” advocate from the San Francisco Bay Area, signed a petition in 2004 questioning whether the Bush administration had allowed the terrorist attacks of September 2001 to provide a pretext for war in the Middle East. [E.A.]
Reading that, would you realize the petition was a Truther petition?

Obviously not. (Incidentally, Jones has claimed he signed the petition by accident when someone waved a clipboard in front of him. But if you look at the list of signers, his full organization name and role are also there. Oh, well, I guess they could have filled that in for him.)

Kaus goes on to reference the earlier Sarah Wheaton report from the Times website that was straight forward about the Truther petition. I had read that report almost immediately after it was published on their site and was pleased to see that, at last, the paper was acknowledging the story. Of course, there was no explanation of why they had ignored the story for months, anymore than there is explanation even now about why the paper published Walter Duranty’s whitewash of Stalin’s mass starvation of Ukrainian peasants in Thirties when other publications were reporting the atrocity that murdered millions. (I could go on – and have.)

But what fascinates in the Times/Broder article is the role of Glenn Beck: Chief among those keeping the story alive was Glenn Beck, the conservative host of a Fox News Channel program. Mr. Beck began criticizing Mr. Jones in July, first in segments on his syndicated talk radio show and then, on July 23, on his Fox News program, said Christopher Balfe, the president of Mr. Beck’s production company.
There’s some reference to Beck’s advertising woes (a subject with which the Times should be familiar) due to Beck’s having called Obama a “racist.” But the substance is that Beck got the scoop. His numbers are going up and NYT’s continue to go down as the Newspaper of Record searches for a new economic model.

Part of the reason for this is pretty obvious. People trust Beck and they don’t trust the NYT. Beck may be biased, but he’s honest about it. The NYT persists in the illusion of even-handed reporting, even when, in a case like the Van Jones scandal, they clearly decided not to run the story for political reasons, but don’t have the cojones to admit it. Or is there another reason? We’re waiting.

 

The Corner
Ayersism [Victor Davis Hanson]
As Hugo Chavez continues to shut down the media and silence critics, Oliver Stone—who would never be allowed, if he were a Venezuelan filmmaker, to direct as he does in the states—praises Chavez's coerced socialism. 
Michael Moore, known for hard-nosed distribution and profit-making, announces, again like Stone in conjunction with hyping a profit-making movie, that capitalism (for others) is dead.
Van Jones, solidly middle class and Yale-educated, among other things, pontificated about revolution, an apartheid America, redistributing wealth, a--hole Republicans and George Bush's involvement in 9/11, in between jetting between conferences, espousing his green jobs promotion that hyped book sales and his own career.  
What is strange about all this chic-radicalism is how would-be revolutionaries that wish to dismantle America as we know it and/or emulate failed systems abroad, always do so from comfort, security, affluence, and freedom of choice unique to America and Europe, suggesting that radical politics and those who agitate for them are sort of a fashion statement, aimed to resonate among particular elite leftist audiences and to bring dividends from them, but not to be taken too seriously as guides in their own lives.
 

 

The American Spectator
The Real Van Jones Scandal: Why Glenn Beck Is Right
by Jeffrey Lord

As a former White House aide myself, there are two incidents that tell me Glenn Beck is right in asking his questions about Van Jones. Two incidents that ask an even more serious question than anything asked about Jones himself. 

The question: What did the Obama White House know about Van Jones and when did they know it? 

Jones, the Obama White House "green jobs” adviser, is getting in deeper trouble by the minute with revelations of his radical statements about being a Communist, having been twice arrested, and, in the last few hours, with news surfacing that he had signed onto a petition accusing the Bush administration of being responsible for 9/11, making him, in the vernacular, a "Truther” -- one of those paranoid nuts who believes George W. Bush ordered the 9/11 attacks. All this is before the amusingly crazy piece of videotape of Jones labeling Obama's GOP opponents "A-holes.” 

Jones, almost by the hour, is being belatedly vetted by the New Media because the Old Media took a pass -- and the White House itself had no intention of speaking up until called upon. 

You must be asking: is it really this easy to work at the White House? Can you really have done a jail stretch, actually been twice arrested (once during the Rodney King riots and a second time during the 1999 free trade riots in Seattle) and work in the White House? Can you even get into the White House when you have a history with the police? 

Let's take that last question first. 

In the way back of the Reagan White House, the word went out as it always does in any White House that there was to be a quick gathering which would require the President to have an immediate, physical audience while he gave a speech in front of cameras. This happens all the time in the White House. Events occur, things happen, someone somewhere in the hierarchy feels the need to get the President in front of cameras ASAP. The staff hops, calls go out to local political friendlies, bodies fill chairs and the President speaks on camera to a room filled with people. 

On this particular occasion I received just such a call. Taking out a lengthy list, I picked several names at random, many of whom I did not know, and began dialing for bodies. No one said "no.” Who says no to an invitation to hang out in the White House with the President? 

My calls made, invitations accepted, an hour -- an hour -- before the event, I got a call from the Secret Service. Guest X (no name, sorry) was not acceptable to the Secret Service. I was astonished. Never in four years in the White House had I ever been told such a thing. This must be a mistake, no? No, came the Very Stern answer. Emphatically no. On a confidential basis the reason was explained to me. I winced. Gee, I had no idea. The police? Yikes. 

Hanging up the phone, the clock ticking, I realized I had two options. Get the President to personally overrule this -- or track the guest down pre-cell phones and disinvite. Not much choice there, so Option Number Two it was. The call went immediately to the guest's home. The guest was retrieved from getting in a waiting car that about to head to the White House. I was mortified. 

To the guest's everlasting credit, I was off the hook in the gentlest of fashions. The guest knew the record, but of course. In fact, the guest was amazed that any White House invitation would be forthcoming, because the police record was indisputably the record. 

To say the least, this was a startling if unexpected reminder of something that I and every other person who had contact with the White House -- then and presumably even more so in this post-9/11 -- knew. 

No one enters the physical White House as a guest unless the Secret Service has vetted them. 

But it was also a sharp reminder of the ground rules for everyone who actually has the privilege -- and that word is key, here -- the privilege to work for a president of the United States. 

As I had personally experienced -- as every single one of my colleagues had experienced -- if you work for the president, you assent to making your life an open book. In my case, and that of my Reagan colleagues of the day, very thick forms had to be filled out that recounted, specifically for security purposes, almost every single aspect of your personal life. As I recall, I had to supply the literal address of every home where I had resided since birth. Really. They wanted everything. 

In my case, nerdy political soul that I was, I was ready for this questionnaire somewhere around kindergarten. I passed -- along with every one of my colleagues that I can recall -- with flying colors. 

But the question here in the Van Jones case -- as it would have been for me and my Reagan colleagues is very simple. What if I, like the White House guest I had invited, had a police record? Had a seriously questionable set of quite public and quite wacky, well-articulated views captured on video tape? What if I had been a Democrat with a father or older brother in the Ku Klux Klan? What if I had been a John Bircher? What if I had been signing on to documents that accused President Eisenhower of being a Communist? What if I had tagged along with Jane Fonda and gone to North Vietnam to mug for the cameras? 

The answer is simple. The only way that I could have gotten a clearance to work for a President Ronald Reagan would be if the President, the First Lady or the Chief of Staff to the President specifically overruled the Secret Service. 

That's it. There was then, and surely is now, no other way. 

Which is to say, Van Jones is in the White House this minute because someone -- or several someones -- knew his problems and quite deliberately overruled the Secret Service. That would be someone of very considerable power. 

So. 

Here are the questions Glenn Beck and others should be asking, based on my own personal experience: 

• Who on the White House staff cleared Van Jones? 

• What was that person's connection to Van Jones or Mr. Jones's political sponsor? 

• Who, exactly, was Mr. Jones' sponsor for this job? How much money did he/she contribute to the Obama campaign? 

• Did the Secret Service notify anyone on the White House staff -- or the President or First Lady or Vice President Biden -- that Mr. Jones had an arrest record on file with police in two cities? 

• Did the Secret Service protest any of this, objecting to Mr. Jones' clearance? 

• If the Secret Service did object, who overruled them? The President? The Chief of Staff? Someone else? 

• If the answer to this last question is yes, and the Secret Service was overruled by the President or someone else, why did this happen? 

• The White House is a busy place. But there are always answers to questions like these. 

If they are asked. 

Mr. Beck is asking. Other people are now starting to ask. 

It's about time for some answers. 

Jeffrey Lord is a former Reagan White House political director and author.
 

 

National Review
We expect demagogues to be fiery, so the fact that Obama is not works to his advantage. But his public case for his signature initiative, on health care, consists of almost nothing but low rhetorical blows. A recent radio address is typical. He devoted most of it to what he termed the “willful misrepresentations” — most of them in fact accurate, as Ramesh Ponnuru details in this issue — “spread by the very folks who would benefit the most by keeping things exactly as they are.” He begins the speech, that is, by smearing his opponents and speculating uncharitably about their motives. His peroration returns to the theme: “It has never been easy, moving this nation forward. There are always those who oppose it, and those who use fear to block change.” His opponents thus oppose “moving this nation forward” — a formulation that would be offensive were it not so infantile. Obama has talked a lot about health care this year, but at no point has he actually made an honest case for the proposals he favors and dealt fairly with the real criticisms of them. People sense that he is not leveling with them, because he is not. It is now possible to conclude that Obama will not be able to persuade the public to support health-care legislation before the final vote. He will be in real trouble should Americans decide that what lies behind his silky patter is a cool contempt for them. 

On a Friday afternoon, the Obama White House released a new budget projection that added a cool $2 trillion to projected deficits over the next ten years. The total the White House anticipates is now $9 trillion. The current federal debt is $7.4 trillion, so it expects more than a doubling of debt levels. We have never been balanced-budget obsessives, but the size of the deficits matters. Proposals for a new global currency are more serious than ever before: a sign of international angst about our country’s fiscal future. The president likes to talk about “bending the cost curve,” but right now it seems to be bending the wrong way — and it may eventually break. 

Attorney General Eric Holder is apparently not as fixated on the future as his boss, who has repeatedly said he doesn’t want to investigate the CIA for what it did in the past. Holder authorized a prosecutor to reexamine cases of alleged prison abuse to see whether they should be investigated criminally. These cases were examined years ago by career prosecutors who declined to take action (except in the case of a contractor who beat a detainee with a flashlight and was convicted of assault). No new information has come to light, and all the obstacles to prosecution that existed before, including the fact that in most or all of these other cases no crimes were committed, are still there — only now there’s the additional obstacle of the Justice Department’s already having looked at the allegations. Politics must explain Holder’s decision: He wants to placate a Left yowling about Bush war crimes. The danger is that he, like so many prosecutors who were assigned politicized cases before him, will not only ruin the lives of his targets but run amok. The CIA has presumably already learned the lesson that it should never take on a tough mission again, lest politicians turn on it when the political climate changes. Obama wouldn’t be a bystander in this matter if his determination to look ahead were sincere and deeply felt. But he tolerates a travesty.
Holder’s Justice Department also quietly killed an ongoing pay-for-play corruption investigation of New Mexico governor Bill Richardson — a key Obama ally whose nomination to be commerce secretary the probe derailed. Though the Richardson investigation was being conducted by the U.S. attorney in New Mexico and a grand jury, the Associated Press reported that top DOJ officials in Washington pulled the plug. That would reverse Justice Department protocols, which call for local control of public-corruption cases in order to avoid the appearance of politicized law enforcement. The dropping of the investigation comes on the heels of Holder’s dismissal of a voter-intimidation case against the New Black Panther Party (one defendant was an official Democratic-party poll-watcher). During the Bush years, congressional Democrats worked themselves into a frenzy over the mere, never-substantiated possibility that politics would compromise justice. What will they do now that it’s actually happening? 

The ACLU has hired photographers to surreptitiously take pictures of people it thinks are covert CIA agents. The photos are given to military defense lawyers, who show them to their clients — accused terrorists held at Guantanamo Bay. The idea seems to be to identify the agents who interrogated a given defendant, with a view to calling them as witnesses. Considering that Patrick Fitzgerald spent several million dollars investigating the purported outing of a CIA employee, Valerie Plame, and achieved just one trivial conviction, will the Justice Department pour funds into probing this industrial-scale violation of secrecy? Fat chance. It’s much more likely that Holder will ask for copies of the photos. 

The federal government’s “Cash for Clunkers” policy of giving people rebates to trade in their old cars for new ones found a lot of takers, to the surprise of no one — no one, that is, except the federal government. After the first $1 billion ran out, Congress rushed to put another $2 billion into the program. When that dried up, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood tried to declare victory and go home. We should deny him peace with honor. Cash for Clunkers was neither an environmental nor an economic success. Drivers have an incentive to drive their new vehicles more often precisely because they are more fuel-efficient, blunting the program’s effect. The inducement of new car purchases, meanwhile, did not create wealth — it merely diverted consumer spending. What do you call a program that’s good for small, concentrated groups and bad for the economy as a whole? One that’s bound to be repeated: Cash for Appliances, funded through the stimulus bill, starts this fall. 

The Obama administration deserves praise for its reappointment of Ben Bernanke, first elevated by Pres. George W. Bush, as chairman of the Federal Reserve. A scholar of the Great Depression, Bernanke is as good a choice as reasonable people might expect this administration to make — really, a surprisingly good one, given President Obama’s incoherent economic thinking and the recent decision to install AFL-CIO official Denis M. Hughes as chief of the critically important New York Fed. Bernanke’s performance on the Federal Reserve Board has not been without error, and the suspicion dwells within our breast that “Helicopter Ben” may not prove the ablest hand at battling inflation should it arise. But as the markets have stabilized and the banks have started to repay their emergency funds, the prudence of Bernanke’s program has been borne out, and the chairman has earned a measure of confidence. His next order of business should be to ensure the orderly retreat of the federal government from the commanding heights of the financial sector. 



Republican National Committee chairman Michael Steele has taken to the airwaves to vow that Republicans will defend Medicare from any cuts entailed by Obamacare. By further abandoning small-government principles, Republicans hope to gain support from senior citizens. But seniors have already turned against Obamacare because of worries about rationing. All Steele has done is make it easier for those concerns to be dismissed as partisan fear-mongering. The long-term cost of this gambit is to make it harder to reform entitlements should Republicans ever regain power. Machiavellianism may have its attractions, but failed attempts at it are just pitiful. 

One relatively easy way to reduce the amount that Americans spend on health care would be to reform the laws governing medical-malpractice lawsuits. At a town-hall meeting in Virginia, Howard Dean explained that there is a reason tort reform is not on the Democrats’ agenda, viz. “the people who wrote it did not want to take on the trial lawyers in addition to everybody else they were taking on, and that is the plain and simple truth.” The plaintiffs’ bar is indeed a large contributor to the Democratic party, with over 90 percent of their campaign pledges going to Democrats. But there is another reason the Democrats left tort reform out of the discussion: They thought they could push through a massive overhaul of one-sixth of the nation’s economy without any help from Republicans. Former senator Bill Bradley meekly suggested that the Democrats reconsider their recalcitrant stance in light of recent — difficulties. He argued that by using medical-malpractice reform to peel off a few Republicans, the party’s leaders could give Blue Dogs the bipartisan cover they need to vote for Obamacare. The good news is that Pelosi & Co. appear to be ignoring this advice and pushing ahead with their unpopular plan. Better no tort reform than tort reform as a paving stone in the road to single-payer. 

President Obama is not shy about using religious language and religious imagery. He has said that he hopes to be “an instrument of God.” (Shouldn’t we all.) He has allowed himself to be photographed next to neon crosses (pretty garish). Recently he said, “We are God’s partners in matters of life and death.” And he accused critics of his health-care plans of “bearing false witness.” Perhaps Kevin Phillips should write a sequel to American Theocracy. 
 
Remains there doubt that Charles Rangel is a scoundrel? The millionaire congressman/real-estate investor who somehow enjoys the use of several rent-controlled properties in Manhattan again finds himself exposed for having failed properly to account for his income and assets, both in congressional ethics disclosures and for tax purposes. The latest disclosure, courtesy of a New York Post investigation, is that Rangel failed to account for between a quarter million and a half million dollars tucked away in a Merrill Lynch Global account, along with an undisclosed sum in municipal bonds. Thousands of dollars’ worth of stock in fast-food operator Yum Brands and in PepsiCo have gone unreported. He also failed to report income — up to $100,000 — from his New York City real-estate investments. Altogether, Rangel declined to report about half of his net worth. His rap sheet of prior financial offenses is not brief: He is under investigation by two congressional panels on allegations of improperly accepting gifts from donors (in the form of expenses-paid travel to the Caribbean), ethics violations related to the aforementioned rent-controlled apartments, failure to report income from real estate in the Dominican Republic, unpaid taxes, and abusing his office to shake down parties with business before his congressional committee for donations to his favorite charity: the Charles B. Rangel Center for Public Service. The tax-dodging Rangel chairs the committee that writes the tax laws enforced by the tax-dodging Tim Geithner’s IRS: literal limousine liberalism, in action. 

Picture, if you will, an ordinary suburban gas station. Now remove the pumps and place it in the middle of a wide-open landscape, and you have the Whitetail (Mont.) Border Station, which processes about three visitors per day who make the crossing from Big Beaver, Saskatchewan. It’s hardly Ground Zero in the fight to secure America’s borders, yet this sleepy post has been awarded a $15 million appropriation for . . . well, we’re not quite sure what. Neither is Homeland Security secretary Janet Napolitano; at a recent news conference, she did not have her shovel ready and thus could provide no explanation for the grant, but could of course deny that politics was involved. Some might disagree: The Whitetail station was ranked as a low priority until Montana’s two Democratic senators intervened. Meanwhile, reports the AP, “a checkpoint in Laredo, Texas, which serves more than 55,000 travelers and 4,200 trucks a day, is rated among the government’s highest priorities but was passed over for stimulus money.” 

Back in Cold War days, apologists for Communism had a standard line about human rights. It went, “Western countries have political rights: the right to speech, religion, assembly, and so on. Eastern-bloc countries have social rights: the right to food, shelter, clothing, and so on.” (Jeane Kirkpatrick was only one to remark that those countries without “political rights” had very little in the way of food, etc., too.) This nonsense is back. Our new secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, has expressed it several times, most recently saying, “It’s important to look at human rights more broadly than it has been defined. Human rights are also the right to a good job and shelter over your head and a chance to send your kids to school and get health care when your wife is pregnant. It’s a much broader agenda.” It’s bad enough when a college professor or a clergyman takes this line. But an American secretary of state? 

Mohamed ElBaradei has been a depressing and vexing director of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The IAEA is supposed to let the world know about nuclear goings-on. But ElBaradei has been reluctant to do so, in the case of Iran. He told the BBC two years ago, “I wake every morning and see 100 Iraqis, innocent civilians, are dying. . . . I have no brief other than to make sure we don’t go into another war or that we go crazy into killing each other. . . . You do not want to give additional argument to some of the new crazies who want to say, ‘Let us go and bomb Iran.’” Recently, his aides said, anonymously, that ElBaradei was wary of releasing an IAEA dossier on Iran for fear of “pushing the U.S. or Israel closer to a possible military strike on Tehran’s nuclear facilities” (in the words of the Associated Press). In late August, ElBaradei did release a report: mushy, indefinite, unhelpful — and blatantly punch-pulling. Fortunately, ElBaradei will soon leave the IAEA, after a dozen years in that position. Maybe the world can get a more honest and forthright director. ElBaradei may wish to stay at home and admire his Nobel medal, for he was the recipient of the Peace Prize in 2005. Whether his life and career have increased the prospects of peace is highly debatable. 

Japan’s landslide election, in which the ruling Liberal Democratic party lost power for only the second time since 1955, is being hailed as a “revolution.” It certainly marks a significant step in the country’s movement toward a more open, competitive political system driven by policy debates rather than by factions and backroom deals. But we do not expect the victorious Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), formed just eleven years ago, to make revolutionary changes. It is fiercely divided over everything from economic liberalization to relations with the United States; meanwhile, Japan’s elite bureaucrats (the kanryo), though weakened, still wield immense power and will resist any disruption of the established order. The Japanese economy has officially emerged from its worst post-war recession, but the ferocity of the downturn underscores Japan’s need to reduce its dependence on exports and adopt broad structural reforms. Unfortunately, DPJ leader Yukio Hatoyama is busy denouncing “unrestrained market fundamentalism” and declaring that “the era of U.S.-led globalism is coming to an end.” Hatoyama has also expressed a desire to put the U.S.-Japan alliance “on an equal footing” (whatever that means). Practical realities will promote continuity in Japanese foreign policy. But Hatoyama does not inspire confidence. 

Taro Aso, the outgoing Japanese prime minister, has done something remarkable. In a ceremony marking the end of World War II, he said, “Our country inflicted tremendous damage and suffering on many countries, particularly people in Asia. As a representative of the Japanese people, I humbly express my remorse for the victims, along with deep regret.” And he vowed that Japan would never again behave as it had. There are times for national apologies, and times when such apologies are stupid or cheap, meant only to flatter the apologizers — President Obama’s recent utterances in Europe and elsewhere come to mind. At that World War II ceremony, Aso performed well.  

The Department for Creating Problems Where None Exist is advancing with leaps and bounds. They’ve banned the traditional 100-watt light bulb in Europe, and anyone found importing or selling them will face criminal charges. By September 2012, the ban will have extended to all “traditional” light bulbs. The new fluorescent or energy-saving bulbs produce an ugly light, can’t be recycled as easily on account of their components (one of which is toxic mercury), and, finally, trigger migraines. Not to be outdone in this area, British officials have come up with the notion that injury owing to alcohol-fueled violence and crime has nothing to do with drinkers, but is caused chiefly by the glasses normally used to serve beer in pubs. To protect the nation, they’re calling on experts to discover some way of drinking beer more safely. A team of designers is working on plastic or polycarbonate glasses, and their spokesman explains that the solution will require “a complete paradigm shift” in materials and form. Cheers, everybody. 
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