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Remember when the Dems were going to own the world forever. Michael Barone says 
the man who wrote the book on the Dem majority is having second thoughts.  
John Judis, co-author of the book The Emerging Democratic Majority, now says in an article in 
National Journal that the majority has disappeared. His title: “The Emerging Republican 
Advantage.” 

The original book, published in the Republican year of 2002, forecast accurately the groups that 
would make up the Democratic majority coalition that emerged in the 2006 and 2008 elections: 
blacks, Hispanics, gentry liberals, single women, young voters. 

But as Judis writes now, that coalition has come apart. That's partly because of diminished support 
from Millennials and Hispanics, but mostly because of additional white working-class defections 
and erosion among suburbanites unhappy with higher government spending and taxes. 

In fact, he now says that the majority he predicted endured for only two elections. President 
Obama was re-elected with a reduced 51 percent of the vote, but Republicans won the House in 
2010, 2012 and 2014, and the Senate in 2014. Democratic strength in governors’ mansions and 
state legislatures is at its lowest level since the 1920s. ...   

  
  
  
Sean Trende at Real Clear Politics has more.  
... Judis’ lengthy essay is a big deal, and well worth reading. He argues that Republicans have 
managed to bring together middle- and working-class whites, as well as middle-class Hispanics, 
who don’t see the obvious advantages to the Democratic platform that poor and upper-class voters 
do. This has allowed Republicans to win expanded majorities in the House and Senate and to 
compete effectively for the presidency. In short, Judis now sees an emerging Republican 
advantage. 

This is a debate I’ve been involved in since my earliest days at RealClearPolitics. My own book, 
“The Lost Majority,” started as a rebuttal to Judis and Teixeira’s book, but became more of a 
companion to it (more on this later). While I don’t see a meaningful Republican advantage 
emerging long-term, Judis’ views and mine seem to be otherwise more or less in accord. In the 
end, political coalitions in a large, diverse republic such as our own are, and always have been, 
inherently unstable. Issues that bind groups together in one election disappear, while new issue 
cleavages threaten to break groups off. Coalitions are ultimately like water balloons: When you 
press down on one side, another side pops up. The Democratic coalition of the late aughts proves 
to be no exception. ... 

  
  
More on the strength of the parties comes from Jay Cost at the Weekly Standard.  
... Another interesting observation from Trende and Byler’s data is that, contrary to proponents of 
the “Emerging Democratic Majority” thesis, which holds that a coalition of the “ascendant” will drive 
ever-larger Democratic margins, there has been a trend toward the GOP over the last 30 years. 
Beyond the ebbs and flows of the cycles, the GOP has been steadily improving its national 
standing. Its low points in each political cycle are not as low as they used to be, and its high points 
are higher. 



Consider the most recent low, in 2008. Per Trende and Byler, the GOP was still in a slightly 
stronger position in 2008 than it was after its 1992 rout. And it was substantially improved relative 
to 1978, 1976, 1964, 1962, and 1960. In fact, the GOP’s net standing in 2008 was similar to 1966, 
which is remembered as a comeback year for the Republican party. 

Meanwhile, the party’s highs are getting higher. Across all subpresidential offices, the GOP today 
holds a greater share of power than at any time since 1928. And no other cycle in the postwar era 
comes close to 2014 in terms of Republican subpresidential strength—not in Congress and 
certainly not in the state capitals. Below the White House, the GOP’s current standing rivals 
historical blowouts like 1928, 1894, and 1860. 

Remember all this next time you read an article about how the Democrats are on the rise. The 
reality is that the transfer of power in 2008 was entirely predictable, given the economic downturn 
and the fact that the GOP had already controlled the White House for eight years. Meanwhile, 
Barack Obama’s high-water mark—a seven-point victory over John McCain—was less than the 
high points for Eisenhower, Kennedy/Johnson, Nixon/Ford, Reagan, and Clinton. Moreover, 
Obama’s presidential victory has led to a GOP resurgence in lower offices on a scale that only 
octogenarians have ever seen before. ... 

  
  
Christopher Booker of the Telegraph, UK writes on the global warming fraud.   
Although it has been emerging for seven years or more, one of the most extraordinary scandals of 
our time has never hit the headlines. Yet another little example of it lately caught my eye when, in 
the wake of those excited claims that 2014 was “the hottest year on record”, I saw the headline on 
a climate blog: “Massive tampering with temperatures in South America”. The evidence on 
Notalotofpeopleknowthat, uncovered by Paul Homewood, was indeed striking.  

Puzzled by those “2014 hottest ever” claims, which were led by the most quoted of all the five 
official global temperature records – Nasa’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies (Giss) – 
Homewood examined a place in the world where Giss was showing temperatures to have risen 
faster than almost anywhere else: a large chunk of South America stretching from Brazil to 
Paraguay.  

Noting that weather stations there were thin on the ground, he decided to focus on three rural 
stations covering a huge area of Paraguay. Giss showed it as having recorded, between 1950 and 
2014, a particularly steep temperature rise of more than 1.5C: twice the accepted global increase 
for the whole of the 20th century.  

But when Homewood was then able to check Giss’s figures against the original data from which 
they were derived, he found that they had been altered. Far from the new graph showing any rise, 
it showed temperatures in fact having declined over those 65 years by a full degree. When he did 
the same for the other two stations, he found the same. In each case, the original data showed not 
a rise but a decline.  

Homewood had in fact uncovered yet another example of the thousands of pieces of evidence 
coming to light in recent years that show that something very odd has been going on with the 
temperature data relied on by the world's scientists. And in particular by the UN’s 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which has driven the greatest and most 
costly scare in history: the belief that the world is in the grip of an unprecedented warming. ... 



  
  
  
Chris Booker has more.  
... Two weeks ago, under the headline “How we are being tricked by flawed data on global 
warming”, I wrote about Paul Homewood, who, on his Notalotofpeopleknowthat blog, had checked 
the published temperature graphs for three weather stations in Paraguay against the temperatures 
that had originally been recorded. In each instance, the actual trend of 60 years of data had been 
dramatically reversed, so that a cooling trend was changed to one that showed a marked warming.  

This was only the latest of many examples of a practice long recognised by expert observers 
around the world – one that raises an ever larger question mark over the entire official surface-
temperature record.  

Following my last article, Homewood checked a swathe of other South American weather stations 
around the original three. In each case he found the same suspicious one-way “adjustments”. First 
these were made by the US government’s Global Historical Climate Network (GHCN). They were 
then amplified by two of the main official surface records, the Goddard Institute for Space Studies 
(Giss) and the National Climate Data Center (NCDC), which use the warming trends to estimate 
temperatures across the vast regions of the Earth where no measurements are taken. Yet these 
are the very records on which scientists and politicians rely for their belief in “global warming”. 

Homewood has now turned his attention to the weather stations across much of the Arctic, 
between Canada (51 degrees W) and the heart of Siberia (87 degrees E). Again, in nearly every 
case, the same one-way adjustments have been made, to show warming up to 1 degree C or more 
higher than was indicated by the data that was actually recorded. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
Examiner 
The Democratic majority that emerged --- and disappeared 
by Michael Barone 
  
John Judis, co-author of the book The Emerging Democratic Majority, now says in an article in 
National Journal that that majority has disappeared. His title: “The Emerging Republican 
Advantage.” 

The original book, published in the Republican year of 2002, forecast accurately the groups that 
would make up the Democratic majority coalition that emerged in the 2006 and 2008 elections: 
blacks, Hispanics, gentry liberals, single women, young voters. 

But as Judis writes now, that coalition has come apart. That's partly because of diminished support 
from Millennials and Hispanics, but mostly because of additional white working-class defections 
and erosion among suburbanites unhappy with higher government spending and taxes. 

In fact, he now says that the majority he predicted endured for only two elections. President 
Obama was re-elected with a reduced 51 percent of the vote, but Republicans won the House in 



2010, 2012 and 2014, and the Senate in 2014. Democratic strength in governors’ mansions and 
state legislatures is at its lowest level since the 1920s.   

That’s in line with voting patterns that have been steady for two decades. In three of the last four 
presidential elections, both parties have won between 47 and 51 percent of the vote. And in nine of 
the 11 House elections from 1994 to 2014, Republicans won between 48 and 52 percent of the 
popular vote and Democrats a bit less, between 45 and 49 percent. 

Democrats have had the advantage in presidential elections because their clusters of base voters 
give them more safe electoral votes. Republicans have had the advantage in House and legislative 
elections because their voters are spread more evenly around the rest of the country. 

To put this in historical perspective, neither party has really had a permanent majority for an 
extended period, as Sean Trende argues persuasively in his book The Lost Majority. And the two 
political parties’ coalitions over the years have been of a different character. The political 
cartoonists are right to portray them as two different animals. 

The Republican Party has always been built around a demographic core of people considered by 
themselves and others to be typical Americans, even though they are not by themselves a 
majority. Northern Yankee Protestants in the nineteenth century, white married people today. 
When they come up with policies that have broader appeal beyond that core, they can win 
majorities. Otherwise, they can’t. 

The Democratic Party has always been a coalition of disparate groups that are different from the 
Republicans’ core. Southern whites and Catholic immigrants in the nineteenth century; blacks and 
gentry liberals today. When they cohere, Democrats can win big majorities. When they split apart, 
the party is a disorderly rabble. 

During most of George W. Bush’s presidency, Republicans had viable policies. Bush was re-
elected, but with only 51 percent of the vote. Then, with violence in the streets of Baghdad and 
New Orleans, the Republican majorities disappeared. 

That, plus a strategy of running candidates tailored to local political terrain, gave Democrats 
majorities in 2006 and 2008. They had a chance to extend those by coming up with policies 
generally deemed successful and which held their disparate coalition together. 

They failed on both counts. Big government policies — the stimulus package, Obamacare — 
proved generally unpopular. And other Democratic policies began splitting the party’s coalition. 
Gentry liberals’ environmental policies antagonized blue collar unions and Jacksonians from West 
Virginia to Oklahoma, once one of the party’s mainstays. 

Hispanics in target state Colorado were turned off by gentry liberal priorities — abortion 
absolutism, gun control, opposition to fracking. Asians in California were repelled by attempts to re-
institute racial quotas and preferences in higher education that directly harm them. Millennials were 
socked with high health insurance premiums even as they searched for jobs from their parent’s 
basements. Israel supporters have been dismayed by Obama’s Middle East policies. 

Even if they haven’t achieved permanent majorities, American parties have had enduring public 
policy successes. Social Security (passed 1935) and the Taft-Hartley labor law (passed 1947) are 
examples. 



But it’s not clear the Obama Democrats accomplished that. The 2009 stimulus package’s steep 
increases in spending were cut back by the 2013 sequester. Tax increases may be pulled back. 
The administration has had to make dozens of revisions to the still-unpopular Obamacare and may 
have to accept serious rollbacks if it loses King v. Burwell in the Supreme Court in June. 

Republicans looking to 2016 should be aiming not at creating a permanent partisan majority but at 
developing public policies that could, unlike Obama’s, be successful and enduring. 

  
  
  
Real Clear Politics 
Emerging Democratic Majority -- RIP? 
By Sean Trende 

If you follow debates about demographics and political coalitions, you were hit with something of a 
bomb blast when John Judis’ inaugural piece in the National Journal came out in late January. 

Judis is one of the original co-authors of the ur-text for the modern debate, the 2002 book “The 
Emerging Democratic Majority.” In it, he and Ruy Teixeira suggested that the growth of the minority 
population, combined with emerging Democratic strength with professionals and residual 
Democratic strength with working-class whites, would allow Democrats to win the majority of 
elections in the medium term. This has become informally known as the emerging Democratic 
majority thesis. 

Judis’ lengthy essay is a big deal, and well worth reading. He argues that Republicans have 
managed to bring together middle- and working-class whites, as well as middle-class Hispanics, 
who don’t see the obvious advantages to the Democratic platform that poor and upper-class voters 
do. This has allowed Republicans to win expanded majorities in the House and Senate and to 
compete effectively for the presidency. In short, Judis now sees an emerging Republican 
advantage. 

This is a debate I’ve been involved in since my earliest days at RealClearPolitics. My own book, 
“The Lost Majority,” started as a rebuttal to Judis and Teixeira’s book, but became more of a 
companion to it (more on this later). While I don’t see a meaningful Republican advantage 
emerging long-term, Judis’ views and mine seem to be otherwise more or less in accord. In the 
end, political coalitions in a large, diverse republic such as our own are, and always have been, 
inherently unstable. Issues that bind groups together in one election disappear, while new issue 
cleavages threaten to break groups off. Coalitions are ultimately like water balloons: When you 
press down on one side, another side pops up. The Democratic coalition of the late aughts proves 
to be no exception. 

Is the emerging Democratic majority thesis now dead? It’s important to remember that Judis is just 
one author, albeit an extremely influential one, and that an awful lot of smart people, to my 
knowledge, still endorse the theory and are doing important work on it: Teixeira, Emory University’s 
Alan Abramowitz, William Frey of the Brookings Institution, and Ron Brownstein of National Journal 
(though he, too, seems to be wavering a bit). 

More importantly, even if every one of these authors had co-signed Judis’ article, “Emerging 
Democratic Majority” would still remain incredibly valuable.  While the debates over demographics 
and future elections have become filled with triumphalist rhetoric about ascendant coalitions and 



Republicans potentially suffering a Whig-like extinction, these are the views of popularizers and 
partisans who have latched onto the book for their own purposes.  

“Emerging Democratic Majority” itself contains none of these things. Yes, in my view it relies too 
heavily on realignment theory, and its predictions about the future are overconfident (though these, 
too, are much more nuanced than writings by subsequent authors might suggest). But while Judis 
and Teixeira’s book is today remembered as being about demographic and political trends, at its 
core it was really about ideology. It grew out of an in-house fight among Democratic factions in the 
wake of the 2000 loss. One side thought Al Gore lost because he hadn’t emphasized social issues 
enough to energize the upper middle class.  The other thought that Gore lost because he wasn’t 
populist enough to win over working-class voters. 

Judis and Teixeira sought to split the horns of this dilemma by synthesizing the two claims, arguing 
that Democrats should embrace what they called “progressive centrism.” Progressive centrism 
remains a somewhat vague term, but in essence it was epitomized by Bill Clinton’s 1996 
campaign: Embracing populist/progressive goals, but opting for solutions that were free market 
enough to not scare off upper-middle-class voters (in the case of economic issues) and respectful 
enough of traditions not to scare off working-class voters (in the case of social issues).  

To them, progressive centrism was crucial to the future success of the Democratic Party – it was 
the cement that would bind an otherwise-unwieldy coalition of minorities, liberals, working-class 
voters and suburbanites together. Because these groups were growing, a party that held on to 
them would become a dominant force. 

The problem was twofold. First, in two-party systems, the other party always adapts: It figures out 
ways to counteract winning messages (e.g., Cory Gardner embracing over-the-counter birth control 
in Colorado), or utilizes emerging issues to help steal groups from the other coalition. Because 
governing inherently involves picking winners and losers, there are almost always groups for the 
out-party to steal.  

Second, progressive centrism was always going to be difficult to maintain as a dominant ideology. 
Over time, the more ideological factions tend to exert the strongest pull on the party. When they 
win, they believe that history has finally swung to their side, and when they lose, they tend to 
believe it was the moderates’ fault. This tendency in the Republican Party has drawn the most 
media attention of late, but you can see this play out within the Democratic Party from 1996 to 
2008 in the progression of nominees: Clinton, Gore, Kerry, Obama. 

Obama’s campaign was centered on the notion of rejecting Clinton-style centrism as too cautious 
and cynical. Though Obama wasn’t really a “netroots” candidate, this theme had been bubbling 
among the Democratic base for a few years, finding its purest expression in the successful primary 
campaign against Sen. Joe Lieberman in 2006 (people today forget that similar campaigns were 
nearly successful against Sens. Michael Bennet and Blanche Lincoln in 2010). But as I noted in 
2009, it is difficult for an actual presidency founded on the rejection of Clintonism to hold that 
coalition together once in office (despite the fact that Obama often governed more like a 
progressive centrist than his supporters would have liked). 

This all remains highly salient today. I think Judis and Teixeira’s point about the strength of 
progressive centrism is a powerful one; in fact, if the theme of the book had been more “this is 
what the Democratic majority will look like when Democrats are successful,” I would agree (and 
indeed, a hefty portion of the book is dedicated to just that argument). Today, however, a large 
portion of the Democratic Party’s intellectual class seems more interested in the weaker, predictive 
part of Judis and Teixeira’s book rather than the prescriptive portion of it. That is, they see 



demographics both as destiny and as an opportunity for abandoning Clinton-style centrism. But if 
the book is correct, this is exactly backwards: Clinton-style centrism is the way to harness these 
demographics. Abandon it, and you risk abandoning the majority.  

Note Judis’ case study of Maryland. His point here is basically this: There is a limit to white 
suburbanites’ willingness to embrace new taxes, even in a deeply blue place like the Old Line 
State. Yet as others have noted, the ability to raise taxes for new social programs without touching 
those voters is limited. Embracing a full-throated progressive program places real strains on these 
voters’ loyalty to the Democratic Party. 

In 2016, Democrats have as their likely nominee possibly the single strongest candidate for putting 
the old Democratic coalition back together again. I think with an adequately strong economy and a 
campaign founded in progressive centrism, Hillary Clinton could very well put together a broader 
coalition than Obama’s, and a victory that eclipses his. Whether her party allows her to run such a 
campaign is probably the most important question of 2015; this book explains why. 

Sean Trende is senior elections analyst for RealClearPolitics. He is a co-author of the 2014 
Almanac of American Politics and author of The Lost Majority. 

  
  
Weekly Standard 
The Rise and Fall of the Parties 
The Democrats should be worried. 
by Jay Cost 

Our perceptions of current events are so conditioned by the 24/7 news cycle that we are wont to 
think of political time in tiny increments. For instance, Barack Obama is up in the polls over the last 
few weeks, so he is “winning,” in some ephemeral sense. Congressional Republicans are 
struggling to coordinate on issues like immigration and abortion, so they are “losing.” 

But we can take a broader view, much as economists do with the economy. There are the weekly 
reports on unemployment claims, noisy data that give some sense of the ups-and-downs of the 
private sector. Then there are monthly jobs data, as well as quarterly GDP results. Finally, 
economists can get a sense of where we are over the course of years in the broader business 
cycle. Such a big picture view is also possible in politics. Though it is easy to miss amid the 
relentless tweeting and cable news chatter, the long view can still be quite illuminating. 

Think of a political cycle as akin to a business cycle—dating it from the moment a party acquires 
the White House to the moment it concedes the presidency to the opposition. Such political cycles 
are almost embedded by design in our two-party system with quadrennial elections. And since the 
end of World War II, each has had quite a bit in common with the others. 

In the postwar era, political cycles have often mimicked the actual business cycle. More often than 
not, when a recession occurs, the voters respond by handing power to the opposition. Something 
like this happened in 1960, when back-to-back recessions helped John F. Kennedy narrowly edge 
Richard Nixon. A nasty recession in the mid-1970s, combined with the Watergate scandal, helped 
Jimmy Carter defeat Gerald Ford in 1976; another recession aided Ronald Reagan four years 
later. Bill Clinton’s slogan “It’s the economy, stupid” would have been stupid indeed were it not for 
the recession of 1990-91. And of course the 2008 contest might have been a very different affair 
were it not for the recession and financial panic that fall. 



The overlap is not 100 percent. In 1972 Nixon was overwhelmingly reelected despite a (relatively 
mild) recession on his watch in 1970. There was a particularly nasty recession at the start of 
Ronald Reagan’s first term, but it was followed by such a dramatic recovery that he too won a 
huge reelection. George W. Bush entered office in recessionary conditions, followed by a 
prolonged “jobless recovery,” yet still won in 2004. Furthermore, sustained growth is no guarantee 
a party will retain power. There was no recession in 1968 when Nixon defeated Hubert Humphrey, 
nor was there a contraction in 2000 when George W. Bush defeated Al Gore. 

This partly explains why Republicans feel bullish about 2016. One does not need a recession for 
power to transfer from one party to the other. More often than not a party’s hold on the White 
House expires after eight years. Since FDR and Truman, only once, in 1988, did a political party 
retain power for three straight terms. And 1988 was really an extraordinary confluence of good luck 
for the incumbent party. The nation’s economy quickly sloughed off the Wall Street downturn of 
1987 to post an impressive growth rate of 4.2 percent. Tensions with the Soviets had largely 

waned. The Iran-contra scandal did not come close to damaging the reputation of George H. W. 

Bush, who ran a competent campaign. And the Democrats nominated a cold fish in Michael 
Dukakis. 

What makes political cycles especially interesting, and adds a wrinkle to the foregoing analysis, is 
the electorate’s relentless hedging of its bet on the majority party. Almost as soon as a new 
president is elected, the defeated opposition starts down the comeback trail—in Congress, as well 
as in governors’ mansions and state legislatures all across the country. Not always, of course, but 
the pattern is clear. 

Sean Trende and David Byler of Real Clear Politics have produced an interesting metric of party 
strength, combining the standing of each party in the White House, Congress, governorships, and 
state legislatures. Their data indicate that there have been seven full political cycles in the postwar 
era (from Eisenhower to George W. Bush). In five of them, the dominant party’s first White House 
victory was its high-water mark. In the other two, it was the reelection four years later. After that, 
the opposition party began improving, often substantially. 

So voters hedge—quite aggressively. This makes intuitive sense, at least when we think about the 
narrow 15 percent of the country that swings elections. Suppose you are a low-information voter in 
the middle of the electorate. You are unclear about the details of the major party’s policy programs, 
let alone whether their ideas will have the promised effects. Arguably, the smart move is to force 
the president to deal with the opposition party by electing the latter to as many subpresidential 
offices as possible. That way, at least in theory, you can keep policy from going wildly off the rails. 
Maybe—as with the budgetary and tax compromises in the 1980s and 1990s—you can actually 
force Washington to get some stuff done. 

What Democrats need to worry about is that the hedging does not really stop. No political party in 
the postwar era has improved its standing after its first presidential reelection, at least not until after 
it loses the White House. And in the one postwar instance of a party holding the White House for a 
third consecutive term (1988), Republicans were still left slightly worse off across all 
subpresidential offices. The GOP held the White House that year, kept the same number of Senate 
seats, and picked up a few House seats. But the party lost two governorships and multiple state 
legislative seats. 

Past performance is no guarantee of future results, but the inference is straightforward: For a 
political party to relive its old glories, it has to lose the presidency. It has to become the party that 
voters use as a hedge, rather than the party they hedge against. 



Another interesting observation from Trende and Byler’s data is that, contrary to proponents of the 
“Emerging Democratic Majority” thesis, which holds that a coalition of the “ascendant” will drive 
ever-larger Democratic margins, there has been a trend toward the GOP over the last 30 years. 
Beyond the ebbs and flows of the cycles, the GOP has been steadily improving its national 
standing. Its low points in each political cycle are not as low as they used to be, and its high points 
are higher. 

Consider the most recent low, in 2008. Per Trende and Byler, the GOP was still in a slightly 
stronger position in 2008 than it was after its 1992 rout. And it was substantially improved relative 
to 1978, 1976, 1964, 1962, and 1960. In fact, the GOP’s net standing in 2008 was similar to 1966, 
which is remembered as a comeback year for the Republican party. 

Meanwhile, the party’s highs are getting higher. Across all subpresidential offices, the GOP today 
holds a greater share of power than at any time since 1928. And no other cycle in the postwar era 
comes close to 2014 in terms of Republican subpresidential strength—not in Congress and 
certainly not in the state capitals. Below the White House, the GOP’s current standing rivals 
historical blowouts like 1928, 1894, and 1860. 

Remember all this next time you read an article about how the Democrats are on the rise. The 
reality is that the transfer of power in 2008 was entirely predictable, given the economic downturn 
and the fact that the GOP had already controlled the White House for eight years. Meanwhile, 
Barack Obama’s high-water mark—a seven-point victory over John McCain—was less than the 
high points for Eisenhower, Kennedy/Johnson, Nixon/Ford, Reagan, and Clinton. Moreover, 
Obama’s presidential victory has led to a GOP resurgence in lower offices on a scale that only 
octogenarians have ever seen before.  

We are now in the seventh year of a Democratic cycle. So what is the Democrats’ best case 
scenario? While there is never a guarantee, a Democratic presidential victory in 2016 might 
facilitate some gains down-ballot, but these would likely be muted. Although it is quite possible that 
the Senate could return to the Democrats, it would be quite unlikely for them to win the 29 House 
seats needed to reclaim a majority in the lower chamber. Moreover, most governorships will not be 
up for grabs. While gains in state legislative seats would probably follow for Democrats, it is 
unlikely that they would come in large numbers. 

Flash forward two more years, to 2018, and Democrats would still face the voters’ relentless 
impulse to hedge—which would probably facilitate Republican gains. Given the landscape in the 
Senate in 2018—where Democrats will have to defend a mind-boggling 25 of 33 seats—
Democratic losses could be substantial in the upper chamber. 

And there remains the specter of a recession. Economists are not projecting a downturn in 2015 or 
2016. (As late as September 2008, economists polled by the Wall Street Journal still thought that 
the economy would grow at a 1.5 percent rate that year!) But a recession will come sooner or later. 
If the past is a guide, we are probably closer to the start of the next recession than we are to the 
end of the last one. What will Democrats do if they hold the White House during the next economic 
downturn? 

The answer is simple: They will lose. 

Like death and taxes, political parties with a grip on the White House eventually give it up. If it does 
not happen because of war, scandal, or a general desire for change, the inevitable turning of the 
business cycle will bring it about. 



So where do things stand now? The Democrats have been routed on the subpresidential level, 
leaving them in as weak a position as they have faced in generations. Worse, they probably cannot 
start seriously rebuilding until they cede the White House to the GOP, which by then will probably 
sport historically strong margins in the subpresidential offices. 

Note that very little of this has to do with the triumph of conservatism over liberalism or vice versa. 
Voters tend to toss incumbent parties out of the White House when the economy sours, and prior 
to that point they tend to favor the opposition for the rest of the electoral offices. These forces 
combined to rout the GOP in 2008. It is now the Democrats’ turn to worry about their inevitable fall 
from grace. Maybe they can delay it past 2016, but it is coming.  

Jay Cost is a staff writer at The Weekly Standard. His new book, A Republic No More: Big 
Government and the Rise of American Political Corruption, is forthcoming from Encounter Books. 

  
  
Telegraph, UK 
Climategate, the sequel: How we are STILL being tricked with flawed data on 
global warming 
Something very odd has been going on with the temperature data relied on by the world's 
scientists.  
by Christopher Booker  

Although it has been emerging for seven years or more, one of the most extraordinary scandals of 
our time has never hit the headlines. Yet another little example of it lately caught my eye when, in 
the wake of those excited claims that 2014 was “the hottest year on record”, I saw the headline on 
a climate blog: “Massive tampering with temperatures in South America”. The evidence on 
Notalotofpeopleknowthat, uncovered by Paul Homewood, was indeed striking.  

Puzzled by those “2014 hottest ever” claims, which were led by the most quoted of all the five 
official global temperature records – Nasa’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies (Giss) – 
Homewood examined a place in the world where Giss was showing temperatures to have risen 
faster than almost anywhere else: a large chunk of South America stretching from Brazil to 
Paraguay.  

Noting that weather stations there were thin on the ground, he decided to focus on three rural 
stations covering a huge area of Paraguay. Giss showed it as having recorded, between 1950 and 
2014, a particularly steep temperature rise of more than 1.5C: twice the accepted global increase 
for the whole of the 20th century.  

But when Homewood was then able to check Giss’s figures against the original data from which 
they were derived, he found that they had been altered. Far from the new graph showing any rise, 
it showed temperatures in fact having declined over those 65 years by a full degree. When he did 
the same for the other two stations, he found the same. In each case, the original data showed not 
a rise but a decline.  

Homewood had in fact uncovered yet another example of the thousands of pieces of evidence 
coming to light in recent years that show that something very odd has been going on with the 
temperature data relied on by the world's scientists. And in particular by the UN’s 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which has driven the greatest and most 
costly scare in history: the belief that the world is in the grip of an unprecedented warming.  



How have we come to be told that global temperatures have suddenly taken a great leap upwards 
to their highest level in 1,000 years? In fact, it has been no greater than their upward leaps 
between 1860 and 1880, and 1910 and 1940, as part of that gradual natural warming since the 
world emerged from its centuries-long “Little Ice Age” around 200 years ago.  

This belief has rested entirely on five official data records. Three of these are based on 
measurements taken on the Earth’s surface, versions of which are then compiled by Giss, by the 
US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and by the University of East 
Anglia’s Climatic Research Unit working with the Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction, part of the 
UK Met Office. The other two records are derived from measurements made by satellites, and then 
compiled by Remote Sensing Systems (RSS) in California and the University of Alabama, 
Huntsville (UAH).  

The adjusted graph from the Goddard Institute for Space Studies  

 

In recent years, these two very different ways of measuring global temperature have increasingly 
been showing quite different results. The surface-based record has shown a temperature trend 
rising up to 2014 as “the hottest years since records began”. RSS and UAH have, meanwhile, for 
18 years been recording no rise in the trend, with 2014 ranking as low as only the sixth warmest 
since 1997.  

One surprise is that the three surface records, all run by passionate believers in man-made 
warming, in fact derive most of their land surface data from a single source. This is the Global 
Historical Climate Network (GHCN), managed by the US National Climate Data Center under 
NOAA, which in turn comes under the US Department of Commerce.  

But two aspects of this system for measuring surface temperatures have long been worrying a 
growing array of statisticians, meteorologists and expert science bloggers. One is that the 
supposedly worldwide network of stations from which GHCN draws its data is flawed. Up to 80 per 
cent or more of the Earth’s surface is not reliably covered at all. Furthermore, around 1990, the 
number of stations more than halved, from 12,000 to less than 6,000 – and most of those 
remaining are concentrated in urban areas or places where studies have shown that, thanks to the 



“urban heat island effect”, readings can be up to 2 degrees higher than in those rural areas where 
thousands of stations were lost.  

Below, the raw data in graph form  

 

To fill in the huge gaps, those compiling the records have resorted to computerised “infilling”, 
whereby the higher temperatures recorded by the remaining stations are projected out to vast 
surrounding areas (Giss allows single stations to give a reading covering 1.6 million square miles). 
This alone contributed to the sharp temperature rise shown in the years after 1990.  

But still more worrying has been the evidence that even this data has then been subjected to 
continual “adjustments”, invariably in only one direction. Earlier temperatures are adjusted 
downwards, more recent temperatures upwards, thus giving the impression that they have risen 
much more sharply than was shown by the original data.  

An early glaring instance of this was spotted by Steve McIntyre, the statistician who exposed the 
computer trickery behind that famous “hockey stick” graph, beloved by the IPCC, which purported 
to show that, contrary to previous evidence, 1998 had been the hottest year for 1,000 years. It was 
McIntyre who, in 2007, uncovered the wholesale retrospective adjustments made to US surface 
records between 1920 and 1999 compiled by Giss (then run by the outspoken climate activist 
James Hansen). These reversed an overall cooling trend into an 80-year upward trend. Even 
Hansen had previously accepted that the “dust bowl” 1930s was the hottest US decade of the 
entire 20th century.  

Assiduous researchers have since unearthed countless similar examples across the world, from 
the US and Russia to Australia and New Zealand. In Australia, an 80-year cooling of 1 degree per 
century was turned into a warming trend of 2.3 degrees. In New Zealand, there was a major 
academic row when “unadjusted” data showing no trend between 1850 and 1998 was shown to 
have been “adjusted” to give a warming trend of 0.9 degrees per century. This falsified new version 
was naturally cited in an IPCC report (see “New Zealand NIWA temperature train wreck” on the 
Watts Up With That science blog, WUWT, which has played a leading role in exposing such 
fiddling of the figures).  



By far the most comprehensive account of this wholesale corruption of proper science is a paper 
written for the Science and Public Policy Institute, “Surface Temperature Records: Policy-Driven 
Deception?”, by two veteran US meteorologists, Joseph D’Aleo and WUWT’s Anthony Watts (and 
if warmists are tempted to comment below this article online, it would be welcome if they could 
address their criticisms to the evidence, rather than just resorting to personal attacks on the 
scientists who, after actually examining the evidence, have come to a view different from their 
own).  

One of the more provocative points arising from the debate over those claims that 2014 was “the 
hottest year evah” came from the Canadian academic Dr Timothy Ball when, in a recent post on 
WUWT, he used the evidence of ice-core data to argue that the Earth’s recent temperatures rank 
in the lowest 3 per cent of all those recorded since the end of the last ice age, 10,000 years ago.  

In reality, the implications of such distortions of the data go much further than just representing one 
of the most bizarre aberrations in the history of science. The fact that our politicians have fallen for 
all this scary chicanery has given Britain the most suicidally crazy energy policy (useless windmills 
and all) of any country in the world.  

But at least, if they’re hoping to see that “universal climate treaty” signed in Paris next December, 
we can be pretty sure that it is no more going to happen than that 2014 was the hottest year in 
history.  

  
  
  
  
Telegraph, UK 
The fiddling with temperature data is the biggest science scandal ever 
New data shows that the “vanishing” of polar ice is not the result of runaway global 
warming 
by Christopher Booker  

When future generations look back on the global-warming scare of the past 30 years, nothing will 
shock them more than the extent to which the official temperature records – on which the entire 
panic ultimately rested – were systematically “adjusted” to show the Earth as having warmed much 
more than the actual data justified.  

Two weeks ago, under the headline “How we are being tricked by flawed data on global warming”, 
I wrote about Paul Homewood, who, on his Notalotofpeopleknowthat blog, had checked the 
published temperature graphs for three weather stations in Paraguay against the temperatures that 
had originally been recorded. In each instance, the actual trend of 60 years of data had been 
dramatically reversed, so that a cooling trend was changed to one that showed a marked warming.  

This was only the latest of many examples of a practice long recognised by expert observers 
around the world – one that raises an ever larger question mark over the entire official surface-
temperature record.  

Following my last article, Homewood checked a swathe of other South American weather stations 
around the original three. In each case he found the same suspicious one-way “adjustments”. First 
these were made by the US government’s Global Historical Climate Network (GHCN). They were 
then amplified by two of the main official surface records, the Goddard Institute for Space Studies 



(Giss) and the National Climate Data Center (NCDC), which use the warming trends to estimate 
temperatures across the vast regions of the Earth where no measurements are taken. Yet these 
are the very records on which scientists and politicians rely for their belief in “global warming”. 

Homewood has now turned his attention to the weather stations across much of the Arctic, 
between Canada (51 degrees W) and the heart of Siberia (87 degrees E). Again, in nearly every 
case, the same one-way adjustments have been made, to show warming up to 1 degree C or more 
higher than was indicated by the data that was actually recorded. This has surprised no one more 
than Traust Jonsson, who was long in charge of climate research for the Iceland met office (and 
with whom Homewood has been in touch). Jonsson was amazed to see how the new version 
completely “disappears” Iceland’s “sea ice years” around 1970, when a period of extreme cooling 
almost devastated his country’s economy.  

One of the first examples of these “adjustments” was exposed in 2007 by the statistician Steve 
McIntyre, when he discovered a paper published in 1987 by James Hansen, the scientist (later 
turned fanatical climate activist) who for many years ran Giss. Hansen’s original graph showed 
temperatures in the Arctic as having been much higher around 1940 than at any time since. But as 
Homewood reveals in his blog post, “Temperature adjustments transform Arctic history”, Giss has 
turned this upside down. Arctic temperatures from that time have been lowered so much that that 
they are now dwarfed by those of the past 20 years.  

Homewood’s interest in the Arctic is partly because the “vanishing” of its polar ice (and the polar 
bears) has become such a poster-child for those trying to persuade us that we are threatened by 
runaway warming. But he chose that particular stretch of the Arctic because it is where ice is 
affected by warmer water brought in by cyclical shifts in a major Atlantic current – this last peaked 
at just the time 75 years ago when Arctic ice retreated even further than it has done recently. The 
ice-melt is not caused by rising global temperatures at all.  

Of much more serious significance, however, is the way this wholesale manipulation of the official 
temperature record – for reasons GHCN and Giss have never plausibly explained – has become 
the real elephant in the room of the greatest and most costly scare the world has known. This 
really does begin to look like one of the greatest scientific scandals of all time.  

  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  



 
  
  

 
  


