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Kevin Williamson posts on global warming and intellectual dishonesty.  
The BBC reports: “Scientists are calling on world leaders to sign up to an eight-point plan of 
action at landmark talks in Paris.” 

Among those eight points we find: 

Equity of approach — with richer countries helping poorer ones 

Providing climate finance for developing countries. 

Fair enough, though I’m not sure that anybody knows what “climate finance” is or how to provide 
it. 

But whatever you think of these points, they are not scientific points; they are social, economic, 
and political points, and scientists have no special standing to speak to social, economic, and 
political ends, nor do they have any special insight into social, economic, or political questions. 
... 

  
  
Kevin has more on global warming using California as an example.  
... California presents the global-warming dispute in miniature. The Left, with the prominent 
advocacy of President Barack Obama, has argued that the challenge of global warming 
necessitates a new form of economic organization under political discipline. Never mind, for the 
moment, that the Left has been arguing for a new form of economic organization under political 
discipline for more than a century (the crisis changes every generation, but the identical solution 
endures); consider the actual choice presented by Sternbergh’s avocado. We could embark on 
a sprawling, unfocused, and unmanageable crusade to cajole and coerce the world — including 
the not-especially-cajolable gentlemen in Beijing — into reorganizing the entire human race’s 
means of sustenance in accordance with not especially well-defined atmospheric metrics. Or we 
could insist that California get its act together on the matter of water infrastructure. 

California not only is effectively a single-party state operating under Democratic monopoly, its 
Democrats are impeccably progressive, almost spotlessly so. The progressives are forever 
insisting that they are the ones who know how to handle infrastructure projects, that they are the 
ones who care about them, and that their broader understanding of public goods will contribute 
to general prosperity. In reality, California has the worst water infrastructure situation in the 
country, with the EPA in 2013 calculating that the state requires nearly $45 billion in 
improvements. A more liberal view of California’s real possibilities would identify an even larger 
deficit. California’s recent lack of precipitation is nature’s doing; its inability to weather the 
ordinary variations of life on Earth is entirely man-made. 

The actual challenges presented by the threat of global warming look a lot more like California’s 
current situation than Waterworld or The Day After Tomorrow. As a matter of political rhetoric, it 
is attractive to frame the choice as a matter of affiliation: Cast your lot with the truth-speaking 
scientists on one side or the oil-addicted pre-Enlightenment goobers on the other. The actual 
choice is between making a naïve attempt to reorganize the world’s economy — an attempt that 
certainly will fail — and embarking on a series of discrete, manageable adaptations, such as 



improving the water-management facilities of millions of people who live, let’s remember, in a 
desert. 

The Left’s potted moral outrage notwithstanding, that isn’t a brief for denial, but a brief for 
adaptation. And if the Left really believed half as much in global warming as its rhetoric 
suggests, its leaders would be moving forward with a robust program for adaptation — 
especially in California, a large and prosperous jurisdiction that is under nearly complete 
progressive political control. ... 

  
  
  
Christopher Booker in Telegraph, UK writes on a group of scientists who are 
beginning to study falsified temperature data.  
... Back in January and February, two items in this column attracted more than 42,000 
comments to the Telegraph website from all over the world. The provocative headings given to 
them were “Climategate the sequel: how we are still being tricked by flawed data on 
global warming” and “The fiddling with temperature data is the biggest scientific 
scandal”.  

My cue for those pieces was the evidence multiplying from across the world that something very 
odd has been going on with those official surface temperature records, all of which ultimately 
rely on data compiled by NOAA’s GHCN. Careful analysts have come up with hundreds of 
examples of how the original data recorded by 3,000-odd weather stations has been “adjusted”, 
to exaggerate the degree to which the Earth has actually been warming. Figures from earlier 
decades have repeatedly been adjusted downwards and more recent data adjusted upwards, to 
show the Earth having warmed much more dramatically than the original data justified.  

So strong is the evidence that all this calls for proper investigation that my articles have now 
brought a heavyweight response. The Global Warming Policy Foundation (GWPF) has 
enlisted an international team of five distinguished scientists to carry out a full inquiry into 
just how far these manipulations of the data may have distorted our picture of what is really 
happening to global temperatures.  

The panel is chaired by Terence Kealey, until recently vice-chancellor of the University of 
Buckingham. ... 

... While Jews make up less than one percent of the UK population, they could prove more 
significant in electoral terms, concentrated as they are in a whole series of suburban London 
and Manchester swing seats that the Conservatives must win if they are to have any hope of 
staying in office. In the past Labor has benefited from the support of some important Jewish 
donors. Yet more recently it has become known that several key figures can’t bring themselves 
to give to Labor this time around. 

Under Miliband, Labor has taken a two-pronged approach to scaring off Jewish support. The 
first has involved the party’s sudden veer to the left with a clear commitment to wealth 
redistribution, a so-called mansion tax, and now rent controls. Miliband has truly earned his 
tabloid title, “Red Ed.” And as wedded to “progressive” notions about social justice as many 
middle-class Jews still are, even they have their limits when it comes to voting against the 
financial welfare of their own families. 



The second, and no less significant factor, has been Labor’s turn against Israel. Despite having 
once been Britain’s most pro-Zionist party and despite the pro-Israel sentiments of Tony Blair 
and Gordon Brown, today Labor’s grassroots are virulently hostile to the Jewish state, and this 
is an attitude that most believe Miliband shares. After all, the highly political household he grew 
up in was far more affiliated with the Marxist left than it was with the mainstream Jewish 
community. ... 

  
  
Elections in Great Britain are scheduled for May 7th. Commentary posts on the 
coming vote.   
Britain’s upcoming general election is fast turning into one of the strangest the country has ever 
witnessed. Quite apart from the fact that the outcome appears utterly unpredictable, there have 
also been all kinds of strange anomalies. Both the major parties–Conservative and Labor–are 
being seriously undercut by a formerly fringe single issue anti-European Union party, while a 
tiny far-left environmentalist party momentarily pushed itself to center stage in the election 
debate, and looming over the entire campaign has been the unpalatable prospect of Scottish 
separatists playing kingmaker in the next parliament. Yet perhaps more surreal than all of this 
has been the bizarre reality of a Labor party that now has its first Jewish leader, just at the very 
moment that it is losing the Jewish vote. 

According to a poll carried out by Survation at the beginning of April, just 22 percent of British 
Jews intend to vote for Ed Miliband’s Labor, whereas an unprecedented 69 percent say they will 
back the Conservatives. This is quite some turnaround. Historically Britain’s Jews were aligned 
with the left. The old Liberal party—a sad remnant of which lives on within today’s Liberal 
Democrats—once boasted many Jewish members of parliament. At the same time working-
class Jews from Eastern Europe, concentrated in London’s East End during the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries, overwhelmingly voted Labor. ... 

  
  
We've been flogging the student debt crisis for a decade. NY Times had an item on 
law school grads struggling with both debt and a terrible job market.   
Jonathan Wang has not practiced law since he graduated from Columbia Law School in 2010, 
but he did not plan it that way. 

When he entered law school, the economy was flourishing, and he had every reason to think 
that with a prestigious degree he was headed for a secure well-paying career. He convinced his 
parents, who work in Silicon Valley, that he had a plan. “I would spend three years at school in 
New York, then work for a big law firm and make $160,000 a year,” said Mr. Wang, 29. “And 
someday, I would become a partner and live the good life.” 

Mr. Wang, who works in Manhattan as a tutor for the law school admissions exam, is living a life 
far different from the one he envisioned. And he is not alone. About 20 percent of law graduates 
from 2010 are working at jobs that do not require a law license, according to a new study, and 
only 40 percent are working in law firms, compared with 60 percent from the class a decade 
earlier. To pay the bills, the 2010 graduates have taken on a variety of jobs, some that do not 
require admission to the bar; others have struck out on their own with solo practices. Most of the 
graduates have substantial student debt. 



Even as law school enrollment was peaking in 2010 — reaching 52,488, according to American 
Bar Association figures — those graduating were not receiving job offers from firms where they 
were interning. And offers to some students were rescinded. 

“None of this was on my radar,” Mr. Wang said, “but it began to be obvious by the time second-
year summer internships were over. We knew things were depressed, but then the legs were 
cut out from under us.” 

After the economic collapse in the fall of 2008, corporations began to cut spending on legal 
matters, and law firms, in turn, began to reduce their hiring and even laid off employees. The 
legal profession was undergoing the early wave of turbulence that left graduates in subsequent 
classes facing a harsher job market that has shown few signs of a robust recovery. But the class 
of 2010 was the first to experience it full force. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
National Review   
Global Warming and Intellectual Dishonesty  
by Kevin D. Williamson 
  
The BBC reports: “Scientists are calling on world leaders to sign up to an eight-point plan of 
action at landmark talks in Paris.” 

Among those eight points we find: 

Equity of approach — with richer countries helping poorer ones 

Providing climate finance for developing countries. 

Fair enough, though I’m not sure that anybody knows what “climate finance” is or how to provide 
it. 

But whatever you think of these points, they are not scientific points; they are social, economic, 
and political points, and scientists have no special standing to speak to social, economic, and 
political ends, nor do they have any special insight into social, economic, or political questions. 

The global-warming crusaders—who are fundamentally anti-capitalism anti-globalization, and 
sometimes anti-human rather than genuine environmentalists—have been very successful in 
shaping the rhetoric of the global-warming debate as a question of science vs. the anti-scientific, 
the ignorant, etc. But the most important questions in the debate are not scientific questions at 
all. It’s not as though Beijing or Delhi’s implementation of an unwanted global-warming protocol 
is going to proceed according to the laws of thermodynamics, or that Maxwell’s equations can 
tell us which economic tradeoffs undertaken to prevent global warming are likely to be effective 
or worth the price. 

This is not about the usefulness of the scientific method; it is about the prestige enjoyed by 
science. That prestige is well-earned, but it is not transferable. 



Presenting the economic and policy questions involved in global warming as though they were 
questions of scientific fact is intellectual dishonesty—including when scientists do it—and it 
should be scorned as such. 

  
  
National Review 
Global-Warming Guacamole  
California doesn’t need a global carbon-emissions regime; it needs a better water 
system.  
by Kevin D. Williamson 
  
That California’s catastrophic drought is a result of global warming has become a commonplace 
of contemporary political rhetoric. 

That truism isn’t true: Most scientific accounts of California’s current dry spell link recent low 
precipitation to naturally occurring atmospheric cycles, not to global warming. 

Indeed, most of the global-warming models relied upon by those advocating more-invasive 
environmental policies predict that warming would leave California with wetter winters — winter 
precipitation being critical to the snowpack-dependent state — rather than the drier winters at 
the root of the state’s current water crisis. 

What some studies do suggest is that warmer temperatures make the effects of scanty 
precipitation more intense for California’s end users of water, a reasonably straightforward 
proposition — higher temperatures will probably contribute to higher demand for water and will 
certainly contribute to the much more significant problem of evaporation, which steals 
tremendous amounts of water away from California’s outdated storage-and-conveyance 
infrastructure and imposes substantial water losses on old-fashioned irrigation systems. 

Here we have a collision of history and geography: California’s water supply is in its 
mountainous east, but its people are in its largely arid west. There is a great deal of desert 
between the thirsty people of Los Angeles and the Colorado River or the eastern Sierra 
snowpack. As California’s population has grown, a tangle of political interests ranging from 
narrow ideological environmentalism to rank NIMBYism — to say nothing of the constant desire 
to spend money directly on immediate benefits for political constituencies — has prevented the 
state’s water infrastructure from keeping up with its population. 

California has papered over that gap with end-user conservation; the state’s population has 
doubled since the late 1960s, but its total water consumption is about the same today as it was 
during the awful drought in the mid-1970s — which means that its per capita water use has 
been substantially reduced. The inescapable implication is that the low-hanging fruit of water 
conservation was picked long ago, and that Governor Jerry Brown’s plan to address the crisis 
through further conservation efforts is likely to prove very difficult to implement. 

Ignoring the scientific evidence, Governor Brown has repeatedly blamed California’s situation on 
global warming. In the April 20 issue of New York magazine, Adam Sternbergh repeats the error 
with his climate-change-comes-to-Chipotle piece, “Have You Eaten Your Last Avocado?,” an 
excellent example of how good lifestyle journalism makes poor science journalism. He quotes 
the climate scientist Eric Holthaus: “Once it hits Chipotle, people think, Wow, we better do 



something about this climate-change thing.” Nobody reads scientific journals, but everybody 
goes to Chipotle. 

Sternbergh cites a study from three Stanford scholars, “Anthropogenic warming has increased 
drought risk in California,” the title of which seems to bear out his case but the body of which is 
in accordance with the findings of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration: that 
the critical issue in California — insufficient rain and snow — is the result of natural variability, 
not coal-fired power plants or SUVs. Warming is not the source of California’s dry weather 
(“there has not been a substantial change in the probability of either negative or moderately 
negative precipitation anomalies in recent decades”), though any warming would intensify the 
effects of low precipitation. If you are tempted to dismiss this as a right-wing talking point, first 
consult Tim McDonnell in Mother Jones. 

The science, which our friends on the left claim not only to love but to “f*****g love,” does not 
say what the activists are saying it says. If California were a degree or two cooler than it is, it 
would not have any more rain or snow. The argument that McDonnell makes in Mother Jones, 
and that the Stanford scholars and NOAA support, is that higher temperatures make naturally 
occurring dry spells more difficult to deal with — which is a very different argument. 

And that is important because there are a great many things making California’s current drought 
more difficult to deal with, prominent among them: Californians. 

California presents the global-warming dispute in miniature. The Left, with the prominent 
advocacy of President Barack Obama, has argued that the challenge of global warming 
necessitates a new form of economic organization under political discipline. Never mind, for the 
moment, that the Left has been arguing for a new form of economic organization under political 
discipline for more than a century (the crisis changes every generation, but the identical solution 
endures); consider the actual choice presented by Sternbergh’s avocado. We could embark on 
a sprawling, unfocused, and unmanageable crusade to cajole and coerce the world — including 
the not-especially-cajolable gentlemen in Beijing — into reorganizing the entire human race’s 
means of sustenance in accordance with not especially well-defined atmospheric metrics. Or we 
could insist that California get its act together on the matter of water infrastructure. 

California not only is effectively a single-party state operating under Democratic monopoly, its 
Democrats are impeccably progressive, almost spotlessly so. The progressives are forever 
insisting that they are the ones who know how to handle infrastructure projects, that they are the 
ones who care about them, and that their broader understanding of public goods will contribute 
to general prosperity. In reality, California has the worst water infrastructure situation in the 
country, with the EPA in 2013 calculating that the state requires nearly $45 billion in 
improvements. A more liberal view of California’s real possibilities would identify an even larger 
deficit. California’s recent lack of precipitation is nature’s doing; its inability to weather the 
ordinary variations of life on Earth is entirely man-made. 

The actual challenges presented by the threat of global warming look a lot more like California’s 
current situation than Waterworld or The Day After Tomorrow. As a matter of political rhetoric, it 
is attractive to frame the choice as a matter of affiliation: Cast your lot with the truth-speaking 
scientists on one side or the oil-addicted pre-Enlightenment goobers on the other. The actual 
choice is between making a naïve attempt to reorganize the world’s economy — an attempt that 
certainly will fail — and embarking on a series of discrete, manageable adaptations, such as 
improving the water-management facilities of millions of people who live, let’s remember, in a 
desert. 



The Left’s potted moral outrage notwithstanding, that isn’t a brief for denial, but a brief for 
adaptation. And if the Left really believed half as much in global warming as its rhetoric 
suggests, its leaders would be moving forward with a robust program for adaptation — 
especially in California, a large and prosperous jurisdiction that is under nearly complete 
progressive political control. 

Instead of making those improvements, what California has in reality experienced under one-
party progressive rule is little more than wealth transfers, largely from the private sector to the 
public sector — which, through its labor unions, dominates California politics — or from private-
sector constituencies with low political value to Democrats to private-sector constituencies with 
high political value to Democrats. The Democrats have been filling up their campaign coffers, 
not California’s reservoirs. 

The same people who saw to their own political and financial interests while shortchanging 
California’s water infrastructure argue that they should be empowered to act on a global scale in 
response to global warming. Having failed to deal with the relatively mild problems of California 
— which has almost everything in the world going for it — they believe themselves ready to take 
on the hairier challenges of Bangladesh and Sudan. 

The global-warming debate is, at its heart, about risk management. Maybe we should let 
Governor Brown et al. prove that they can make things work in California before we risk taking 
their methods worldwide. 

  
  
Daily Telegraph 
Top scientists start to examine fiddled global warming figures 
The Global Warming Policy Foundation has enlisted an international team of five 
distinguished scientists to carry out a full inquiry  
by Christopher Booker 

Last month, we are told, the world enjoyed “its hottest March since records began in 1880”. 
This year, according to “US government scientists”, already bids to outrank 2014 as “the hottest 
ever”. The figures from the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) were 
based, like all the other three official surface temperature records on which the world’s scientists 
and politicians rely, on data compiled from a network of weather stations by NOAA’s Global 
Historical Climate Network (GHCN).  

But here there is a puzzle. These temperature records are not the only ones with official status. 
The other two, Remote Sensing Systems (RSS) and the University of Alabama (UAH), are 
based on a quite different method of measuring temperature data, by satellites. And these, as 
they have increasingly done in recent years, give a strikingly different picture. Neither shows last 
month as anything like the hottest March on record, any more than they showed 2014 as “the 
hottest year ever”.  

 

 

 



An adjusted graph from the Goddard Institute for Space Studies  

 

Back in January and February, two items in this column attracted more than 42,000 comments 
to the Telegraph website from all over the world. The provocative headings given to them were 
“Climategate the sequel: how we are still being tricked by flawed data on global 
warming” and “The fiddling with temperature data is the biggest scientific scandal”.  

My cue for those pieces was the evidence multiplying from across the world that something very 
odd has been going on with those official surface temperature records, all of which ultimately 
rely on data compiled by NOAA’s GHCN. Careful analysts have come up with hundreds of 
examples of how the original data recorded by 3,000-odd weather stations has been “adjusted”, 
to exaggerate the degree to which the Earth has actually been warming. Figures from earlier 
decades have repeatedly been adjusted downwards and more recent data adjusted upwards, to 
show the Earth having warmed much more dramatically than the original data justified.  

      

                            The Yavari Valley rainforest, Peru 



So strong is the evidence that all this calls for proper investigation that my articles have now 
brought a heavyweight response. The Global Warming Policy Foundation (GWPF) has 
enlisted an international team of five distinguished scientists to carry out a full inquiry into 
just how far these manipulations of the data may have distorted our picture of what is really 
happening to global temperatures.  

The panel is chaired by Terence Kealey, until recently vice-chancellor of the University of 
Buckingham. His team, all respected experts in their field with many peer-reviewed papers to 
their name, includes Dr Peter Chylek, a physicist from the National Los Alamos Laboratory; 
Richard McNider, an emeritus professor who founded the Atmospheric Sciences Programme at 
the University of Alabama; Professor Roman Mureika from Canada, an expert in identifying 
errors in statistical methodology; Professor Roger Pielke Sr, a noted climatologist from the 
University of Colorado, and Professor William van Wijngaarden, a physicist whose many papers 
on climatology have included studies in the use of “homogenisation” in data records.  

Their inquiry’s central aim will be to establish a comprehensive view of just how far the original 
data has been “adjusted” by the three main surface records: those published by the Goddard 
Institute for Space Studies (Giss), the US National Climate Data Center and Hadcrut, that 
compiled by the East Anglia Climatic Research Unit (Cru), in conjunction with the UK Met 
Office’s Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction. All of them are run by committed believers in 
man-made global warming.  

Below, the raw data in graph form  

 

For this the GWPF panel is initially inviting input from all those analysts across the world who 
have already shown their expertise in comparing the originally recorded data with that finally 
published. In particular, they will be wanting to establish a full and accurate picture of just how 
much of the published record has been adjusted in a way which gives the impression that 
temperatures have been rising faster and further than was indicated by the raw measured data.  

Already studies based on the US, Australia, New Zealand, the Arctic and South America have 
suggested that this is far too often the case.  



But only when the full picture is in will it be possible to see just how far the scare over global 
warming has been driven by manipulation of figures accepted as reliable by the politicians who 
shape our energy policy, and much else besides. If the panel’s findings eventually confirm what 
we have seen so far, this really will be the “smoking gun”, in a scandal the scale and 
significance of which for all of us can scarcely be exaggerated.  

More details of the Global Warming Policy Foundation's International Temperature Data Review 
Project are available on the inquiry panel's website www.tempdatareview.org  

  
  
  
Contentions 
Why Ed Miliband’s Labor Is Losing the Jewish Vote 
by Tom Wilson 

Britain’s upcoming general election is fast turning into one of the strangest the country has ever 
witnessed. Quite apart from the fact that the outcome appears utterly unpredictable, there have 
also been all kinds of strange anomalies. Both the major parties–Conservative and Labor–are 
being seriously undercut by a formerly fringe single issue anti-European Union party, while a 
tiny far-left environmentalist party momentarily pushed itself to center stage in the election 
debate, and looming over the entire campaign has been the unpalatable prospect of Scottish 
separatists playing kingmaker in the next parliament. Yet perhaps more surreal than all of this 
has been the bizarre reality of a Labor party that now has its first Jewish leader, just at the very 
moment that it is losing the Jewish vote. 

According to a poll carried out by Survation at the beginning of April, just 22 percent of British 
Jews intend to vote for Ed Miliband’s Labor, whereas an unprecedented 69 percent say they will 
back the Conservatives. This is quite some turnaround. Historically Britain’s Jews were aligned 
with the left. The old Liberal party—a sad remnant of which lives on within today’s Liberal 
Democrats—once boasted many Jewish members of parliament. At the same time working-
class Jews from Eastern Europe, concentrated in London’s East End during the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries, overwhelmingly voted Labor. 

In the post-war era it was the familiar story of the Jewish community escaping the slums and 
joining the middle classes, but old political loyalties often seemed to have remained impervious 
to changing economic circumstances. Mrs. Thatcher did manage to coax some of the Jewish 
vote away from the left, with her own north London parliamentary seat containing a large Jewish 
population. However, Tony Blair’s New Labor soon won many of these voters back, receiving 
resounding support from across the Jewish community. And so what Miliband’s Labor has 
achieved in having so alienated Britain’s Jewish voters is really quite something. 

While Jews make up less than one percent of the UK population, they could prove more 
significant in electoral terms, concentrated as they are in a whole series of suburban London 
and Manchester swing seats that the Conservatives must win if they are to have any hope of 
staying in office. In the past Labor has benefited from the support of some important Jewish 
donors. Yet more recently it has become known that several key figures can’t bring themselves 
to give to Labor this time around. 

Under Miliband, Labor has taken a two-pronged approach to scaring off Jewish support. The 
first has involved the party’s sudden veer to the left with a clear commitment to wealth 



redistribution, a so-called mansion tax, and now rent controls. Miliband has truly earned his 
tabloid title, “Red Ed.” And as wedded to “progressive” notions about social justice as many 
middle-class Jews still are, even they have their limits when it comes to voting against the 
financial welfare of their own families. 

The second, and no less significant factor, has been Labor’s turn against Israel. Despite having 
once been Britain’s most pro-Zionist party and despite the pro-Israel sentiments of Tony Blair 
and Gordon Brown, today Labor’s grassroots are virulently hostile to the Jewish state, and this 
is an attitude that most believe Miliband shares. After all, the highly political household he grew 
up in was far more affiliated with the Marxist left than it was with the mainstream Jewish 
community. 

In the past year alone Miliband has whipped a parliamentary vote on Palestinian statehood, 
spoken at the gala dinner of the pro-BDS Labor Friends of Palestine, and condemned Israel’s 
acts of self-defense during last summer’s war in Gaza. Things got so bad that the former head 
of Labor Friends of Israel, Kate Bearman, resigned her party membership. Meanwhile, Jewish 
actress and life-long Labor supporter Maureen Lipman wrote bitterly from the pages of 
Standpoint Magazine about why she could no longer bring herself to vote Labor. 

When it comes to Israel and the liberal establishment with which they have maintained a 
longstanding alliance, Anglo-Jewry is undergoing a painful mugging by reality. And it almost 
certainly isn’t over yet. The Survation poll found 73 percent of British Jews saying that Israel 
was important to them when deciding how to vote. These people are going to have quite a circle 
to square if they wish to vote Labor at the upcoming election. 

Labor, however, appears not to care. Increasingly, Miliband seems to be pursuing the ethnic 
minority and Muslim vote, perhaps even at the cost of losing some of Labor’s traditional white 
working-class base. The Conservatives have gone out of their way to pledge support for fighting 
the rising tide of anti-Semitism. But Labor has been far quieter on the subject and last week 
Miliband gave an interview to a Muslim newspaper in which he pledged to outlaw Islamophobia 
and to “overhaul” the government’s counter-terror strategy, which he implied alienates the 
Muslim community. 

There are, after all, far more Muslims than Jews in Britain, and at the last election 89 percent of 
these voters endorsed Labor and the Liberal Democrats. With support for the Liberals now 
having collapsed, that’s a lot of votes up for grabs. If going cold on Israel is what it takes to woo 
these voters then so be it. One suspects that hurt Jewish feelings are something Miliband is 
prepared to live with. 

  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NY Times 
Burdened With Debt, Law School Graduates Struggle in Job Market 
by Elizabeth Olson 
  
     

 
Jonathan Wang graduated from Columbia Law School in 2010; he is a test-prep tutor now. 

Jonathan Wang has not practiced law since he graduated from Columbia Law School in 2010, 
but he did not plan it that way. 

When he entered law school, the economy was flourishing, and he had every reason to think 
that with a prestigious degree he was headed for a secure well-paying career. He convinced his 
parents, who work in Silicon Valley, that he had a plan. “I would spend three years at school in 
New York, then work for a big law firm and make $160,000 a year,” said Mr. Wang, 29. “And 
someday, I would become a partner and live the good life.” 

Mr. Wang, who works in Manhattan as a tutor for the law school admissions exam, is living a life 
far different from the one he envisioned. And he is not alone. About 20 percent of law graduates 
from 2010 are working at jobs that do not require a law license, according to a new study, and 
only 40 percent are working in law firms, compared with 60 percent from the class a decade 
earlier. To pay the bills, the 2010 graduates have taken on a variety of jobs, some that do not 
require admission to the bar; others have struck out on their own with solo practices. Most of the 
graduates have substantial student debt. 

Even as law school enrollment was peaking in 2010 — reaching 52,488, according to American 
Bar Association figures — those graduating were not receiving job offers from firms where they 
were interning. And offers to some students were rescinded. 



“None of this was on my radar,” Mr. Wang said, “but it began to be obvious by the time second-
year summer internships were over. We knew things were depressed, but then the legs were 
cut out from under us.” 

After the economic collapse in the fall of 2008, corporations began to cut spending on legal 
matters, and law firms, in turn, began to reduce their hiring and even laid off employees. The 
legal profession was undergoing the early wave of turbulence that left graduates in subsequent 
classes facing a harsher job market that has shown few signs of a robust recovery. But the class 
of 2010 was the first to experience it full force. 

At the time, legal scholars predicted that when the economy turned the corner, the new 
graduates would find jobs. But the checkered job outcomes for the 2010 law graduates could be 
predicted by their early employment numbers, said Deborah J. Merritt, a law professor at Ohio 
State University’s Moritz College of Law. 

She wrote “What Happened to the Class of 2010? Empirical Evidence of Structural Change in 
the Legal Profession,” a study published in March that examined the careers of those graduates 
and the legal marketplace. 

Professor Merritt combined public data, including court records and the employment outcomes 
of more than 1,200 lawyers who received their law degrees in 2010 and then passed the Ohio 
bar, with information from the National Association of Law Placement recorded for the same 
class nationally. She concluded that the 2010 class had not recovered in the ensuing years. 

“Employment has improved only marginally for the class,” she said, “with unemployment at 6 
percent, many fewer lawyers working at law firms and a leap in the percentage of solo 
practitioners. 

“These outcomes contrast markedly with those from the 2000 graduating class, which was also 
shadowed by an economic recession but were later able to better their positions,” she said. “But 
that type of progress has not occurred for the Class of 2010.” 

With law firms cutting back, she said, most available positions “fall within modest-paying 
categories: solo practice, small firms, government work and business jobs that do not require 
bar admission.” 

And they might be the lucky ones, according to some 2010 graduates who said they were “too 
ashamed that I have not found a legal job” to allow their names to be mentioned. One law 
school graduate who said he did not want to draw attention to his lack of permanent 
employment said he was “doing rote legal temp work on the side to pay rent.” 

“I dare not put it on my résumé because it makes you instantly nonprestigious and 
unemployable,” he added. 

Others, like G. Troy Pickett, 44, of Houston, who worked as a bartender in Austin before going 
back to school with the intent of becoming a big-firm mergers and acquisitions lawyer, opted to 
set up their own practices. 

“I began to realize that I had set the bar too high, but I kept thinking that if I could get my foot in 
the door, I could do it,” he said of his decision to attend South Texas College of Law in Houston. 

Then he saw that fewer firms were recruiting on campus and job offers were evaporating. 



“It was a double whammy. Our class was also competing with third- and fourth-year associates 
who had been laid off,” he said. He took the Texas bar exam six months early while still in law 
school to save time and money. The same day he passed, in June 2010, he and a fellow 
student formed a law practice, which handles family law issues like divorces and child custody. 

Another 2010 graduate, Hyatt Shirkey, 30, who received his diploma in May 2010 from Ohio 
State’s law school, moved to Virginia, where he passed the bar the following July, and decided 
to open his own practice after juggling several jobs. 

“When I started law school, it was still a great era,” he said. “I had some good experiences, 
including working for a federal judge in Columbus, Ohio. Then, the end of my second year in 
school, I saw that law firm offers were being pushed back.” 

“There was a glut of people in the job market, and the only job I could find did not require a law 
license,” added Mr. Shirkey, who first ran the paralegal studies program for a private college in 
Roanoke, Va. He eventually found work at the Roanoke public defender’s office but kept his 
part-time job at the paralegal program and another as a server at a Cracker Barrel restaurant. 

Since then, he found a job teaching contract law at a local community college and opened a 
solo practice in criminal defense to “build up my experience and reputation” so he could qualify 
for an opening in the United States attorney’s office. For now, he receives referrals for cases 
that the public defender cannot take on, but he said practicing on his own was uncertain 
financially. And, like more than 80 percent of law school graduates, he has substantial student 
debt. 

Over all, nearly 85 percent of law graduates have taken out student loans, according to the 
website Law School Transparency, and 2010 law graduates accumulated debt averaging 
$77,364 at public law schools and $112,007 at private ones. 

Many have received financial hardship deferments or, like Mr. Shirkey, who accumulated 
$328,000 in student debt, including some undergraduate loans, received credits for public 
interest work. Federal government rules, revised last year, allow student borrowers who work in 
nonprofit and public sector jobs to have their loans forgiven after 10 years and to pay back their 
college loans based on their income and expenses. 

“Otherwise, I would be very, very much in a pickle,” Mr. Shirkey said. “I anticipate that I will wind 
up working for the government or a nonprofit because I will need the credits to take care of my 
loan burden. 

“Every time I look at the debt amount,” he said, “my heart beats a little harder.” 

After he graduated, Mr. Wang had a yearlong fellowship with a state court judge, but when that 
ended in 2011, the “market was still awful,” he said. After he was admitted to the New York 
State bar, he turned to tutoring and law school advising to pay his rent and loans. 

“I thought the LSAT tutoring gig was going to be a temporary thing, but five years and one bar 
admission renewal later, here I am,” he said. His business has greatly expanded and he makes 
over $100 an hour, but that is far below what he would make at a law firm. “I waffle constantly, 
but I’m still in the mind-set that I need to find a real job,” he said. 

  
  



  
  

 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  
  


