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Joel Kotkin has a thought provoking look at what areas in the country offer better 
opportunities for minorities, and why. 
In the aftermath of the Baltimore riots, there is increased concern with issues of race and 
opportunity. Yet most of the discussion focuses on such things as police brutality, perceptions of 
racism and other issues that are dear to the hearts of today’s progressive chattering classes. 
Together they are creating what talk show host Tavis Smiley, writing in Time, has labeled “an 
American catastrophe.” 

Yet what has not been looked at nearly as much are the underlying conditions that either restrict 
or enhance upward mobility among racial minorities, including African-Americans, Latinos and 
Asians. In order to determine this, my colleague at Houston-based Center for Opportunity 
Urbanism  Wendell Cox and I developed a ranking system that included four critical factors: 
migration patterns, home ownership, self-employment and income. 

We found, for all three major minority groups, that the best places were neither the most liberal 
in their attitudes nor had the most generous welfare programs. Instead they were located 
primarily in regions that have experienced broad-based economic growth, have low housing 
costs, and limited regulation. In other words, no matter how much people like Bill de Blasio talk 
about the commitment to racial and class justice, the realities on the ground turn out to be quite 
different than he might imagine. 

Southern Comfort 

Perhaps the greatest irony in our findings is the location of many of the best cities for minorities: 
the South. This is particularly true for African-Americans who once flocked to the North for both 
legal rights and opportunity. Today almost all the best cities for blacks are in the South, a region 
that has enjoyed steady growth and enjoys generally low costs. ... 

... What this study shows us is, if nothing else, the relative worthlessness of good intentions. As 
we have seen over the past 50 years, the expansion of transfer payments, while critical to 
alleviating the worst impacts of poverty, have not generally been best at promoting upward 
mobility for African-Americans and, increasingly, Latinos. If higher welfare costs and political 
pronunciamentos were currency, New York, Los Angeles, Boston and San Francisco would not 
be, for the most part, stuck in the second half of our rankings. 

Ultimately what really matters are the economics of opportunity. ... 

... There are other policy implications. Blue state progressives are often the most vocal about 
expanding opportunities for minority homeownership but generally support land use and 
regulatory policies, notably in California, that tend to raise prices far above the ability of 
newcomers -- immigrants, minorities, young people -- to pay. Similarly blue state support for 
such things as strict climate change regulation tends to discourage the growth of industries such 
as manufacturing, logistics and home construction that have long been gateways for minority 
success. ... 

  
  
The great irony of the past 60 or 70 years of American politics is that 
the "progressives" who purport to be interested in the advancement of minorities are 



the ones who propose the policies that make the lives of blacks and browns more 
difficult. Next year's presidential election will feature the campaign of H. Clinton. 
Minorities will support her and if she is elected their lives will get worse. And finally, 
she is showing her true colors and running as a radical leftist; which fact amuses 
Matthew Continetti who columns on what Hillary and Bruce Jenner have in 
common. 
Bruce Jenner is not the only person trading identities. Hillary Clinton’s recent march to the left is 
one of the more remarkable political transformations in recent years, not least because she’s 
exploiting the public’s nostalgia for her husband’s presidency while repudiating the policies for 
which he is famous. Maybe this is how she plans to finally get revenge on Bill. 

“If the centrist policies of the Bill Clinton years were known for stepped-up policing and prison 
building, deficit reduction, deregulation, welfare overhaul, and trade deals,” writes Amy Chozick 
of the New York Times, “Mrs. Clinton is steering her early candidacy in the opposite direction, 
emphasizing economic populism, poverty alleviation, and, in the criminal justice system, 
rehabilitation.” Despite a widespread gauzy attitude toward the 1990s as a time of peace and 
prosperity, a golden age, a holiday from history, Clinton is rejecting the president she married for 
the one she worked for—an implicit acknowledgment that the Bill Clinton of 1992 and 1996 
could no longer win the nomination of his party. 

Buzzfeed.com gleefully unearthed articles Clinton wrote in support of the 1994 crime bill, which 
her husband signed and which contributed to the decline of violent crime. But the turns of 
phrase associated with that bill—“broken-windows policing,” “more cops on the street,” “three 
strikes and you’re out,” “tough on crime”—have long been held in contempt by hard-left activists, 
whose influence in the Democratic Party has grown immeasurably since the Clintons last lived 
in the White House, and who now dominate intraparty and media debate. In the 1990s, Rudy 
Giuliani marginalized Al Sharpton, deprived him of influence; now Sharpton is—amazingly—one 
of the most important voices in the Democratic Party. Clinton needs to be on Sharpton’s good 
side, which she seems to have accomplished in April by vowing to “end the era of mass 
incarceration.” ... 

  
  
Ruben Navarrette writes on Hillary v. Hillary as he compares her before and after 
immigration policies.  
On immigration, Hillary Clinton is a work in progress – and has been since she entered politics 
more than a dozen years ago. Depending on which audience she is trying to please, she 
assumes one of two conflicting personas: Restrictionist Hillary or Reform Hillary. 

In 2003, Restrictionist Hillary told conservative radio host John Grambling that she was 
“adamantly against illegal immigrants” and that “we’ve got to do more at our borders.” 

In 2006, while serving in the Senate, Restrictionist Hillary told the New York Daily News that she 
supported more fencing along the U.S.-Mexico border because “a country that cannot control its 
borders is failing at one of its fundamental obligations.” That same year, she voted for the 
Secure Fence Act, which directed the Department of Homeland Security to construct 700 miles 
of double border fencing. 

In 2008, during a presidential debate with Barack Obama, Restrictionist Hillary tried to woo 
organized labor by blaming lost jobs on “employers who exploit undocumented workers and 
drive down wages.” ... 



  
  
Peter Wehner was in the NY Times wondering if the Dems have pulled too far to the 
left.  
AMONG liberals, it’s almost universally assumed that of the two major parties, it’s the 
Republicans who have become more extreme over the years. That’s a self-flattering but false 
narrative. 

This is not to say the Republican Party hasn’t become a more conservative party. It has. But in 
the last two decades the Democratic Party has moved substantially further to the left than the 
Republican Party has shifted to the right. On most major issues the Republican Party hasn’t 
moved very much from where it was during the Gingrich era in the mid-1990s. 

To see just how far the Democratic Party has moved to the left, compare Barack Obama with 
Bill Clinton. In 1992, Mr. Clinton ran as a centrist New Democrat. In several respects he 
governed as one as well. He endorsed a sentencing policy of “three strikes and you’re out,” and 
he proposed adding 100,000 police officers to the streets. 

In contrast, President Obama’s former attorney general, Eric H. Holder Jr., criticized what he 
called “widespread incarceration” and championed the first decrease in the federal prison 
population in more than three decades. Mr. Obama, meanwhile, has chosen to focus on police 
abuses. ... 

  
  
The Clintons are masters of getting well while "doing good." The Sharptons are 
another successful crime family. Jillian Kay Melchoir writes on his daughter's "non 
profit."  
Al Sharpton’s daughter Dominique has recently grabbed headlines for her $5 million lawsuit 
against the City of New York over a sprained ankle — but the shakedown may not stop there. 

New records reviewed by National Review show Sharpton’s daughter and her boyfriend, Marcus 
Bright, together run a shadowy nonprofit that shares corporate donors, board members, and 
office space with Al Sharpton’s National Action Network, and they won’t answer any questions 
about it. 

In tax filings, Education for a Better America (EBA) states that its mission is “to build a bridge 
between policy makers and the classroom by supporting innovations in the delivery of education 
and disseminating information and findings that impact our schools.” The nonprofit’s publications 
show the group hosting or participating in education-focused assemblies, speeches, summits, 
and events in New York City, Miami, Atlanta, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Washington, D.C., 
among other cities. 

“It’s all a scam,” says one source close to the Sharpton family. “It’s a cover for money, basically, 
to subsidize [Dominique] Sharpton and Bright to do what they do. . . . They put it all on their 
Instagram and their Facebook. Most of the time, it’s like they’re on vacation. . . . One could 
argue, being totally objective, that some of what [Al] Sharpton has done in terms of advocacy 
has helped black people and civil rights. Tell me one thing that Education for a Better America 
has done to help education.” ... 

  



  
Inquistr.com says New York readers might want to prepare for Manhattan Henge 
which will take place Saturday and Sunday. Good news is the event repeats in Mid-
July as the sun starts moving to the south.  
Manhattanhenge, the unique celestial event in which the sun lines up perfectly with the grid of 
Manhattan, will make its 2015 debut this weekend, one of only four times this year that such an 
alignment will be visible. 

The Manhattanhenge phenomenon, which was first noticed and named by Neil deGrasse 
Tyson, is an unusual occurrence which highlights the fact that the Sun does not set in the same 
spot on the horizon each day. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
Real Clear Politics 
The Changing Geography of Racial Opportunity 
by Joel Kotkin 
  
In the aftermath of the Baltimore riots, there is increased concern with issues of race and 
opportunity. Yet most of the discussion focuses on such things as police brutality, perceptions of 
racism and other issues that are dear to the hearts of today’s progressive chattering classes. 
Together they are creating what talk show host Tavis Smiley, writing in Time, has labeled “an 
American catastrophe.” 

Yet what has not been looked at nearly as much are the underlying conditions that either restrict 
or enhance upward mobility among racial minorities, including African-Americans, Latinos and 
Asians. In order to determine this, my colleague at Houston-based Center for Opportunity 
Urbanism  Wendell Cox and I developed a ranking system that included four critical factors: 
migration patterns, home ownership, self-employment and income. 

We found, for all three major minority groups, that the best places were neither the most liberal 
in their attitudes nor had the most generous welfare programs. Instead they were located 
primarily in regions that have experienced broad-based economic growth, have low housing 
costs, and limited regulation. In other words, no matter how much people like Bill de Blasio talk 
about the commitment to racial and class justice, the realities on the ground turn out to be quite 
different than he might imagine. 

Southern Comfort 

Perhaps the greatest irony in our findings is the location of many of the best cities for minorities: 
the South. This is particularly true for African-Americans who once flocked to the North for both 
legal rights and opportunity. Today almost all the best cities for blacks are in the South, a region 
that has enjoyed steady growth and enjoys generally low costs. Indeed, of the top 15 cities for 
African-Americans, 13 are in the old Confederacy starting with top-ranked Atlanta, No. 2 
Raleigh, No. 4 Charlotte, No. 6 Virginia Beach-Norfolk, No. 7 Orlando, No. 8 Richmond (a 
distinction it shares with Miami and San Antonio), as well as   four of Texas’ large metro areas: 
No. 12 Houston, No. 13 Dallas-Ft. Worth and No. 8 San Antonio. The only two other metros are 
“inside the Beltway”: the metropolitan expanses of Washington and, surprisingly, Baltimore. 



What accounts for this? Well, in Washington and Baltimore, the obvious answer is the federal 
government.  Roughly one in five black adults works for the government, and are far more likely 
to have a public sector job than non-Hispanic whites, and twice as likely as Hispanics. These 
are not the people who rioted in the inner city; most of them live in prosperous suburbs 
surrounding these cities. But outside the Beltway region, the explanations tend towards more 
basic economics, like job creation, low housing prices and better opportunities for starting 
businesses. 

Ironically, blacks – 6 million of whom moved to the North during the great migration -- are once 
again voting with their feet, but back to the same region in which, for so long, they were so 
harshly oppressed.   Between 2000 and 2013, the African-American population of Atlanta, 
Charlotte, Orlando, Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth, Raleigh, Tampa-St. Petersburg and San 
Antonio all experienced growth of close to 40 percent or higher, well above the average of 27 
percent for the nation’s 52 metropolitan areas with more than 1 million residents.   

In contrast, the African-American population actually dropped in five critically important large 
metros that once were beacons for black progress: San Francisco-Oakland, San Jose, Los 
Angeles, Chicago and Detroit.  In many cases, most notably in San Francisco, blacks have 
become the unintended victims of soaring housing prices and rampant gentrification, with little 
option to move to the also high-priced suburbs.   Today, suggests economist Thomas Sowell, 
the black population of the city itself is half that of 1970; the situation has changed so much that 
former Mayor Gavin Newsom   even initiated a task force to address black out-migration. 

Yet if many African-Americans can be seen “going home” to their native region, the South is 
also doing well among ethnic groups that have historically had little attachment to Dixie. For 
Latinos, now the nation’s largest ethnic minority, seven of the top 13 places are held by cities 
wholly or partially in the old Confederacy, led by No. 1 Jacksonville, Fla., as well as No. 4 
Houston, No. 6 Virginia Beach, No. 7 Dallas-Ft. Worth, No. 9 Austin, No. 12 Tampa and #13 
Orlando.The majority of newcomers to the South, notes a recent Pew study, are classic first-
wave immigrants: young, 57 percent foreign-born and not well educated -- but they see the 
South as their land of opportunity. 

In Florida, no stranger to Latino populations, Tampa-St. Petersburg, Orlando and Jacksonville 
all experienced Hispanic growth rates since 2000 between 100 and 150 percent, well above the 
average of 96 percent among the 52 metropolitan regions.  Lower housing costs and better 
prospects for advancement drive this change.  Despite their historically large populations in 
Texas, Latino populations still grew at a rapid rate in Houston, at 68 percent, Dallas-Ft. Worth at 
70 percent and Austin, 83 percent.  "You go where the opportunities are," explains Mark Hugo 
Lopez, associate director of the Pew Hispanic Center in Washington, D.C. 

Asian-Americans, although their economic and educational performance tends to be better than 
other minorities, follow a surprisingly similar pattern. Seven of the top 10 regions for them also 
were in the South, as well as two others, Washington and Baltimore, that abut the old 
Confederacy. Most of the best metros for Asians were in the Sunbelt, starting with No.1 
Riverside-San Bernardino, Calif., No. 2 Richmond, No. 4 Raleigh, No. 5 Houston,   No. 7 Dallas-
Ft. Worth, No. 8 Austin, No. 9 Las Vegas, No. 12 Phoenix, No. 13 Atlanta and No. 15 
Jacksonville. 

Like African-Americans and Latinos, Asians are voting for these places with their feet. Although 
Asian migration still is largely to California, that’s not where Asians are increasingly moving. 
Since 2000, Asian population growth in their traditional hubs like Los Angeles, San Francisco 
and San Jose was roughly one-third what was seen in the top Asian cities. 



The New Geography of Racial Opportunity 

Perhaps the biggest determinant of immigrant and minority opportunity has to do with home 
ownership. In the aftermath of the housing crash, minorities, notably blacks and Hispanics, 
suffered tremendous losses. This exacerbated the largest cause of the wealth gap  between 
minorities and whites: the extent of homeownership, which represents the key asset class for 
most Americans. 

Whereas older whites may have been able to benefit from wildly inflated home values, the 
results for minorities, who are generally younger and newer to the market, are less satisfactory. 
One useful comparison can be drawn between two adjacent metropolitan regions, Los Angeles 
and Riverside-San Bernardino. House prices in Los Angeles are roughly twice as high, based 
on income; not surprisingly, minority home ownership is much lower there. Black 
homeownership in Riverside-San Bernardino (an area known as the Inland Empire) is over 40 
percent, 10 points higher than in L.A.; for Asians it is 14 percent higher, and for Latinos the 
percentage difference with L.A.  is more than 20 points. 

Some of the worst results -- in terms not only homeownership but income -- are ironically in 
those part of the country that purport to be most sympathetic to minority interests. In New York, 
Los Angeles and San Francisco, between 25 and 30 percent of African-Americans own their 
own home. In Atlanta it’s nearly 50 percent and well over 40 percent in most of the other Dixie 
metro areas.   

This is not likely to change soon. Black incomes in these Southern cities, where there is a much 
lower cost of living, are roughly the same as they are in super-blue New York, Los Angeles, 
Boston or San Francisco.  Much the same pattern can be seen for both Latinos and Asians, with 
the exception of San Jose, where Silicon Valley employment keeps their household income well 
north of $100,000 annually. 

Policy Implications 

What this study shows us is, if nothing else, the relative worthlessness of good intentions. As we 
have seen over the past 50 years, the expansion of transfer payments, while critical to 
alleviating the worst impacts of poverty, have not generally been best at promoting upward 
mobility for African-Americans and, increasingly, Latinos. If higher welfare costs and political 
pronunciamentos were currency, New York, Los Angeles, Boston and San Francisco would not 
be, for the most part, stuck in the second half of our rankings. 

Ultimately what really matters are the economics of opportunity. Many of the cities that scored 
best for all three groups -- the Washington, D.C. area, Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth, San Antonio 
and Austin -- have enjoyed stronger than normal economic growth over the past decade.  In the 
areas around the nation’s capital, government employment has been a critical factor; in the 
other areas more generalized business growth has taken the lead.  In contrast, notes University 
of Washington demographer Richard Morrill , many regions that have seen rapid de-
industrialization and slow housing growth have developed “barbell” economies based on a 
combination of ultra-high-wage industries, like technology and finance, and low-end service 
jobs.   

There are other policy implications. Blue state progressives are often the most vocal about 
expanding opportunities for minority homeownership but generally support land use and 
regulatory policies, notably in California, that tend to raise prices far above the ability of 
newcomers -- immigrants, minorities, young people -- to pay. Similarly blue state support for 



such things as strict climate change regulation tends to discourage the growth of industries such 
as manufacturing, logistics and home construction that have long been gateways for minority 
success. 

Given the persistence of racial tensions, this data begins to give us a clearer understanding of 
what actually works for America’s emerging non-white majority. Denunciations of racism, police 
brutality and xenophobia may be all well and good for one’s sense of justice. But  if you want 
actually to improve the lives of minorities, we might consider focusing instead on policies that 
promote economic opportunity, keep living costs down, and allow for all Americans to enjoy fully 
the bounty of this country. 

  
  
  
Commentary 
What Do Hillary Clinton and Bruce Jenner Have in Common?  
by Matthew Continetti 

Bruce Jenner is not the only person trading identities. Hillary Clinton’s recent march to the left is 
one of the more remarkable political transformations in recent years, not least because she’s 
exploiting the public’s nostalgia for her husband’s presidency while repudiating the policies for 
which he is famous. Maybe this is how she plans to finally get revenge on Bill. 

“If the centrist policies of the Bill Clinton years were known for stepped-up policing and prison 
building, deficit reduction, deregulation, welfare overhaul, and trade deals,” writes Amy Chozick 
of the New York Times, “Mrs. Clinton is steering her early candidacy in the opposite direction, 
emphasizing economic populism, poverty alleviation, and, in the criminal justice system, 
rehabilitation.” Despite a widespread gauzy attitude toward the 1990s as a time of peace and 
prosperity, a golden age, a holiday from history, Clinton is rejecting the president she married for 
the one she worked for—an implicit acknowledgment that the Bill Clinton of 1992 and 1996 
could no longer win the nomination of his party. 

Buzzfeed.com gleefully unearthed articles Clinton wrote in support of the 1994 crime bill, which 
her husband signed and which contributed to the decline of violent crime. But the turns of 
phrase associated with that bill—“broken-windows policing,” “more cops on the street,” “three 
strikes and you’re out,” “tough on crime”—have long been held in contempt by hard-left activists, 
whose influence in the Democratic Party has grown immeasurably since the Clintons last lived 
in the White House, and who now dominate intraparty and media debate. In the 1990s, Rudy 
Giuliani marginalized Al Sharpton, deprived him of influence; now Sharpton is—amazingly—one 
of the most important voices in the Democratic Party. Clinton needs to be on Sharpton’s good 
side, which she seems to have accomplished in April by vowing to “end the era of mass 
incarceration.” 

PBS has an informative “Timeline of Hillary Clinton’s Evolution on Trade,” which details her 
gradual, self-imposed, ambivalent servility to the unions. Clinton’s husband championed the 
North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1993, and Hillary Clinton was quoted in 1996 
as saying that NAFTA was “proving its worth.” By the time she ran for Senate in 2000, however, 
she was calling NAFTA “flawed.” She supported free trade while in the Senate, but qualified that 
support when she ran for president the first time, even opposing a deal with Colombia that she 
later endorsed as President Obama’s Secretary of State. Trade being an issue that divides 
Democrats more than Republicans—it pits the unions that fund and staff Democratic campaigns 



against the Wall Street and Hollywood plutocrats who actually control them—Hillary is moving 
away from a deal, the Trans-Pacific Partnership, that she herself called “the gold standard in 
trade agreements” as recently as 2012. 

There’s a panicky quality to Clinton’s maneuvers, a feeling of being rushed as she tries to catch 
up with the latest cause of the left. So there’s something especially annoying about those who 
are suggesting Clinton’s reversals aren’t flip-flops—that they are something nobler than mere 
expediency. “There is a difference between flip-flopping and a transition that takes place for 
people,” a New Hampshire Democrat recently told CNN. He’s referring to Clinton’s position on 
same-sex marriage: She didn’t support it in 2008, changed her mind in 2013, said it was an 
issue for the states as recently as 2014, and now says it’s a constitutional right, like freedom of 
speech or religion—well, maybe not religion. 

This is the sort of policy zigzag the press loves to track and analyze and mock—the same sort 
that damaged John Kerry in 2004 and Mitt Romney in 2008 and 2012. But the press holds 
Clinton to a different standard, one that seems to apply only to her and her husband, and under 
this standard there is no presumption of the consistency or basic honesty one normally expects 
from public figures. With the Clintons, flip-flopping, question-dodging, casual lying is—since 
we’re talking weddings—baked into the cake. “I don’t see it as flip-flopping,” said the New 
Hampshire Democrat. “I see it as progress.” 

Ah, progress, the last refuge of a liberal scoundrel. It’s an advantage the left has over the right: 
Tossing aside long-held beliefs can be puffed up into somehow joining the winning side, 
bending the arc of history toward justice, accommodating the Geist of the Zeit. That CNN 
interview was headlined “Flip-flop or not: Hillary Clinton’s 8-year political evolution,” and by the 
end of the piece, it’s obvious that, to CNN at least, the answer is “not.” The evidence? Well, 
“during a closed-door, 30-minute meeting at the Iowa statehouse,” where she took no questions 
and delivered focus-grouped sound bites calculated to appeal to her base, Clinton “seemed to 
win” the affections of a lady who’d been “on the fence.” Only 60 million more voters to go. 

Clinton’s ideological ballet has short-term benefits, but it may also have long-term costs. She is 
the overwhelming favorite in the Democratic primary, and her newfound policies are popular 
with Democratic voters (and in some cases with the country at large). She reaps a double 
benefit from her ideological transition—not only does she only appease the Democratic grass 
roots, but she also distracts the press from stories of influence-peddling and self-dealing at the 
Clinton Foundation. 

The “evolution” narrative carries the whiff of serious journalism while not being all that serious—
you don’t go to jail for changing your mind—and comes at the perfect time to supplant the 
findings of Peter Schweizer in his blockbuster book Clinton Cash: a pattern of shady donations 
the media have to cover—even kind of, sort of, like to cover—but also really, really, really don’t 
want to cover. 

Still, presidential elections are decided less on policies than on the state of the economy and the 
personal qualities of the two candidates, and on these measures Clinton is in a much weaker 
position. What we know about the business cycle is just that—it’s a cycle—and the shallow 
recovery that began in mid-2009 has to end. Clinton’s favorability and trustworthiness, 
moreover, are in decline—and it’s more than a year before the election and the Republicans 
don’t have a nominee. Only 25 percent of registered voters said they see Clinton as “honest and 
straightforward,” according to a recent Wall Street Journal?/?NBC News poll, and Republicans 
will be playing crosstab limbo in the coming months to see just how low that number can go. 



It’s Clinton’s ongoing transition to a populist of the left that will provide material for ads criticizing 
her as a dishonest and untrustworthy and unethical flip-flopper—things some of us already 
know. This attack on character is sure to annoy liberal commentators, but against past 
nominees it’s proved effective. It might even guarantee that Hillary Clinton’s latest political 
identity will also be her last one. 

  
  
San Diego Union-Tribune 
Ruben Navarrette: On immigration, Hillary vs. Hillary 
by Ruben Navarrette  
  
On immigration, Hillary Clinton is a work in progress – and has been since she entered politics 
more than a dozen years ago. Depending on which audience she is trying to please, she 
assumes one of two conflicting personas: Restrictionist Hillary or Reform Hillary. 

In 2003, Restrictionist Hillary told conservative radio host John Grambling that she was 
“adamantly against illegal immigrants” and that “we’ve got to do more at our borders.” 

In 2006, while serving in the Senate, Restrictionist Hillary told the New York Daily News that she 
supported more fencing along the U.S.-Mexico border because “a country that cannot control its 
borders is failing at one of its fundamental obligations.” That same year, she voted for the 
Secure Fence Act, which directed the Department of Homeland Security to construct 700 miles 
of double border fencing. 

In 2008, during a presidential debate with Barack Obama, Restrictionist Hillary tried to woo 
organized labor by blaming lost jobs on “employers who exploit undocumented workers and 
drive down wages.” She mentioned an African-American man who had told her: “I used to have 
a lot of construction jobs, and now it just seems like the only people who get them anymore are 
people who are here without documentation.” 

During that debate, Clinton also said that she didn’t agree with “deporting people, rounding them 
up.” Yet, while serving as secretary of state from 2009 to 2013, Restrictionist Hillary was part of 
an administration that turned that into an art form. 

And in 2014, as more than 60,000 refugees from Central America – most of them 
unaccompanied children – crossed the U.S.-Mexico border, Restrictionist Hillary said coldly 
during a CNN town hall that the kids “should be sent back” because “we have to send a clear 
message: Just because your child gets across the border, that doesn’t mean the child gets to 
stay.” 

Then there is Reform Hillary, who has emerged recently now that Clinton is once again running 
for president and needs the support of Latino voters who favor a more honest and more 
common-sense approach to the problem. 

Last month, during a speech to the annual “Women in the World” summit in New York, Reform 
Hillary seemed to take a swipe at Republicans – but then again could have been talking about 
some Democrats – when she criticized those who “would deport mothers working to give their 
children a better life rather than risk the ire of talk radio.” 



The following week, Reform Hillary celebrated Cinco de Mayo by speaking at a mostly Latino 
high school in Las Vegas, where she called for illegal immigrants to be given “a path to full and 
equal citizenship.” She also accused Republicans who support legal status for the 
undocumented but not citizenship of pushing “second-class status.” 

But what was Clinton pushing? A poison pill. “Full and equal citizenship” will never get through 
Congress. So by setting the bar impossibly high, Reform Hillary all but ensures nothing will be 
done. This suits her fine because she doesn’t want to be known as a pro-amnesty Democrat 
any more than Obama did, and she’d rather have a wedge issue than a workable solution. 

Finally, Reform Hillary – who, during a visit to Iowa in September, sprinted away from a group of 
undocumented young people who asked if she would continue Obama’s “deferred action” – has 
chosen an ex-Dreamer as her campaign’s Latino outreach director. Peruvian-born Lorella Praeli, 
who was undocumented for more than a decade before obtaining a green card, will also deal 
with the media on Latino issues, including immigration. 

Praeli – who worked for the undocumented youth organization “United We Dream” – has 
previously been critical of Clinton. Last year, Praeli blasted the candidate’s double talk and told 
CNN: “If you want Latinos to stand with you. If you want the immigrant community to see you as 
a champion on this issue, you’re going to have to make some difficult choices. And you’re going 
to have to take a firm position.” 

What position will the likely Democratic nominee ultimately take on immigration? I don’t think 
even she knows. What she says today could change tomorrow. 

And like Obama – once the heat is turned up and divisions appear between various Democratic 
constituencies – she’ll find it difficult to tell the truth, keep promises, remain consistent, and not 
betray supporters. 

That is where character comes in. Does anyone know where Clinton can get some? 

  
  
NY Times 
Have Democrats Pulled Too Far Left? 
by Peter Wehner 

AMONG liberals, it’s almost universally assumed that of the two major parties, it’s the 
Republicans who have become more extreme over the years. That’s a self-flattering but false 
narrative. 

This is not to say the Republican Party hasn’t become a more conservative party. It has. But in 
the last two decades the Democratic Party has moved substantially further to the left than the 
Republican Party has shifted to the right. On most major issues the Republican Party hasn’t 
moved very much from where it was during the Gingrich era in the mid-1990s. 

To see just how far the Democratic Party has moved to the left, compare Barack Obama with 
Bill Clinton. In 1992, Mr. Clinton ran as a centrist New Democrat. In several respects he 
governed as one as well. He endorsed a sentencing policy of “three strikes and you’re out,” and 
he proposed adding 100,000 police officers to the streets. 



In contrast, President Obama’s former attorney general, Eric H. Holder Jr., criticized what he 
called “widespread incarceration” and championed the first decrease in the federal prison 
population in more than three decades. Mr. Obama, meanwhile, has chosen to focus on police 
abuses. 

One of the crowning legislative achievements under Mr. Clinton was welfare reform. Mr. Obama, 
on the other hand, loosened welfare-to-work requirements. Mr. Obama is more liberal than Mr. 
Clinton was on gay rights, religious liberties, abortion rights, drug legalization and climate 
change. He has focused far more attention on income inequality than did Mr. Clinton, who 
stressed opportunity and mobility. While Mr. Clinton ended one entitlement program (Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children), Mr. Obama is responsible for creating the Affordable Care 
Act, the largest new entitlement since the Great Society. He is the first president to essentially 
nationalize health care. 

Mr. Clinton lowered the capital-gains tax rate; Mr. Obama has proposed raising it. Mr. Clinton 
cut spending and produced a surplus. Under Mr. Obama, spending and the deficit reached 
record levels. In foreign policy, Mr. Obama has shown himself to be far more critical of 
traditional allies and more supine toward our adversaries than Mr. Clinton was. Mr. Obama has 
often acted as if American strength is a problem to which the solution is retrenchment, or even 
retreat. 

Another bellwether: Hillary Rodham Clinton, in positioning herself for the 2016 election, is 
decidedly more liberal than she and her husband once were on illegal immigration, gay marriage 
and incarceration. She has called to “end the era of mass incarceration” and spoken about the 
importance of “toppling” the wealthiest 1 percent. She has remained noncommittal on the Trans-
Pacific Partnership, the free-trade agreement that has drawn ire from the left. 

The Democratic Party, then, has moved steadily to the left since the Clinton presidency. In fact, 
since his re-election, Mr. Obama’s inner progressive has been liberated. (An exception is the 
administration’s conditional approval of oil drilling off the Alaskan coast, starting this summer.) 
Other examples are his executive action granting temporary legal status to millions of illegal 
immigrants, his claim that gay marriage is a constitutional right, and his veto of legislation 
authorizing construction of the Keystone XL pipeline. 

The Democratic Party is now a pre-Bill Clinton party, the result of Mr. Obama’s own ideological 
predilections and the coalition he has built. Liberals will argue that the Democratic Party has 
benefited from this movement to the left and cite the election victories of Mr. Obama as 
evidence of it. The nation has become more liberal, they say, and the Democratic Party has 
wisely moved with it. 

In some respects, like gay rights, the nation is more liberal than it was two decades ago. On the 
other hand, it is more conservative today than it was in the mid-1990s. A recent Pew Research 
Center poll found that Republicans have opened substantial leads over Democrats on dealing 
with terrorism, foreign policy and taxes. They’re competitive on the economy, and a good deal 
more competitive than in the past on traditional liberal issues like immigration and health care. 
Self-identified conservatives significantly outnumber self-identified liberals. 

One can also plausibly argue that the Republican Party is the governing party in America. After 
two enormous losses by Democrats in the 2010 and 2014 midterm elections, Republicans 
control the Senate and the House of Representatives. There are currently 31 Republican 
governors compared with 18 for Democrats. Republicans control 68 of 98 state legislative 
chambers and the most state legislative seats since the 1920s. Nearly half of Americans now 



live in states under total Republican control. The Obama years have been politically good for Mr. 
Obama; they have been disastrous for his party. That is a problematic legacy for a man who 
envisioned himself as a Franklin Delano Roosevelt-like transformational political figure. 

Those who insist that the Democratic Party’s march to the left carries no political risks might 
consider the fate of the British Labour Party earlier this month. Ed Miliband, its leader, ran hard 
to the left. The result? The Conservative Party under David Cameron won its first outright 
majority in Parliament since 1992. Before the election, the former Labour prime minister Tony 
Blair warned his party against letting the election become one in which “a traditional left-wing 
party competes with a traditional right-wing party, with the traditional result.” 

Mr. Clinton acted on a lesson Democrats learned the hard way, and moved his party more to the 
center on fiscal policy, welfare, crime, the culture and foreign policy. Progressive figures like 
Senator Elizabeth Warren and Mayor Bill de Blasio are the politicians who electrify the 
Democratic base. 

For demographic reasons, many Democrats believe that they are riding a tide of presidential 
inevitability. They may want to rethink that. They are placing a very risky bet that there are 
virtually no limits to how far left they can go. 

  
  
  
National Review 
Inside One More Sketchy Sharpton-Family Nonprofit  
by Jillian Kay Melchior 
  
Al Sharpton’s daughter Dominique has recently grabbed headlines for her $5 million lawsuit 
against the City of New York over a sprained ankle — but the shakedown may not stop there. 

New records reviewed by National Review show Sharpton’s daughter and her boyfriend, Marcus 
Bright, together run a shadowy nonprofit that shares corporate donors, board members, and 
office space with Al Sharpton’s National Action Network, and they won’t answer any questions 
about it. 

In tax filings, Education for a Better America (EBA) states that its mission is “to build a bridge 
between policy makers and the classroom by supporting innovations in the delivery of education 
and disseminating information and findings that impact our schools.” The nonprofit’s publications 
show the group hosting or participating in education-focused assemblies, speeches, summits, 
and events in New York City, Miami, Atlanta, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Washington, D.C., 
among other cities. 

“It’s all a scam,” says one source close to the Sharpton family. “It’s a cover for money, basically, 
to subsidize [Dominique] Sharpton and Bright to do what they do. . . . They put it all on their 
Instagram and their Facebook. Most of the time, it’s like they’re on vacation. . . . One could 
argue, being totally objective, that some of what [Al] Sharpton has done in terms of advocacy 
has helped black people and civil rights. Tell me one thing that Education for a Better America 
has done to help education.” 



Ms. Sharpton wrote in an e-mail that “our board has declined an interview with National 
Review,” and she failed to respond to an e-mail requesting an interview about the many 
instances in which her personal life and professional life entwine. 

“Great charities are not only willing but eager to answer questions about their operations and 
impact,” says Sandra Miniutti, vice president for nonprofit watchdog Charity Navigator. “The fact 
that the organization’s leaders will not answer questions is a red flag. The most precious 
commodity a charity has is the public’s trust. So, when a charity’s leaders aren’t committed to 
being transparent and accountable, they can do irreparable damage to that trust.” 

EBA’s failure to answer questions about its work wasn’t its only abnormality. 

Even as Ms. Sharpton runs an organization focused largely on college preparedness and 
college education, it’s not clear that she herself is a college graduate. National Review 
confirmed that she has completed three semesters at Temple University but could find no 
indication that she obtained a degree. On her LinkedIn page, she lists herself as an actress 
“trained in musical theatre” with a “voice range” of “low E to high G.” In addition to her work at 
EBA, she is also currently the national membership director at her father’s National Action 
Network. 

EBA’s precise origins remain murky. The entity was incorporated in Delaware in June 2011, 
registered to the Corporation Trust Company at 1209 Orange Street in Wilmington — the listed 
legal address of at least 285,000 other companies. The New York Times focused on that 
address in a 2012 report on how some “big corporations, small-time businesses, rogues, 
scoundrels and worse” had flocked to Delaware “in hopes of minimizing taxes, skirting 
regulations, plying friendly courts or, when in need, covering their tracks.” 

But the nonprofit’s tax records show that instead of calling an obscure Delaware shell office 
home, EBA operates on the 14th floor of 561 Seventh Avenue in New York City. That just so 
happens to be the same address as the corporate offices of Al Sharpton’s National Action 
Network. 

National Action Network has partnered and participated with EBA frequently, also receiving EBA 
sponsorship for some of its events. In fact, National Action Network is mentioned as a 
participant in 17 of 46 EBA events held between January 15, 2013, and November 3, 2014. 
Several of these featured speeches by Al Sharpton, and many of EBA’s news releases focus on 
the Rev’s activism, speeches, and events. 

EBA runs on a modest budget and has no records suggesting that it has accrued tax debt, 
unlike National Action Network, which listed $819,000 in unpaid tax liabilities at the end of 2013. 

Dial the number listed for Ms. Sharpton’s nonprofit, and National Action Network answers the 
phone. And EBA’s board secretary, Donald Coleman, is also listed as a National Action Network 
board member in the latest tax filings available. 

According to non-public tax records released by EBA to National Review, the bulk of the 
nonprofit’s $195,500 in 2014 revenue derived from corporate donors, many of which have also 
made hefty contributions to National Action Network. General Electric, which gave EBA $70,000 
in 2014, gave Al Sharpton’s nonprofit $25,000 in 2013. Magic Johnson Enterprises Inc. gave 
EBA $50,000 last year, and Alabama Power Foundation gave $10,000; both companies have 
also sponsored National Acton Network events. 



Regardless of these ties to National Action Network, Education for a Better America says in its 
tax filings that it is not related to any other tax-exempt or taxable entity, also denying being “a 
party to a business transaction with . . . a family member of a current or former officer, director, 
trustee, or key employee.” 

Miniutti, the Charity Navigator spokeswoman, says: “It’s odd that they’re not putting down that 
there’s an affiliation with the other group, especially if they’re sharing offices, phone numbers, 
and board members. That doesn’t necessarily pass the smell test.” 

The records do not make clear whether Ms. Sharpton receives pay for her work at EBA. The 
nonprofit says in tax filings that the board approved CEO compensation, but it also lists no pay 
for any staffers, including Ms. Sharpton. Though the Internal Revenue Service has not as of this 
writing answered National Review’s request for clarification, by some interpretations of the 990 
form, nonprofits may not have to list officer, director, trustee, or employee compensation below 
$100,000. 

In addition to not detailing any paid officers, EBA’s tax filings do not mention Marcus Bright, who 
is listed on its website as executive director. In December, Ms. Sharpton told the New York Post 
that Bright was her boyfriend, adding, “He and my dad talk, they go to dinner without me.” 

Though EBA publications list Ms. Sharpton and her boyfriend as present at events in several 
cities, the nonprofit’s tax filings report no money whatsoever spent on travel. The biggest 
expenditure listed, for $113,449, is for “training workshops.” National Review received no 
answer from EBA about what expenses were included in “training workshop” costs. 

The EBA website says that Bright is not only its executive director but also an adjunct professor 
at Florida International University. But the university’s human-resources department said in an 
e-mail that it was “unable to provide [a] record for the past year for Marcus Bright as he has 
been inactive since 12/08/2012.” On his LinkedIn page, Bright also claims to be presently an 
adjunct professor at Lynn University, but a university spokesman told National Review he was 
not listed in its staff directory. Bright did not respond to an e-mail inquiry asking about the 
colleges’ responses. 

Because EBA’s tax filings do not even list Bright, it’s unclear whether he draws a salary from the 
nonprofit, and he did not respond to questions about his position or pay. But he does have 
another job, this one in the public sector. 

Florida public records show that in fiscal year 2015 Bright has made more than $52,000 as an 
administrator in the Miami-Dade County Public Schools Office of Educational Equity, Access, 
and Diversity. National Review also reviewed Bright’s time sheets and discovered that since the 
school year started last fall, in addition to several unpaid absences, he has taken at least eleven 
paid temporary-duty days, many of which coincide with EBA and National Action Network 
events. 

John Schuster, a spokesman for Miami-Dade County Public Schools, says that employees are 
permitted temporary absences “for the purpose of performing other job-related assignments,” 
including professional development, conferences, jury duty, or military leave. 

“Mr. Bright’s responsibilities in the Office of Educational Equity, Access and Diversity include 
tracking and reporting about new initiatives that are emerging to create access for minority 
students,” Schuster says. “Temporary Duty would be appropriate for this responsibility.” 



Though Bright has received public pay to participate in EBA and National Action Network 
events, it’s unclear whether Ms. Sharpton’s nonprofit has received further public-sector money. 
The New York City comptroller and Department of Education both said they had no records on 
file regarding awards to the nonprofit, and EBA’s nonprofit filings list no public support. 

But in its brochure “2014 Year End Review,” it lists as partners the several public-school districts 
and universities, the City and School District of Philadelphia, the New York City Department of 
Education, and the White House Initiative on Education Excellence for African Americans. And 
its event speakers have included top Obama-administration officials, such as Valerie Jarrett, 
Kathleen Sebelius, and Arne Duncan. 

As Ms. Sharpton receives increased scrutiny because of her sprained-ankle lawsuit, the public 
interest would be well served by more sunlight on her nonprofit. Oddities like the ones revealed 
in EBA’s tax filings aren’t normal in the nonprofit world, though they abound in the dealings of 
Ms. Sharpton’s father. Her silence on these irregularities may well speak volumes. 

  
  
Inquistr.com 
Manhattanhenge 2015 Debuts This Weekend: Here’s Where To Get The Best 
View  

 

Manhattanhenge, the unique celestial event in which the sun lines up perfectly with the grid of 
Manhattan, will make its 2015 debut this weekend, one of only four times this year that such an 
alignment will be visible. 

The Manhattanhenge phenomenon, which was first noticed and named by Neil deGrasse 
Tyson, is an unusual occurrence which highlights the fact that the Sun does not set in the same 
spot on the horizon each day. As the Gothamist relates, the event is considered Manhattan’s 
equivalent of Stonehenge, and when it takes place, both the north and south sides off all of the 



borough’s cross streets are fully illuminated. Manhattanhenge occurs twice a year with a full 
sun, and twice with a half sun. 

This weekend, the first occurrences of Manhattanhenge will be at 8:12 p.m. on Friday and 
Saturday, as the Huffington Post reports. Friday will see a half sun, while Saturday will represent 
a full sun Manhattanhenge. The phenomenon will not repeat until July 12 and 13, after which it 
will not occur again during 2015. 

Manhattanhenge, NYC’s coolest sunset, begins tomorrow (Friday) ➤ http://t.co/XY50ulDRrG 

pic.twitter.com/okL5MvTiGx 

— Jeff Faria (@PatriotsOfMars) May 28, 2015 

For New Yorkers who wish to take in the best view of this year’s Manhattanhenge, there are a 
few spots where the phenomenon can be observed better than others. NBC New York suggests 
going “as far east in Manhattan as you can without losing view of New Jersey” in order to best 
view Manhattanhenge, specifically recommending cross streets like 14th, 23rd, 34th, 42nd, and 
57th. 

Excellent views of Manhattanhenge can also be had from the other side of the East River, in 
Long Island City. The nonprofit Hunters Point Parks Conservancy will host LICHenge at Hunters 
Point South Park on Thursday, offering a view of Manhattanhenge that aligns perfectly with 
42nd street. 

It’s almost time for #Manhattanhenge. Here’s where to get the best shots: 
http://t.co/K5cvN6ZcPJ pic.twitter.com/pZ6DlvkCdi 

— NBC New York (@NBCNewYork) May 28, 2015 

#Manhattanhenge II yesterday on 18th St. // Shot by @Sony a6000. @NBCNewYork 
@PIX11News @PIXweather @agreatbigcity pic.twitter.com/Lyjpf1Wui7 

— Kenneth Hines, Jr. (@professorhines) May 28, 2015 

Thousands of people are expected to take to the streets for the 2015 edition of 
Manhattanhenge, as they have in previous years. As the Inquisitr previously reported, the first 
night of Manhattanhenge 2012 was foiled by rain, though subsequent viewings drew large 
crowds. 

deGrasse Tyson has also pointed out that 34th and 42nd street represent “especially striking 
vistas” during Manhattanhenge, due to the presence of the Empire State building and the 
Chrysler building. It is also recommended that viewers get out 30 minutes early to observe the 
event, meaning Manhattanhenge 2015 is guaranteed to bring large crowds into the streets in 
search of the perfect picture. 

  
  



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
 


