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WSJ Editors on the Google/China clash.   
The uneasy truce between Google and China broke down yesterday when the company announced it would 
no longer censor search results on its domestic search engine, Google.cn. So far everyone seems fixated 
on the decision-making in the Googleplex headquarters, but ultimately this episode tells us more about 
Beijing than it does about Google. 

Within minutes of the announcement, mainland users were calling up page listings on Tibet, Falun Gong and 
the 1989 Tiananmen Square massacre that had been hidden for the last three years. The company said it 
was pushed into this decision by a sophisticated hacking attack that threatened the privacy of its email 
users, but there's more to this story. 

Google deserves praise for having a bottom line, but it's worth remembering that this is a lose-lose-lose 
scenario. The most likely outcome is that Google loses access to an important market, Chinese customers 
lose access to its services, and the government loses face. Google's decision in 2006 that entering the 
mainland market was a net positive for information flows was well reasoned. The tragedy is that the Chinese 
government became so aggressive in its repression that this is no longer the case. ... 

  
Politico gives us another view of the Mass. senate race by looking at the Dem candidate, 
Martha Coakley.  
Though polls show the race tightening, Massachusetts Attorney General Martha Coakley still seems the 
likely heir to the seat of the late Sen. Ted Kennedy. Coakley is commonly described as a traditional liberal, 
but in one policy area she’s far to the right of her predecessor. It also happens to be the policy area in which 
Coakley has built her career: criminal justice.  
 
Last year, Coakley chose to personally argue her state’s case before the Supreme Court in Melendez-Diaz 
v. Massachusetts. Despite the recent headlines detailing forensic mishaps, fraudulent testimony and crime 
lab incompetence, Coakley argued that requiring crime lab technicians to be present at trial for questioning 
by defense attorneys would place too large a burden on prosecutors. The Supreme Court found otherwise, 
in a decision that had Justices Clarence Thomas and Antonin Scalia coming down on Coakley’s left.  
 
The Melendez-Diaz case wasn’t an anomaly. Coakley has made her reputation as a law-and-order 
prosecutor. More troubling, she’s shown a tendency to aggressively push the limits of the law in high-profile 
cases and an unwillingness to cop to mistakes — be they her own or those of other prosecutors. Coakley’s 
most recent high-profile case was the “Aqua Teen Hunger Force” hoax, in which she defended Boston 
authorities’ massive overreaction to harmless light-emitting-diode devices left around the city as a 
promotional gimmick. ... 
  
Jan Crawford reminds us of the time when Harry Reid said some really ugly things about 
Justice Thomas.  
... Reid has waded into the minefield of prejudice and stereotyping before. I can’t help but think of his 
outrageous statements about Clarence Thomas back in 2005, when some were urging President Bush to 
make Thomas the first African American chief justice.  
 
We all know Thomas’s compelling life story: growing in the harrowing days of Jim Crow in the segregated 
South, struggling to break free from poverty and racism, becoming the first black child to integrate all-white 
schools, graduating with honors from the seminary and Holy Cross before Yale Law School. Thomas 
succeeded on his unquestioned intellect and his determination and hard work.  
 
Thomas is one of the Court’s most original and compelling thinkers, and his opinions are praised by scholars 
on the Left and the Right as important contributions. You may not agree with a single word Clarence 
Thomas says, and it may drive you crazy that he took Thurgood Marshall’s seat on the Supreme Court, but 



you can’t call him stupid or deny he’s an important intellectual force.  
 
Unless you’re Harry Reid. ... 
  
  
The Streetwise Professor writes that Afghanistan is causing conflict between the Obami and 
the Pentagon. 

The NYT reports that “senior administration officials” are angry at the military for its alleged slowness in 
deploying for the Afghanistan “surge”: 

...One administration official said that the White House believed that top Pentagon and military officials 
misled them by promising to deploy the 30,000 additional troops by the summer. General McChrystal and 
some of his top aides have privately expressed anger at that accusation, saying that they are being held 
responsible for a pace of deployments they never thought was realistic, the official said. ... 

...The military seems to be playing it cynically.  McChyrstal and Petraeus are aggressive commanders, and 
there is no reason to believe that they were taking an unnecessarily leisurely course when they planned for 
an 18 month deployment period.  Instead, it is highly likely that they chose that schedule based on a 
professional, realistic understanding of the logistical constraints.  Faced with the stark choice of Obama 
pulling the plug on Afghanistan altogether if they stuck to their timeline, or getting his (grudging) 
acquiescence to an accelerated deployment, they chose the latter.  They probably figured that the iron laws 
of logistics would eventually rule, and that the “bell curve” would be pushed back beyond what Obama 
desired, but that since the president had committed, he could not bail. 

This cannot end well.  There was never much chance that the Pentagon and Obama and his minions would 
ever be comfortable with one another.  They inhabit different mental universes.  But a military convinced that 
the president is a military neophyte who lets domestic political needs override fundamental military 
considerations, and a president and administration who are convinced that the military is defying the 
president’s will is an extremely poisonous combination. 

  
  
In Contentions, David Hazony blogs about George Mitchell's reported suggestion to use US aid 
as leverage with the Israelis to get concessions in the peace process. Without discussing the 
diplomatic implications of such a suggestion, Hazony explains that the amount of money is 
small. 
While everyone over here in Israel is tittering over the question of whether George Mitchell did or did not 
threaten to cut back on American aid to Israel if there is no progress in peace talks, it might be worth getting 
a little perspective on what those numbers actually look like, both for Israelis and for Americans. 

...In 2008, U.S. aid was down to about $2.4 billion, while Israel’s GDP was up to $199 billion. We’re talking 
about 1.2 percent of Israel’s GDP. 

So whereas nobody would consider $2.4 billion a trivial amount of money, the economic significance of that 
aid has dropped dramatically, as far as Israelis are concerned. Israel’s “dependence” on American aid is not 
zero, but it’s heading there. ... 

  
Charles Levinson, in the WSJ, reports on increasing use of robots in warfare. 

...Israel is developing an army of robotic fighting machines that offers a window onto the potential future of 
warfare. 



Sixty years of near-constant war, a low tolerance for enduring casualties in conflict, and its high-tech 
industry have long made Israel one of the world's leading innovators of military robotics. ... 

...In 10 to 15 years, one-third of Israel's military machines will be unmanned, predicts Giora Katz, vice 
president of Rafael Advanced Defense Systems Ltd., one of Israel's leading weapons manufacturers. 

"We are moving into the robotic era," says Mr. Katz. 

Over 40 countries have military-robotics programs today. The U.S. and much of the rest of the world is 
betting big on the role of aerial drones: Even Hezbollah, the Iranian-backed Shiite guerrilla force in Lebanon, 
flew four Iranian-made drones against Israel during the 2006 Lebanon War. ... 

  
  
Newsbusters has an amazing story. A bunch of Congressmen and their spouses went on an 
all-expenses-paid-by-the-taxpayers trip to the Copenhagen Summit. That congresspeople steal 
our money isn't the amazing part. Would you believe that CBS reported the story? 

It must really be cold outside, for the CBS "Evening News" Monday actually did a segment exposing how 
members of Congress wasted a huge amount of money at the United Nations' climate summit in 
Copenhagen last month. 

Even more surprising, CBS's Sharyl Attkisson pointed fingers at prominent Democrats including House 
Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.), Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (Md.), and Charles Rangel (N.Y.). 

Readers are encouraged to strap themselves in tightly, for this report coming from the global warming-
obsessed media seems as likely as freezing temperatures in Miami (video embedded below the fold with 
partial transcript): Click on the link to see the video. 

  
David Harsanyi comments on the Obami plans to throw stimulus money at green jobs. 

...The uncalculated part of the above equation is this: Bogus jobs kill real jobs. At Madrid's King Juan Carlos 
University, for instance, a study found that in Spain -- the very country Obama has held out as the exemplar 
of greening (and with only a 19-plus percent unemployment rate!) -- every green job created had destroyed 
2.2 jobs in other sectors of the economy. ... 

...In the meantime, utilizing unemployment fears, this administration continues to pursue social policy 
through faux stimulus plans, funneling money into acceptable sectors, no matter how inefficient, no matter 
how unviable, no matter how unsustainable. 

What we've learned is that the Obama administration will do anything humanly possible to rescue the 
economy, as long as it doesn't relieve the pressure on the private sector. After all, this president explained 
last year that he believes "only government" can get us out of our troubles. 

And that's our biggest problem now. 

  
  
John Stossel explains that we do not have true capitalism in the US. 

...The truth is that we don't have a free market -- government regulation and management are pervasive -- 
so it's misleading to say that "capitalism" caused today's problems. The free market is innocent. 



But it's fair to say that crony capitalism created the economic mess. 

Crony capitalism, by the way, will be the subject of my TV show this week on the Fox Business Network 
(Thursday at 8 p.m. Eastern; Friday at 10). 

What is crony capitalism? It's the economic system in which the marketplace is substantially shaped by a 
cozy relationship among government, big business and big labor. Under crony capitalism, government 
bestows a variety of privileges that are simply unattainable in the free market, including import restrictions, 
bailouts, subsidies and loan guarantees. 

...We don't have to look far to see how crony-dominated American capitalism is today. The politically 
connected tire and steel industries get government relief from a "surge" of imports from China. (Who cares if 
American consumers want to pay less for Chinese steel and tires?) ... Banks and insurance companies (like 
AIG) are bailed out because they are deemed too big to fail. Favored farmers get crop subsidies. ... 

  
  
Richard Epstein discusses the referendums initiated in California, and the issues underlying 
these impulses. 

...The theoretical mistake in these reforms needs emphasis. Structural remedies have one vital function: The 
diffusion of power in different branches of government is a key bulwark against tyranny, even at the cost of 
gridlock and paralysis. On balance that trade-off is worth making.  

Yet tinkering with this balance will do little to cure today's entitlement malaise. Whatever the importance of 
some division of power among political actors, no theory tells which division of power is likely to work better 
than the others. Look around the world and ask whether presidential systems of government, like that in the 
United States, work better than parliamentary systems of government, like that in Great Britain. We can't be 
sure. Nations under stress often oscillate between the two, without any clear direction. 

On the other hand, getting the basic set of substantive entitlements right does make a huge difference in the 
success or failure of government. It is only by taking on that unfashionable issue that real progress can be 
made in places like California. The first order of business should be to rationalize the tax structure. Low, flat 
taxes on income will draw in capital, not drive it away.  

More to the point, none of these proposals take dead aim at entitlements. The impulse is to find out ways to 
add back dental benefits to Medicaid, often by asking the federal government (i.e., citizens in other states) to 
foot the bill. It's a mug's game that forces sensible states to subsidize the follies of profligate ones. We need 
to find a way to shrink the program nationwide. ... 

  
  
A Japanese man had the bad luck to be on a business trip in Hiroshima when we dropped a 
bomb. Two days later he finally got home to Nagasaki. Christopher Hitchens does an obit of 
sorts for Tsutomu Yamaguchi, who we chased around Japan with atomic bombs. He just died at 
93. 
  
  

 
 
 

  
  
 



WSJ  -  Editorial 
Clash on the Great Firewall  
Google rebels against China's Internet crackdown. 

The uneasy truce between Google and China broke down yesterday when the company announced it would 
no longer censor search results on its domestic search engine, Google.cn. So far everyone seems fixated 
on the decision-making in the Googleplex headquarters, but ultimately this episode tells us more about 
Beijing than it does about Google. 

Within minutes of the announcement, mainland users were calling up page listings on Tibet, Falun Gong and 
the 1989 Tiananmen Square massacre that had been hidden for the last three years. The company said it 
was pushed into this decision by a sophisticated hacking attack that threatened the privacy of its email 
users, but there's more to this story. 

Google deserves praise for having a bottom line, but it's worth remembering that this is a lose-lose-lose 
scenario. The most likely outcome is that Google loses access to an important market, Chinese customers 
lose access to its services, and the government loses face. Google's decision in 2006 that entering the 
mainland market was a net positive for information flows was well reasoned. The tragedy is that the Chinese 
government became so aggressive in its repression that this is no longer the case. 

Google has faced its share of business obstacles in China, some of which may be traced to government 
action. Its main search competitor, Baidu, has received government support to control 58% of the market, 
compared to Google's 36%. No doubt the fact that Google's revenues in China are what it calls 
"insignificant" make it easier to pull the plug. 

But the problems go beyond Google. A company spokesman tells us that the decision to abandon the China 
market was the result of the hacking attack and a broad crackdown on the Internet in China. In the last year 
Chinese authorities have blocked YouTube, attempted to force computer retailers to pre-install the Green 
Dam filtering software, pressured Google and other search providers to further filter racy content, and 
allegedly launched a "DNS poisoning" attack on Google that led to the company's services crashing world-
wide. 

Until a year or so ago, Chinese censors were skillful at calibrating the level of censorship and harassment so 
that both domestic users and international companies were willing to play by the government's rules. There 
were certain things that one couldn't do or say, but otherwise the Internet was free enough that much like in 
other countries it became an integral part of many people's lives. 



      

But Beijing overreached. For instance, the Information Warfare Monitor of Canada says Chinese criminal 
gangs are carrying out digital breaking and entering around the world with little opposition from, and perhaps 
even the support of some parts of, the government. The hacking attack on Google and 34 other companies 
in Silicon Valley bore hallmarks of the "Ghostnet" botnet attacks revealed last year, which targeted 
companies and others of interest to China. This time it's believed the hackers stole commercially valuable 
intellectual property, although not from Google. It's difficult to play nice with a government that tolerates 
skulking around your warehouse. 

The tougher Beijing gets with Chinese Internet users, the more likely users are to take extraordinary 
measures to evade government strictures. More than 30 million Chinese use Google's Gmail service, in part 
because it is known to be secure. Already many are saying that if Google is blocked by the government's 
"Great Firewall," they will "jump over the wall." That involves paying for VPN services or devoting time to 
finding proxy servers, but it can be done. The effect may reduce the effectiveness of censorship and filtering.  

One of Google's founders, Sergey Brin, spent much of his childhood in the Soviet Union and so has a strong 
understanding of the importance of free speech and information. Mr. Brin's public statements over the last 
few years have revealed how he wrestled with the ethics of doing business in an authoritarian state. Google 
has no doubt also learned the lesson of Yahoo, which provided the Chinese police with information from an 
email server in Hong Kong that led to a 10-year jail term for dissident journalist Shi Tao. 

So far, Google's instincts have been right. The Web's immovable object of censorship, China, was bound to 
run up against an irresistible force for free information sooner or later. This clash is only the first of many 
more to come, and our money's on freedom. 

  
  
Politico 
Is Coakley committed to justice? 
by Radley Balko 

Though polls show the race tightening, Massachusetts Attorney General Martha Coakley still seems the 
likely heir to the seat of the late Sen. Ted Kennedy. Coakley is commonly described as a traditional liberal, 
but in one policy area she’s far to the right of her predecessor. It also happens to be the policy area in which 



Coakley has built her career: criminal justice.  
 
Last year, Coakley chose to personally argue her state’s case before the Supreme Court in Melendez-Diaz 
v. Massachusetts. Despite the recent headlines detailing forensic mishaps, fraudulent testimony and crime 
lab incompetence, Coakley argued that requiring crime lab technicians to be present at trial for questioning 
by defense attorneys would place too large a burden on prosecutors. The Supreme Court found otherwise, 
in a decision that had Justices Clarence Thomas and Antonin Scalia coming down on Coakley’s left.  
 
The Melendez-Diaz case wasn’t an anomaly. Coakley has made her reputation as a law-and-order 
prosecutor. More troubling, she’s shown a tendency to aggressively push the limits of the law in high-profile 
cases and an unwillingness to cop to mistakes — be they her own or those of other prosecutors. Coakley’s 
most recent high-profile case was the “Aqua Teen Hunger Force” hoax, in which she defended Boston 
authorities’ massive overreaction to harmless light-emitting-diode devices left around the city as a 
promotional gimmick.  
 
But Coakley first made national headlines for her role in the prosecution of Louise Woodward, a British 
nanny convicted of shaking to death infant Matthew Eappen in 1997. Woodward was eventually convicted of 
second-degree murder. A judge promptly reduced Woodward’s charge to manslaughter. Coakley’s role in 
the Woodward case helped raise her profile enough for a successful run for district attorney. Soon after 
taking office, Coakley found herself in the midst of another high-profile child abuse case, the Fells Acres day 
care convictions.  
 
In the 1980s, Violet Amirault and her children, Gerald Amirault and Cheryl Amirault LeFave, were convicted 
of sexually abusing several children at their day care facility. The cases came at the height of the 1980s sex 
abuse panic, leading to false convictions across the country based on improper questioning of children, 
mass hysteria about sex abuse and Satan worship, and bogus “recovered-memory” psychotherapy. Coakley 
didn’t prosecute the Amiraults; her former boss Scott Harshbarger did. But the case against the family began 
to come apart during her tenure as district attorney. Despite a parole board’s 5-0 recommendation to grant 
Gerald Amirault clemency and mounting doubts about the evidence against him, Coakley publicly and 
aggressively lobbied then-Gov. Jane Swift to deny Amirault relief. Amirault remained in prison. 

Wall Street Journal reporter Dorothy Rabinowitz, who won a Pulitzer Prize for her coverage of bogus sex 
abuse cases, recently told The Boston Globe of the Amirault case, “Martha Coakley was a very, very good 
soldier who showed she would do anything to preserve this horrendous assault on justice.” According to 
journalist Mark Pendergrast, Coakley herself prosecuted another questionable child abuse case in 1993, 
using the same recovered-memory testimony and now-discredited methods of questioning children to 
convict Ray and Shirley Souza of molesting their grandchildren.  
 
It’s probably not surprising, then, that as DA in Middlesex County, Coakley opposed efforts to create an 
innocence commission in Massachusetts, calling the idea “backward-looking instead of forward-looking.” Of 
course, that’s sort of the point — to find people who have been wrongfully convicted. So far, there have 
been at least 23 exonerations in Massachusetts, including several in Coakley’s home county.  
 
I had my own exchange with Coakley in the letters section of The Boston Globe a few years ago over the 
issue of prescription pain medication. Coakley had told the paper that “accidental addiction” to opiate pain 
medications such as OxyContin was a common problem among chronic pain patients, despite considerable 
medical evidence to the contrary. Such wrongheaded statements by law enforcement officials and the 
policies that go with them are a big reason why doctors have become increasingly reluctant to treat pain 
patients. Coakley conceded that she’s “no medical expert” but then went on to question the body of medical 
literature showing accidental addiction to be a myth. Coakley cited only her own experience as a DA to 
contradict the litany of peer-reviewed medical research.  
 
As a member of the Senate, not only would Coakley be creating new federal criminal laws; given her record 
as a prosecutor, there’s a good chance she’d serve on committees with oversight over the Justice 
Department and the judiciary. She’d also be casting votes to confirm or deny federal judicial appointments. 



Advocates for criminal justice reform should be wary. Coakley may share Kennedy’s opposition to the death 
penalty, but her record as a prosecutor leaves plenty of doubt about her commitment to justice.  
 
Radley Balko is a senior editor for Reason magazine. 

  
  
CBS News - Blogs 
Racism Doesn't Always have a Southern Drawl 
by Jan Crawford 
  
Trent Lott was forced out as Senate majority leader for making racially charged remarks, with few rallying to 
his defense. But Harry Reid's explosive comment's about Barack Obama's "light skin" and "no Negro dialect" 
aren't as different as some Democrats would like to believe.  
 
Both sets of comments reflect what the two men assume Americans — or some Americans, anyway -- think 
about race, and both give a window into their respective worldviews. And that’s why Reid’s remarks, 
although different from Lott's, still are troubling and problematic.  
 
Lott was pandering to an old segregationist and a bunch of his white supporters when he said “we wouldn't 
have had all these problems over the years” if everyone else “followed our lead” and voted for Strom 
Thurmond for president. That’s classic Dixiecrat politics --c omments designed to stoke resentment and 
anger and white superiority. Lott heard that kind of talk a lot growing up in Mississippi, and he slipped right 
into it at Thurmond’s birthday party in 2002.  
 
It was almost like Lott didn’t even think about the outrageousness of what he was saying. His remarks reflect 
a view that he assumed his old white audience was, deep down, a bunch of racists who really believed we 
would be better off with Strom Thurmond running things all these years.  
 
At first glance, as Democrats have been pounding, Reid’s comments seem completely different. He was 
analyzing Obama’s blackness, and he concludes Barack Obama isn't too black to get elected President. He 
wasn’t pandering to whites to make them feel superior or stoke the fires. Reid was merely trying to decide 
just how racist white people are in modern-day America.  
 
But in his own way, much like Trent Lott did with his audience at Thurmond's birthday party, Harry Reid 
already had decided that question. He apparently concluded white America would never get behind an 
African-American with dark skin and a “negro dialect.”  
 
Obama, Reid seems to suggest, was the right kind of black guy. It wasn’t a whole lot different, if you think 
about it, what Branch Rickey focused on when he signed Jackie Robinson with the Brooklyn Dodgers in 
1947.  
 
While Trent Lott was stoking the old-day segregationists, Harry Reid was practicing modern-day racial 
politics -- gaming out what he thought white people would and wouldn't accept and what kind of prejudices 
and stereotypes many of them hold.  
 
Maybe that shouldn't be surprising to hear, since Reid has waded into the minefield of prejudice and 
stereotyping before. I can’t help but think of his outrageous statements about Clarence Thomas back in 
2005, when some were urging President Bush to make Thomas the first African American chief justice.  
 
We all know Thomas’s compelling life story: growing in the harrowing days of Jim Crow in the segregated 
South, struggling to break free from poverty and racism, becoming the first black child to integrate all-white 
schools, graduating with honors from the seminary and Holy Cross before Yale Law School. Thomas 
succeeded on his unquestioned intellect and his determination and hard work.  
 



Thomas is one of the Court’s most original and compelling thinkers, and his opinions are praised by scholars 
on the Left and the Right as important contributions. You may not agree with a single word Clarence 
Thomas says, and it may drive you crazy that he took Thurgood Marshall’s seat on the Supreme Court, but 
you can’t call him stupid or deny he’s an important intellectual force.  
 
Unless you’re Harry Reid.  
 
In an interview with the late Tim Russert on NBC's Meet the Press, Reid called Thomas “an embarrassment 
to the Supreme Court” whose “opinions are poorly written,” and said he hadn’t “done a good job” as a 
justice. But Antonin Scalia? Well, Reid said, he’s a different story. Scalia, Reid told Tim, “is one smart guy.”  
 
Tim gave me permission to use that exchange when I was working for ABC and doing a segment for 
Nightline on Clarence Thomas and stereotypes, racism and double standards. Reid’s comment’s fit right in, 
because the segment was about how some people embrace the false and offensive narrative that Thomas 
has no intellectual firepower and is just a puppet of the dazzling conservative Scalia.  
 
Here’s the entire exchange:  
RUSSERT: Let me turn to judicial nominations. Again, Harry Reid on National Public Radio, Nov. 19: "If 
they" -- the Bush White House -- "for example, gave us Clarence Thomas as chief justice, I personally feel 
that would be wrong. If they give us Antonin Scalia, that's a little different question. I may not agree with 
some of his opinions, but I agree with the brilliance of his mind."  
 
RUSSERT: Could you support Antonin Scalia to be chief justice of the Supreme Court?  
 
REID: If he can overcome the ethics problems that have arisen since he was selected as a justice of the 
Supreme Court. And those ethics problems --you've talked about them; every people talk -- every reporter's 
talked about them in town -- where he took trips that were probably not in keeping with the code of judicial 
ethics. So we have to get over this. I cannot dispute the fact, as I have said, that this is one smart guy. And I 
disagree with many of the results that he arrives at, but his reason for arriving at those results are very hard 
to dispute. So --  
 
RUSSERT: Why couldn't you accept Clarence Thomas?  
 
REID: I think that he has been an embarrassment to the Supreme Court. I think that his opinions are poorly 
written. I don't -- I just don't think that he's done a good job as a Supreme Court justice.  
That’s not Mississippi, or Jim Crow. That’s not the Dixiecrats or segregationists. That is race in America, 
modern-day.  
 
In an interview in 2008, I asked Thomas why people continue to embrace this grossly false storyline -- why 
they sell him short, understate his intellect -- and why they persistently believe he merely has "followed" 
Scalia, when in fact there's absolutely no basis for that.  
 
"Give me a break. I mean this is part of the — you know, the black guy is supposed to follow somebody 
white. We know that," Thomas told me. "Come on, we know the story behind that. I mean there's no need to 
sort of tip-toe around that … The story line was that, well I couldn't be doing this myself, he must be doing it 
for me because I'm black. That's obvious. Again, I go back to my point. Who were the real bigots? It's 
obvious.”  
 
But why no uproar, I asked. Why no outcry?  
 
“People feel free to say about me what they think about lots of blacks,” Thomas told me. “Because of the 
heterodox views I've taken, they have license to say it about me with impunity.”  
 
Or put another way: In Harry Reid’s worldview, Clarence Thomas isn’t the “right” kind of black guy.  
  



  
Streetwise Professor 
Amateurs Talk Tactics, Professionals Talk Logistics 
by Craig Pirrong 

The NYT reports that “senior administration officials” are angry at the military for its alleged slowness in 
deploying for the Afghanistan “surge”: 

Senior White House advisers are frustrated by what they say is the Pentagon’s slow pace in deploying 
30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan and its inability to live up to an initial promise to have all of the forces 
in the country by next summer, senior administration officials said Friday. 

Tensions over the deployment schedule have been growing in recent weeks between senior White House 
officials — among them Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., Gen.James L. Jones, the national security 
adviser, and Rahm Emanuel, the White House chief of staff — and top commanders, including Gen. Stanley 
A. McChrystal, the senior commander in Afghanistan. 

A rapid deployment is central to President Obama’s strategy, to have a jolt of American forces pound 
the Taliban enough for Afghan security forces to take over the fight. Administration officials said that part of 
the White House frustration stemmed from the view that the longer the American military presence in 
Afghanistan continued, the more of a political liability it would become for Mr. Obama. But beyond the 
politics, the speeded up deployment — which Mr. Obama paired with a promise to begin troop withdrawals 
by July 2011 — is part of Mr. Obama’s so-called “bell curve” Afghanistan strategy, whereby American troops 
would increase their force in Afghanistan and step up attacks meant to quickly take out insurgents. 

One administration official said that the White House believed that top Pentagon and military officials misled 
them by promising to deploy the 30,000 additional troops by the summer. General McChrystal and some of 
his top aides have privately expressed anger at that accusation, saying that they are being held responsible 
for a pace of deployments they never thought was realistic, the official said. 

So, is Obama a latter-day Lincoln, and McChrystal a 21st century McClellan, with the former justifiably 
frustrated by the latter’s case of the “slows”? 

I seriously doubt it.  The italicized portion above suggests that political considerations are paramount here. 
 What’s more, previous reporting on Obama’s decision making quite clearly suggests that these political 
considerations completely overshadowed any rational consideration of military realities: 

“If people are having trouble swallowing 40, let’s see if we can make this smaller and easier to swallow and 
still give the commander what he needs,” a senior Defense official said, summarizing the secretary’s 
thinking. 

The plan, called Option 2A, was presented to the president on Nov. 11. Mr. Obama complained that the bell 
curve would take 18 months to get all the troops in place. 

He turned to General Petraeus and asked him how long it took to get the so-called surge troops he 
commanded in Iraq in 2007. That was six months. 

“What I’m looking for is a surge,” Mr. Obama said. “This has to be a surge.” 

So, since the Iraq surge was able to get everything in place in six months, it must be so in Afghanistan, 
right? 

Let’s see. 



Iraq: relatively developed country; accessible by sea; moderately modern infrastructure; not mountainous; 
no major seasonal weather problems; near large US logistical bases in Kuwait. 

Afghanistan: arguably the world’s least-developed country; landlocked; no infrastructure to speak of; 
mountainous; daunting winters; completely isolated from any major US support bases. 

Sound pretty much the same to me!  If six months is good for one, it must be good for the other!  Six months 
it is then! 

The post title is a well-worn military aphorism.  Campaigns succeed or fail more often than not on logistical 
considerations.  The examples are too numerous to list.  Moreover, logistical realities cannot be wished 
away, and these realities are probably more daunting in Afghanistan than in anywhere in the world. 
 Regardless of whether Obama’s need for speed derived from a laudable desire to take the initiative, or from 
a crass political calculation (more likely in my view), it is foolish in the extreme to ignore the fundamental 
logistical constraints.  And the NYT articles lend strong support to the view that Obama did just that. 

The administration might also get more sympathy about the time factor if Obama had himself acted 
expeditiously and decisively in deciding on his course in Afghanistan, instead of playing Hamlet for months. 

The military seems to be playing it cynically.  McChyrstal and Petraeus are aggressive commanders, and 
there is no reason to believe that they were taking an unnecessarily leisurely course when they planned for 
an 18 month deployment period.  Instead, it is highly likely that they chose that schedule based on a 
professional, realistic understanding of the logistical constraints.  Faced with the stark choice of Obama 
pulling the plug on Afghanistan altogether if they stuck to their timeline, or getting his (grudging) 
acquiescence to an accelerated deployment, they chose the latter.  They probably figured that the iron laws 
of logistics would eventually rule, and that the “bell curve” would be pushed back beyond what Obama 
desired, but that since the president had committed, he could not bail. 

This cannot end well.  There was never much chance that the Pentagon and Obama and his minions would 
ever be comfortable with one another.  They inhabit different mental universes.  But a military convinced that 
the president is a military neophyte who lets domestic political needs override fundamental military 
considerations, and a president and administration who are convinced that the military is defying the 
president’s will is an extremely poisonous combination. 

  
  
Contentions 
Aid to Israel: The Story in Numbers 
by David Hazony  

While everyone over here in Israel is tittering over the question of whether George Mitchell did or did not 
threaten to cut back on American aid to Israel if there is no progress in peace talks, it might be worth getting 
a little perspective on what those numbers actually look like, both for Israelis and for Americans. 

In 1985, the year Israel started receiving such high levels of American aid, U.S. taxpayers gave Israel about 
$3.4 billion in economic and military grants. That year, Israel’s GDP stood at about $24.1 billion in current 
dollars. American aid constituted about 14 percent of Israel’s GDP — an enormous amount of support for a 
country struggling with both a severe economic crisis and an ongoing war in Lebanon. 

In 1996, the year Prime Minister Netanyahu addressed a joint session of Congress and declared his aim of 
ending Israel’s dependence on American aid, total grants came to $3.1 billion, while Israel’s GDP stood at 
$105 billion. U.S. aid was then only about 3 percent of Israel’s GDP. 



In 2008, U.S. aid was down to about $2.4 billion, while Israel’s GDP was up to $199 billion. We’re talking 
about 1.2 percent of Israel’s GDP. 

So whereas nobody would consider $2.4 billion a trivial amount of money, the economic significance of that 
aid has dropped dramatically, as far as Israelis are concerned. Israel’s “dependence” on American aid is not 
zero, but it’s heading there. 

But what about American taxpayers? Here, too, we see a dramatic drop in economic significance as 
measured as a portion of the U.S.’s GDP. In 1985, the $3.4 billion was out of an overall budget of some 
$947 billion — or 0.35 percent. In 2008, Israel received $2.4 billion out of a total budget of $2.99 trillion — 
which looks like 0.08 percent, or less than one one-thousandth. A similar drop is seen when comparing the 
aid against the overall GDP of the United States: from about 0.081 percent down to 0.016 percent. So while 
the Israelis feel the lift of American aid less than a tenth as much as they used to, Americans feel its bite 
less than a quarter of what they used to. 

At the same time, the makeup of U.S. aid has shifted dramatically as well. If in 1985, aid was about three-
fifths economic and two-fifths military, in 2008 economic aid was down to just $120 million, with the rest as 
military aid. The shift reflects Israel’s economic success: it no longer needs American charity, and in fact 
gets very little. Military aid, on the other hand, reflects Israel’s contribution to advancing U.S. strategic 
interests — a proposition that can be legitimately debated but should not be confused with an anachronistic 
sentimentality for the plight of struggling Zionist farmers. (Note: I have focused on grants and deliberately left 
out the billions in military loan guarantees the U.S. makes to Israel, which are not a handout as much as a 
promise of business for the American military industry.) 

Bottom line: U.S. aid to Israel has plummeted in the past two decades by nearly every reasonable measure. 
And anyone who thinks the Israel lobby is bilking American taxpayers out of a false and outdated 
sentimentality for Israel’s plight is not paying attention to the numbers. That kind of American generosity 
ended a while ago. 

(Sources: here, here, here, and here.) 

  
  
WSJ 
Israeli Robots Remake Battlefield  
Nation Forges Ahead in Deploying Unmanned Military Vehicles by Air, Sea and Land 
by Charles Levinson 

TEL AVIV, Israel – Israel is developing an army of robotic fighting machines that offers a window onto the 
potential future of warfare. 

Sixty years of near-constant war, a low tolerance for enduring casualties in conflict, and its high-tech 
industry have long made Israel one of the world's leading innovators of military robotics. 

       



Israel pioneered the use of aerial drones like the Heron, under construction, above, at Israeli Aerospace 
Industries. 

"We're trying to get to unmanned vehicles everywhere on the battlefield for each platoon in the field," says 
Lt. Col. Oren Berebbi, head of the Israel Defense Forces' technology branch. "We can do more and more 
missions without putting a soldier at risk." 

In 10 to 15 years, one-third of Israel's military machines will be unmanned, predicts Giora Katz, vice 
president of Rafael Advanced Defense Systems Ltd., one of Israel's leading weapons manufacturers. 

"We are moving into the robotic era," says Mr. Katz. 

Over 40 countries have military-robotics programs today. The U.S. and much of the rest of the world is 
betting big on the role of aerial drones: Even Hezbollah, the Iranian-backed Shiite guerrilla force in Lebanon, 
flew four Iranian-made drones against Israel during the 2006 Lebanon War. 

When the U.S. invaded Iraq in 2003, it had just a handful of drones. Today, U.S. forces have around 7,000 
unmanned vehicles in the air and an additional 12,000 on the ground, used for tasks including 
reconnaissance, airstrikes and bomb disposal. 

In 2009, for the first time, the U.S. Air Force trained more "pilots" for unmanned aircraft than for manned 
fighters and bombers. 

U.S. and Japanese robotics programs rival Israel's technological know-how, but Israel has shown it can 
move quickly to develop and deploy new devices, to meet battlefield needs, military officials say. 

"The Israelis do it differently, not because they're more clever than we are, but because they live in a tough 
neighborhood and need to respond fast to operational issues," says Thomas Tate, a former U.S. Army 
lieutenant colonel who now oversees defense cooperation between the U.S. and Israel. 

Among the recently deployed technologies that set Israel ahead of the curve is the Guardium unmanned 
ground vehicle, which now drives itself along the Gaza and Lebanese borders. The Guardium was deployed 
to patrol for infiltrators in the wake of the abduction of soldiers doing the same job in 2006. The Guardium, 
developed by G-nius Ltd., is essentially an armored off-road golf cart with a suite of optical sensors and 
surveillance gear. It was put into the field for the first time 10 months ago. 

In the 2006 Lebanon War, Israeli soldiers took a beating opening supply routes and ferrying food and 
ammunition through hostile territory to the front lines. In the Gaza conflict in January 2009, Israel unveiled 
remote-controlled bulldozers to help address that issue. 

Within the next year, Israeli engineers expect to deploy the voice-commanded, six-wheeled Rex robot, 
capable of carrying 550 pounds of gear alongside advancing infantry. 

After bomb-laden fishing boats tried to take out an Israeli Navy frigate off the coast off Gaza in 2002, Rafael 
designed the Protector SV, an unmanned, heavily armed speedboat that today makes up a growing part of 
the Israeli naval fleet. The Singapore Navy has also purchased the boat and is using it in patrols in the 
Persian Gulf. 

After Syrian missile batteries in Lebanon took a heavy toll on Israeli fighter jets in the 1973 war, Israel 
developed the first modern unmanned aerial vehicle, or UAV. 

When Israel next invaded Lebanon in 1981, the real-time images provided by those unmanned aircraft 
helped Israel wipe out Syrian air defenses, without a single downed pilot. The world, including the U.S., took 
notice. 



The Pentagon set aside its long-held skepticism about the advantages of unmanned aircraft and, in the early 
1980s, bought a prototype designed by former Israeli Air Force engineer Abraham Karem. That prototype 
morphed into the modern-day Predator, which is made by General Dynamics Corp. 

Unlike the U.S. and other militaries, where UAVs are flown by certified, costly-to-train fighter pilots, Israeli 
defense companies have recently built their UAVs to allow an average 18-year-old recruit with just a few 
months' training to pilot them. 

Military analysts say unmanned fighting vehicles could have a far-reaching strategic impact on the sort of 
asymmetrical conflicts the U.S. is fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan and that Israel faces against enemies such 
as Hezbollah and Hamas. 

In such conflicts, robotic vehicles will allow modern conventional armies to minimize the advantages guerrilla 
opponents gain by their increased willingness to sacrifice their lives in order to inflict casualties on the 
enemy. 

However, there are also fears that when countries no longer fear losing soldiers' lives in combat thanks to 
the ability to wage war with unmanned vehicles, they may prove more willing to initiate conflict. 

In coming years, engineers say unmanned air, sea and ground vehicles will increasingly work together 
without any human involvement. Israel and the U.S. have already faced backlash over civilian deaths 
caused by drone-fired missiles in Gaza, Pakistan and Afghanistan. Those ethical dilemmas could increase 
as robots become more independent of their human masters. 

  
  
NewsBusters 
CBS Exposes Congress Wasting Money At UN Climate Summit 
 
by Noel Sheppard 
 

It must really be cold outside, for the CBS "Evening News" Monday actually did a segment exposing how 
members of Congress wasted a huge amount of money at the United Nations' climate summit in 
Copenhagen last month. 

Even more surprising, CBS's Sharyl Attkisson pointed fingers at prominent Democrats including House 
Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.), Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (Md.), and Charles Rangel (N.Y.). 

Readers are encouraged to strap themselves in tightly, for this report coming from the global warming-
obsessed media seems as likely as freezing temperatures in Miami (video embedded below the fold with 
partial transcript): Click on the link to see the video. 

SHARYL ATTKISSON: Few would argue with the U.S. having a presence at the Copenhagen Climate 
Summit. But wait until you hear what we found about how many in Congress got all-expense paid trips to 
Denmark on your dime.  

Our cameras spotted House Speaker Nancy Pelosi at the summit. She called the shots on who got to go. 
That's House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, and there's the embattled Chairman of the Tax Committee 
Charles Rangel. [...]  

ATTKISSON: They were joined by 17 colleagues: Democrats Waxman, Miller, Markey, Gordon, Levin, 
Blumenauer, DeGette, Inslee, Ryan, Butterfield, Cleaver, and Giffords. And Republicans Barton, Upton, 
Moore Capito, Sullivan, Blackburn and Sensenbrenner.  



And that's not the half of it. But finding out more was a bit like trying to get the keys to Ft. Knox. Many 
referred us to Speaker Pelosi who wouldn't agree to an interview. Her office told us, "It will comply with 
disclosure requirements" but wouldn't give us cost estimates or even tell us where they all stayed.  

Senator Inhofe is one of the few who provided us any detail. He attended the summit on his own for just a 
few hours, to give an "opposing view."  

SENATOR JIM INHOFE, (R-OKLAHOMA): They're going because it's the biggest party of the year. The 
worst thing that happened there is they ran out of caviar."  

ATTKISSON : Our investigation found that the congressional delegation was so large, it needed three 
military jets: two 737's and a Gulfstream Five -- up to 64 passengers -- traveling in luxurious comfort.  

Along with those who flew commercial, we counted at least 101 Congress-related attendees. All for a 
summit that failed to deliver a global climate deal.  

As a perk, some took spouses, since they could snag an open seat on a military jet or share a room at no 
extra cost to taxpayers. That's Congresswoman Giffords holding her husband's had. Moore Capito and her 
husband. Markey took his wife wearing red, as did Sensenbrenner. Congressman Barton -- a climate 
change skeptic -- even brought along his daughter.  

Until required filings are made in the coming weeks, we can only figure bits and pieces of the cost to you.  

- Three military jets at $9,900 an hour - that's $168,000 just for flight time.  

-Dozens flew commercial at up to $2,000 each. More than 300 hotel nights booked - the bulk at 
Copenhagen's five-star Marriott.  

-Meals add tens of thousands more.  

Watchdog Steve Ellis wasn't against a U.S. presence. But he considering the deficit... 

STEVE ELLIS, TAXPAYERS FOR COMMON SENSE: Every penny counts. Congress should be shaking 
the couch cushions looking for change, rather than spending cash for everybody to go to Copenhagen. 

ATKISSON: Nobody we asked would defend the super-sized Congressional presence on camera. One 
Democrat said it showed the world the U.S. is serious about climate change.  

And all those attendees who went to the summit rather than hooking up by teleconference? They produced 
enough climate-stunting carbon dioxide to fill 10,000 Olympic swimming pools.  

Which means even if Congress didn't get a global agreement, they left an indelible footprint all the same.  

Wow! Somebody pinch me. 

 
  
Denver Post 
Faux Recovery 
by David Harsanyi 

One glorious day, all of us will awaken in our mixed-use neighborhoods, rustle up nutritious garden-grown 
breakfasts and pedal our bikes to "green-collar" jobs using paths generously provided by the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 



As of this moment, however, the "green energy economy" is incapable of spurring the taillights on a motor 
scooter (much less an economic recovery) without a backup gas-powered generator and government 
subsidy. 

Why, then -- just as we learned that 85,000 Americans "unexpectedly," as news stories put it, had lost their 
jobs last month -- did the Obama administration pin recovery hopes on a colossally misguided social 
engineering project? 

We're not talking about last year's colossally misguided stimulus plan, which "created" and/or "saved" an 
incalculable number of nonexistent jobs in various imaginary ZIP codes -- though we do continue to learn 
more about that slapdash experiment. 

At the time of the stimulus debate, President Barack Obama asserted that the "urgent need to accelerate job 
growth" would be tied to spending on (ethically approved) transportation projects. Yet The Associated Press 
reported this week that unemployment rates rose and fell regardless of how much money Washington doled 
out; the report was reviewed by independent economists at five universities. 

No, this time the administration will renew its focus on stimulus through a new "green jobs" boondoggle. 
President Obama announced this week that Washington will offer $2.3 billion in tax credits for "clean 
energy" jobs. Using his very own pie-in-the-sky calculations, it puts the cost of every job at a tax-financed 
$135,000. 

The uncalculated part of the above equation is this: Bogus jobs kill real jobs. At Madrid's King Juan Carlos 
University, for instance, a study found that in Spain -- the very country Obama has held out as the exemplar 
of greening (and with only a 19-plus percent unemployment rate!) -- every green job created had destroyed 
2.2 jobs in other sectors of the economy. 

The administration plans on spreading an additional $100 million of wealth on green job training and another 
$500 million on energy efficiency and renewable energy companies -- on top of the billions already 
subsidizing these sectors on the state and federal levels. It is a deeply unserious way to pretend to assist 
American recovery. 

For instance, Labor Secretary Hilda Solis -- announcing the green effort on The Huffington Post -- claims 
that green jobs will increase American competitiveness by preparing workers for "a range of careers," 
including "weatherization specialists, wind and energy auditors, and solar panel installers." 

Yep, that should do it. 

One can forgive Solis for her absurdity, I suppose, as she never, from what I can tell, has held a paying 
position that wasn't footed by taxpayers -- a trend in this administration. 

Now, despite this effort to mold the economy to ideological tastes by predetermining which industries should 
succeed and fail, real jobs will return one day -- and it will have nothing to do with any high-minded 
legislation that layers on more centralized economic control. 

In the meantime, utilizing unemployment fears, this administration continues to pursue social policy through 
faux stimulus plans, funneling money into acceptable sectors, no matter how inefficient, no matter how 
unviable, no matter how unsustainable. 

What we've learned is that the Obama administration will do anything humanly possible to rescue the 
economy, as long as it doesn't relieve the pressure on the private sector. After all, this president explained 
last year that he believes "only government" can get us out of our troubles. 

And that's our biggest problem now. 



  
  
Real Clear Politics 
Take the 'Crony' Out of 'Crony Capitalism' 
by John Stossel 

When Judge Richard Posner, the prolific conservative intellectual, released his book "A Failure of 
Capitalism: The Crisis of '08 and the Descent Into Depression" last year, you might have thought the final 
verdict was in: Capitalism caused the economic downturn and high unemployment. 

That this verdict was pronounced by someone like Posner, who is associated with the University of Chicago 
and the free-market law and economics movement, gave moral support to all the politicians who were intent 
on exploiting the recession (as they exploit all crises) to increase government control of the economy. 

But what exactly is this "capitalism" that is blamed? 

The word "capitalism" is used in two contradictory ways. Sometimes it's used to mean the free market, or 
laissez faire. Other times it's used to mean today's government-guided economy. Logically, "capitalism" can't 
be both things. Either markets are free or government controls them. We can't have it both ways. 

The truth is that we don't have a free market -- government regulation and management are pervasive -- so 
it's misleading to say that "capitalism" caused today's problems. The free market is innocent. 

But it's fair to say that crony capitalism created the economic mess. 

Crony capitalism, by the way, will be the subject of my TV show this week on the Fox Business Network 
(Thursday at 8 p.m. Eastern; Friday at 10). 

What is crony capitalism? It's the economic system in which the marketplace is substantially shaped by a 
cozy relationship among government, big business and big labor. Under crony capitalism, government 
bestows a variety of privileges that are simply unattainable in the free market, including import restrictions, 
bailouts, subsidies and loan guarantees. 

Crony capitalism is as old as the republic itself. Congress' first act in 1789 -- on July 4, no less! -- was a tariff 
on foreign goods to protect influential domestic business interests. 

We don't have to look far to see how crony-dominated American capitalism is today. The politically 
connected tire and steel industries get government relief from a "surge" of imports from China. (Who cares if 
American consumers want to pay less for Chinese steel and tires?) Crony capitalism, better know as 
government bailouts, saved General Motors and Chrysler from extinction, with Barack Obama cronies the 
United Auto Workers getting preferential treatment over other creditors and generous stock holdings 
(especially outrageous considering that the union helped bankrupt the companies in the first place with fat 
pensions and wasteful work rules). Banks and insurance companies (like AIG) are bailed out because they 
are deemed too big to fail. Favored farmers get crop subsidies. 

If free-market capitalism is a private profit-and-loss system, crony capitalism is a private-profit and public-
loss system. Companies keep their profits when they succeed but use government to stick the taxpayer with 
the losses when they fail. Nice work if you can get it. 

The role that regulation plays in crony capitalism is unappreciated. Critics of business assume that 
regulation is how government tames corporations. But historically, regulation has been how one set of 
businesses (usually bigger, well-connected ones) gains advantages over others. Timothy Carney's book 
about this, "The Big Ripoff: How Big Business and Big Government Steal Your Money", explains why Phillip 



Morris joined the "war on tobacco," General Motors pushed for clean-air legislation and Archer Daniels 
Midland likes ethanol subsidies. 

As economist Bruce Yandle writes, "(I)ndustry support of regulation is not rare at all; indeed, it is the norm". 

If you wonder why, ask yourself: Which are more likely to be hampered by vigorous regulatory standards: 
entrenched corporations with their overstaffed legal and accounting departments or small startups trying to 
get off the ground? Regulation can kill competition -- and incumbents like it that way. 

When will Michael Moore figure this out? His last movie attacked what he calls capitalism, but his own work 
shows that it's not the free market that causes the ills he abhors. Had he called the movie "Crony Capitalism: 
A Love Story," he would have been on firmer ground. 

It's time we acknowledged the difference between the free market, which is based on freedom and 
competition, and crony capitalism, which is based on privilege. Adam Smith knew the difference -- and 
chose the free-market. 

What's taking us so long? 

  
  
Forbes 
California Flainin' 
by Richard A. Epstein 
In my last column I tackled the not-so-secret implosion of state governments across the land. A question, 
however, still lingers: What ought to be done? On this score there are two, and only two, general 
approaches. The first is structural and concerns the division of political authority within the states. The 
second deals with the conception of individual rights and duties of state citizens. As Americans, we should 
stress the second and ditch the first. But true to form, California seems to be moving in the opposite 
direction.  

Right now many groups are getting ready to put new measures in November's referendum process, which 
lets voters have the word on reform. These exercises in direct democracy consciously bypass the state 
legislature, in which public confidence has fallen to 14%--which is quite generous in light of its dismal 
performance. 

Naturally, many of these proposals take aim at the legislature itself. Some try to slash legislative salaries in 
half, which won't do much good since most people who crave their seats spend far more than they earn to 
obtain them. What drives them to office is the prospect of power--influence that will ultimately pay them far 
more than the gobs of cash they need to get elected in the first place.  

Other proposals address how legislative gerrymandering of local districts has been a source of public 
malaise and discontent. True enough, but given the current mind-set the only thing that redistricting will 
accomplish is a shift in power of the various interest groups that now vie for influence. It will do little or 
nothing to raise the overall level of legislative performance. 

Still other programs aim to alter the balance between state and local governments in ways that shift more 
education and public safety responsibilities to the local levels. This is a form of mini-federalism; while it will 
likely do some good in education, when it comes to issues like land-use regulation and labor reform some 
local communities are as bad as the state. 

Worse still are efforts to organize a new constitutional convention to start matters over from scratch. Put that 
august assembly together and every interest group in town will find ways to entrench their own pet projects. 
A constitutional mishmash is no better than a legislative one. 



The theoretical mistake in these reforms needs emphasis. Structural remedies have one vital function: The 
diffusion of power in different branches of government is a key bulwark against tyranny, even at the cost of 
gridlock and paralysis. On balance that trade-off is worth making.  

Yet tinkering with this balance will do little to cure today's entitlement malaise. Whatever the importance of 
some division of power among political actors, no theory tells which division of power is likely to work better 
than the others. Look around the world and ask whether presidential systems of government, like that in the 
United States, work better than parliamentary systems of government, like that in Great Britain. We can't be 
sure. Nations under stress often oscillate between the two, without any clear direction. 

On the other hand, getting the basic set of substantive entitlements right does make a huge difference in the 
success or failure of government. It is only by taking on that unfashionable issue that real progress can be 
made in places like California. The first order of business should be to rationalize the tax structure. Low, flat 
taxes on income will draw in capital, not drive it away.  

More to the point, none of these proposals take dead aim at entitlements. The impulse is to find out ways to 
add back dental benefits to Medicaid, often by asking the federal government (i.e., citizens in other states) to 
foot the bill. It's a mug's game that forces sensible states to subsidize the follies of profligate ones. We need 
to find a way to shrink the program nationwide.  

Closer to home, I have not seen one proposal that works to relax the restrictions on land use now exercised 
at both the state and the local level. No proposal wants to take on the bloated pensions of public unions or 
the state protection of private unions. The truth is California is failing because its aspirations have grown so 
rapidly that they have choked off the productive base needed to fund them. The current set of reform 
proposals won't stop the state from putting an ever greater set of entitlements onto a shrinking tax base.  

What we need is a sharp change in direction--a deep commitment to a smaller government along classic 
liberal lines. While some of these ballot initiatives will be approved, the underlying situation will get only 
worse. All the money and effort might be better spent rearranging deck chairs on the Titanic. 

  
  
Slate's Fighting Words 
O Lucky Man 
Sometimes "WTF?" is the only rational response to a situation. 
By Christopher Hitchens 
 

"Oh God! There goes another sonofabitch."  
—Ram Lutchman in Shiva Naipaul's Fireflies 

Last week brought us news of the death, at the very ripe and distinguished age of 93, of Tsutomu 
Yamaguchi. I had been following his career, if only from a distance, for some time. On Aug. 6, 1945, while 
visiting the city of Hiroshima on behalf of his employer, Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Yamaguchi sustained 
serious upper-body burns when a U.S. Air Force B-29 bomber rather jauntily named the Enola Gay dropped 
the world's first atomic weapon. At least 80,000 people were immediately immolated by the blast and the 
heat, with perhaps another 60,000 dying of their injuries in the aftermath. Yamaguchi managed to pass the 
first night in a shelter and then, evidently hoping for a safer and more hospitable environment, to make his 
painful way back to his hometown. Covering the intervening distance of 180 miles involved him in a journey 
of about two days, which gave him nice time to adopt an unusual vantage point for the next delivery of an 
atomic weapon on Nagasaki.  

When hit in the throat by a Spanish fascist bullet that managed to bypass his spinal cord, his larynx, and his 
carotid artery, George Orwell grew tired of those who visited him in the hospital and congratulated him on 



how lucky he had been. If he was such a favorite of fortune, he ended up growling, then perhaps he would 
not have been shot in the neck in the first place. The scale of Yamaguchi's experience was admittedly rather 
more impressive, but it does still compel the question: Was he the unluckiest man of the 20th century or the 
luckiest? 

Well, he was fortunate in one way, in that his gruesome employer, a subsidiary of the criminal Japanese 
military-industrial complex, could have made him a legitimate target at any time. He was less fortunate in 
having to campaign for years for the Japanese government to recognize his status as a dual survivor of the 
Hiroshima-Nagasaki attacks. He was fortunate in being employed after the war as a translator for the U.S. 
forces but tragically unfortunate in outliving his son, who was 6 months old at the time of the Nagasaki bomb 
and who died in 2005 from cancer that may well have been radiation-related. On the other hand, you might 
argue that it was a kindly fate that prevented Yamaguchi from having taken his wife and baby boy on that 
business trip to Hiroshima.  

This is also one of those cases that demonstrate the absolute uselessness of official piety. A Christian or 
Muslim would more or less have to say, not least because of the apocalyptic events that seemed to dog 
Tsutomu Yamaguchi wherever he went, that he was in God's hands. But this seems a bit callous in respect 
of the hundreds of thousands of other casualties (not to say somewhat hard on Yamaguchi's own son). But 
mention of that son reminds us that Japanese and other forms of Buddhism—very much present as part of 
Emperor Hirohito's imperial and military ideology (see Brian Daizen Victoria's eye-opening book Zen at 
War)—would have coldly attributed all the deaths to actions unknowingly committed in the course of 
previous lives. I am not so sure that I can guess what an Orthodox Jewish rationalization would be, except 
that it would take numerous contradictory forms.  

If you think I am being frivolous, ask yourself whether you can picture any religious person explaining 
Yamaguchi's experience as what it actually was: a mere coincidence that makes nonsense of any idea of 
any design or predestination. (Either that or something divinely mysterious and inexplicable, which is the 
same thing as saying that holy men are using guesswork as much as the rest of us.) One hundred sixty-five 
other people are believed to have survived both of the atomic detonations that were visited on Japan, while 
only Yamaguchi managed to achieve official recognition as such. This seems to say more about Japanese 
bureaucracy than it does about the laws of time and chance. 

Then you have to factor in all those people who consider that this ghastly end to World War II was the 
reason why they themselves survived it. The emperor's soldiers were still butchering Filipinos, Indonesians, 
and Vietnamese, and maltreating enslaved Allied prisoners of war, until the very moment, a few days after 
Nagasaki, when they were ordered by their god-king to hold it right there. So it might as well be asked: In 
what plan does heaven ordain the fiery destruction of two cities in order to economize on the loss of life 
elsewhere? It is reported that in his declining days last month, Yamaguchi was visited in the hospital by the 
celebrated movie director James Cameron; a still small voice advises me that any script arising from this 
encounter is liable to stink very strongly indeed. 

The brute fact must also be faced that there is something approximately 30 percent farcical, even funny, 
about the whole tale. There's almost no point in not laughing about it. The late Alan Clark, Tory historian and 
amoral wit, once drew up a list of the occasions on which it is permissible to employ the word f**k in polite 
society. One of his examples was, "What the f**k was that?" as uttered by the mayor of Hiroshima. Add to 
this the mayor of Nagasaki exclaiming the same thing just as Yamaguchi stumbles onstage, and you can 
arguably build a bit of a routine around it. Unfeeling, you say? Not particularly. It isn't my idea that these 
capricious catastrophes strike the just and the unjust with such regularity, or that they are soothingly 
explained away by the pseudo-compassionate. Of all the great cosmic questions, WTF still strikes me as 
one of the most pressing, relevant, and ultimately humane. 

  
  



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  



 
  

 
  
 


