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Wikileaks' newest leaks brought Toby Harnden back from vacation.  
... Overall though, there is little to justify the screaming headlines of American foreign policy in crisis 
or being turned upside down. Instead, it’s a case of so far, so blah. 

But you can see here the tantalising dates, subjects and places of origin of tens of thousands of other 
cables. 

It seems to me that Assange is teasing Obama. Whereas the Afghanistan and Iraq war logs could be 
largely dismissed as Bush era material that didn’t really reflect on Obama, the State Department 
cables are different. 

They go up to 28 February 2010, offering a potential window on Obama’s foreign policy which may 
well not show it in the sainted light he would prefer.  It seems to me that Assange is teasing Obama, 
letting him know what WikiLeaks has and making him sweat. 

Today was round one and the action was pretty tame. But there are plenty more rounds to come and 
Obama is on the back foot. 

  
In Chequerboard, Pejman Yousefzadeh posts how Jimmy Carter's ideas on North 
Korea would be detrimental to foreign relations. 

“The United States should engage in ‘diplomatic niceties’ by accepting the North Korean demand for 
bilateral talks with the U.S., irrespective of the fact that by doing so, we would cut out the other four 
parties to talks concerning North Korea . . . including South Korea.”  - Jimmy Carter 

In return for all of this, we are supposedly promised that discussion concerning an “array of 
centrifuges” from an advanced nuclear facility in North Korea would be “on the table.” Of course, “on 
the table” does not mean that “the North Koreans will agree with American demands concerning 
nuclear policy,” but Carter elides that point. He also elides the fact that even if–as is likely–the North 
Koreans balk at American demands concerning the development of nuclear weapons by Pyongyang, 
the precedent for bilateral talks will be established, the six-party talks will be dead, the United States 
will have no formal process (and likely no informal one either) to bring pressure to bear on North 
Korea via cooperation with China, Russia, and Japan, and South Korea will be permanently undercut. 
Pulling the plug on South Korea’s participation in this issue, by the way, would only serve to confirm 
North Korea’s contention that South Korea’s armed forces–and much of its foreign policy, by 
implication–are “controlled from Washington,” an argument as silly as Carter’s contention that “our 
close diplomatic and military ties with South Korea make us compliant with its leaders’ policies”; 
apparently, South Korea, along with Israel, robs the United States of the ability to formulate and 
implement policies that are in accord with our national interest. ... 

Jennifer Rubin blogs on "desperate" times at the White House. 
The most common adjective used to describe the administration these days is “desperate.” It is 
desperate to get a New START deal, and get it now. It is “desperate” to restart the non-direct, non-
peace talks. It has made common cause with the Fed’s “desperate” bond-buying scheme. 

The increasingly frantic policy gambits can be attributed to the attempt to convince the voters that 
Obama is not a failed president. If only he can get a deal on — fill in the blank — then he’ll cut the 
losing streak and regain his political mojo. The theory is as, well, desperate as are the individual 



schemes. The president’s difficulties stem from his jobs-killing agenda, his misunderstanding of the 
Middle East and most other foreign policy conflicts,  and his inability to relate to voters. Should he 
manage to force through a largely irrelevant New START treaty or eke out another 90 days of Middle 
East talks, would this restore his luster? Hardly. And in the meantime, most especially in his 
enthusiasm for the Fed’s decision to rev up the printing press, Obama reveals his own political 
weakness, economic illiteracy, and foreign policy fabulism. In short, none of it is helping. 

  
  
Rubin also comments on a couple aspects of the stalled Middle East peace process. We 
highlight the lack of trust that the Obami have engendered: 
It’s a game of chicken. Bibi has agreed to present to his cabinet the Obami’s harebrained scheme to 
restart the non-peace talks if he can get it in writing. Why is that so hard? Perhaps the deal isn’t the 
deal, or the administration is placing conditions upon conditions. ... 

...Netanyahu is also apparently unwilling to pledge to wrap up an agreement on borders during the 
time when there is a settlement freeze. And the US, for its part, is reportedly unwilling to commit in 
writing that this would be the last settlement freeze it would ask for, apparently wanting to keep open 
the option of another freeze if the border issue was not wrapped up during one 90-day freeze. 

Whoa! Wasn’t part of the deal that the Obami would never, ever, cross their hearts, ask for another 
freeze? If there is a method to this chaotic bribe-a-thon, it’s not yet apparent. Unlike the Bush team, 
which actually had the parties talking to each other, this crew can only bicker about what it is that they 
offered Israel in order to induce the PA to return to the table. If there has been a less competent 
Middle East negotiating team, I can’t recall it. 

  
  
Charles Krauthammer writes an excellent article on the foolishness of Obama's stance 
on nuclear reduction and START. 
...President Obama insists that New START is important as a step toward his dream of a nuclear-free 
world. Where does one begin? ... We voluntarily disarm while the world's rogues and psychopaths 
develop nukes in secret. Just last week we found out about a hidden, unknown, highly advanced 
North Korean uranium enrichment facility. An ostensibly nuclear-free world would place these 
weapons in the hands of radical regimes that would not hesitate to use them - against a civilized 
world that would have given up its deterrent.  

...Obama's New START treaty is 90 percent useless and 10 percent problematic. One difficulty is that 
it restricts the number of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. But because some of these are dual-
use, our ability to deliver long-range conventional weapons, a major U.S. strategic advantage, is 
constrained.  

The second problem is the recurrence of language in the treaty preamble linking offensive to 
defensive nuclear weaponry. We have a huge lead over the rest of the world in missile defenses. 
Ever since the Reagan days, the Russians have been determined to undo this advantage. The New 
START treaty affirms the "interrelationship" between offense and defense. And Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev has insisted that "the unchangeability of circumstances" - translation: no major 
advances in U.S. anti-missile deployment - is a condition of the entire treaty.  

The worst thing about this treaty, however, is that it is simply a distraction. It gives the illusion of doing 
something about nuclear danger by addressing a non-problem, Russia, while doing nothing about the 



real problem - Iran and North Korea. The utter irrelevance of New START to nuclear safety was 
dramatically underscored last week by the revelation of that North Korean uranium enrichment plant, 
built with such sophistication that it left the former head of the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
"stunned." It could become the ultimate proliferation factory. Pyongyang is already a serial 
proliferator. It has nothing else to sell. Iran, Syria and al-Qaeda have the money to buy. ... 

  
  
Caroline Glick assesses Obama's foreign policy, in the Jerusalem Post. 
...In the midst of all these crises, Obama has maintained faith with his two central foreign policy goals: 
forcing Israel to withdraw to the indefensible 1949 armistice lines and scaling back the US nuclear 
arsenal with an eye towards unilateral disarmament. That is, as the forces of mayhem and war 
escalate their threats and aggression, Obama’s central goals remain weakening the US’s most 
powerful regional ally in the Middle East and rendering the US incompetent to deter or defeat rapidly 
proliferating rogue states that are at war with the US and its allies. 
 
...A US president’s maneuver room in foreign affairs is always very small. The foreign policy 
establishment in the Washington is entrenched and uniformly opposed to bending to the will of 
elected leaders. The elites in the State Department and the CIA and their cronies in academia and 
policy circles in Washington are also consistently unmoved by reality, which as a rule exposes their 
policies as ruinous. ... 
  
...Given the threats Obama’s radical policies are provoking, it can only be hoped that through 
hearings and other means, the Republicans in the Senate and the House of Representatives will take 
an active role in curbing his policies. If they are successful, the American people and the international 
community will owe them a debt of gratitude. 
  
  
Abe Greenwald draws parallels between what North Korea is and what Iran may become 
if the US does not act. 
...Our paralysis on North Korea, therefore, makes one thing clear: we cannot, for any reason, allow 
Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon. The only good option today is to ensure that we do not end up with 
“no good options” when faced with an aggressive and unpredictable nuclear Islamic Republic. If 
guessing at Kim Jong-il’s motives makes fools of us all, just imagine trying to react to a nuclear 
theocratic thug-state perpetually sponsoring regional terror and frozen in a cold domestic 
revolution. ...Worst of all, where the cult of Kim is unpredictable, the doctrine of Khomeinist Islamism 
is not. Pyongyang may ultimately only want goodies or talks or an unfettered palace ascendancy. For 
the leaders in Tehran, however, everything is a means to defeating America and her allies. 
  
On Saturday, Ali Akbar Salehi, head of Iran’s atomic-energy organization, announced that the 
country’s first nuclear power plant, in Bushehr, has been completely fueled. As Stephen Bosworth 
would put it, we are not surprised by this. Whether we are prepared to do anything about it remains to 
be seen. ... 
  
  
David Harsanyi thinks it's time to start asking questions, and getting answers, about the 
Fed's actions. 
...now that the Fed has begun a second round of "quantitative easing" — colloquially known as QE2, 
or "printing a load of money and giving it to big banks" — it will drop another $600 billion into the 
economy even though the first round of more than $1 trillion failed to do much of anything. In fact, 
more than $3 trillion has been thrown into the economic mix since we started fixing the recession.  



Many economists argue that this kind of policy has the potential to feed economic bubbles, distort 
trade, push nations to engage in competing devaluations, cause long-term inflation at home and 
transform your dollar into something ... well, less.  

...Why are these kinds of far-reaching decisions regarding our economic future immune from political 
debate and legitimate public scrutiny? In no other sphere of public policymaking is anyone as 
inoculated from accountability... 

...Another letter from two dozen experts — including Douglas Holtz-Eakin, a former Congressional 
Budget Office director, and Stanford University Professor John Taylor, the man who designed 
monetary-policy formula on interest rates used by the Fed — laying out concerns went ignored.  

...Now, the argument for Fed autonomy is based on the importance of monetary stability. But to the 
columnist, it seems that the Fed is causing more unease, unpredictability and concern among 
investors and citizens than ever. Once the Fed instigates volatility, doesn't the argument for political 
intervention dissipate? ... 

  
  
Peter Schiff discusses the conflicting policy mandates of the Fed. 
Given the opposing views of the potentially parsimonious new Congress and the continuously 
accommodative Federal Reserve, there is a movement afoot among Republicans to eliminate the 
Fed’s “dual mandate.” Prior to 1977, the Fed only had one job: maintaining price stability. However, 
the stagflation of the 1970s inspired politicians to assign another task: promoting maximum 
employment. This “mission creep” has transformed the Fed from a monetary watchdog into an 
instrument of social policy. We would do well to give them back their original job.    

...The best way for the Fed to ensure maximum employment is to focus on its one true job – creating 
price stability. The irony of the dual mandate is that by trying to satisfy both, the Fed ensures that we 
will get neither. 

... the Fed lowers the cost of labor through inflation. However, this inefficient solution to a simple 
problem creates negative consequences for the economy. While wages may go up with inflation, 
goods prices usually rise faster. The net result offers no benefit for workers. By tricking workers into 
accepting lower wages, the Fed allows politicians to claim meaningless victories.  

...The real reason that prices rise, for both goods and wages, is that the Fed creates inflation. 
This policy undermines the economy by destroying both current savings and the incentives to 
accumulate future savings. Since savings finance capital investment, lower savings equal weaker 
economic growth. ... 

  
  
More on Al Gore's ethanol reverse. WSJ editors have it. 
Anyone who opposes ethanol subsidies, as these columns have for decades, comes to appreciate 
the wisdom of St. Jude. But now that a modern-day patron saint—St. Al of Green—has come out 
against the fuel made from corn and your tax dollars, maybe this isn't such a lost cause. 
  
..."It is not a good policy to have these massive subsidies for first-generation ethanol," Al Gore told a 
gathering of clean energy financiers in Greece this week. The benefits of ethanol are "trivial," he 
added, but "It's hard once such a program is put in place to deal with the lobbies that keep it going." 



No kidding, and Mr. Gore said he knows from experience: "One of the reasons I made that mistake is 
that I paid particular attention to the farmers in my home state of Tennessee, and I had a certain 
fondness for the farmers in the state of Iowa because I was about to run for President." 

Mr. Gore's mea culpa underscores the degree to which ethanol has become a purely political 
machine: It serves no purpose other than re-electing incumbents and transferring wealth to farm 
states and ethanol producers. Nothing proves this better than the coincident trajectories of ethanol 
and Mr. Gore's career. 

...Meanwhile, the greens have slowly turned against corn ethanol, thanks to the growing scientific 
evidence that biofuels increase carbon emissions more than fossil fuels do. ... 

 
 
 

  
  
Telegraph Blogs, UK 
Julian Assange is teasing Barack Obama over drip, drip Wikileaks releases  
by Toby Harnden  
  
After all the ballyhoo before the fact, the Wikileaks revelations thus far are pretty underwhelming. 
Although we’ve been seeing figures like 2.7 million and 251,287 for the number of documents 
released, so far there have been, er, 220 posted on the Wikileaks site. 

The rest of the 250,000+ have it seems, been given to the New York Times, Guardian and Der 
Spiegel so we’re getting little snippets filtered through these news outlets, such as taking a 
Guantanamo Bay inmate would be “a low-cost way for Belgium to attain prominence in Europe” and 
this gem revealed by my colleague Christopher Hope: 

American diplomats were also asked to compile a profile of Alan Duncan, the homosexual former oil 
trader who is now the international development minister. 

The Americans particularly asked for information on the relationship between Mr Duncan and William 
Hague, the Foreign Secretary, with whom he used to share a flat, and also Mr Cameron. 

The problem is, we can’t yet read the the overwhelming majority of the original cables. 

Out of the 220 Wikileaks has published, there are plenty of juicy titbits but most of the news stories 
are of the dog-bites-man variety. Few will be surprised to learn, for instance, that Saudi Arabia was 
pretty keen for the US to take out Iran’s nuclear facilities or that the Americans spy on people at the 
UN (frankly, I’d be worried if they didn’t). 

Though I must say, King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia’s suggestion that Guantanamo Bay inmates be 
implated “with an electronic chip containing information about them and allowing their movements to 
be tracked with Bluetooth”, noting that “this was done with horses and falcons” was pretty good. 

In the same cable, the Saudi king certainly knew how to push the right buttons with the Obama 
administration: 



Brennan said President Obama looked forward to seeing the King at the G-20 summit in London.  
“Thank God for bringing Obama to the presidency,” the King answered, which has created “great 
hope” in the Muslim world.  “May God grant him strength and patience, Abdullah continued, “May God 
protect him.  I’m concerned about his personal safety.  America and the world need such a president.” 

Clearly delighted with such a golden opportunity to suck up to the big boss, the diplomat who drafted 
the cable headed this section:  “THE WORLD NEEDS OBAMA” (though how this went down with the 
Secretary of State alas remains unrecorded). 

As for Assange’s protests that no one’s life would be put at risk, check this out. The name of the 
source has been redacted. But how many UK-educated engineers from prominent Pre-Revolution 
Isfahan families who once owned a large factory in Iran and are former national fencing champions of 
Iran, former presidents of the Iran Fencing 
Association and former vice-presidents of an Azerbaijan sports association do you think there are out 
there?. 

Overall though, there is little to justify the screaming headlines of American foreign policy in crisis or 
being turned upside down. Instead, it’s a case of so far, so blah. 

But you can see here the tantalising dates, subjects and places of origin of tens of thousands of other 
cables. 

It seems to me that Assange is teasing Obama. Whereas the Afghanistan and Iraq war logs could be 
largely dismissed as Bush era material that didn’t really reflect on Obama, the State Department 
cables are different. 

They go up to 28 February 2010, offering a potential window on Obama’s foreign policy which may 
well not show it in the sainted light he would prefer.  It seems to me that Assange is teasing Obama, 
letting him know what WikiLeaks has and making him sweat. 

Today was round one and the action was pretty tame. But there are plenty more rounds to come and 
Obama is on the back foot. 

  
  
Checquer Board 
Shorter Jimmy Carter 
by Pejman Yousefzadeh 

“The United States should engage in ‘diplomatic niceties’ by accepting the North Korean demand for 
bilateral talks with the U.S., irrespective of the fact that by doing so, we would cut out the other four 
parties to talks concerning North Korea . . . including South Korea.”  - Jimmy Carter 

In return for all of this, we are supposedly promised that discussion concerning an “array of 
centrifuges” from an advanced nuclear facility in North Korea would be “on the table.” Of course, “on 
the table” does not mean that “the North Koreans will agree with American demands concerning 
nuclear policy,” but Carter elides that point. He also elides the fact that even if–as is likely–the North 
Koreans balk at American demands concerning the development of nuclear weapons by Pyongyang, 
the precedent for bilateral talks will be established, the six-party talks will be dead, the United States 
will have no formal process (and likely no informal one either) to bring pressure to bear on North 
Korea via cooperation with China, Russia, and Japan, and South Korea will be permanently undercut. 



Pulling the plug on South Korea’s participation in this issue, by the way, would only serve to confirm 
North Korea’s contention that South Korea’s armed forces–and much of its foreign policy, by 
implication–are “controlled from Washington,” an argument as silly as Carter’s contention that “our 
close diplomatic and military ties with South Korea make us compliant with its leaders’ policies”; 
apparently, South Korea, along with Israel, robs the United States of the ability to formulate and 
implement policies that are in accord with our national interest. 

Below, please find an electoral map of the 1980 Presidential election: 

           

There are a number of reasons why Ronald Reagan’s victory over Jimmy Carter was so utterly 
lopsided. One reason why the voters rejected the 39th President for a second term had to do with his 
unbelievably naïve approach to, and conception of foreign policy. Clearly, in the 30 years since his 
electoral debacle, Carter has learned nothing about statecraft. 

  
  
Contentions 
Desperate — About Everything 
by Jennifer Rubin  

The most common adjective used to describe the administration these days is “desperate.” It is 
desperate to get a New START deal, and get it now. It is “desperate” to restart the non-direct, non-
peace talks. It has made common cause with the Fed’s “desperate” bond-buying scheme. 

The increasingly frantic policy gambits can be attributed to the attempt to convince the voters that 
Obama is not a failed president. If only he can get a deal on — fill in the blank — then he’ll cut the 
losing streak and regain his political mojo. The theory is as, well, desperate as are the individual 
schemes. The president’s difficulties stem from his jobs-killing agenda, his misunderstanding of the 
Middle East and most other foreign policy conflicts,  and his inability to relate to voters. Should he 
manage to force through a largely irrelevant New START treaty or eke out another 90 days of Middle 
East talks, would this restore his luster? Hardly. And in the meantime, most especially in his 
enthusiasm for the Fed’s decision to rev up the printing press, Obama reveals his own political 
weakness, economic illiteracy, and foreign policy fabulism. In short, none of it is helping. 

  



  
Contentions 
Tied Up in Knots — Again 
by Jennifer Rubin  

It’s a game of chicken. Bibi has agreed to present to his cabinet the Obami’s harebrained scheme to 
restart the non-peace talks if he can get it in writing. Why is that so hard? Perhaps the deal isn’t the 
deal, or the administration is placing conditions upon conditions. Meanwhile, the PA seems nervous 
that talks might start, so they roll out their best rejectionist tactics: 

Israeli officials accused Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas of looking for excuses not to 
negotiate, after Abbas said Thursday he would return to the negotiations if Israel declared a complete 
settlement freeze for a defined period of time during which the border issue would be resolved. Abbas 
reportedly made those comments during a meeting of the Fatah Revolutionary Council in Ramallah. 

One Israeli official said that Abbas was “making sure he is high up on the tree. It is a pity he is 
entrenching himself in his pre-conditions, and we don’t understand the logic. It is almost as if he is 
searching for excuses not to negotiate.” 

It seems that the Obami have gotten a bit tangled up in the specifics of what the 90 days of 
negotiations would actual be about: 

While the Palestinians want the border issue to be the focus of the start of the talks, arguing that once 
the borders were set it would be clear where Israel could and could not build, Prime Minister 
Binyamin Netanyahu’s position is that border issues could not be divorced from other core issues 
such as security arrangements and Israel’s demands that the Palestinians recognize Israel as the 
nation-state of the Jewish people, something that would be tantamount to their accepting the principle 
that the descendents of Palestinian refugees would not be allowed to return to pre-1967 Israel. 

Netanyahu is also apparently unwilling to pledge to wrap up an agreement on borders during the time 
when there is a settlement freeze. And the US, for its part, is reportedly unwilling to commit in writing 
that this would be the last settlement freeze it would ask for, apparently wanting to keep open the 
option of another freeze if the border issue was not wrapped up during one 90-day freeze. 

Whoa! Wasn’t part of the deal that the Obami would never, ever, cross their hearts, ask for another 
freeze? If there is a method to this chaotic bribe-a-thon, it’s not yet apparent. Unlike the Bush team, 
which actually had the parties talking to each other, this crew can only bicker about what it is that they 
offered Israel in order to induce the PA to return to the table. If there has been a less competent 
Middle East negotiating team, I can’t recall it. 

  
  
Washington Post 
The irrelevance of START 
by Charles Krauthammer 
It's a lame-duck session. Time is running out. Unemployment is high, the economy is dangerously 
weak and, with five weeks to go, no one knows what tax anyone will be paying on everything from 
income to dividends to death when the current rates expire Jan. 1. And what is the president 
demanding that Congress pass as "a top priority"? To what did he devote his latest weekly radio 
address? Ratification of his New START treaty.  



Good grief. Even among national security concerns, New START is way down at the bottom of the 
list. From the naval treaties of the 1920s to this day, arms control has oscillated between mere 
symbolism at its best to major harm at its worst, with general uselessness being the norm.  

The reason is obvious. The problem is never the weapon; it is the nature of the regime controlling the 
weapon. That's why no one stays up nights worrying about British nukes, while everyone worries 
about Iranian nukes.  

In Soviet days, arms control at least could be justified as giving us something to talk about when there 
was nothing else to talk about, symbolically relieving tensions between mortal enemies. It could be 
argued that it at least had a soporific and therapeutic effect in the age of "the balance of terror."  

But in post-Soviet days? The Russians are no longer an existential threat. A nuclear exchange 
between Washington and Moscow is inconceivable. What difference does it make how many nukes 
Russia builds? If they want to spend themselves into penury creating a bloated nuclear arsenal, be 
our guest.  

President Obama insists that New START is important as a step toward his dream of a nuclear-free 
world. Where does one begin? A world without nukes would be the ultimate nightmare. We voluntarily 
disarm while the world's rogues and psychopaths develop nukes in secret. Just last week we found 
out about a hidden, unknown, highly advanced North Korean uranium enrichment facility. An 
ostensibly nuclear-free world would place these weapons in the hands of radical regimes that would 
not hesitate to use them - against a civilized world that would have given up its deterrent.  

Moreover, Obama's idea that the great powers must reduce their weapons to set a moral example for 
the rest of the world to disarm is simply childish. Does anyone seriously believe that the mullahs in 
Iran or the thugs in Pyongyang will in any way be deflected from their pursuit of nukes by a reduction 
in the U.S. arsenal?  

Obama's New START treaty is 90 percent useless and 10 percent problematic. One difficulty is that it 
restricts the number of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons. But because some of these are dual-
use, our ability to deliver long-range conventional weapons, a major U.S. strategic advantage, is 
constrained.  

The second problem is the recurrence of language in the treaty preamble linking offensive to 
defensive nuclear weaponry. We have a huge lead over the rest of the world in missile defenses. 
Ever since the Reagan days, the Russians have been determined to undo this advantage. The New 
START treaty affirms the "interrelationship" between offense and defense. And Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev has insisted that "the unchangeability of circumstances" - translation: no major 
advances in U.S. anti-missile deployment - is a condition of the entire treaty.  

The worst thing about this treaty, however, is that it is simply a distraction. It gives the illusion of doing 
something about nuclear danger by addressing a non-problem, Russia, while doing nothing about the 
real problem - Iran and North Korea. The utter irrelevance of New START to nuclear safety was 
dramatically underscored last week by the revelation of that North Korean uranium enrichment plant, 
built with such sophistication that it left the former head of the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
"stunned." It could become the ultimate proliferation factory. Pyongyang is already a serial 
proliferator. It has nothing else to sell. Iran, Syria and al-Qaeda have the money to buy.  

Iran's Islamic Republic lives to bring down the Great Satan. North Korea, nuclear-armed and in a 
succession crisis, has just shelled South Korean territory for the first time since the Korean armistice. 



Obama peddling New START is the guy looking for his wallet under the lamppost because that's 
where the light is good - even though he lost the wallet on the other side of town.  

  
Jerusalem Post 
Rocking Obama’s world 
Given the threats Obama’s radical policies are provoking, it can only be hoped that the 
Republicans will rein him in. 
by Caroline Glick 
   
Crises are exploding throughout the world. 
 
And the leader of the free world is making things worse. 
 
On the Korean peninsula, North Korea just upended eight years of State Department obfuscation by 
showing a team of US nuclear scientists its collection of thousands of state-of-the-art centrifuges 
installed in its Yongbyon nuclear reactor. 
 
And just to top off the show, as Stephen Bosworth, US President Barack Obama’s point man on 
North Korea, was busily arguing that this revelation is not a crisis, the North fired an unprovoked 
artillery barrage at South Korea, demonstrating that actually, it is a crisis. 
 
But the Obama administration remains unmoved. On Tuesday Defense Secretary Robert Gates 
thanked his South Korean counterpart, Kim Tae-young, for showing “restraint.” 
 
On Thursday, Kim resigned in disgrace for that restraint. 
 
The US has spoken strongly of not allowing North Korea’s aggression to go unanswered. But in 
practice, its only answer is to try to tempt North Korea back to feckless multilateral disarmament talks 
that will go nowhere because China supports North Korean armament. Contrary to what Obama and 
his advisers claim, China does not share the US’s interest in denuclearizing North Korea. 
Consequently, Beijing will not lift a finger to achieve that goal. 
 
Then there is Iran. The now inarguable fact that Pyongyang is developing nuclear weapons with 
enriched uranium makes it all but certain that the hyperactive proliferators in Pyongyang are involved 
in Iran’s uranium-based nuclear weapons program. Obviously the North Koreans don’t care that the 
UN Security Council placed sanctions on Iran. And their presumptive role in Iran’s nuclear weapons 
program exposes the idiocy of the concept that these sanctions can block Iran’s path to a nuclear 
arsenal. 
 
Every day as the regimes in Pyongyang and Teheran escalate their aggression and confrontational 
stances, it becomes more and more clear that the only way to neutralize the threats they pose to 
international security is to overthrow them. At least in the case of Iran, it is also clear that the 
prospects for regime change have never been better. 
 
IRAN’S REGIME is in trouble. Since the fraudulent presidential elections 17 months ago the regime 
has moved ferociously against its domestic foes. 
 
But dissent has only grown. And as popular resentment towards the regime has grown, the likes of 
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, supreme dictator Ali Khamenei and their Revolutionary Guards 
have become terrified of their own people. They have imprisoned rappers and outlawed Western 



music. They have purged their schoolbooks of Persian history. Everything that smacks of anything 
non-Islamic is viewed as a threat. 
 
Members of the regime are so frightened by the public that this week several members of parliament 
tried to begin impeachment proceedings against Ahmadinejad. Apparently they hope that ousting him 
will be sufficient to end the public’s call for revolutionary change. 
 
But Khamenei is standing by his man. And the impeachment proceedings have ended as quickly as 
they began. 
 
The policy implications of all of this are clear. 
 
The US should destroy Iran’s nuclear installations and help the Iranian people overthrow the regime. 
But the Obama administration will have none of it. 
 
Earlier this month, Gates said, “If it’s a military solution, as far as I’m concerned, it will bring together 
a divided nation.” 
 
So in his view, the Iranian people who risk death to defy the regime every day, the Iranian people who 
revile Ahmadinejad as “the chimpanzee,” and call for Khamenei’s death from their rooftops every 
evening, will rally around the chimp and the dictator if the US or Israel attacks Iran’s nuclear 
installations. 
 
Due to this thinking, as far as the Obama administration is concerned the US should stick to its failed 
sanctions policy and continue its failed attempts to cut a nuclear deal with the mullahs. 
 
As Michael Ledeen noted last week at Pajamas Media, this boilerplate assertion, backed by no 
evidence whatsoever, is what passes for strategic wisdom in Washington as Iran completes its 
nuclear project. And this US refusal to understand the policy implications of popular rejection of the 
regime is what brings State Department wise men and women to the conclusion that the US has no 
dog in this fight. As State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley told The Wall Street Journal this 
week, the parliament’s bid to impeach Ahmadinejad was nothing more than the product of “rivalries 
within the Iranian government.” 
 
THEN THERE is Lebanon. Since Ahmadinejad’s visit last month, it is obvious that Iran is now the 
ruler of Lebanon and that it exerts its authority over the country through its Hizbullah proxy. 
 
Hizbullah’s open threats to overthrow Prime Minister Saad Hariri’s government if Hizbullah’s role in 
assassinating his father in 2005 is officially acknowledged just make this tragic reality more 
undeniable. And yet, the Obama administration continues to deny that Iran controls Lebanon. 
 
A month after Ahmadinejad’s visit, Obama convinced the lame duck Congress to lift its hold on $100 
million in US military assistance to the Hizbullah-dominated Lebanese military. And the US convinced 
Israel to relinquish the northern half of the border town of Ghajar to UN forces despite the fact that the 
UN forces are at Hizbullah’s mercy. 
 
In the midst of all these crises, Obama has maintained faith with his two central foreign policy goals: 
forcing Israel to withdraw to the indefensible 1949 armistice lines and scaling back the US nuclear 
arsenal with an eye towards unilateral disarmament. That is, as the forces of mayhem and war 
escalate their threats and aggression, Obama’s central goals remain weakening the US’s most 
powerful regional ally in the Middle East and rendering the US incompetent to deter or defeat rapidly 
proliferating rogue states that are at war with the US and its allies. 



 
Having said that, the truth is that in advancing these goals, Obama is not out of step with his 
predecessors. George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton both enacted drastic cuts in the US conventional 
and nonconventional arsenals. Clinton and George W. Bush adopted appeasement policies towards 
North Korea. Indeed, Pyongyang owes its nuclear arsenal to both presidents’ desire to be deceived 
and do nothing. 
 
Moreover, North Korea’s ability to proliferate nuclear weapons to the likes of Iran, Syria and 
Venezuela owes in large part to then-secretary of state Condoleezza Rice’s insistence that Israel say 
nothing about North Korea’s nuclear ties to Iran and Syria in the wake of Israel’s destruction of the 
North Korean-built and Iranian-financed nuclear reactor in Syria in September 2007. 
 
AS FOR Iran, Obama’s attempt to appease the regime is little different from his predecessors’ 
policies. The Bush administration refused to confront the fact that the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq 
are to a large degree Iranian proxy wars. 
 
The Bush administration refused to acknowledge that Syria and Hizbullah are run by Teheran and 
that the 2006 war against Israel was nothing more than an expansion of the proxy wars Iran is 
running in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
 
Obama’s failed “reset” policy towards Russia is also little different from its predecessors’ policies. 
 
Bush did nothing but squawk after Russia invaded US ally Georgia. The Clinton administration set the 
stage for Vladimir Putin’s KGB state by squandering the US’s massive influence over post-Soviet 
Russia and allowing Boris Yeltsin and his cronies to transform the country into an impoverished 
kleptocracy. 
 
Finally, Obama’s obsession with Israeli land giveaways to the PLO was shared by Clinton and by the 
younger Bush, particularly after 2006. 
 
Rice – who compared Israel to the Jim Crow South – was arguably as hostile towards Israel as 
Obama. 
 
So is Obama really worse than everyone else or is he just the latest in a line of US presidents who 
have no idea how to run an effective foreign policy? The short answer is that he is far worse than his 
predecessors. 
 
A US president’s maneuver room in foreign affairs is always very small. The foreign policy 
establishment in the Washington is entrenched and uniformly opposed to bending to the will of 
elected leaders. The elites in the State Department and the CIA and their cronies in academia and 
policy circles in Washington are also consistently unmoved by reality, which as a rule exposes their 
policies as ruinous. 
 
The president has two ways to shift the ship of state. First, he can use his bully pulpit. Second, he can 
appoint people to key positions in the foreign policy bureaucracy. 
 
Since entering office, Obama has used both these powers to ill effect. He has traveled across the 
world condemning and apologizing for US world leadership. In so doing he has convinced ally and 
adversary alike that he is not a credible leader; that no one can depend on US security guarantees 
during his watch; and that it is possible to attack the US, its allies and interests with impunity. 
 
Obama’s call for a nuclear-free world combined with his aggressive stance towards Israel’s purported 



nuclear arsenal, his bid to disarm the US nuclear arsenal, and his ineffective response to North 
Korea’s nuclear brinksmanship and Iran’s nuclear project have served to convince nations from the 
Persian Gulf to South America to the Pacific Rim that they should begin developing nuclear weapons. 
By calling for nuclear disarmament, he has provoked the greatest wave of nuclear armament in 
history. 
 
GIVEN HIS own convictions, it is no surprise that all his key foreign policy appointments share his 
dangerous views. The State Department’s Legal Adviser Harold Koh believes the US should 
subordinate its laws to an abstract and largely unfounded notion of international law. Undersecretary 
of Defense for Policy Michele Flournoy believes terrorists become radicalized because they are poor. 
She is advised by leftist extremist Rosa Brooks. Attorney-General Eric Holder has decided to open 
criminal investigations against CIA operatives who interrogated terrorists and to try illegal enemy 
combatants in civilian courts. 
 
In all these cases and countless others, Obama’s senior appointees are implementing policies that 
are even more radical and dangerous than the radical and dangerous policies of the Washington 
policy establishment. Not only are they weakening the US and its allies, they are demoralizing public 
servants who are dedicated to defending their country by signaling clearly that the Obama 
administration will leave them high and dry in a crisis. 
 
When a Republican occupies the White House, his foreign policies are routinely criticized and 
constrained by the liberal media. Radical Democratic presidents like Woodrow Wilson have seen their 
foreign policies reined in by Republican Congresses. 
 
Given the threats Obama’s radical policies are provoking, it can only be hoped that through hearings 
and other means, the Republicans in the Senate and the House of Representatives will take an active 
role in curbing his policies. If they are successful, the American people and the international 
community will owe them a debt of gratitude. 
 
Commentary 
North Korea Points to the Way on Iran 
by Abe Greenwald  

“The U.S. has no good options.” How many times have we heard that refrain in the days since North 
Korea attacked the South Korean island of Yeonpyeong? 

In fact, even calling our options “options” is optimistic. We have obligations. Foremost among these is 
our obligation to “act to meet the common danger” now manifest in North Korea, as stipulated by a 
mutual defense treaty signed in 1953. Even if the president wanted to stay clear of the action in the 
Koreas, he couldn’t do so without breaking America’s promise to a long-standing democratic ally. 

After obligations, we have hopes. We hope China will rein in the aggressive regime in Pyongyang. 
We hope that that regime is being tactically provocative and not irrevocably bellicose. We hope Kim 
Jong-il wants aid or summitry or a smooth transition of leadership for his son, not the destruction of 
his neighbor to the South. But we can’t know. Decades of bad bipartisan policy have left us guessing 
at the deathbed motives of a nuclear-armed paranoiac. 

The words coming from the Obama administration do not instill confidence. When the Kim regime 
revealed its new and highly advanced uranium enrichment facility, U.S. Special Envoy Stephen 
Bosworth said that American officials still "do not at all rule out the possibility of further engagement 
with North Korea," and he let Americans know that “this is not a crisis. We are not surprised by this.” 



That was Monday. On Tuesday, under the calm and knowing watch of engagement-ready 
Washington, North Korea launched an unprovoked artillery attack on Yeonpyeong. If there was still 
no crisis, someone forgot to tell the South Koreans, who contemplated aloud the redeployment of 
American atomic warheads to South Korea. 

It should come as no surprise that when Pyongyang conducted verifiable nuclear and missile tests in 
May 2009, Ambassador Bosworth assured us that there was — you guessed it -- “not a sense of 
crisis" in Washington. 

This unreachable crisis threshold is emblematic of an academic and political class that forever 
expects the better angels of autocrats and fascists to be lured out by the bait of American affection. 
For even after Ambassador Bosworth’s conciliatory engagement hint was answered with a deadly 
shelling, President Jimmy Carter took to the pages of the Washington Post to explain that all the 
North Korean leaders wanted was “respect in negotiations that will shape their future.” It is a position 
that can rightly be called eccentric. 

However, in a sense, Bosworth was almost right. Nuclear tests and enrichment facilities are not, in 
themselves, crises. When they exist in democratic countries, they are guarantors of efficiency, 
productivity, and security. Under the auspices of rogue regimes, they are downstream indicators of a 
crisis that has already occurred: a modern-day tyrant has taken hold of a country. It is at that point 
that we can begin to wait on the benchmarks of WMD acquisition and transnational attack. 

Our paralysis on North Korea, therefore, makes one thing clear: we cannot, for any reason, allow Iran 
to acquire a nuclear weapon. The only good option today is to ensure that we do not end up with “no 
good options” when faced with an aggressive and unpredictable nuclear Islamic Republic. If guessing 
at Kim Jong-il’s motives makes fools of us all, just imagine trying to react to a nuclear theocratic thug-
state perpetually sponsoring regional terror and frozen in a cold domestic revolution. Just as the U.S. 
is obligated to defend North Korea’s neighbors, so too are we obligated to our allies in the Middle 
East, most critically Israel. If war on the Korean peninsula threatens to destabilize the region, imagine 
what happens when you throw oil into the mix. Worst of all, where the cult of Kim is unpredictable, the 
doctrine of Khomeinist Islamism is not. Pyongyang may ultimately only want goodies or talks or an 
unfettered palace ascendancy. For the leaders in Tehran, however, everything is a means to 
defeating America and her allies. 

On Saturday, Ali Akbar Salehi, head of Iran’s atomic-energy organization, announced that the 
country’s first nuclear power plant, in Bushehr, has been completely fueled. As Stephen Bosworth 
would put it, we are not surprised by this. Whether we are prepared to do anything about it remains to 
be seen. 

In an age of unprecedented peace, there is an illusion that the status quo is inevitable and — 
provided we leave things alone — eternal. If we had not invaded Iraq, so this thinking holds, 
Saddam’s regime would have remained an unrealized threat. If undisturbed by American overreach, 
troublemakers in distant lands will keep their provocations far from our shores; bad actors seeking 
greater power will remain merely aspirational; the occasional demonstration of aggression will be met 
with an appropriate reprimand; and an acceptable stasis will hold indefinitely. 

In reality, a rogue nation attacks an American ally for reasons so unrelated to American intrusiveness 
that some cite lack of American involvement as a possible provocation. “North Korea insists on direct 
talks with the United States,” Jimmy Carter writes. And of the supposed nuclear deal it’s ready to 
strike? “We should consider responding to this offer.” Let’s respond to Iran before it, too, can start 
calling the shots. 



Denver Post 
It's about time we politicized the Fed 
by David Harsanyi 

Monetary policy is a complex and mystical business — yet it was not, as far as I know, handed down 
from God to Moses to Alan Greenspan. 

But in case you forgot, it is "very important to keep politics out of monetary policy," the partisan 
political appointee Timothy Geithner recently explained in an interview with Bloomberg Television. 
"You want to be very careful not to take steps that hurt our credibility." 

No doubt, due to scarcity, Geithner has developed a profound appreciation for credibility. He is, after 
all, one of the architects of our "stimulus" infrastructure and a supporter of a monetary policy that 
managed to unite the entire industrial world against the United States at the recent G20 meetings. 

"U.S. leadership, once taken for granted, has all but vanished, and no one's in charge," wrote the 
editorial board of not the National Review, but the San Francisco Chronicle.  

Political or not, perhaps we've allowed the power of the Fed to go unchallenged for too long. Perhaps 
we've given too much deference to gurus who speak in Fiscal Koans rather than English and hover 
above human fallibility, oversight and transparency. Maybe it's time to start thinking about 
reexamining its role.  

Especially now that the Fed has begun a second round of "quantitative easing" — colloquially known 
as QE2, or "printing a load of money and giving it to big banks" — it will drop another $600 billion into 
the economy even though the first round of more than $1 trillion failed to do much of anything. In fact, 
more than $3 trillion has been thrown into the economic mix since we started fixing the recession. 

Many economists argue that this kind of policy has the potential to feed economic bubbles, distort 
trade, push nations to engage in competing devaluations, cause long-term inflation at home and 
transform your dollar into something ... well, less.  

Now, I'm in no position to offer any definitive statements on quantitative easing. But, for argument's 
sake, let's imagine momentarily that Ben Bernanke has lost his marbles.  

Why are these kinds of far-reaching decisions regarding our economic future immune from political 
debate and legitimate public scrutiny? In no other sphere of public policymaking is anyone as 
inoculated from accountability or the normal vagaries of a changing world. 

When a number of respected economists and politicians laid out substantive economic concerns 
about QE2, Bernanke could hardly take the time to explain his actions; and why should he?  

Another letter from two dozen experts — including Douglas Holtz-Eakin, a former Congressional 
Budget Office director, and Stanford University Professor John Taylor, the man who designed 
monetary-policy formula on interest rates used by the Fed — laying out concerns went ignored.  

If these concerns were simply political posturing, it would be one thing, but CNN reported that even 
behind closed doors, Fed policymakers have had "contentious" arguments about what they saw as a 
"controversial" plan.  



Yet, in this cloistered world, many of those with objections and skepticism about the Fed's policy and 
its ability to boost the economy voted with Bernanke in the name of institutional solidarity.  

That sounds pretty "political" to me. 

Now, the argument for Fed autonomy is based on the importance of monetary stability. But to the 
columnist, it seems that the Fed is causing more unease, unpredictability and concern among 
investors and citizens than ever. Once the Fed instigates volatility, doesn't the argument for political 
intervention dissipate? 

Politics — however ugly and despicable it gets — is the best way for us to sift through these 
concerns. 

EuroPacific Captial 
The Duel over the Dual Mandate 
by Peter Schiff 
  
Given the opposing views of the potentially parsimonious new Congress and the continuously 
accommodative Federal Reserve, there is a movement afoot among Republicans to eliminate the 
Fed’s “dual mandate.” Prior to 1977, the Fed only had one job: maintaining price stability. However, 
the stagflation of the 1970s inspired politicians to assign another task: promoting maximum 
employment. This “mission creep” has transformed the Fed from a monetary watchdog into an 
instrument of social policy. We would do well to give them back their original job.    

The imposition of the “dual mandate” was informed by the Keynesian belief that inflation and 
unemployment don’t mix. An economic concept known as the "Phillips curve" postulates that low 
levels of one cause high levels of the other. But, like many things in modern economics, the curve is a 
fiction. There is no real reason why low inflation would produce unemployment or full employment 
would create inflation.  

On paper, at least, the Fed has appeared to strike the balance that Congress demands. But this is a 
fool’s errand. The Fed’s dual mandate is the equivalent of asking a corporate CEO to maximize 
shareholder value by giving away as many free products as possible to consumers. 

The best way for the Fed to ensure maximum employment is to focus on its one true job – creating 
price stability. The irony of the dual mandate is that by trying to satisfy both, the Fed ensures that we 
will get neither. 

While it is true that increases in inflation may occur concurrently with drops in unemployment, there is 
no logical causality that can be implied. Any correlation simply results from inflation lowering the real 
cost of employment. Put simply: because inflation reduces wages in real terms, employers can afford 
to hire more people. So it's lower wages, not inflation, that puts people to work. 

Inflation does nothing to alter the structural issues that cause unemployment. Like everything else, 
the labor market is governed by the laws of supply and demand. High unemployment results from a 
wage structure that is too high relative to demand. Demand for labor is a function of productivity, or 
more accurately, profitability per worker. Absent higher productivity, which takes time to develop, the 
only way to clear the imbalance is for wages to fall. However, government and unions typically 
prevent this from happening. Economists describe this as wages being “sticky” on the downside.  



Over-taxation and over-regulation further restrict demand and add to unemployment. On that front, 
one of the worst offenders is the minimum wage law. It doesn’t actually raise wages for anyone, but 
simply renders unemployable many low-skill workers. By creating inflation, the Fed effectively lowers 
the minimum wage. Another cause is extended unemployment benefits. Since these payments 
narrow the disparity between employment and unemployment, and in some cases may even be 
preferable to accepting a low-paying job, workers are incentivized to reject employment opportunities 
that they might otherwise accept. 

To get around these roadblocks, the Fed lowers the cost of labor through inflation. However, this 
inefficient solution to a simple problem creates negative consequences for the economy. While wages 
may go up with inflation, goods prices usually rise faster. The net result offers no benefit for workers. 
By tricking workers into accepting lower wages, the Fed allows politicians to claim meaningless 
victories.  

In addition, wages are only one cost of employment. Even as inflation lowers real wages, other 
factors can work to increase employment costs. In the current environment, higher payroll taxes, new 
health care mandates, economic uncertainty, and the potential for even higher future taxes to fund 
large budget deficits are all offsetting the “benefits” of lower wages. On top of that, large current 
budget deficits are crowding out small business credit. The result is that employment costs are rising 
despite lower real wages. Taken together, these policy mistakes are creating a toxic, job-killing mix. 

The other fallacy of the dual mandate is that a fully employed workforce demands higher wages, 
forcing business to raise prices. More employment increases the supply of goods and services. Yes, 
employment raises demand, but that demand is satisfied by the additional supply created by a 
productive economy. 

Since wages are the price of labor, wages are themselves prices. To say that rising prices are caused 
by rising prices makes no sense. Workers cannot demand higher wages unless the increases are 
justified by higher productivity. If they are, such wage gains will not result in higher goods prices.  

The real reason that prices rise, for both goods and wages, is that the Fed creates inflation. 
This policy undermines the economy by destroying both current savings and the incentives to 
accumulate future savings. Since savings finance capital investment, lower savings equal weaker 
economic growth.  

So, the best way for the Fed to create maximum employment is to focus on the single mandate of 
price stability. While a few elected officials seem to be figuring this out, most are just as clueless as 
the Fed. Unfortunately, even if Congress succeeds in changing the Fed’s mandate, there is not much 
chance that monetary policy will change significantly. Keynesian thinking is so ingrained in Bernanke 
and his colleagues that they will exploit any wiggle room in their directives to jump back in the driver's 
seat and send us ever faster toward the edge of an economic cliff. 

WSJ  -  Editors 
Al Gore's Ethanol Epiphany  
He concedes the industry he promoted serves no useful purpose. 

Anyone who opposes ethanol subsidies, as these columns have for decades, comes to appreciate 
the wisdom of St. Jude. But now that a modern-day patron saint—St. Al of Green—has come out 
against the fuel made from corn and your tax dollars, maybe this isn't such a lost cause. 



Welcome to the college of converts, Mr. Vice President. "It is not a good policy to have these massive 
subsidies for first-generation ethanol," Al Gore told a gathering of clean energy financiers in Greece 
this week. The benefits of ethanol are "trivial," he added, but "It's hard once such a program is put in 
place to deal with the lobbies that keep it going." 

No kidding, and Mr. Gore said he knows from experience: "One of the reasons I made that mistake is 
that I paid particular attention to the farmers in my home state of Tennessee, and I had a certain 
fondness for the farmers in the state of Iowa because I was about to run for President." 

Mr. Gore's mea culpa underscores the degree to which ethanol has become a purely political 
machine: It serves no purpose other than re-electing incumbents and transferring wealth to farm 
states and ethanol producers. Nothing proves this better than the coincident trajectories of ethanol 
and Mr. Gore's career. 

Ethanol's claim on the Treasury was first made amid the 1970s energy crisis, with Jimmy Carter and 
a Democratic Congress subsidizing anything that claimed to be a substitute for foreign oil. Mr. Gore, 
freshman House class of 1976, was an early proponent of what was then called "gasahol." 

The subsidies continued through the 1990s, with the ethanol lobby finding a sympathetic ear in 
Clinton EPA chief and Gore protege Carol Browner, who in 1994 banned the gasoline additive MTBE 
and left ethanol as the only option under clean air laws. When the Senate split 50-50 on repealing this 
de facto mandate, then Vice President Gore cast the deciding vote for . . . ethanol. That served him 
well in the 2000 Democratic primaries against ethanol critic Bill Bradley.  

During the George W. Bush years, Big Ethanol adapted again, attaching itself to the global warming 
panic that Mr. Gore did as much as anyone to foment. Republicans in Congress formalized the 
mandate and increased subsidies in the 2005 and 2007 energy bills. 

Meanwhile, the greens have slowly turned against corn ethanol, thanks to the growing scientific 
evidence that biofuels increase carbon emissions more than fossil fuels do. But the boondoggle lives 
on in dreams for so-called advanced fuels like cellulosic ethanol. Note Mr. Gore's objection only to 
"first generation," though we've been hearing that advanced ethanol is just a year or two away from 
viability for two decades. 

At least on corn subsidies, we now have the makings of a left-right anti-boondoggle coalition. Major 
corn energy subsidies such as the 54-cent-per-gallon blenders credit expire at the end of the year, 
and Republican Senators Jim DeMint and Tom Coburn are encouraging the new Congress to prove 
its fiscal bona fides by letting them die. Chuck Grassley (R., Ethanol) responded this week on Twitter: 
"WashPost reports 2 of my colleagues want sunset ethanol tax credit R they ready sunset tax 
subsidies oilANDgas enjoys?" 

Messrs. DeMint and Coburn replied, essentially, make our day—and rightly so. Regardless of 
government intervention, the economy will continue to demand oil and gas, because they are useful. 
No one could plausibly say the same about ethanol, and maybe now that he's had his epiphany Mr. 
Gore will join the fight against the subsidized industry he did so much to promote. 

  
  
  



 
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
  
 


