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Mark Steyn Alert. He will be on C-Span 2 Sunday from noon to 3 o'clock.  
Pre-Game Show 
  
If you’ll forgive some end-of-week plugola, as you might have noticed from various promotional 
graphics around the page, I’ll be on C-Span2′s Book TV this Sunday just ahead of the 
Superbowl from 12 noon Eastern for a full three hours talking about my oeuvre, and taking 
viewers’ questions thereupon. Oeuvre-wise, I’m flattered they think mine will stretch to a full 
three hours, but, if it doesn’t, I’m happy to do wardrobe malfunctions by request. 

  
Charles Krauthammer thinks getting rid of Assad in Syria is important for many 
reasons.  
Imperial regimes can crack when they are driven out of their major foreign outposts. The fall of 
the Berlin Wall did not only signal the liberation of Eastern Europe from Moscow. It prefigured 
the collapse of the Soviet Union itself just two years later. 

The fall of Bashar al-Assad’s Syria could be similarly ominous for Iran. The alliance with Syria is 
the centerpiece of Iran’s expanding sphere of influence, a mini-Comintern that includes such 
clients as Iranian-armed and -directed Hezbollah, now the dominant power in Lebanon; and 
Hamas, which controls Gaza and threatens to take the rest of Palestine (the West Bank) from a 
feeble Fatah.  

Additionally, Iran exerts growing pressure on Afghanistan to the east and growing influence in 
Iraq to the west. Tehran has even extended its horizon to Latin America, as symbolized by 
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s solidarity tour through Venezuela, Ecuador, Nicaragua and 
Cuba. 

Of all these clients, Syria is the most important. It’s the only Arab state openly allied with non-
Arab Iran. This is significant because the Arabs see the Persians as having had centuries-old 
designs to dominate the Middle East. Indeed, Iranian arms and trainers, transshipped to 
Hezbollah through Syria, have given the Persians their first outpost on the Mediterranean in 
2,300 years. ... 

  
Ted Olson, attorney for the Koch brothers, tells what it is like to be on Obama's 
enemies list.  
How would you feel if aides to the president of the United States singled you out by name for 
attack, and if you were featured prominently in the president's re-election campaign as an 
enemy of the people? 

What would you do if the White House engaged in derogatory speculative innuendo about the 
integrity of your tax returns? Suppose also that the president's surrogates and allies in the 
media regularly attacked you, sullied your reputation and questioned your integrity. On top of all 
of that, what if a leading member of the president's party in Congress demanded your 
appearance before a congressional committee this week so that you could be interrogated 



about the Keystone XL oil pipeline project in which you have repeatedly—and accurately—
stated that you have no involvement? 

Consider that all this is happening because you have been selected as an attractive political 
punching bag by the president's re-election team. This is precisely what has happened to 
Charles and David Koch, even though they are private citizens, and neither is a candidate for 
the president's or anyone else's office.  

What Messrs. Koch do, in fact, is manage businesses that provide employment to more than 
50,000 people in North America in legitimate, productive industries. They also give millions of 
dollars to medical researchers, hospitals and cultural institutions. Their biggest offense, 
apparently, is that they also contribute generously to nonprofit organizations that promote 
personal liberty and free enterprise, and some of those organizations oppose policies advocated 
by the president. 

Richard Nixon maintained an"enemies list" that singled out private citizens for investigation and 
abuse by agencies of government, including the Internal Revenue Service. ... 

  
  
Charles Murray has written a new book. David Brooks gushed about a few days 
ago. Of course, the Brooks solution involves government coercion.  
... Today, Murray demonstrates, there is an archipelago of affluent enclaves clustered around 
the coastal cities, Chicago, Dallas and so on. If you’re born into one of them, you will probably 
go to college with people from one of the enclaves; you’ll marry someone from one of the 
enclaves; you’ll go off and live in one of the enclaves.  

Worse, there are vast behavioral gaps between the educated upper tribe (20 percent of the 
country) and the lower tribe (30 percent of the country). This is where Murray is at his best, and 
he’s mostly using data on white Americans, so the effects of race and other complicating factors 
don’t come into play.  

Roughly 7 percent of the white kids in the upper tribe are born out of wedlock, compared with 
roughly 45 percent of the kids in the lower tribe. In the upper tribe, nearly every man aged 30 to 
49 is in the labor force. In the lower tribe, men in their prime working ages have been steadily 
dropping out of the labor force, in good times and bad.  

People in the lower tribe are much less likely to get married, less likely to go to church, less 
likely to be active in their communities, more likely to watch TV excessively, more likely to be 
obese.  

Murray’s story contradicts the ideologies of both parties. ... 

  
Pickerhead got off his own rant about Omaha Scrooge in the August 21, 2011 
Pickings. Now, the Dark Side of Saint Warren comes from Charles Gasparino.  
... in all my years in journalism, I’ve never seen a business figure get such a free pass from the 
media even when his public pronouncements are oozing with hypocrisy, let alone when he steps 
over the line into sleaze — as Buffett has done on more than one occasion. 



But then “St. Warren” wears his liberal politics on his sleeve: He wholeheartedly backed Obama 
back in 2008, and now is lending his name (and his secretary’s) to Obama’s cockamamie tax 
scheme, a k a the Buffett Rule — which would barely make a dent in the federal deficit, but 
would certainly squeeze small-business owners and other job-creators. 

Now, Buffett’s hypocrisy on taxes is well known to readers of these pages: He decries the fact 
that rich investors like him get taxed mainly at the lower capital-gains rate of 15 percent. Yet he 
made his vast fortune enjoying that favorable treatment, and largely kept his mouth shut until 
now, as he nears the end of his long career. Plus, he plans to use a charitable trust to further 
shield much of his income from taxes. 

Much less has been said about Buffett’s unsaintly investment record. I won’t bore you with every 
gory detail of his questionable associations, which include no-lose investments in Goldman 
Sachs and General Electric just before the companies received massive federal aid during the 
financial crisis.  

But other items really take the shine off St. Warren’s halo — like his insistence that the ratings 
agencies didn’t play a key role in setting up the 2008 financial meltdown.  

In fact, the ratings biz was rife with conflicts of interest, since the agencies were paid by the 
same entities they were rating. Most people figure that’s why these “watchdogs” ignored major 
signs of trouble in the housing markets as they slapped all those Triple-A ratings on the toxic 
housing-related debt that was at the heart of the financial crisis. 

But Buffett has publicly defended the rating agencies as bit players in the debacle, caught up in 
the mania much like nearly everyone else. His obvious motive: He held a major stake in rating 
agency Moody’s Investors Service, so Berkshire got a nice cut out of all those fees that Moody’s 
“earned” as it fueled the crisis.  

It’s hard to believe a conservative businessman would be able to get away with that hypocrisy 
— not to mention the association with a business that helped do so much damage to the US 
economy. ... 

  
  
Caroline Baum tells government; Just fix the darn potholes, we'll do the rest.  
... I’m all for changing the tax code -- to something we can comply with via a postcard-size 
return. Creating new exemptions or tax breaks to induce companies to do what the government 
wants them to do isn’t the answer.  

The tax code shouldn’t favor manufacturers over service providers; farmers over miners; 
exporters over importers; borrowers over savers. As part of the oath of office, presidents should 
be required to commit to the following:  

The tax code should be designed to raise the revenue the government needs to perform its 
legitimate functions (Obama and Ron Paul may disagree on what constitutes “legitimate”), not to 
produce socially desirable behavior (buy homes, have children).  

It should promote economic growth, not punish success.  



It should be constant, not an ever-changing vehicle for managing the business cycle.  

When it comes to the government’s involvement in the private sector, we need more Darwin 
(natural selection) and less Lenin (central control). Everyone knows the government can’t pick 
winners and losers. ... 

  
  
Four charts from Kenneth Green at American.com show the slowdown of Gulf oil 
permits the administration denies.  
Thanks to the people at the New Orleans Regional Economic Alliance, one can cut through all 
the claims about how oil drilling in the United States is back to normal since the Gulf oil spill. 

The figures below show the trends in both shallow- and deep-water drilling permit approvals in 
the gulf of Mexico since the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. As can be seen, the Obama 
administration did not let that crisis go to waste, it used it to implement another plank in its anti-
fossil fuel agenda. ... 

... Regardless of the Obama administration’s claims that they aren’t hindering oil exploration and 
development in the Gulf, a few minutes of looking at their own data tells the real story: they’re 
both cutting it down, and stretching it out. 

  
  
Imagine; last year you're playing in a college bowl game, and one year later - the 
Super Bowl. WSJ has a story on the Giants' 12 rookies on the field today.  
For almost two weeks now, Tyler Sash has tried to stay out of David Diehl's way. Because every 
time Diehl, the veteran offensive lineman, catches sight of Sash, the rookie safety, he shakes 
his head, frowns and mutters something: 

"You lucky rookies." 

"Your first year in, and you're in the Super Bowl?" 

"How is this fair?" 

So much for no crying in football.  

"No, I get why he says all that," Sash said. "Kind of." 

And there's the beauty to the Giants' enormous rookie class: They only kind of get this. Here on 
Sunday, against the Patriots, they will be a part of Super Bowl XVI, the greatest spectacle of 
sport in America. They will compete for the Lombardi Trophy and immortality—and not one of 
the Giants' 12 first-year players is fully registering what that means. According to Stats LLC, only 
six Super Bowl teams have had more first-year players, including the 2007 Giants. ... 

 
 
 



  
  

Mark Steyn Alert. He will be on C-Span 2 Sunday from noon to 3 o'clock.  
Pre-Game Show 
  
If you’ll forgive some end-of-week plugola, as you might have noticed from various promotional 
graphics around the page, I’ll be on C-Span2′s Book TV this Sunday just ahead of the 
Superbowl from 12 noon Eastern for a full three hours talking about my oeuvre, and taking 
viewers’ questions thereupon. Oeuvre-wise, I’m flattered they think mine will stretch to a full 
three hours, but, if it doesn’t, I’m happy to do wardrobe malfunctions by request. 

  
  
Washington Post 
Syria: It’s not just about freedom 
A chance for U.S. to weaken Iran. 
by Charles Krauthammer 

Imperial regimes can crack when they are driven out of their major foreign outposts. The fall of 
the Berlin Wall did not only signal the liberation of Eastern Europe from Moscow. It prefigured 
the collapse of the Soviet Union itself just two years later. 

The fall of Bashar al-Assad’s Syria could be similarly ominous for Iran. The alliance with Syria is 
the centerpiece of Iran’s expanding sphere of influence, a mini-Comintern that includes such 
clients as Iranian-armed and -directed Hezbollah, now the dominant power in Lebanon; and 
Hamas, which controls Gaza and threatens to take the rest of Palestine (the West Bank) from a 
feeble Fatah.  

Additionally, Iran exerts growing pressure on Afghanistan to the east and growing influence in 
Iraq to the west. Tehran has even extended its horizon to Latin America, as symbolized by 
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s solidarity tour through Venezuela, Ecuador, Nicaragua and 
Cuba. 

Of all these clients, Syria is the most important. It’s the only Arab state openly allied with non-
Arab Iran. This is significant because the Arabs see the Persians as having had centuries-old 
designs to dominate the Middle East. Indeed, Iranian arms and trainers, transshipped to 
Hezbollah through Syria, have given the Persians their first outpost on the Mediterranean in 
2,300 years.  

But the Arab-Iranian divide is not just national/ethnic. It is sectarian. The Arabs are 
overwhelmingly Sunni. Iran is Shiite. The Arab states fear Shiite Iran infiltrating the Sunni 
homeland through (apart from Iraq) Hezbollah in Lebanon, and through Syria, run by Assad’s 
Alawites, a heterodox offshoot of Shiite Islam. 

Which is why the fate of the Assad regime is geopolitically crucial. It is, of course, highly 
significant for reasons of democracy and human rights as well. Syrian Baathism, while not as 
capricious and deranged as the Saddam Hussein variant, runs a ruthless police state that once 
killed 20,000 in Hama and has now killed more than 5,400 during the current uprising. Human 
rights — decency — is reason enough to do everything we can to bring down Assad.  



But strategic opportunity compounds the urgency. With its archipelago of clients anchored by 
Syria, Iran is today the greatest regional threat — to Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states terrified of 
Iranian nuclear hegemony; to traditional regimes menaced by Iranian jihadist subversion; to 
Israel, which the Islamic Republic has pledged to annihilate; to America and the West, whom the 
mullahs have vowed to drive from the region.  

No surprise that the Arab League, many of whose members are no tenderhearted 
humanitarians, is pressing hard for Assad’s departure. His fall would deprive Iran of an intra-
Arab staging area and sever its corridor to the Mediterranean. Syria would return to the Sunni 
fold. Hezbollah, Tehran’s agent in Lebanon, could be next, withering on the vine without Syrian 
support and Iranian materiel. And Hamas would revert to Egyptian patronage. 

At the end of this causal chain, Iran, shorn of key allies and already reeling from economic 
sanctions over its nuclear program, would be thrown back on its heels. The mullahs are already 
shaky enough to be making near-suicidal threats of blocking the Strait of Hormuz. The 
population they put down in the 2009 Green Revolution is still seething. The regime is 
particularly reviled by the young. And its increasing attempts to shore up Assad financially and 
militarily have only compounded anti-Iranian feeling in the region. 

It’s not just the Sunni Arabs lining up against Assad. Turkey, after a recent flirtation with a 
Syrian-Iranian-Turkish entente, has turned firmly against Assad, seeing an opportunity to extend 
its influence, as in Ottoman days, as protector/master of the Sunni Arabs. The alignment of 
forces suggests a unique opportunity for the West to help finish the job. 

How? First, a total boycott of Syria, beyond just oil and including a full arms embargo. Second, a 
flood of aid to the resistance (through Turkey, which harbors both rebel militias and the political 
opposition, or directly and clandestinely into Syria). Third, a Security Council resolution calling 
for the removal of the Assad regime. Russia, Assad’s last major outside ally, should be forced to 
either accede or incur the wrath of the Arab states with a veto.  

Force the issue. Draw bright lines. Make clear American solidarity with the Arab League against 
a hegemonic Iran and its tottering Syrian client. In diplomacy, one often has to choose between 
human rights and strategic advantage. This is a rare case where we can advance both — so 
long as we do not compromise with Russia or relent until Assad falls. 

  
  
  
WSJ 
Obama's Enemies List  
David and Charles Koch have been the targets of a campaign of vituperation and assault, 
choreographed from the very top. 
by Theodore B. Olson 

How would you feel if aides to the president of the United States singled you out by name for 
attack, and if you were featured prominently in the president's re-election campaign as an 
enemy of the people? 



What would you do if the White House engaged in derogatory speculative innuendo about the 
integrity of your tax returns? Suppose also that the president's surrogates and allies in the 
media regularly attacked you, sullied your reputation and questioned your integrity. On top of all 
of that, what if a leading member of the president's party in Congress demanded your 
appearance before a congressional committee this week so that you could be interrogated 
about the Keystone XL oil pipeline project in which you have repeatedly—and accurately—
stated that you have no involvement? 

Consider that all this is happening because you have been selected as an attractive political 
punching bag by the president's re-election team. This is precisely what has happened to 
Charles and David Koch, even though they are private citizens, and neither is a candidate for 
the president's or anyone else's office.  

What Messrs. Koch do, in fact, is manage businesses that provide employment to more than 
50,000 people in North America in legitimate, productive industries. They also give millions of 
dollars to medical researchers, hospitals and cultural institutions. Their biggest offense, 
apparently, is that they also contribute generously to nonprofit organizations that promote 
personal liberty and free enterprise, and some of those organizations oppose policies advocated 
by the president. 

Richard Nixon maintained an"enemies list" that singled out private citizens for investigation and 
abuse by agencies of government, including the Internal Revenue Service. When that was 
revealed, the press and public were outraged. That conduct will forever remain one of the 
indelible stains on Nixon's presidency and legacy. 

When Joseph McCarthy engaged in comparable bullying, oppression and slander from his 
powerful position in the Senate, he was censured by his colleagues and died in 
disgrace."McCarthyism," defined by Webster's as the "use of unfair investigative and accusatory 
methods to suppress opposition," will forever be synonymous with un-Americanism. Army 
counsel Joseph Welch's "Have you no sense of decency?" are words that evoke the McCarthy 
era and diminish the reputations of his colleagues who did nothing to stand up to him. 

In this country, we regard the use of official power to oppress or intimidate private citizens as a 
despicable abuse of authority and entirely alien to our system of a government of laws. The 
architects of our Constitution meticulously erected a system of separated powers, and checks 
and balances, precisely in order to inhibit the exercise of tyrannical power by governmental 
officials.  

Our Constitution even explicitly prohibits bills of attainder so that Congress may not single out 
individual citizens or groups for disfavored treatment or unequal application of the force of 
government. Prosecutorial power is rigidly constrained and judicially supervised so that 
government may not accuse private citizens of crimes or investigate them without good cause. 

Whoever may be the victim of such abuse of governmental authority, the press and public 
almost invariably unify with indignation against it. If a journalist, labor-union leader or community 
organizer on the left can be targeted today, an academic or business person on the right can be 
the target tomorrow. If we fail to stand up against oppression from one direction, we abdicate 
the moral authority to challenge it when it comes from another. 



This is why it is exceedingly important for all Americans to respond with outrage to what the 
president and his allies are doing to demonize and stigmatize David and Charles Koch. They 
have been the targets of the multiyear, carefully orchestrated campaign of vituperation and 
assault described above—and much more. It has been choreographed from the very top. When 
the president personally takes leadership, his political surrogates and army of allies in the press 
and Congress quickly and surely follow the direction and tone he sets. 

The misuse of government power to damage or demean one's political enemies is abhorrent 
and the very antithesis of a free society and a government of laws, not men. It is time for the 
public to ask those engaged in these practices, "Have you no sense of decency?"  

Mr. Olson, a lawyer in Washington, D.C., and a former solicitor general of the United States, 
represents Koch Industries.  

  
  
  
NY Times 
The Great Divorce 
by David Brooks  

I’ll be shocked if there’s another book this year as important as Charles Murray’s “Coming 
Apart.” I’ll be shocked if there’s another book that so compellingly describes the most important 
trends in American society.  

Murray’s basic argument is not new, that America is dividing into a two-caste society. What’s 
impressive is the incredible data he produces to illustrate that trend and deepen our 
understanding of it.  

His story starts in 1963. There was a gap between rich and poor then, but it wasn’t that big. A 
house in an upper-crust suburb cost only twice as much as the average new American home. 
The tippy-top luxury car, the Cadillac Eldorado Biarritz, cost about $47,000 in 2010 dollars. 
That’s pricey, but nowhere near the price of the top luxury cars today.  

More important, the income gaps did not lead to big behavior gaps. Roughly 98 percent of men 
between the ages of 30 and 49 were in the labor force, upper class and lower class alike. Only 
about 3 percent of white kids were born outside of marriage. The rates were similar, upper class 
and lower class.  

Since then, America has polarized. The word “class” doesn’t even capture the divide Murray 
describes. You might say the country has bifurcated into different social tribes, with a tenuous 
common culture linking them.  

The upper tribe is now segregated from the lower tribe. In 1963, rich people who lived on the 
Upper East Side of Manhattan lived close to members of the middle class. Most adult 
Manhattanites who lived south of 96th Street back then hadn’t even completed high school. 
Today, almost all of Manhattan south of 96th Street is an upper-tribe enclave.  



Today, Murray demonstrates, there is an archipelago of affluent enclaves clustered around the 
coastal cities, Chicago, Dallas and so on. If you’re born into one of them, you will probably go to 
college with people from one of the enclaves; you’ll marry someone from one of the enclaves; 
you’ll go off and live in one of the enclaves.  

Worse, there are vast behavioral gaps between the educated upper tribe (20 percent of the 
country) and the lower tribe (30 percent of the country). This is where Murray is at his best, and 
he’s mostly using data on white Americans, so the effects of race and other complicating factors 
don’t come into play.  

Roughly 7 percent of the white kids in the upper tribe are born out of wedlock, compared with 
roughly 45 percent of the kids in the lower tribe. In the upper tribe, nearly every man aged 30 to 
49 is in the labor force. In the lower tribe, men in their prime working ages have been steadily 
dropping out of the labor force, in good times and bad.  

People in the lower tribe are much less likely to get married, less likely to go to church, less 
likely to be active in their communities, more likely to watch TV excessively, more likely to be 
obese.  

Murray’s story contradicts the ideologies of both parties. Republicans claim that America is 
threatened by a decadent cultural elite that corrupts regular Americans, who love God, country 
and traditional values. That story is false. The cultural elites live more conservative, traditionalist 
lives than the cultural masses.  

Democrats claim America is threatened by the financial elite, who hog society’s resources. But 
that’s a distraction. The real social gap is between the top 20 percent and the lower 30 percent. 
The liberal members of the upper tribe latch onto this top 1 percent narrative because it excuses 
them from the central role they themselves are playing in driving inequality and unfairness.  

It’s wrong to describe an America in which the salt of the earth common people are preyed upon 
by this or that nefarious elite. It’s wrong to tell the familiar underdog morality tale in which the 
problems of the masses are caused by the elites.  

The truth is, members of the upper tribe have made themselves phenomenally productive. They 
may mimic bohemian manners, but they have returned to 1950s traditionalist values and 
practices. They have low divorce rates, arduous work ethics and strict codes to regulate their 
kids.  

Members of the lower tribe work hard and dream big, but are more removed from traditional 
bourgeois norms. They live in disorganized, postmodern neighborhoods in which it is much 
harder to be self-disciplined and productive.  

I doubt Murray would agree, but we need a National Service Program. We need a program that 
would force members of the upper tribe and the lower tribe to live together, if only for a few 
years. We need a program in which people from both tribes work together to spread out the 
values, practices and institutions that lead to achievement.  

If we could jam the tribes together, we’d have a better elite and a better mass.  



  
  
  
NY Post 
Saint Warren’s dark side 
Ugliness the media overlook 
by Charles Gasparino 

Imagine a Republican president regularly invoking the wisdom of a multibillionaire businessman 
who had profited off companies with questionable business practices, and who law-enforcement 
officials had recently asked to provide information about his own company’s questionable 
practices. No question about it: Democrats and the media would be having a field day.  

So why do we hear so little about the dark side of Warren Buffett?  

True, the double standard involving Buffett’s business record is longstanding. But now President 
Obama is using him as a central prop in his class-warfare strategy for winning a second term. 

   
Getting a free pass from the press? The SEC  
recently questioned Warren Buffet over some  
nasty corporate cronyism. 
  

Yes, Buffett is a great investor; his Berkshire Hathaway company has made him a 
multibillionaire and earned shareholders lots of money over the years. But in all my years in 
journalism, I’ve never seen a business figure get such a free pass from the media even when 
his public pronouncements are oozing with hypocrisy, let alone when he steps over the line into 
sleaze — as Buffett has done on more than one occasion. 

But then “St. Warren” wears his liberal politics on his sleeve: He wholeheartedly backed Obama 
back in 2008, and now is lending his name (and his secretary’s) to Obama’s cockamamie tax 
scheme, a k a the Buffett Rule — which would barely make a dent in the federal deficit, but 
would certainly squeeze small-business owners and other job-creators. 



Now, Buffett’s hypocrisy on taxes is well known to readers of these pages: He decries the fact 
that rich investors like him get taxed mainly at the lower capital-gains rate of 15 percent. Yet he 
made his vast fortune enjoying that favorable treatment, and largely kept his mouth shut until 
now, as he nears the end of his long career. Plus, he plans to use a charitable trust to further 
shield much of his income from taxes. 

Much less has been said about Buffett’s unsaintly investment record. I won’t bore you with every 
gory detail of his questionable associations, which include no-lose investments in Goldman 
Sachs and General Electric just before the companies received massive federal aid during the 
financial crisis.  

But other items really take the shine off St. Warren’s halo — like his insistence that the ratings 
agencies didn’t play a key role in setting up the 2008 financial meltdown.  

In fact, the ratings biz was rife with conflicts of interest, since the agencies were paid by the 
same entities they were rating. Most people figure that’s why these “watchdogs” ignored major 
signs of trouble in the housing markets as they slapped all those Triple-A ratings on the toxic 
housing-related debt that was at the heart of the financial crisis. 

But Buffett has publicly defended the rating agencies as bit players in the debacle, caught up in 
the mania much like nearly everyone else. His obvious motive: He held a major stake in rating 
agency Moody’s Investors Service, so Berkshire got a nice cut out of all those fees that Moody’s 
“earned” as it fueled the crisis.  

It’s hard to believe a conservative businessman would be able to get away with that hypocrisy 
— not to mention the association with a business that helped do so much damage to the US 
economy. 

It’s also hard to believe that any conservative businessman who was just interviewed by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission over some corporate sleaze would be getting invitations 
to the White House, much less be touted at the State of the Union Address.  

The SEC interviewed Buffett last year over one of the most sordid corporate affairs I’ve seen in 
a long time: His longtime aide and one-time heir-apparent bought shares in a company called 
Lubrizol just before Buffett purchased the outfit.  

The executive, David Sokol, made a hefty profit from the purchase, and even advised Buffett to 
buy the company in the first place. 

Insider trading? I can’t say if it was outside the law. But the SEC is looking into the matter. (SEC 
and Sokol spokesmen declined to comment on the probe’s status; Buffett didn’t return repeated 
calls seeking comment.) 

Yet I don’t recall any major media outfit bringing up the sordid affair while Buffett was lecturing 
the nation on tax fairness. Nor did any jump on Buffett’s bizarre initial reaction as Sokol was 
resigning from Berkshire last year: He defended Sokol’s actions — which, even if they weren’t 
illegal, still smack of the kind of corporate favoritism that Obama and the rest of the left 
continually denounce. 



Buffett later issued a statement that, after reviewing the facts, he’d changed his mind: What 
Sokol did was bad, after all. But why did it take Buffett so long to realize that corporate cronyism 
reeks? 

You’ve also got to ask why the president has embraced a businessman with this type of record 
— and why the media are letting him get away with it. 

  
  
  
Bloomberg News 
Just Fill the Darn Potholes, We’ll Do the Rest 
by Caroline Baum 

Let’s face it: U.S. presidents are hopelessly in love with the idea of a manufacturing renaissance 
and an export-driven economy.  

It isn’t hard to understand why. Factory jobs, on average, pay more than those in the services 
sector. A job at the local General Motors plant, with all the benefits that accrue, used to be a 
ticket to a middle-class lifestyle for those without the benefit of a college education -- sometimes 
for father and son alike.  

Those days are gone. The dream never dies.  

Presidents facing tough re-election contests are easily seduced by the idea of going back to the 
factory, just as some folks from earlier generations yearned for a return to an agrarian society -- 
but for different reasons. In September 2003, with 2.7 million manufacturing jobs disappearing 
on his watch, President George W. Bush appointed a new jobs czar “to focus on the needs of 
manufacturers.”  

President Barack Obama has been pushing “Made in America” since he took office. In his State 
of the Union address last week, he laid out a blueprint for “an economy built on American 
manufacturing.” The following day, he took his show on the road, stopping at Conveyor 
Engineering & Manufacturing Inc. in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, where he told employees and 
assembled dignitaries the government has “to help these companies succeed,” starting with a 
change in the tax code.  

I’m all for changing the tax code -- to something we can comply with via a postcard-size return. 
Creating new exemptions or tax breaks to induce companies to do what the government wants 
them to do isn’t the answer.  

The tax code shouldn’t favor manufacturers over service providers; farmers over miners; 
exporters over importers; borrowers over savers. As part of the oath of office, presidents should 
be required to commit to the following:  

The tax code should be designed to raise the revenue the government needs to perform its 
legitimate functions (Obama and Ron Paul may disagree on what constitutes “legitimate”), not to 
produce socially desirable behavior (buy homes, have children).  



It should promote economic growth, not punish success.  

It should be constant, not an ever-changing vehicle for managing the business cycle.  

When it comes to the government’s involvement in the private sector, we need more Darwin 
(natural selection) and less Lenin (central control). Everyone knows the government can’t pick 
winners and losers.  

But other countries do it, you say. They support favored industries.  

Just because everyone else does it doesn’t make it right. What seems to work in the short run -- 
Japan’s vaunted industrial policy, for example -- often fails in the long run.  

Some history is in order. U.S. manufacturing as a share of the overall economy has been in 
decline for 60 years. As a percentage of nominal gross domestic product, manufacturing output 
shrank from a peak of almost 30 percent in 1953 to about 12 percent in 2010, according to the 
Commerce Department’s Bureau of Economic Analysis.  

Manufacturing employment peaked at 19.5 million in 1979, when it represented almost 22 
percent of the workforce. Last year, the 11.7 million manufacturing workers accounted for less 
than 9 percent of total employment, according to preliminary data from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. During that time, the value of U.S. manufacturing output kept increasing, thanks to 
strong productivity growth.  

Advantage U.S.  

Production was outsourced to China for one reason: comparative advantage. The idea that a 
country is better off if it can import lower-cost products instead of making them at home has 
been the foundation of free trade since David Ricardo wrote about it in 1817.  

Consumers are better off, as well. Tax incentives for domestic producers, as proposed by 
Obama, or tariffs on foreign- made goods all benefit the producer at the expense of the 
consumer. (Mercantilism is like Keynesianism: It keeps coming back to haunt us.)  

The irony is that manufacturing jobs are starting to return to the U.S. or, more correctly, new 
ones are being created. Why? Because China is losing its cost advantage. In order to keep the 
yuan undervalued, the People’s Bank of China has to print its own currency in exchange for the 
dollars received by exporters. Wages are rising, both in nominal terms because of inflation and 
in real terms as Chinese workers become more productive.  

A study last year by Boston Consulting Group Inc. estimated that the cost savings of 
manufacturing in China -- taking into account duties, transportation and supply-chain risks -- will 
shrink in the next five years to a point where it behooves manufacturers to produce in the U.S.  

Manufacturing employment has increased 334,000 since the low in December 2009. Southern, 
non-union states offer an increasingly hospitable environment for factories. NCR Corp. opened 
a new plant in Georgia to produce automated teller machines. Caterpillar Inc. plans to build a 
new construction- equipment factory in the U.S. Ford Motor Co. is bringing 2,000 jobs back from 
China and Mexico after reaching an agreement with the United Auto Workers union. Even a 



family-owned North Carolina furniture manufacturer decided to reopen a factory that has been 
shuttered for more than a decade.  

These companies aren’t producing in the U.S. for altruistic reasons. They are doing it because it 
makes business sense, and they are letting the market, not the government, be their guide.  

As a rule of thumb, government should fix the potholes -- repair the crumbling infrastructure -- 
and leave the driving to us.  

  
  
American.com 
Energy fact of the week: Four charts about Gulf Coast oil production 
by Kenneth P. Green 

Thanks to the people at the New Orleans Regional Economic Alliance, one can cut through all 
the claims about how oil drilling in the United States is back to normal since the Gulf oil spill. 

The figures below show the trends in both shallow- and deep-water drilling permit approvals in 
the gulf of Mexico since the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. As can be seen, the Obama 
administration did not let that crisis go to waste, it used it to implement another plank in its anti-
fossil fuel agenda. 

 

  



 

  

 

  



 

Regardless of the Obama administration’s claims that they aren’t hindering oil exploration and 
development in the Gulf, a few minutes of looking at their own data tells the real story: they’re 
both cutting it down, and stretching it out. 

WSJ 
Rookies at Super Bowl? Preposterous 
by Aditi Kinkhabwala  

   
From left, Derrick Martin, Chase Blackburn, rookie Tyler Sash and Chris Canty take part in practice in 
Indianapolis on Thursday. 



INDIANAPOLIS—For almost two weeks now, Tyler Sash has tried to stay out of David Diehl's 
way. Because every time Diehl, the veteran offensive lineman, catches sight of Sash, the rookie 
safety, he shakes his head, frowns and mutters something: 

"You lucky rookies." 

"Your first year in, and you're in the Super Bowl?" 

"How is this fair?" 

So much for no crying in football.  

"No, I get why he says all that," Sash said. "Kind of." 

And there's the beauty to the Giants' enormous rookie class: They only kind of get this. Here on 
Sunday, against the Patriots, they will be a part of Super Bowl XVI, the greatest spectacle of 
sport in America. They will compete for the Lombardi Trophy and immortality—and not one of 
the Giants' 12 first-year players is fully registering what that means. According to Stats LLC, only 
six Super Bowl teams have had more first-year players, including the 2007 Giants. 

"But that's a good thing," Sash said. 

From the minute this post-lockout, no-mini-camp season started, the Giants have turned to this 
rookie class. They've made up the core of special teams coach Tom Quinn's unit—which came 
into the season desperately needing to improve—and they've almost all had to play in big spots 
at some point.  

Linebacker Jacquian Williams was the spy on Philadelphia's dynamo, quarterback Michael Vick, 
in Week 3. Greg Jones started at middle linebacker. So, too, did Mark Herzlich. Henry Hynoski 
has spent the whole season at starting fullback. Jerrel Jernigan returns kicks, Da'Rel Scott has, 
too, and veteran linebacker Michael Boley scoffed when he heard Jones say his body started 
needing two massages a week last month. 

"They're still young. Rookies don't hit a wall. They have those young legs and those young 
minds," Boley said. 

Sitting in the team's hotel in downtown Indianapolis on Thursday morning, Quinn said that was 
exactly what struck him earlier. Tallying the preseason, the 16-game regular season and three 
postseason games already played, the Giants are about to play their 24th game. That amounts 
to two college seasons. But not one of his rookies has seemed to burn out. 



 
             Henry Hynoski was the Giants' starting fullback in his first year. 

"They're a very mature group," Quinn said. "I've never had this many rookies, or this many have 
this significant playing time." 

The Giants had no choice early, with so much of their special teams core gone. That's helped, 
though, Quinn said, as players like Sash and Spencer Paysinger have had to start from the 
beginning and have only grown as they've done it. Quinn had to teach more—punt teams in 
college use totally different techniques and formations than punt teams in the NFL—but he also 
said there was never any wide-eyed wonder to this group. 

Giants long-snapper Zak DeOssie, the captain of this rookie-laden special teams unit, said 
essentially the same. This group has never been stunned by bright lights, he said, making this 
"the most impressive rookie batch I've seen. Including mine." 

DeOssie's rookie year was, of course 2007, when the Giants also closed the season in the 
Super Bowl, also against the Patriots. Cornerback Aaron Ross and tailback Ahmad Bradshaw—
both still starters—were part of that class, too, and DeOssie said just like this group, he found 
the whole Super Bowl experience a whirlwind. (He also said, "I hit about three walls that 
season.") 

DeOssie went through the Diehl treatment too, with Jeff Feagles, the punter who was then in his 
20th season, two years past breaking the NFL record for consecutive games played and 
constantly reminding DeOssie that he'd never even been in a conference title game. 

"For two weeks, it was, 'You son of a…I can't believe this. It's not fair,'" DeOssie said, almost 
managing to look chastened at the memory. Almost. After all, those rookies were definitely a 
huge part of the Giants getting to the Super Bowl. Just like these rookies are. 

"We're not rookies anymore," rookie Williams said. "We play too big roles now." 



(It was Williams who knocked loose the ball out of 49ers punt returner Kyle Williams's hands, 
setting up the game-winning field goal. So no, he said, he will no longer be carrying veterans' 
bags.) 

Still, the rookies have done their best to soak up what is a scene their veteran teammates keep 
promising is not routine. Before the Giants' first playoff game, they were all reminded that the 
Falcons' Hall of Fame-bound tight end Tony Gonzalez had, in 15 years, never won a playoff 
game. Quinn frankly told them that NFL playoffs are not akin to a college bowl game, even a 
BCS championship. And Boley, who got his first playoff win last month after seven NFL 
seasons, said he tells the rookies "to cherish every moment." 

And as clueless as they profess to be, it's hard not to know there is something different about 
this game. As a cameraman filmed Chris Snee playing a tablet videogame with an 
entertainment reporter and as Tynes put on the white chinchilla fur hat a radio reporter had been 
sporting, Hynoski said, "How can anyone expect this?" 

Rookie or not. 

  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 



 
  

 
  
  



 
  
 


