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Jennifer Rubin interviews Ed Gillespie who recently signed on with the Romney 
team.  
I caught up with the newest addition to the Mitt Romney campaign, former Republican National 
Committee chairman Ed Gillespie. He was on the road, but in a series of e-mail exchanges he 
gave Right Turn his take on the race. He is joining the campaign as a senior adviser, although 
he’s volunteering his time.  

His experience in helping Virginia Gov. Bob McDonnell win in a landslide may be more useful 
than he ever imagined. He tells me, “Bob McDonnell showed that a principled conservative can 
win big in a swing state, and he did it by talking about not only the features of conservative 
policies but the benefits. In other words, he didn’t just talk about keeping taxes low, he said that 
would help create jobs and enable people to decide for themselves how best to spend their hard 
earned money. We called it ‘finishing the sentence,’ and there is a valuable lesson in Gov. 
McDonnell’s success.” 

Although Gillespie didn’t mention it, McDonnell also avoided getting bogged down in social 
issues in a race in which Democrats strained to raise wedge issues. That’s a wise pattern for 
Romney to follow as well. 

Unlike President Obama, who seems determined to veer left, Gillespie has his eye on critical 
independent voters. ... 

  
  
Weekly Standard's Jay Cost looks carefully at polls and sees Obama on thin ice.  
Yesterday, a new ABC News/Washington Post poll seemed to confirm the meme that Barack 
Obama is pummeling Mitt Romney among women, helping the former open up a 7-point lead in 
the general election horse race. 

What to make of this? 

Well, for starters, the poll has an inexplicably large Democratic advantage – the party 
breakdown in the poll is 34 percent Democratic, 23 percent Republican, and 34 percent 
independent. As a point of historical comparison, the party spread in four of the last five 
elections since 2002 has basically been an even split between the two sides. In 2008, a “perfect 
storm” of bad news for the GOP, the party ID advantage was “only” +7. So, a Democratic 
advantage of +11 is an unjustifiable number, at least in terms of what the electorate is thinking. 

Hot Air’s Ed Morrissey did a solid job of dressing down the pollsters for such an absurd 
Democratic skew, and I encourage you to read his response carefully. I’ll just add that I am 
always amused when pollsters find an advantage for Democratic candidates that is less than 
their Democratic oversample. In this case, ABC News/WaPo finds Obama’s job approval at +5 
(50 percent approve to 45 percent disapprove), but that is not nearly so impressive in a D+11 
sample! 



Polls like this are useful, however, in a kind of “Nixon goes to China” sense. Put another way, if 
Democrats look weak in polls that are so ridiculously pro-Democratic, you know they are in 
trouble. ... 

  
  
How's things in Wisconsin? This vote will be in a few months and might be a 
harbinger of things to come in November. Neal Boortz says Scott Walker can relax.    
Well, I think he can relax.  Pretty sure, actually.   

Governor Scott Walker is facing a recall election in Wisconsin as a result of a pretty impressive 
union petition drive.  Unions aren’t happy about losing some of their collective bargaining rights 
and actually having to pony up almost as much as private sector workers for their health 
insurance.  Oh! The humanity!  But I’m going on record here (oh yeah, Boortz on the record; 
now THAT’S news) saying that Scott Walker will win, as will the people of Wisconsin. 

You’re right in wanting a little analysis here to go along with my prediction, and I’m only happy to 
oblige.  The problem the Wisconsin unions have in bringing about a successful recall election is 
rooted in the very way they managed to get enough petitions signed to bring about the election 
in the first place.  It’s also the reason unions want their unionization-by-intimidation (card check) 
law so badly.  Fact is, the union activists collected a good number of those signatures on those 
petitions through intimidation -- and those who were intimidated can’t wait to express their true 
feelings on election day.  

To expand on the reason Walker has nothing to worry about, let’s focus on the methodology 
behind union elections and labor leaders’ dreams of card check ... 

  
  
Pickerhead was hoping Santorum would hang around long enough to get beat in 
Pennsylvania. Then we would be spared anymore of him. Toby Harnden notes his 
graceless departure.  
Rick Santorum has bowed to reality by suspending his long-shot presidential bid. He had no 
hope of overhauling Mitt Romney's delegate lead and the general election campaign against 
President Barack Obama had effectively already begun. 
  
In dropping out, Santorum avoided the very real prospect of losing his home state of 
Pennsylvania, a loss which, combined with his 18-point Senate re-election loss there in 2006, 
would have been devastating to his future national prospects. Having won 11 states, Santorum 
had the opportunity to withdraw graciously, congratulate Mitt Romney - now his party's 
presumptive nominee - and call for Republican unity in working to defeat President Barack 
Obama in November. A full endorsement was not necessary - Hillary Clinton did not 
immediately back Obama in 2008 - but an acknowledgement that Romney was the victor would 
have been an important first step towards party healing after a bruising primary battle. 
  
Instead, Santorum blew it. His rambling 14-minute speech in Gettysburg, site of the bloodiest 
battle of the American Civil War, barely mentioned Obama or the economy. ... 
  
  



We are not used to sensible items coming out of the World Bank, but City Journal 
has found a Bank report showing how free markets have created wealth in the 
poorest parts of the world.  
The most significant events often escape media attention. How many would know from reading 
their daily newspaper or watching television that we live in an unprecedented economic period 
when the number of people living in extreme poverty is declining fast? According to a just-
published World Bank report, the percentage of people living on less than $1.25 per day—or its 
local equivalent—has plummeted from 52 percent of the global population in 1981 to 22 percent 
in 2008. The World Bank doesn’t provide more recent data, but other indices show that the 2008 
financial crisis did not interrupt this trend. For millions of households, crossing the symbolic 
$1.25 threshold means leaving destitution behind and moving toward a more dignified life—no 
trivial achievement. Moreover, this escape from poverty happens while the global population 
continues to grow. Doomsday prophets who warned about a ticking “population bomb” have not 
been vindicated, to say the least. Global warming messiahs, beware: human ingenuity proves 
able to cope with the predicaments of Mother Nature. 

Thirty years ago, half of the planet lived in utter misery, and many commentators argued that 
poverty was destiny. At best, most pundits conceded that pockets of poverty could be alleviated 
through international aid. Only a handful of economists begged to differ: Theodor Schultz, Milton 
Friedman, and Peter Bauer were the mavericks advocating free-market policies for every nation 
as the way out of poverty. They have been proven right. China’s economy has been growing 
since the mid-1980s—when Deng Xiaoping, its de facto leader, abandoned central planning, 
opened the borders for foreign investment, and promoted entrepreneurship at home.  

In 1991, after the Soviet economic model proved bankrupt, India left behind its socialist 
ideology, opened its borders to foreign competition, and deregulated its economy. The 
economies of the two most populous countries on earth have grown without interruption ever 
since. Remember, too, that South Korea and Taiwan understood the virtues of free markets long 
before China or India discovered them. Many smaller countries, across a huge range of 
cultures, soon followed suit. African governments, too, converted to free-market economics with 
significant results— Kenya, Uganda, Senegal, and Sierra Leone, among others. ... 

  
Christopher Booker says the magazine Nature is one of the chief propagandists for 
the fading global warming theories.  
Since the fading belief that the world is in the grip of runaway man-made global warming still 
threatens us with the biggest bill in history, it is rather important to know how far we can trust the 
science which is said to support that belief. One of the most vociferous cheerleaders in the 
cause has been the Nature, which calls itself “the world’s most prestigious weekly journal of 
science”.  

Whenever some landmark event in the story is approaching – such as a world climate 
conference or a new report by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) – 
Nature can be relied on to come up with a new paper purporting to refute one of the more 
embarrassing objections to the orthodox theory. However thoroughly such a paper is then 
dismantled by expert critics, it will remain established as a pillar of the orthodoxy.  

In 1996, as the Kyoto treaty approached, it was a paper claiming to show how the “fingerprint” of 
warming – the part of the atmosphere where it was most obvious – confirmed that it must be 



due to human activity. Two scientists promptly explained how the data showed precisely the 
opposite – warming that was man-made should be greatest in the upper troposphere and not, 
as it actually is, on the earth’s surface. The chief author of that bid to defend the orthodoxy was 
Ben Santer. It was his last-minute rewriting of a key passage in the IPCC’s second report – 
contradicting the text agreed by all the scientists responsible – that provoked the IPCC’s first 
real scandal. Frederick Seitz, the eminent US physicist who exposed this flagrant breach of the 
rules, described it as the most “disturbing corruption of the peer-review process” he had come 
across in all his 60 years as a scientist. ... 

 
 
 

Right Turn 
Ed Gillespie lays out the race  
by Jennifer Rubin 

I caught up with the newest addition to the Mitt Romney campaign, former Republican National 
Committee chairman Ed Gillespie. He was on the road, but in a series of e-mail exchanges he 
gave Right Turn his take on the race. He is joining the campaign as a senior adviser, although 
he’s volunteering his time.  

His experience in helping Virginia Gov. Bob McDonnell win in a landslide may be more useful 
than he ever imagined. He tells me, “Bob McDonnell showed that a principled conservative can 
win big in a swing state, and he did it by talking about not only the features of conservative 
policies but the benefits. In other words, he didn’t just talk about keeping taxes low, he said that 
would help create jobs and enable people to decide for themselves how best to spend their hard 
earned money. We called it ‘finishing the sentence,’ and there is a valuable lesson in Gov. 
McDonnell’s success.” 

Although Gillespie didn’t mention it, McDonnell also avoided getting bogged down in social 
issues in a race in which Democrats strained to raise wedge issues. That’s a wise pattern for 
Romney to follow as well. 

Unlike President Obama, who seems determined to veer left, Gillespie has his eye on critical 
independent voters. It is not a matter of Romney changing his message but making sure his 
message is heard. Gillespie observes: “There is ample evidence in public polling that 
independents like Obama personally but have doubts about his leadership ability and ability to 
get things done. There’s a sense he’s wasted a lot of time in office on things that haven’t helped 
make things better for average Americans.” That suggests that Romney can do damage but 
should avoid shrill personal attacks. Gillespie agrees: “There is an opening there in the general 
election.” 

Gillespie does not seem worried about unifying the Republican base. He contends, “Gov. 
Romney got more votes from conservatives in the GOP primary than any other candidate, and 
in a general election conservatives will be enthusiastic to put a stop to President Obama’s 
policies. I think our base will be energized by the very clear contrast between the president and 
our nominee in the fall election.” In other words, despite Rick Santorum’s last-gasp argument, 
the difference between Romney and Obama will be so vast that conservatives seeking to halt 
the Obama march leftward should be keen on electing Romney. 



Right now polling shows a dramatic gender gap between Romney and Obama. But Gillespie 
insists that any concern about this is overblown. He tells me, “Both parties have had a gender 
gap for decades, with Republicans underperforming with women and Democrats 
underperforming with men.” He hints that the key to reducing it is a more refined economic 
message that focuses “on the damaging effects of President Obama’s policies when it comes to 
their jobs or their children’s opportunities, the cost and quality of health care, the higher prices 
for gas and food.” He argues women voters, in particular, are “not going to be distracted by the 
administration’s diversionary tactics and harsh rhetoric.” He claims, “That gap will close.” 

With an anemic recovery underway, Romney has to walk a fine line between skewering the 
president’s policies and avoiding the appearance of talking down the economy. Gillespie turns 
the issue around: “Ironically it’s President Obama who seems to be talking down the economy, 
or at least lowering expectations. Suddenly ‘could be worse’ is supposed to be the norm for us. I 
don’t believe the American people believe that stagnant growth, unemployment at 8 percent, 
record high food stamp enrollments, massive debt and government control of our economy is 
really the new normal, as the administration seems to think it is.” Gillespie advances the idea 
that Romney will be the sunny optimist: “When Gov. Romney talks about the dreamers and 
entrepreneurs and the free enterprise system as the best means to lift millions out of poverty 
and provide for upward mobility, he taps into the innate optimism of the american people.” 

Some Republicans, including many Romney supporters, think the extended primary has 
damaged Romney for the general election. Gillespie gives a less bleak assessment: “No doubt 
this has been a bruising primary, but I think it has been a net positive for Mitt Romney in terms 
of being a stronger standard bearer for our party and our principles.” Somewhere between Newt 
Gingrich’s attacks on Bain Capital and the harangues from Rick Santorum, Romney did 
formulate detailed and conservative positions on spending, taxes, entitlement and foreign 
affairs. In his last debate, he essentially leveled Santorum, and he then began in a series of 
victory speeches to make a more positive appeal based on free markets. Gillespie asserts: “I 
think he learned a lot from the other candidates, proved to be a strong debater, put together a 
national organization and found a compelling voice in terms of freedom itself being on the ballot 
in November.” 

Republicans hope he is right. Gillespie is an experienced hand that should give Republicans 
some comfort. But even the best staff is at the mercy of its candidate. Romney will need to 
reassure the base while reaching out to moderates, to cut down on gaffes but find a way to 
connect with voters, and to indict Obama’s record without seeming mean-spirited. No one ever 
said this was going to be easy.  

  
Weekly Standard 
Obama on Thin Ice 
by Jay Cost 

Yesterday, a new ABC News/Washington Post poll seemed to confirm the meme that Barack 
Obama is pummeling Mitt Romney among women, helping the former open up a 7-point lead in 
the general election horse race. 

What to make of this? 



Well, for starters, the poll has an inexplicably large Democratic advantage – the party 
breakdown in the poll is 34 percent Democratic, 23 percent Republican, and 34 percent 
independent. As a point of historical comparison, the party spread in four of the last five 
elections since 2002 has basically been an even split between the two sides. In 2008, a “perfect 
storm” of bad news for the GOP, the party ID advantage was “only” +7. So, a Democratic 
advantage of +11 is an unjustifiable number, at least in terms of what the electorate is thinking. 

Hot Air’s Ed Morrissey did a solid job of dressing down the pollsters for such an absurd 
Democratic skew, and I encourage you to read his response carefully. I’ll just add that I am 
always amused when pollsters find an advantage for Democratic candidates that is less than 
their Democratic oversample. In this case, ABC News/WaPo finds Obama’s job approval at +5 
(50 percent approve to 45 percent disapprove), but that is not nearly so impressive in a D+11 
sample! 

Polls like this are useful, however, in a kind of “Nixon goes to China” sense. Put another way, if 
Democrats look weak in polls that are so ridiculously pro-Democratic, you know they are in 
trouble. 

And so it goes with President Obama in this poll. He enjoyed some nice headlines from it 
because of his nominal lead over Mitt Romney, but look underneath the hood and you will see 
bad news for the commander in chief. 

First, his overall job approval is at 50 percent, but how does he fare on the issues that people 
are worried about right now? Those numbers are not so rosy. 

           

Notice the strongly disapprove number on gas prices, and keep in mind that only about a 
quarter of this poll is Republican. The implication is that the president must be doing terribly with 
independent voters on this issue.  His numbers on the economy are somewhat better, but -10 
overall is still a rotten place to be if the goal is to win reelection. Again, he must be doing very 
badly with independent voters to have such a bad number in such a pro-Democratic sample. 

Historically, presidents have usually won reelection by convincing the country that good times 
are back, and here to stay. Unfortunately for Obama, there is nowhere near that sentiment in 
America right now. 

 

 

 



Here are the right track/wrong track numbers: 

           

And here, interestingly, is the number of people who think the recession is over: 

           

Some presidents have managed to win when the public mood is not positive. For instance, 
Abraham Lincoln won in 1864 during the hell of the Civil War, campaigning on the slogan of 
“don’t change horses in midstream.” More recently, polls from 2004 suggested an even split 
among voters as to whether the country was headed in the right direction, and George W. Bush 
still won. 

So it is possible for an incumbent to win during bad times, but Obama’s numbers on the key 
issues of the day suggest big trouble for him. The whole idea of the old Lincoln slogan is that, 
though times were bad, he was the best bet for the country over the next four years. 

Directly to that point, check out the answers voters give to whom they trust more on the big 
issues, Obama or Romney. 

           

On all of the most salient issues facing the electorate, we either see a statistical dead heat or a 
Romney advantage. And this is with Romney being bogged down for four months in a very 
nasty primary battle. 



What to make of that topline between Obama and Mitt Romney, showing Obama up by seven 
points over the presumptive GOP nominee? Well, for starters a big part of Obama’s lead has to 
be chalked up to the hugely Democratic tilt of this poll. Pollsters with a more reasonable spread 
– in particular Gallup and Rasmussen – show a much tighter contest. 

But the general election campaign has not actually begun. In fact, the playing field has been 
systematically stacked in favor of President Obama, who has been relentlessly campaigning 
while Romney has been mired in a messy primary battle. That is now set to change with 
Romney clearing out the GOP field. 

Additionally, only about 10 to 15 percent of all voters are actually up for grabs in November, and 
they are hardly paying close attention just yet. Given that, I am much less interested in the 
head-to-head horse race number between Obama and Romney than I am in the details 
discussed above. To borrow a metaphor from economics, items like who voters trust more on 
creating jobs, whether they think the recession is over, or whether Obama is doing a good job 
dealing with the gas price surge are all “leading indicators” of where the race is going to head as 
we move forward through the cycle. 

So, here’s my bottom line: ABC News/WaPo has again offered up a pro-Democratic sample that 
helps Team Obama spin the day’s news. Yet dig a little deeper, and there is bad news here for 
the president, even if his friends in the media do not want to talk about it. 

  
Neal Boortz 
Scott Walker Can Relax 

Well, I think he can relax.  Pretty sure, actually.   

Governor Scott Walker is facing a recall election in Wisconsin as a result of a pretty impressive 
union petition drive.  Unions aren’t happy about losing some of their collective bargaining rights 
and actually having to pony up almost as much as private sector workers for their health 
insurance.  Oh! The humanity!  But I’m going on record here (oh yeah, Boortz on the record; 
now THAT’S news) saying that Scott Walker will win, as will the people of Wisconsin. 

You’re right in wanting a little analysis here to go along with my prediction, and I’m only happy to 
oblige.  The problem the Wisconsin unions have in bringing about a successful recall election is 
rooted in the very way they managed to get enough petitions signed to bring about the election 
in the first place.  It’s also the reason unions want their unionization-by-intimidation (card check) 
law so badly.  Fact is, the union activists collected a good number of those signatures on those 
petitions through intimidation -- and those who were intimidated can’t wait to express their true 
feelings on election day.  

To expand on the reason Walker has nothing to worry about, let’s focus on the methodology 
behind union elections and labor leaders’ dreams of card check.   Unions, you see, are sick to 
death of pesky little contrivances known as “secret ballots.”  How DARE anyone make any 
attempt to hide behind a cloak of anonymity when deciding whether or not they want to join a 
union?  Stand out here like a man and let the world see how you feel!   No secret ballots!  
Besides, eliminating the secret ballot makes it oh-so-much easier for union goons to retaliate 
against you if you dare to vote against them! 



Why do unions lose so many certification elections after successful petition drives?  Put yourself 
in the place of an employee of a targeted company.   A union organizer or some fellow worker 
shoves a petition in your face and says something like: “You want to sign this petition, don’t 
you?  You don’t want to stand in the way of your fellow workers forming a union to protect their 
rights in the workplace, do you?”  If you decline to sign that petition at work, perhaps some of 
your pro-union colleagues will visit you at home to see if you’ve changed your mind!  There’s a 
rather nifty little way for them to remind you that they know where you live; and where your car 
is parked at night; and where your wife and children are when you’re at work.  So what do you 
do?  Well, since you know that you’ll be able to vote against the union on a secret ballot, you 
sign the petition.  You go along to get along.  The election comes, unions lose, and union 
leaders grit their teeth and bemoan the loss of all those wonderful union dues.  Unions know if 
they could just get rid of the secret ballot election and rely on their intimidation tactics to get a 
card signed by you -- with a check mark in the “Yes!  Let’s unionize!” box -- they’re home free.  

Well that’s pretty much the same scenario citizens of Wisconsin faced while the unions were 
running about with their recall petitions.  That person shoving the recall petition in your face 
might have been a coworker.  Perhaps it was a neighbor.  Maybe it was your child’s teacher!  
The scenarios are almost endless, but whatever the scenario you did not want to create a 
conflict or controversy with that person by not signing their precious recall petition.  You didn’t 
want a neighbor refusing to let his kid play with your kid because you’re “anti-union.”  You didn’t 
want a teacher retaliating against your child in your local government school.  You didn’t want 
your co-worker to be angry with you because you didn’t sign the petition her union husband sent 
to work with her.  Maybe you’re a business owner in Madison.  You know if you don’t sign the 
recall petition the union goons will brand you and your business as anti-union.  For every single 
one of these scenarios, the solution was the same.  Sign the petition, shut the goonion organizer 
up, and wait to have your true say when the recall election comes around. 

The people of Wisconsin are seeing for themselves the improvements in their economic picture 
and the state budget now that the unions have been brought under some semblance of control.  
The voters signed the petitions, yes.  But when the secret ballots are cast the people of 
Wisconsin will vote for fiscal sanity rather than union control of the state budget.  Scott Walker 
certainly needs to get out there and fight – but victory is all but assured. 

  
Daily Mail, UK 
Graceless: Rick Santorum drops out but fails even to mention Mitt Romney 
By Toby Harnden 
  
Rick Santorum has bowed to reality by suspending his long-shot presidential bid. He had no 
hope of overhauling Mitt Romney's delegate lead and the general election campaign against 
President Barack Obama had effectively already begun. 
  
In dropping out, Santorum avoided the very real prospect of losing his home state of 
Pennsylvania, a loss which, combined with his 18-point Senate re-election loss there in 2006, 
would have been devastating to his future national prospects. Having won 11 states, Santorum 
had the opportunity to withdraw graciously, congratulate Mitt Romney - now his party's 
presumptive nominee - and call for Republican unity in working to defeat President Barack 
Obama in November. A full endorsement was not necessary - Hillary Clinton did not 



immediately back Obama in 2008 - but an acknowledgement that Romney was the victor would 
have been an important first step towards party healing after a bruising primary battle. 
  
Instead, Santorum blew it. His rambling 14-minute speech in Gettysburg, site of the bloodiest 
battle of the American Civil War, barely mentioned Obama or the economy. And most notably 
there were two words that did not cross his lips - Mitt and Romney. At one point, Santorum 
emphasised how important it was "that we win the House back and that we take the United 
States Senate", omitting the number one aspiration of Republicans across America - taking back 
the White House from Obama. 
  
Santorum probably hasn't damaged Romney with his graceless speech today - but he has 
damaged himself. Having run a highly commendable race on a shoestring, he had an 
opportunity to lift himself straight away into the top ranks of his party's leadership with real 
prospects of victory in 2016 (if Romney loses in November) or even 2020. But by making the 
speech all about him, rather than his country or his party, Santorum ended up looking like the 
smaller man. 
  
Ending a presidential run is a difficult, painful process. Like dealing with grief, there are different 
stages. It would have seemed odd for Santorum to have been lavishing praise on Romney 
today, barely a fortnight after he suggested Obama might be preferable. So Romney will 
doubtless cut his vanquished rival some slack. His failure even to acknowledge Romney, 
however, was an error that he will need to remedy. The model for how Santorum needs to 
behave is, ironically enough, Mitt Romney. In 2008, there had been bad blood between Romney 
and John McCain. But when Romney dropped out, he not only endorsed his rival a week later 
but went to work for him. That act put Romney on McCain's vice-presidential shortlist. It also 
ensured that this time around McCain endorsed Romney early and returned the favour by 
campaigning for him across the country. 
  
Santorum leaves the Republican race a much more important figure in the conservative 
movement than he was previously. Having been through a process that tends to diminish 
candidates rather than build them up, that was no mean feat. 
Whether he can emerge in the wake of a Romney defeat in 2012 or 2016, or at the end of a two-
term Romney presidency in 2020, as a unifying Republican figure remains to be seen. If he is to 
lay the foundations for achieving that, he will need to make his peace with Romney publicly - 
and quickly. 
  
City Journal 
Growing Out of Poverty 
A World Bank report makes clear how free markets—and U.S. leadership—have led 
millions to better lives. 
by Guy Sorman 

The most significant events often escape media attention. How many would know from reading 
their daily newspaper or watching television that we live in an unprecedented economic period 
when the number of people living in extreme poverty is declining fast? According to a just-
published World Bank report, the percentage of people living on less than $1.25 per day—or its 
local equivalent—has plummeted from 52 percent of the global population in 1981 to 22 percent 
in 2008. The World Bank doesn’t provide more recent data, but other indices show that the 2008 
financial crisis did not interrupt this trend. For millions of households, crossing the symbolic 



$1.25 threshold means leaving destitution behind and moving toward a more dignified life—no 
trivial achievement. Moreover, this escape from poverty happens while the global population 
continues to grow. Doomsday prophets who warned about a ticking “population bomb” have not 
been vindicated, to say the least. Global warming messiahs, beware: human ingenuity proves 
able to cope with the predicaments of Mother Nature. 

Thirty years ago, half of the planet lived in utter misery, and many commentators argued that 
poverty was destiny. At best, most pundits conceded that pockets of poverty could be alleviated 
through international aid. Only a handful of economists begged to differ: Theodor Schultz, Milton 
Friedman, and Peter Bauer were the mavericks advocating free-market policies for every nation 
as the way out of poverty. They have been proven right. China’s economy has been growing 
since the mid-1980s—when Deng Xiaoping, its de facto leader, abandoned central planning, 
opened the borders for foreign investment, and promoted entrepreneurship at home.  

In 1991, after the Soviet economic model proved bankrupt, India left behind its socialist 
ideology, opened its borders to foreign competition, and deregulated its economy. The 
economies of the two most populous countries on earth have grown without interruption ever 
since. Remember, too, that South Korea and Taiwan understood the virtues of free markets long 
before China or India discovered them. Many smaller countries, across a huge range of 
cultures, soon followed suit. African governments, too, converted to free-market economics with 
significant results— Kenya, Uganda, Senegal, and Sierra Leone, among others. The 
International Monetary Fund, though useless as a lender, has proven beneficial in Africa by 
persuading local leaders to create independent central banks, which now manage reliable and 
stable currencies. The central banks, among other free-market institutions, have ignited 
economic growth in Africa, formerly ravaged by hyperinflation. The reconversion to monetary 
stability has also played a decisive role in rekindling Brazil’s economy, which had been stalled in 
the 1970s by monetary follies. 

Global growth, thus, is not a miracle, but the outcome of sound economic policies. This confirms 
what free-market economists have been writing since 1776, when Adam Smith published his 
Wealth of Nations: economic policies based on entrepreneurship, open borders, and 
competition, prove successful. Socialism, promoted throughout the twentieth century as a way 
to bridge the gap between poor and rich countries, has failed everywhere. The debate is over, or 
should be. Humanitarian aid has helped alleviate misery in specific conditions, but it is no 
substitute for sound economic policy. 

In spite of this undisputed record, prominent economists, public intellectuals, and columnists 
continue to deny reality and tout various alternatives. The iconic Columbia University professor, 
Jeffrey Sachs, who had been a candidate to chair the World Bank, still argues that massive 
international aid will lead Africa out of poverty. With support from conscience-plagued Western 
donors, he funds Potemkin villages, mostly in Malawi, where movie stars fly in for photo 
opportunities. In a just-published and well-reviewed book, Why Nations Fail, two Harvard 
University professors, Daron Acemoglu and James Robison, argue that equality is the basis for 
economic development. Through a compelling collection of historical vignettes, the authors 
suggest that more egalitarian countries grow faster than elitist countries. True enough: what 
they call inclusive institutions—rule of law, property rights, and reliable justice, as found in most 
democratic countries—are far more productive than the extractive institutions found in despotic 
regimes, which exploit local resources and people for the benefit of the elite. This is common 
wisdom. But Acemoglu and Robinson jump to a purely ideological conclusion: that social 
equality is a precondition for sustained growth. In fact, the reverse is true. Equality is the 



outcome of economic growth. Some Harvard academics are clearly not ready to reconcile 
themselves with observed reality when it doesn’t fit their agenda. 

A key factor that seems to escape most commentators and social scientists—and World Bank 
officials, for that matter—is the decisive role the United States economy plays in reducing global 
poverty. Economics departments in American universities are—with some exceptions on the 
coasts—the cradle of free-market economics. In all developing countries, the economists in 
charge have been educated in the United States or worked there. This is clearly the case in 
China, India, and most of Africa’s emerging economies. Free-market institutions around the 
world have been modeled on U.S. institutions, starting with the central banks. Technical and 
managerial innovations in these emerging countries have been imported (sometimes smuggled) 
from the United States. Ultimately, the American consumer is the growth engine behind the 
Chinese, Indian, or Filipino success story. Shut down Walmart, and China stalls. It nearly did in 
2008, at the outset of the U.S. real estate bubble.  

The U.S. trade deficit has been a godsend for the rest of the world since 1945. It has not made 
America poorer, and it won’t harm Americans as long the benefits emerging countries generate 
from it are recycled in U.S. dollars. Consider this nugget from the World Bank report: 
remittances from Mexican workers in the United States to their families back home amounted to 
$22 billion in 2010—a major source of poverty alleviation in Mexico, and a benefit proudly made 
in America. 

Guy Sorman, a City Journal contributing editor, is the author of Economics Does Not Lie and 
other books. 
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In the eyes of Nature, warming can't be natural 
by Christopher Booker  
  

 
                      A scientist examines an ice core sample in Iceland 
  



Since the fading belief that the world is in the grip of runaway man-made global warming still 
threatens us with the biggest bill in history, it is rather important to know how far we can trust the 
science which is said to support that belief. One of the most vociferous cheerleaders in the 
cause has been the Nature, which calls itself “the world’s most prestigious weekly journal of 
science”.  

Whenever some landmark event in the story is approaching – such as a world climate 
conference or a new report by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) – 
Nature can be relied on to come up with a new paper purporting to refute one of the more 
embarrassing objections to the orthodox theory. However thoroughly such a paper is then 
dismantled by expert critics, it will remain established as a pillar of the orthodoxy.  

In 1996, as the Kyoto treaty approached, it was a paper claiming to show how the “fingerprint” of 
warming – the part of the atmosphere where it was most obvious – confirmed that it must be 
due to human activity. Two scientists promptly explained how the data showed precisely the 
opposite – warming that was man-made should be greatest in the upper troposphere and not, 
as it actually is, on the earth’s surface. The chief author of that bid to defend the orthodoxy was 
Ben Santer. It was his last-minute rewriting of a key passage in the IPCC’s second report – 
contradicting the text agreed by all the scientists responsible – that provoked the IPCC’s first 
real scandal. Frederick Seitz, the eminent US physicist who exposed this flagrant breach of the 
rules, described it as the most “disturbing corruption of the peer-review process” he had come 
across in all his 60 years as a scientist.  

In 1998, Nature published the first of the two iconic “hockey stick” graphs by an obscure young 
physicist, Michael Mann, which rewrote climate science by appearing to show that temperatures 
had suddenly shot up in the late 20th century to easily their highest level in history. Mann 
became the blue-eyed boy of the IPCC, which made his graph the centrepiece of its 2001 
report. Only then was it exposed, by Steve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick, as a meaningless 
piece of artifice, created by a skewed computer model.  

In 2009, months before the Copenhagen conference was planned to produce the most 
expensive treaty in history, Nature came up with a much-publicised cover story by Eric Steig 
and a team which included Michael Mann as its adviser on computer modelling. This claimed to 
show that, against all previous evidence, Antarctica had for 50 years been warming, not cooling. 
It took McIntyre and Anthony Watts’s science blog Watts Up With That (WUWT) only days to 
expose this as being, again, no more than the product of a tricksy computer model.  

Now, a year ahead of the IPCC’s next major report, Nature has again provoked controversy with 
an article, by Jeremy Shakun et al, claiming to disprove what has long been seen as one of the 
most awkward facts for warmist theory. This is the evidence of ice cores which shows that, for 
millennia, rising levels of carbon dioxide have not preceded rising temperatures but have 
followed them, as warming releases more CO2 from the mighty carbon sink of the oceans.  

As can be seen in full on WUWT, one of its expert contributors, Willis Eschenbach, has now 
carefully plotted all Shakun’s data, to show how it does not confirm his headline thesis at all. 
Even the Nature article admits that, when the earth was emerging from the last ice age some 
15,000 years ago, it was temperatures that rose first, later followed by rises in CO2. But when 
Eschenbach downloaded all the CO2 data he could find, he came up with a startling discovery. 
Shakun had only used one CO2 data source – and he had mysteriously cut off his graph about 
6,000 years ago.  



When the additional data was fed in, it clearly showed CO2 continuing to rise after this point, for 
thousands of years, at the same time as temperatures went into a long decline. So once more 
the theory that a rising level of CO2 automatically leads to a warmer world – the central 
assumption on which the orthodoxy rests – has been demonstrated to be seriously awry.  

As the respected US scientist Judith Curry put it last week, talking about another seemingly 
flawed paper published by the same journal: “Nature seems to be looking for headlines rather 
than promoting good science.” It could serve as an epitaph for the way that journal has been 
promoting this cause for 20 years. Whether, on the basis of so many curious manipulations of 
data, we should be happy to pay the biggest bill in history is another matter. 

  
  
  
  

 
  
  
  



 
  
  
  

 



 
 


