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John Fund explains how Obama got the individual mandate so wrong.  
President Obama insists that the public would rise up in anger should the Supreme Court strike 
down all or part of his health-care law. James Carville, a former strategist for Bill and Hillary 
Clinton, claims a death sentence for Obamacare would benefit Democrats.  

Such arguments border on fantasy. The reaction to the closely watched Supreme Court oral 
arguments on Obamacare shows that the law lost ground with the public the more the public 
followed the issue. A new Washington Post/ABC News poll pegs support for the overall law at 
39 percent, the lowest level of backing since this poll first began tracking the issue in 2009. Only 
about half of Democrats want the entire law upheld. 

In contrast, approval of the Supreme Court has increased following the roughing up it gave 
Obamacare. A new Rasmussen Reports survey found that the percentage of likely voters who 
rate the court as good or excellent went up 13 points in a month, to 41 percent. A full 42 percent 
of independents and unaffiliated voters rank the court highly, up from 26 percent only a month 
ago. 

Even some liberals acknowledge that when it comes to public opinion, the law resembles the 
dead parrot in that old Monty Python skit. When the Daily Beast asked media and policy experts 
how the law could be better marketed, the general sense was that it was too late. “Medicare was 
marketable because it was understandable,” says Lawrence O’Donnell, the liberal MSNBC host 
who was staff director of the Senate Finance Committee when it debated Hillarycare in the 
1990s. “I have never met anyone, outside of the government, who can describe what the new 
health-care law is. You cannot market something that is indescribable.” ... 

  
  
  
April 12th Pickings ended with a story about a left coast whale watch tour operator, 
Nancy Black, who is facing prison for inadvertently "bothering" whales. A Real Clear 
Markets blogger compares her predicament to Jon Corzine who will most likely get 
away with being a party to stealing hundreds of millions from his customers.  
Justice may be blind, but who works overtime to make it deaf, dumb, and stupid?  

Which would you imagine might attract more aggressive enforcement from the Justice 
Department: the theft of $1.2 billion from supposedly segregated customer brokerage funds, or 
lying about an alleged incident of whistling to attract the attention of a whale so that whale 
watchers could get a better peep? If you said the latter, then you appreciate the extent to which 
federal law enforcement priorities have run off the rails. 

We know for a fact that enormous sums of money legally off limits have disappeared into the 
maw of disgraced Senator John Corzine's gambling counterparties, all of whom seem to have 
taken the oath of omerta. We know that Corzine personally asked employees at MF Global, the 
financial firm he headed until recently, to transfer the funds. We know that his underlings balked 



at signing false statements attesting the transfers to be legal. So how is it that the man 
ultimately responsible for this brazen theft and spectacular bankruptcy gets away with 
performing a perfunctory Sergeant Schultz "I know nothing" routine in front of his old Senate 
buddies, after which he is left free to walk out the door without handcuffs? 

Meanwhile, marine biologist and whale watching ship captain Nancy Black faces 20 years in 
prison, not for "harassing" whales (which believe it or not is a crime), but because she has been 
charged with lying to Justice Department prosecutors investing allegations that some of her 
crew members whistled at a whale to keep it hanging around their boats. 

You can't make this stuff up. 

Title 18, Section 1001 of the United States Code is the successor to the False Claims Act of 
1863, originally intended to punish crooked Civil War contractors. It has since metastasized into 
an all-purpose bludgeon that federal prosecutors routinely use to squeeze fines and plea 
bargains out of anyone unfortunate enough to become ensnared in one of the hundreds of 
thousands of regulations that govern everything from selling goldfish to the volume of your toilet 
flush. 

As Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsberg characterizes it, Section 1001 has conferred 
"extraordinary authority" for prosecutors to "manufacture crimes." ... 

  
  
Reuters says the green jobs have been slow to sprout.  
Three weeks ago, President Barack Obama stood in front of a sea of gleaming solar panels in 
Boulder City, Nevada, to celebrate his administration's efforts to promote "green energy." 

Stretching row upon row into the desert, the Copper Mountain Solar Project not far from Las 
Vegas provided an impressive backdrop for the president. 

Built on public land, the facility is the largest of its kind in the United States. Its 1 million solar 
panels provide enough energy to power 17,000 homes. 

And it employs just 10 people.   

Three years after Obama launched a push to build a job-creating "green" economy, the White 
House can say that more than 1 million drafty homes have been retrofitted to lower heating and 
cooling costs, while energy generation from renewable sources such as wind and solar has 
nearly doubled since 2008. 

But the millions of "green jobs" Obama promised have been slow to sprout, disappointing many 
who had hoped that the $90 billion earmarked for clean-energy efforts in the recession-fighting 
federal stimulus package would ease unemployment - still above 8 percent in March. 

Supporters say the administration over-promised on the jobs front and worry that a backlash 
could undermine support for clean-energy policies in general. ... 

  



  
In April 16th Pickings we had an item by Neal Boortz suggesting Scott Walker was 
going to do well in Wisconsin. Jonathan Tobin has some polls to the same effect.  
The decision by Democrats and their union allies to try and defeat Wisconsin Governor Scott 
Walker via recall is increasingly looking like a bad bet. The latest poll numbers out of the Badger 
State show that Walker leads all possible Democratic challengers in the vote that is scheduled 
for June 5.  The best showing of the four Democrats in the race was from Milwaukee Mayor 
Tom Barrett, who trailed Walker 50-45 percent. Walker bests Kathleen Falk by seven points and 
both Doug La Follette and Kathleen Vinehout by ten points. The Public Policy Polling survey 
conducted for the Daily Kos also showed that while Wisconsin voters are nearly evenly split 
about Walker’s job performance, 51 percent approve of him. 

By bowing to the dictates of an angry labor union movement and pushing for a recall, 
Democrats gambled that they could knock off Walker and set the stage for a reversal of the 
2010 Republican tidal wave that swept the governor and a GOP legislative majority into office. 
But if they fail in June, it will not only encourage Republicans to think they might steal the state 
from President Obama in November, they will have immeasurably strengthened Walker. 

  
  
In the last two months, Ford sold exactly none of the electric Focus. None. Story from 
Detroit News.  
Electric vehicle sales have been slow out of the box, despite marketing hype, government 
incentives and the hopes of green car advocates. 

Total sales last year were 17,425, which is less than 0.1 percent of the U.S. car and light truck 
market. 

Nonetheless, automakers show no signs of pulling back their multibillion-dollar bets: They need 
electric cars to meet tough new fuel-efficiency standards. About a dozen new plug-ins and fully 
electric cars will go on sale in the next year. ... 

  
  
WSJ article tells the real cost of batteries for electric cars.  
One of the auto industry's most closely guarded secrets—the enormous cost of batteries for 
electric cars—has spilled out.  

Speaking at a forum on green technology on Monday, Ford Motor Co. F -1.01%Chief Executive 
Alan Mulally indicated battery packs for the company's Focus electric car costs between 
$12,000 and $15,000 apiece. 

"When you move into an all-electric vehicle, the battery size moves up to around 23 kilowatt 
hours, [and] it weighs around 600 to 700 pounds," Mr. Mulally said at Fortune magazine's 
Brainstorm Green conference in California.  

"They're around $12,000 to $15,000 [a battery]" for a type of car that normally sells for about 
$22,000, he continued, referring to the price of a gasoline-powered Focus. "So, you can see 
why the economics are what they are."  ... 



  
  
A good start to the humor section is having David Harsanyi finding Barney Frank 
quoting Frederick Hayek. It is out of context of course, but it is still The Road to 
Serfdom in Barney's hands; wish he would read it and could understand.  
... It's nice, if not a bit odd, that Frank just happens to have a copy of Road to Serfdom within 
reach and that he just happens to open it to the page that features an out-of-context position 
that caters so neatly to his imaginary analysis of Tea Party conservatives. Hayek is good for 
"these purposes" -- as in the purpose of reinforcing perceptions that New York readers have 
about these progress-impeding bible thumpers in far off lands. 

Well, here's a bit more of that Hayek's quote: "In no system that could be rationally defended 
would the state just do nothing. An effective competitive system needs an intelligently designed 
and continuously adjusted legal framework as much as any other." 

One could argue that much of the legislation Frank has backed is neither intelligently designed 
nor continuously adjusting -- as much as it is continually growing and deliberately interfering. I'm 
no Hayek scholar, of course, but in this quote, the (in)famous Austrian economist seems to be 
talking about a legal framework that allows for peaceful trade, not an assertive government that 
creates fabricated marketplaces, restricts trade so environmentalists can feel good about 
themselves, uses taxation as a tool of "fairness," etc … 

And as Brian Doherty points out, "Yes, F.A. Hayek is not an anarchist." 

But here's Frank's (and Obama's and Krugman's and ...) formulation: cutting a dollar from the 
federal budget is unfairly enriching the wealthy, deregulation is unfairly enriching the wealthy, 
opposition to regulation that does not yet even exist means you're unfairly enriching the wealthy 
and doing nothing at the same time. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
  
National Review 
How Obama Got the Individual Mandate So Wrong 
by John Fund 
  
President Obama insists that the public would rise up in anger should the Supreme Court strike 
down all or part of his health-care law. James Carville, a former strategist for Bill and Hillary 
Clinton, claims a death sentence for Obamacare would benefit Democrats.  

Such arguments border on fantasy. The reaction to the closely watched Supreme Court oral 
arguments on Obamacare shows that the law lost ground with the public the more the public 
followed the issue. A new Washington Post/ABC News poll pegs support for the overall law at 
39 percent, the lowest level of backing since this poll first began tracking the issue in 2009. Only 
about half of Democrats want the entire law upheld. 



In contrast, approval of the Supreme Court has increased following the roughing up it gave 
Obamacare. A new Rasmussen Reports survey found that the percentage of likely voters who 
rate the court as good or excellent went up 13 points in a month, to 41 percent. A full 42 percent 
of independents and unaffiliated voters rank the court highly, up from 26 percent only a month 
ago. 

Even some liberals acknowledge that when it comes to public opinion, the law resembles the 
dead parrot in that old Monty Python skit. When the Daily Beast asked media and policy experts 
how the law could be better marketed, the general sense was that it was too late. “Medicare was 
marketable because it was understandable,” says Lawrence O’Donnell, the liberal MSNBC host 
who was staff director of the Senate Finance Committee when it debated Hillarycare in the 
1990s. “I have never met anyone, outside of the government, who can describe what the new 
health-care law is. You cannot market something that is indescribable.” 

Everyone seems to agree that the weakest part of Obamacare is its individual mandate, which 
requires Americans to buy a comprehensive health-insurance plan of the government’s design. 
“This territory invades basic American principles,” O’Donnell says. “It always has, and it’s a 
problem.” 

Artur Davis, the former Democratic congressman from Alabama who was the only member of 
the Congressional Black Caucus to oppose Obamacare, agrees. “Americans are suspicious of 
things that are too big and complex, and the insurance mandate only heightened their 
concerns,” he told me from his current position as a fellow at Harvard’s Institute of Politics. 
“Democrats paid a huge price for backing it in 2010.” 

Davis says the establishments of both parties underestimated the visceral reaction Americans 
would have against the coercive individual mandate, which nearly 70 percent of voters oppose. 
Mitt Romney certainly miscalculated on the national reaction against it when he pushed through 
a state-level version of the mandate in Massachusetts, a state that is one of the country’s most 
liberal and that also already had one of the lowest percentages of people without health 
insurance. He wrapped up the Republican nomination this month, but it took a lot longer for him 
to overcome a relatively weak field of competitors in part because some GOP voters didn’t buy 
his stance that he opposed a national mandate as unworkable and unconstitutional. 

Davis and other Democrats also don’t believe President Obama will benefit politically if his 
signature piece of domestic legislation is declared unconstitutional. “It would just reinforce 
arguments some made that he spent a year and a half pushing through health care instead of 
focusing more on the economy,” Democratic pollster Doug Schoen told me. “If the court were to 
toss the whole law out, it would look to many like so much wasted effort.” 

No one should presume to predict how the Supreme Court will rule on Obamacare, but few argue that it 
will cease to be a political albatross for the president. As early as last September, a panel of 
liberal journalists on NBC News consisting of MSNBC’s Chris Matthews, the Huffington Post’s 
Howard Fineman, and David Ignatius of the Washington Post all agreed that Obama’s “biggest 
political mistake” was devoting so much time and attention to health care. “The idea of launching 
a major change in social legislation without having a consensus in the country and in Congress 
about what that should look like was a mistake,” Ignatius summed up. “That’s just not how a 
president makes good policy.” 



The irony is that when he ran for president in 2008, Barack Obama was shrewd enough to 
oppose an individual mandate that Americans buy health insurance, and he used Hillary 
Clinton’s support of the idea as a club against her. “My general attitude was the reason people 
don’t have health insurance is not [that] they don’t want it; it’s because they can’t afford it,” he 
told reporters after he was elected. “And if you make it affordable, then they’ll come.” 

But once in office, he went in the opposite direction, in part to find a way to obscure the costs of 
adding millions of new participants to the rolls of Medicaid and other federal health programs. 
The only way Obama could even plausibly argue that his plan would cut the deficit rather than 
add to it was by creating fiscal smoke and mirrors. But even that wasn’t enough. He had to shift 
the burden of paying for some of the bill onto younger workers, who would be forced to buy a 
comprehensive insurance policy. 

Obama was convinced that the popularity of extending insurance coverage to millions of 
Americans would far outweigh objections to provisions such as the individual mandate. Whether 
or not he wins reelection this November, it will prove to be one of the most spectacular political 
miscalculations made by any president.  

  
  
Real Clear Markets.com 
Corzine Steals Billions Sans Charges, Errant Whale Watcher Faces Prison 
by Bill Frezza 

Justice may be blind, but who works overtime to make it deaf, dumb, and stupid?  

Which would you imagine might attract more aggressive enforcement from the Justice 
Department: the theft of $1.2 billion from supposedly segregated customer brokerage funds, or 
lying about an alleged incident of whistling to attract the attention of a whale so that whale 
watchers could get a better peep? If you said the latter, then you appreciate the extent to which 
federal law enforcement priorities have run off the rails. 

We know for a fact that enormous sums of money legally off limits have disappeared into the 
maw of disgraced Senator John Corzine's gambling counterparties, all of whom seem to have 
taken the oath of omerta. We know that Corzine personally asked employees at MF Global, the 
financial firm he headed until recently, to transfer the funds. We know that his underlings balked 
at signing false statements attesting the transfers to be legal. So how is it that the man 
ultimately responsible for this brazen theft and spectacular bankruptcy gets away with 
performing a perfunctory Sergeant Schultz "I know nothing" routine in front of his old Senate 
buddies, after which he is left free to walk out the door without handcuffs? 

Meanwhile, marine biologist and whale watching ship captain Nancy Black faces 20 years in 
prison, not for "harassing" whales (which believe it or not is a crime), but because she has been 
charged with lying to Justice Department prosecutors investing allegations that some of her 
crew members whistled at a whale to keep it hanging around their boats. 

You can't make this stuff up. 



Title 18, Section 1001 of the United States Code is the successor to the False Claims Act of 
1863, originally intended to punish crooked Civil War contractors. It has since metastasized into 
an all-purpose bludgeon that federal prosecutors routinely use to squeeze fines and plea 
bargains out of anyone unfortunate enough to become ensnared in one of the hundreds of 
thousands of regulations that govern everything from selling goldfish to the volume of your toilet 
flush. 

As Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsberg characterizes it, Section 1001 has conferred 
"extraordinary authority" for prosecutors to "manufacture crimes." That is because Section 1001 
charges are both entirely discretionary and subsidiary to any primary charges, making every 
indictment an act of selective prosecution. In fact, Section 1001 prosecutions are so selective 
that primary charges are not even necessary, meaning you can go to jail even if there is no 
underlying crime. Ask Martha Stewart about that. 

This is a horrendous misapplication of justice. But as long as it has become the norm in federal 
law enforcement whenever prosecutors are directed by their political masters to send a 
message about policy, why haven't Section 1001 charges been thrown at John Corzine? How 
long do we have to wait for the feds to collect evidence from the hapless employees on whom 
Corzine has tried to pin the blame before the big fish gets hauled in for the perp walk? 

Are prosecutors even trying to get their man or have friends in high places waved them off? 
Why haven't Corzine's gambling counterparties been squeezed to turn over evidence in return 
for immunity from prosecution - as well as the first pick in next year‘s draft of who gets to rotate 
back out of government service to return to one of the firms they used to regulate? It's not as if 
prosecutors couldn't bring all manner of securities cases against companies that did business 
with MF Global until they found someone willing to throw the mendacious Senator under the 
bus. 

With all the securities regulations we now have on the books - from Sarbanes Oxley to Dodd 
Frank - and politicians incessantly bloviating about the importance of bringing Wall Street 
miscreants to justice, what are the rest of us supposed to think if the befuddled whale watcher 
gets hauled off to prison while the Willie Sutton of derivatives brokers hops in his limo and rides 
off into the sunset to collect his Senator's pension? 

Who has set the priorities at the Justice Department that is allowing this to happen, and why? 
How can an SEC that can't catch a Bernie Madoff before he blows himself up or nail a guy like 
John Corzine after his hand, arm, neck, and head are caught in the cookie jar be expected to 
professionally, effectively, and impartially enforce the thousands of regulations inflicted on the 
rest of us? 

But woe to anyone who messes with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's 
rules on harassing marine mammals. Or runs afoul of the Environmental Protection Agency 
when their backyard is declared a wetland. Or gets in a Davis Bacon labor dispute with a 
powerful union. Or fails to file accurate Affirmative Action Plan paperwork. Yet it seems that if 
you‘ve got the right Washington connections you can pick your clients' pockets and even burn 
the economy to the ground without suffering any consequences. 

This is more than just justice gone awry. It is the systematic destruction of the rule of law and its 
replacement by shameless cronyism. 



Reuters 
Obama's "green jobs" have been slow to sprout  
by Andy Sullivan 

(Reuters) - Three weeks ago, President Barack Obama stood in front of a sea of gleaming solar 
panels in Boulder City, Nevada, to celebrate his administration's efforts to promote "green 
energy." 

Stretching row upon row into the desert, the Copper Mountain Solar Project not far from Las 
Vegas provided an impressive backdrop for the president. 

Built on public land, the facility is the largest of its kind in the United States. Its 1 million solar 
panels provide enough energy to power 17,000 homes. 

And it employs just 10 people. 

      

Three years after Obama launched a push to build a job-creating "green" economy, the White 
House can say that more than 1 million drafty homes have been retrofitted to lower heating and 
cooling costs, while energy generation from renewable sources such as wind and solar has 
nearly doubled since 2008. 

But the millions of "green jobs" Obama promised have been slow to sprout, disappointing many 
who had hoped that the $90 billion earmarked for clean-energy efforts in the recession-fighting 
federal stimulus package would ease unemployment - still above 8 percent in March. 

Supporters say the administration over-promised on the jobs front and worry that a backlash 
could undermine support for clean-energy policies in general. 

"All of this stuff is extraordinarily worthy for driving long-term economic transformation but 
extremely inappropriate to sell as a short-term job program," said Mark Muro, a clean-energy 
specialist at the Brookings Institution. 



Others say the green-jobs push has crowded out less fashionable efforts that would have put 
people back to work quickly. 

"From my perspective it makes more sense for us to arm our clients with the basic skills, rather 
than saying, 'By golly, you will do something in the green economy or you won't work,'" said 
Janet Blumen, the head of the Foundation for an Independent Tomorrow, a Las Vegas job-
training organization that has seen positions in trucking and accounting go unfilled because 
training money had been earmarked for green efforts. 

A $500 million job-training program has so far helped fewer than 20,000 people find work, far 
short of its goal. 

Republicans, meanwhile, have seized on the failure of solar panel maker Solyndra, which 
received a $535 million loan guarantee, to argue that White House allies have been the only 
ones who have benefited from the green jobs push. 

"He handed out tens of billions of dollars to green energy companies, including his friends and 
campaign contributors at companies like Solyndra that are now bankrupt," Republican 
presidential candidate Mitt Romney said on April 4. 

VARYING ESTIMATES 

Backers of the notion of a "green collar" work force argue that earth-friendly energy is a 
promising growth sector that could create a bounty of stable, middle-class jobs and fill the gap 
left by manufacturing work that has moved overseas. 

On the campaign trail in 2008, Obama promised that a $150 billion investment would generate 5 
million jobs over 10 years. 

Obama included $90 billion in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act to weatherize 
drafty buildings, fund electric-car makers and encourage other clean-energy efforts. 

"We'll put nearly half a million people to work building wind turbines and solar panels, 
constructing fuel-efficient cars and buildings, and developing the new energy technologies that 
will lead to new jobs," he said at a wind-turbine plant in Ohio the day before he took office. 

In December 2009, Vice President Joe Biden said the effort would create 722,000 green jobs. 

The White House said in November 2010 that its clean-energy efforts had generated work for 
225,000 people and would ultimately create a total of 827,000 "job years" - implying average 
annual employment of around 200,000 over the four years of Obama's presidential term. 

White House officials stand by that estimate and say job creation is only one aspect of the 
clean-energy push. 

"We have a record of success that has created tens of thousands of jobs and is ensuring that 
America is not ceding these industries to countries like China," White House spokesman Clark 
Stevens said. "Thanks to the investments we've made, these industries will continue to grow, 
along with the jobs they create." 



One problem is that, unlike other elements of the Recovery Act that injected money into the 
economy quickly, efforts to develop high-speed rail or electric-car batteries Obama also 
promoted could take a decade or longer to yield dividends. 

Gains in the sector don't necessarily lead to wider employment. 

The wind industry, for example, has shed 10,000 jobs since 2009 even as the energy capacity 
of wind farms has nearly doubled, according to the American Wind Energy Association. 
Meanwhile, the oil and gas industry has added 75,000 jobs since Obama took office, according 
to Labor Department statistics. 

Federal agencies also have struggled to get stimulus money out the door in a timely manner, 
even for prosaic efforts that help local governments reduce energy costs. 

The rush of funding encouraged private-sector participants to inflate their job-creation 
projections as they angled for a piece of the action, insiders say. 

"They were obviously just guessing," said Robert Pollin, a University of Massachusetts 
professor and green-energy supporter who helped the Energy Department sort through loan 
applications. "If an undergraduate gave me a paper of that quality I would have probably given 
them a C or a C-plus." 

SLOW PROGRESS 

The high-profile failures of companies that have benefited from federal backing, such as 
Solyndra and Beacon Power Corp., have given ammunition to Republicans who paint the effort 
as a costly boondoggle. 

They also have targeted the $500 job-training program that aims to train workers for skills they 
would need in a new "green economy." 

The program's initial results were so poor that the Labor Department's inspector general 
recommended last fall that the agency should return the $327 million that remained unspent. 

The numbers have improved somewhat since then, but the department remains far short of its 
goal of placing 80,000 workers into green jobs by 2013. 

By the end of 2011, some 16,092 participants had found new work in a "green" field, according 
to the Labor Department - roughly one-fifth of its target. The program also helped employed 
workers upgrade their skills. 

Republican Senator Charles Grassley said the program had reached too few workers to be 
deemed a success. 

"The green jobs-training program just didn't work. It was a poor investment of tax dollars," 
Grassley said in a prepared statement. 

SHADES OF GREEN 



The effort has been complicated by confusion over what exactly constitutes a green job. 

In March, the Labor Department estimated there were 3.1 million green jobs in the United States 
as of 2010, using a broad definition that included everything from nuclear power-plant workers 
to regulators, lobbyists and park rangers. 

The Recovery Act used a narrower definition, focusing on wind, solar and other renewable-
energy industries and energy-efficiency efforts aimed at reducing consumption. 

Using a definition similar to the Labor Department's, the Brookings Institution estimated that the 
Las Vegas region that includes the vast solar fields sprouting around Boulder City supported 
9,797 "clean jobs" in 2010, accounting for 1.2 percent of the region's employment. 

Local officials don't expect that figure to grow much. 

"Will it add a significant number of jobs, enough to make a real dent in our unemployment? No, I 
don't see that happening," said Darren Divine, vice president for academics at the College of 
Southern Nevada. 

The fields of healthcare, education and technology are likely to provide the best employment 
prospects in the years to come, he said. 

PLUGGING THE GAPS 

The much-touted home weatherization program has upgraded more than 1 million houses and 
provided work for about 20,000 people, as well as generating business for suppliers, according 
to the White House. 

But here as well, supply has outpaced demand. While government spending has kept 
contractors busy upgrading low-income houses and public buildings, homeowners have been 
less eager to spend their own money in a tumbling real estate market. 

Contractors have fared better than the construction industry as a whole but have not found as 
much work as hoped, said Greg Thomas, the chairman of the trade group Efficiency First. 

Les Lazareck, the head of Home Energy Connection in Las Vegas, estimated that fewer than 
one in four people he has trained through a Recovery Act program now earn most of their 
income through weatherization work. 

"There's definitely not enough demand," he said. "The private market has been very slow." 

Contentions 
Recall Puts Wisconsin Into Play for GOP 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

The decision by Democrats and their union allies to try and defeat Wisconsin Governor Scott 
Walker via recall is increasingly looking like a bad bet. The latest poll numbers out of the Badger 
State show that Walker leads all possible Democratic challengers in the vote that is scheduled 
for June 5.  The best showing of the four Democrats in the race was from Milwaukee Mayor 



Tom Barrett, who trailed Walker 50-45 percent. Walker bests Kathleen Falk by seven points and 
both Doug La Follette and Kathleen Vinehout by ten points. The Public Policy Polling survey 
conducted for the Daily Kos also showed that while Wisconsin voters are nearly evenly split 
about Walker’s job performance, 51 percent approve of him. 

By bowing to the dictates of an angry labor union movement and pushing for a recall, 
Democrats gambled that they could knock off Walker and set the stage for a reversal of the 
2010 Republican tidal wave that swept the governor and a GOP legislative majority into office. 
But if they fail in June, it will not only encourage Republicans to think they might steal the state 
from President Obama in November, they will have immeasurably strengthened Walker. 

As the Daily Kos itself notes in an analysis, these numbers show a remarkable improvement for 
Walker over the last poll taken by PPP. The reason for this is that for the first time the poll 
screens for likely voters. So not only is Walker clearly in the lead to retain his job, Mitt Romney 
has also made significant inroads against President Obama in a key swing state, with the likely 
GOP nominee now trailing the incumbent by 50-44 as opposed to the 53-39 margin in February. 

The Daily Kos does hold out some hope for the left, because Democrats have been so focused 
on their own gubernatorial primary that they have yet to unleash an avalanche of negative ads 
on Walker. Theoretically, the four weeks between the primary and the recall will give the Dems 
enough time to raise Walker’s negatives and give them a chance. But the problem with this 
reasoning is Walker’s foes have spent the last year and a half working overtime to demonize 
him because of his successful efforts to reform the state’s finances and restrict the power of 
state worker unions to hold Wisconsin’s fiscal future hostage to their demands for more money 
and benefits. It’s not likely that a fresh assault from the left is going to alter the public’s opinion 
of him now. 

The point here is that unless something happens to shift opinion, the recall effort is likely to be a 
bust that will render Walker virtually bulletproof for the rest of his current term in office and help 
put Wisconsin in play for the presidential election. 

Detroit News 
Battery-powered autos proving a tough sell 
by David Shepardson  
  

  
Ford group vice president Derrick Kuzak discusses Ford’s Focus electric, which had no sales in 
February and March. 



Washington— Electric vehicle sales have been slow out of the box, despite marketing hype, 
government incentives and the hopes of green car advocates. 

Total sales last year were 17,425, which is less than 0.1 percent of the U.S. car and light truck 
market. 

Nonetheless, automakers show no signs of pulling back their multibillion-dollar bets: They need 
electric cars to meet tough new fuel-efficiency standards. About a dozen new plug-ins and fully 
electric cars will go on sale in the next year. 

Auto executives point optimistically to March, when electric cars had their best-ever sales 
month: Nearly 4,000 vehicles sold in the United States. Still, three in every 1,000 cars drove off 
dealer lots under battery power. 

News in recent months has done little to reassure skeptical buyers: General Motors Co. slowed 
production of its plug-in Chevrolet Volt. Two crash-test Volts caught fire; a government 
investigation ultimately found no safety problems. Politicians ridiculed electric cars and called for 
an end to government assistance. Battery companies and suppliers laid off hundreds of 
employees, while several electric vehicle startups went out of business or struggle to survive. 

Even with gas prices flirting near $4 a gallon nationwide, most consumers remain reluctant. 
Plug-ins or fully electric cars cost $8,000 to $20,000 more than comparable gasoline versions, 
and it can take years or decades to recoup the higher initial cost. 

Drivers worry about limited driving range in fully electric cars. Even some executives admit 
doubt. 

"Right now, from a cost standpoint and a performance standpoint — range for customers — I 
don't think EVs are ready for primetime," said Toyota Motor USA Sales CEO Jim Lentz. 

Toyota will launch two electric vehicles later this year. Toyota sold nearly 900 of its new plug-in 
Prius in March, but that was 3 percent of the more than 28,000 plug-in and gasoline-electric 
vehicles that Prius sold last month. 

Ford Motor Co. sold about 12 Focus Electrics in December and January to fleet customers — 
and none in February and March, said Erich Merkle, a Ford spokesman. The Dearborn 
automaker plans a slow ramp-up as it begins production this spring for retail sales; the New 
York area and California are the first markets. ... 

  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



WSJ 
Ford CEO: Battery Is Third of Electric Car Cost  
by Mike Ramsey 
  
One of the auto industry's most closely guarded secrets—the enormous cost of batteries for 
electric cars—has spilled out.  

Speaking at a forum on green technology on Monday, Ford Motor Co. F -1.01%Chief Executive 
Alan Mulally indicated battery packs for the company's Focus electric car costs between 
$12,000 and $15,000 apiece. 

 

                                                The 2012 Ford Focus Electric. 

"When you move into an all-electric vehicle, the battery size moves up to around 23 kilowatt 
hours, [and] it weighs around 600 to 700 pounds," Mr. Mulally said at Fortune magazine's 
Brainstorm Green conference in California.  

"They're around $12,000 to $15,000 [a battery]" for a type of car that normally sells for about 
$22,000, he continued, referring to the price of a gasoline-powered Focus. "So, you can see 
why the economics are what they are."  

Ford is currently promoting its $39,200 Focus EV at events around the country. It has a 23 
kilowatt-hour battery pack. A Ford spokeswoman said Mr. Mulally's comments were designed to 
provide a indication of the car's battery costs.  

Based on the price range that Mr. Mulally indicated, Dearborn, Mich.-based Ford appears to pay 
between $522 and $650 a kilowatt-hour for its electric-vehicle batteries. In the past, auto makers 



and battery makers have been reluctant to disclose the cost per kilowatt hour. Analysts have 
made projections that battery costs are between $500 and $1,000 per kilowatt-hour.  

The U.S. Department of Energy, as part of its efforts to help promote plug-in hybrid- and fully-
electric vehicles, has set a goal of lowering the cost of batteries to $300 a kilowatt-hour by next 
year. The DOE has helped to fund battery plants in the U.S. to install the capacity, and ideally 
lower the cost of batteries. 

Ford hasn't provided projections for anticipated sales of its EV, but has made the point that it 
doesn't need to achieve high volumes because it is building the Focus EV on the same line as 
the gasoline-powered version. It sold just 10 to fleet customers late last year and now is building 
more of the vehicles at its plant in Wayne, Mich. 

The Focus EV is a direct competitor to Nissan Motor Co.'s 7201.TO +0.24%Leaf, which sold 
about 9,700 in 2011 in the U.S. The Leaf starts at $35,200 and has a stated range of 73 miles 
on a full charge. Ford says its Focus can go up to 76 miles on a full charge and can be 
recharged in 3 ½ hours using a 240-volt wall charger, or about twice as fast as the Leaf. 

Other auto makers including General Motors Co. GM +0.46%and Fisker Automotive Inc. have 
struggled with high prices and slow initial sales of their battery-powered vehicles, but have 
committed to building new models.  

GM is planning to introduce its all-electric Spark subcompact later this year. Its about $40,000 
Volt car has a small gasoline engine that kicks in when the battery runs low.  

  
  
  
Human Events 
Barney Frank on F.A. Hayek  
by David Harsanyi 

Washington is doing so little that it is virtually impossible to calculate just how much they're not 
doing. 

Via Hit & Run, we find outgoing congressman Barney Frank in an entertaining interview with 
New York magazine. Sometimes I wonder if politicians actually believe the mischaracterizations 
they fling at the media or if they use talking points so regularly they've convinced themselves 
what they're saying is true. I think the latter. 

Here, for instance, in the middle of complaining about democracy (otherwise known as “that 
behavior” by Republicans), Frank pulls a F.A. Hayek quote to make his point: 

You were talking about the Republicans and not being able to work with them. But isn’t 
your ultimate beef with the voters, since it’s the voters who reward that behavior? 

I’m glad you said that, you’re very smart. These days, in developed countries, everybody says 
you need a private sector to create wealth, you need a public sector to create rules by which 
wealth is created. Sensible people understand that. The tension between left and right has been 



where you draw that line, but it’s been a contest between people who see maybe a 20 percent 
overlap. Let me read this to you. [Picks up copy of Friedrich von Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom.] 
“In no system that could be rationally defended would the state just do nothing.” ¬[Closes book.] 

 
Do you read Hayek a lot? 
For these purposes. For the first time in American history, we have people in power now who 
reject that idea. If they knew it was Hayek, they might think, Well, maybe. But they reject the 
public sector. That’s why we can’t work together. 

It's nice, if not a bit odd, that Frank just happens to have a copy of Road to Serfdom within reach 
and that he just happens to open it to the page that features an out-of-context position that 
caters so neatly to his imaginary analysis of Tea Party conservatives. Hayek is good for "these 
purposes" -- as in the purpose of reinforcing perceptions that New York readers have about 
these progress-impeding bible thumpers in far off lands. 

Well, here's a bit more of that Hayek's quote: "In no system that could be rationally defended 
would the state just do nothing. An effective competitive system needs an intelligently designed 
and continuously adjusted legal framework as much as any other." 

One could argue that much of the legislation Frank has backed is neither intelligently designed 
nor continuously adjusting -- as much as it is continually growing and deliberately interfering. I'm 
no Hayek scholar, of course, but in this quote, the (in)famous Austrian economist seems to be 
talking about a legal framework that allows for peaceful trade, not an assertive government that 
creates fabricated marketplaces, restricts trade so environmentalists can feel good about 
themselves, uses taxation as a tool of "fairness," etc … 

And as Brian Doherty points out, "Yes, F.A. Hayek is not an anarchist." 

But here's Frank's (and Obama's and Krugman's and ...) formulation: cutting a dollar from the 
federal budget is unfairly enriching the wealthy, deregulation is unfairly enriching the wealthy, 
opposition to regulation that does not yet even exist means you're unfairly enriching the wealthy 
and doing nothing at the same time. Because if government doesn't do it, it's not happening. 

We have so many laws and regulations in this nation -- federal, state, local -- that it's fair to say 
that they govern nearly every human activity imaginable. The left rarely aknowledges that 
government's doing something can be destructive -- that "doing something" might help create a 
housing crisis, for instance. We have scary things happening, after all. 

And as someone once said, "'Emergencies' have always been the pretext on which the 
safeguards of individual liberty have been eroded." 

  



 

 
  



 
  

 
 


