
 
 
April 26, 2012 
 
John Hinderaker posts on the administration's bad day in court.  
Some years ago, I worked on a big case in Alaska and spent a lot of time there. At that time, the 
local bar was buzzing about a lawyer who had a really bad day in court: he was kicked to death 
by a moose in the parking lot of the federal courthouse in Anchorage. Solicitor General Donald 
Verrilli didn’t have that bad a day today in the U.S. Supreme Court, arguing that Arizona’s 
immigration law is invalid by virtue of federal pre-emption, but he was kicked about a good bit by 
the justices. 

On Twitter, Byron York asked: “Question for legal types: Is Donald Verrilli bad at his job or just 
burdened by having to defend the indefensible?” You can read the entire argument here and 
draw your own conclusions, but in my opinion, the problem was not with Verrilli but rather with 
the quality of the arguments that he was required to make by his client, the Obama 
administration. 

  
  
Mort Zuckerman, who voted for Obama, now outlines the president's economic 
failures.  
America has long been a country where almost everyone, including the poor and unskilled, 
could get a job. Given the will to do a reasonable day's work, a job was a passport to economic 
and social well-being; it was the fount of self-esteem and the foundation of family life. Indeed, 
work was Life. 

More than 15 million Americans no longer have that passport to Life. Think of it as roughly the 
entire population of the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Arkansas, Iowa, and Oklahoma, all 
standing idle—every man, woman, and child. The traditional breadwinners, namely men 
between the ages of 25 and 54, are among those hardest hit. According to an Investor's 
Business Daily/TIPP poll, some 25 percent of households include someone who is unemployed 
and looking for work. As well as laying waste to work, to the equivalent of losing every job 
created in the last decade, the Great Recession has visited us with reduced incomes, declining 
home equity, and a growing contraction in credit. 

For the 80 percent of Americans born after World War II, this is their Depression. They have 5.5 
million fewer jobs than at the recession's start in 2008, despite the most stimulative fiscal and 
monetary policy in our history. Employment has been below the pre-recession peak for over 
50 months. It's the longest time since the Great Depression that payrolls have not made a new 
high. The 120,000 new jobs for March make no dent (and adjusted for the peculiarity of warm 
weather, the number of real net jobs created was 76,000); we need at least 125,000 jobs each 
month just to provide for new entrants in a rising population. 

Discouraged workers dropping out of the labor force make the unemployment rate look 
fractionally better, but the 8.2 percent headline masks the misery. It is a reflection of the U-3 
statistic, which counts only people who have applied for a job in the last four weeks. Among the 
jobless army, a staggering 42 percent of them are long-term unemployed, without jobs for six 
months or longer. Look instead at the more relevant U-6 statistic, which counts the number of 



people who have applied over the last six months. U-6 also includes those who are involuntarily 
working on a part-time basis. That U-6 unemployment is now in the range of 15 percent. Since 
2008, some 3 million people have dropped out of the job market. If they hadn't, the 
unemployment rate would be about 10.8 percent. In March, the unemployment rate seemed to 
fall a tenth of 1 percent, yet the number of people who are actually employed dropped by 
31,000. Why? Because the number of people who looked for a job dropped by 164,000 and they 
are not considered unemployed. Not to mention that half the new jobs are in temporary help 
agencies. ... 

  
  
Joel Kotkin and two other dudes write in American.com about some areas in the 
Midwest that are doing well.  
The Midwest’s troubles are well-known. The decline of manufacturing has resulted in job losses 
and dying industrial towns. The best and brightest have fled the flatlands for more exciting, 
sunnier, mountainous, or coastal places where the real action is. Even Peyton Manning has left 
the heartland for the Rockies. 

This narrative is so deeply embedded both in and outside of the Midwest that many people 
overlook the ways in which parts of the region are bouncing back. The Midwest’s story is 
important because it serves in significant ways as a regional microcosm of how growth and 
opportunity should look in America today. 

In a recent study we look at trends that upend the conventional wisdom about the Midwest. We 
find that it is neither doomed to a slow and dirty demise like an old house on an eroding slope, 
nor forced to reinvent itself Dubai-style in order to compete with Silicon Valley or Manhattan. 
The Midwest’s future is rooted very much in its past—but with some important updates. 

What do we mean? For starters, this means capitalizing on Americans’ desire to reside where 
the cost of living and doing business is favorable. As the last Census showed, Americans move 
in droves to regions where the cost of living is low, businesses face fewer obstacles, and 
workers have choices. As Wendell Cox and Joel Kotkin have shown, this goes for 25- to 35-
year-olds as well as 55- to 65-year-olds. People want options and a good quality of life at a price 
they can afford. 

In the Midwest, these trends have favored placed like Columbus, Ohio, and Indianapolis, 
Indiana. ... 

  
  
Roger Simon says forget about the Pulitzer, the Walter Duranty Prize is available for 
the media.  
We try not to be sore losers at PJ Media. 
So after our first ever attempt at a Pulitzer Prize for Christian Adams & Hans von Spakovsky’s 
series “Every Single One” – revealing how every single Obama Justice Department appointee 
has been a liberal — lost this April, you won’t hear a peep out of us.   We will not complain even 
though a 2007 Pulitzer was awarded to a similar series that detailed how 57 percent of Bush’s 
Justice Department appointments went to conservatives. (Okay, that’s maybe a peep. 
  



We know the biases of the Pulitzer Prize and did not expect to win.\ 
  
No, at PJ Media we don’t get mad or complain… we get even 
  
Starting this year, PJ Media, in conjunction with our good friends at The New Criterion, will be 
awarding the first annual Walter Duranty Prize for Journalistic Mendacity 
  
Walter Duranty – it will be recalled — was the New York Times’ Moscow correspondent in the 
1920s and 1930s who whitewashed Joseph Stalin’s forced mass starvation of the Ukrainians 
(the Holodomor) and many other aspects of Soviet oppression 
  
Duranty was awarded the Pulitzer Prize in 1932 for his efforts 
  
Despite numerous attempts by Ukrainian organizations and others, the prize has never been 
revoked. Duranty’s photograph remains in its honored place on the New York Times’ wall along 
with the newspaper’s other Pulitzer winners. ... 
  
Jennifer Rubin posts on the small minded Santorum.  
Just about every name Republican at this point has endorsed Mitt Romney. He is, after all, the 
only guy in the race who can and will win his party’s nomination. So Senate Majority Leader 
Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) and House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) both gave their stamp of 
approval on Tuesday. 

But there is a holdout among household-name Republicans: Rick Santorum. I know, the tension 
is too much to bear: When, oh when, will he announce he is throwing the legion of his 
supporters to the man whom 90 percent of Republicans already support? He’s still in self-
delusion land, it seems. The National Journal reports: ... 

  
John Tamny wants to know what in the world conservatives saw in Santorum.  
Rick Santorum dropped out of the race for the Republican presidential nomination on Tuesday. 
Almost to a column, editorial and news account, the analysis centered on Santorum’s somewhat 
successful capture of conservative voters. 

And there lies the mystery. How could a man seemingly so opposite of conservative have 
entranced so many voters who label themselves just that? 

The easy answer is that as someone who made his religion such a prominent part of his 
campaign strategy (at one point saying “we need a Jesus candidate”), religious types who tend 
toward conservatism perhaps felt they’d found their man. The answer to this is why? 

Figure Jesse Jackson is very religious, as is presumably Rev. Al Sharpton, and then President 
Obama, though he suffered much grief for the church he attended in Chicago, is presumably 
another politician who can claim being a man of faith. About all three, self-described 
conservatives arguably don’t find much to like. 

After that, government throughout the centuries has arguably been religion’s greatest enemy, so 
it seems religious conservatives wouldn’t very much concern themselves with the faith of any 
candidate; their lone interest in a candidate his or her desire to protect the right of all who are 



religious to practice their faith without persecution. More to the point, it seems true religionists 
would correctly fear a “Jesus candidate.” 

The truly religious would because just as a nation could elect someone of faith who might 
incorporate their religion into all aspects of government, that same nation could theoretically 
elect an atheist who would do the opposite. In short, there’s nothing conservative about a 
democracy that animates its operations with religion. If Santorum is a believer that may be great 
for some, but religious conservatives should more realistically prefer freedom of religion over 
someone eager to foist their values on a nation that at least at inception granted the federal 
government and executive branch rights limited to protecting individual freedom. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
Powerline 
A Bad Day In Court for the Obama Administration 
by John Hinderaker 

Some years ago, I worked on a big case in Alaska and spent a lot of time there. At that time, the 
local bar was buzzing about a lawyer who had a really bad day in court: he was kicked to death 
by a moose in the parking lot of the federal courthouse in Anchorage. Solicitor General Donald 
Verrilli didn’t have that bad a day today in the U.S. Supreme Court, arguing that Arizona’s 
immigration law is invalid by virtue of federal pre-emption, but he was kicked about a good bit by 
the justices. 

On Twitter, Byron York asked: “Question for legal types: Is Donald Verrilli bad at his job or just 
burdened by having to defend the indefensible?” You can read the entire argument here and 
draw your own conclusions, but in my opinion, the problem was not with Verrilli but rather with 
the quality of the arguments that he was required to make by his client, the Obama 
administration. 



 

News reports have focused on an exchange in which Justice Sotomayor, an Obama appointee, 
spoke for the Court in expressing open skepticism about Verrilli’s argument: 

JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR: Can I get to a different question? I think even I or someone else cut 
you off when you said there were three reasons why — 2(B). Putting aside your argument that 
this — that a systematic cooperation is wrong — you can see it’s not selling very well — why 
don’t you try to come up with something else? Because I, frankly — as the chief has said to you, 
it’s not that it’s forcing you to change your enforcement priorities. You don’t have to take the 
person into custody. So what’s left of your argument? 

Justice Sotomayor was commenting here on an extraordinary aspect of the Obama 
administration’s position, to the effect that it is OK if individual Arizona law enforcement officers 
decide to cooperate with federal immigration authorities, but if the state directs them all to 
cooperate, it is somehow unconstitutional. The Obama administration literally argued that for a 
state to engage in “systematic cooperation” with the federal government on immigration is 
unlawful. We can’t blame Mr. Verrilli for his inability to sell that bizarre argument. We do blame 
Barack Obama and Eric Holder for trying to assert it. 

Of course, what is going on here is that Obama administration doesn’t want to enforce the 
immigration laws that Congress has enacted. The essence of its position in the Arizona case is 
that the federal government has the right to decide not to enforce the law, and if it so decides, 
then no state has the power, under the Constitution, to do anything that would tend to enforce 
those federal laws. So if the Obama administration decides that it will gain political advantage by 
ignoring federal laws against illegal immigration, states like Arizona just have to take the 
consequences without complaining. 



That proposition–the real essence of the Obama administration’s case–is not one that can 
survive the light of day. Thus, near the end of Verrilli’s argument, Justice Kennedy cut to the 
chase: 

JUSTICE KENNEDY: So you’re saying the government has a legitimate interest in not enforcing 
its laws?  

GENERAL VERRILLI: No. We have a legitimate interest in enforcing the law, of course, but it 
needs to be — but these — this Court has said over and over again, has recognized that the — 
the balance of interest that has to be achieved in enforcing the — the immigration laws is 
exceedingly delicate and complex, and it involves consideration of foreign relations, it involves 
humanitarian concerns, and it also involves public order and public – 

That answer was incoherent, obviously, but not because Verrilli is a fool; rather, because the 
Obama administration’s position is indefensible. Later, Justice Scalia followed up: 

JUSTICE SCALIA: So we have to — we have to enforce our laws in a manner that will please 
Mexico. Is that what you’re saying? 

GENERAL VERRILLI: No, Your Honor, but what — no, Your Honor, I’m not saying that – 

JUSTICE SCALIA: Sounded like what you were saying. 

So the Obama administration had a tough day in court today, and deservedly so. Let’s hope that 
the Supreme Court’s majority opinion in this case delivers President Obama the stinging rebuke 
that he so richly deserves. 

  
 
US News & World Report 
President Obama's Economic Programs Have Failed  
The recovery has not yielded job vacancies, but here are five ways to cure our labor 
woes 
by Mortimer B. Zuckerman 
  
America has long been a country where almost everyone, including the poor and unskilled, 
could get a job. Given the will to do a reasonable day's work, a job was a passport to economic 
and social well-being; it was the fount of self-esteem and the foundation of family life. Indeed, 
work was Life. 

More than 15 million Americans no longer have that passport to Life. Think of it as roughly the 
entire population of the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Arkansas, Iowa, and Oklahoma, all 
standing idle—every man, woman, and child. The traditional breadwinners, namely men 
between the ages of 25 and 54, are among those hardest hit. According to an Investor's 
Business Daily/TIPP poll, some 25 percent of households include someone who is unemployed 
and looking for work. As well as laying waste to work, to the equivalent of losing every job 
created in the last decade, the Great Recession has visited us with reduced incomes, declining 
home equity, and a growing contraction in credit. 



For the 80 percent of Americans born after World War II, this is their Depression. They have 5.5 
million fewer jobs than at the recession's start in 2008, despite the most stimulative fiscal and 
monetary policy in our history. Employment has been below the pre-recession peak for over 
50 months. It's the longest time since the Great Depression that payrolls have not made a new 
high. The 120,000 new jobs for March make no dent (and adjusted for the peculiarity of warm 
weather, the number of real net jobs created was 76,000); we need at least 125,000 jobs each 
month just to provide for new entrants in a rising population. 

Discouraged workers dropping out of the labor force make the unemployment rate look 
fractionally better, but the 8.2 percent headline masks the misery. It is a reflection of the U-3 
statistic, which counts only people who have applied for a job in the last four weeks. Among the 
jobless army, a staggering 42 percent of them are long-term unemployed, without jobs for six 
months or longer. Look instead at the more relevant U-6 statistic, which counts the number of 
people who have applied over the last six months. U-6 also includes those who are involuntarily 
working on a part-time basis. That U-6 unemployment is now in the range of 15 percent. Since 
2008, some 3 million people have dropped out of the job market. If they hadn't, the 
unemployment rate would be about 10.8 percent. In March, the unemployment rate seemed to 
fall a tenth of 1 percent, yet the number of people who are actually employed dropped by 
31,000. Why? Because the number of people who looked for a job dropped by 164,000 and they 
are not considered unemployed. Not to mention that half the new jobs are in temporary help 
agencies. 

America's great job creation machine is sputtering badly. It is now estimated that structural 
unemployment has risen from 5 percent before the crisis to close to 7 percent today. This 
means that one third of the rise in American joblessness may be impervious to the business 
cycle; it represents lost jobs that cannot be restored by boosting demand. 

The problem now is not that people are being laid off by the millions. When an economy has 
reached bottom, as it did, it has already shed much of its labor, and layoffs slow. But the anemic 
recovery has not yielded job vacancies. Hiring today is at about 70 percent of the 2006 level. 
Given the increase in unemployed totals, job seekers are only about one third as likely to find 
work as in 2006. 

Compare that to the fabled Great Depression of the 1930s. In the three years after 1933, the 
economy rebounded with growth rates of 11 percent, 9 percent, and 13 percent. But in 2010, 
months into our recovery, growth was about 3 percent, followed by 1.7 percent growth in 2011. 
The rate for 2012 could be about 2 percent—below the 3.4 percent throughout the postwar 
period. 

What has happened? The process of making stuff fosters innovation, leading to new products. 
When companies go from prototype to mass production, they scale up, figure out where they 
can build factories affordably, and hire people by the thousands. But many enterprises in 
America have discovered they cannot compete in engineering or manufacturing with their 
Chinese or Indian counterparts, which are equally, if not more, productive with workers willing to 
accept significantly lower wages. In turn, they gain the skills, knowledge, and experience to 
innovate. Hence our loss of 6 million blue-collar manufacturing jobs. 

The paradox is that the low labor costs which attract work abroad are now being visited on the 
American worker. In the past six months, according to a Bloomberg study, 70 percent of job 



openings have been in mostly low-wage sectors, including healthcare, leisure, hospitality, and 
retail. And some 7.7 million workers are stuck in part-time jobs, their pay inadequate for entry 
into the middle class. Why so much temporary employment? Because companies do not wish to 
pay for healthcare and retirement in a very uncertain economy, so they hedge their bets with 
short-term help. 

Remarkably, as David Rosenberg, chief economist of Gluskin Sheff, has reported, two thirds 
of the employment growth rate has been in the 55 and older age cohort. Since the recession 
began in December 2007, employment in this age group is up 4 million, even as total 
employment for everyone else is down. What's going on here? The boomer population, 
Rosenberg notes, has seen its wealth destroyed by the bear market in equities and housing, 
and these people are now recalculating the date when they can retire with some sense of 
financial confidence and dignity. They know that if they quit without another job they face the 
real prospect of never working again, certainly not at their former pay levels, and that being 
without work means that they will receive lower retirement benefits from Social Security. So 
much for job mobility in America. 

This creates a bottleneck for younger workers, especially young minorities. The jobless rate for 
workers ages 20 to 24 is over 13 percent; teenagers, 25 percent; Hispanic teenagers, 30.5 
percent; and black teenagers, 37.9 percent. 

Even people with a college education face unemployment rates of about 4.2 percent, which is 
about double the norm for this group. Those with a certificate from a community college or at 
least some college coursework have a jobless rate of 7.5 percent, again about double the norm; 
and people who did not finish high school have it worst at almost 13 percent. 

Each month more Americans lose hope, permanently alienated from the workplace, their 
savings exhausted. The gradual expansion of the economy is too little to hope the cavalry is 
riding to the rescue. Real, authentic job creation will not come from Washington. It has to come 
out of the energy and spirits of the private sector. Two thirds of our employment is concentrated 
in 6 million small and medium-size businesses. We are not going to create jobs until they are in 
a state of mind to do so. They are not yet, and in part that's because of policy uncertainty that 
has depressed or confused them. 

According to the Heritage Foundation, private sector hiring through June 2011 was 10 times 
slower following the passage of President Obama's healthcare bill compared to the prior 16 
months. Economists at Stanford University and the University of Chicago estimated in the fall of 
2011 that policy uncertainty has cost more than 2 million jobs since early 2010. These estimates 
reflect the small business community's reluctance to make new hires until employers know 
exactly what the law means in practice. The high level of temporary employment is a reflection 
of the same uncertainty. Businesses hedge their bets with short-term help. 

We need 1 million new businesses every year to keep us on the right track. Instead we have 
only about 400,000 firms starting up. We need a labor market that creates over 400,000 jobs a 
month. We haven't seen anything like that. In fact, through the first few months of 2012, layoff 
announcements have risen 18 percent from a year ago, and hiring plans have dropped 82 
percent. 



Millions of people who had good private sector jobs now have to depend on the government for 
life support. 

No wonder America's inflation-adjusted, after-tax income, which is the fuel for the consumer 
spending that drives the economy, has barely risen in the past six months. No wonder about 
half of Americans believe that their real income will contract in the coming months, while only 
about one fifth expect it to increase. 

David Rosenberg also reports that nominal per capita disposable income—$37,606—is actually 
lower today than it was in May 2008 when the recession was in its infancy ($37,752). When you 
look at the data in real terms, adjusted for inflation, the comparison is even more startling: 
$32,600 now versus $34,641 back then. In fact, real personal disposable income per capita is 
lower now than it was in November 2006! And if you strip out government subsidies and 
assistance, real personal income is down even more from four years ago. This appears to be 
the first time since the 1930s that inflation-adjusted incomes of Americans have declined. 

Don't talk "recovery" to these people, especially if you pause at a gas pump. The consumer 
remains constrained as well by the ratio of total household debt to after-tax earnings. It was 
down to 117 percent last year from a peak of 131 percent, but is still above the pre-bubble rate 
of 70 percent. We are still in an era of deleveraging, rising savings rates, home price deflation, 
and squeezed real income, all of which will continue to affect consumer spending. 

The private sector workweek has stagnated at about 34.5 hours, and wage growth has been 
tepid at best with average hourly earnings eking out a 0.1 percent monthly increase for the last 
five months. Over the last nine months, overall consumer spending was up just 0.6 percent, 
adjusted for inflation. 

There is no doubt that the next presidential term will start with a rate of unemployment that is far 
higher than what President Obama inherited when he took office. The programs that he has put 
in place have failed. The U.S. economic recovery is like a person who promises much and 
doesn't deliver. There are not many months left for Obama to persuade the nation to measure 
his performance by a different mark. 

What can we do to get out of this? How can we regenerate the high-paying jobs in service 
industries with sophisticated intellectual content such as entertainment, digital media, education, 
and financial services? 

1. Push students to a higher level of education, if necessary by mandating at least a year of 
higher education or vocational training at the public's expense.  

2. Increase the number of H-1B visas for foreign graduate students in the hard sciences. 
Crazily, we reduced them from 195,000 in 2003 to 65,000 today. This intellectual 
firepower is critical to growing industries that focus on the world of high tech.  

3. Revise the tax system to encourage growth, not hamper job creation.  
4. Create financial incentives for businesses to invest in America, rather than provoking 

American companies to reap greater rewards by laying off U.S. workers and outsourcing 
production to foreign countries that have lower environmental standards.  

5. Focus on the problems of infrastructure and industrial policy. 



America has a history of comebacks, of pulling itself out of a hole, and it happens when we're 
led with energy and conviction. When we feel we are, we will build a new version of the 
promised land: millions restored to Life. 

  
  
American.com 
Right in the Middle: The Midwest’s Growth Lessons for America 
Middle America is a clear picture of how much the basics matter: Cost of living, job 
quality, schools, and opportunities to develop the right skills for the best jobs. 
by Joel Kotkin, Mark Schill, and Ryan Streeter 
  

 

The Midwest’s troubles are well-known. The decline of manufacturing has resulted in job losses 
and dying industrial towns. The best and brightest have fled the flatlands for more exciting, 
sunnier, mountainous, or coastal places where the real action is. Even Peyton Manning has left 
the heartland for the Rockies. 

This narrative is so deeply embedded both in and outside of the Midwest that many people 
overlook the ways in which parts of the region are bouncing back. The Midwest’s story is 
important because it serves in significant ways as a regional microcosm of how growth and 
opportunity should look in America today. 

In a recent study we look at trends that upend the conventional wisdom about the Midwest. We 
find that it is neither doomed to a slow and dirty demise like an old house on an eroding slope, 
nor forced to reinvent itself Dubai-style in order to compete with Silicon Valley or Manhattan. 
The Midwest’s future is rooted very much in its past—but with some important updates. 

What do we mean? For starters, this means capitalizing on Americans’ desire to reside where 
the cost of living and doing business is favorable. As the last Census showed, Americans move 
in droves to regions where the cost of living is low, businesses face fewer obstacles, and 
workers have choices. As Wendell Cox and Joel Kotkin have shown, this goes for 25- to 35-
year-olds as well as 55- to 65-year-olds. People want options and a good quality of life at a price 
they can afford. 



In the Midwest, these trends have favored placed like Columbus, Ohio, and Indianapolis, 
Indiana. When people hear “Midwest,” they are more likely to think of this kind of picture: 

           

The blue areas show destinations to which people from Detroit have moved between 2000 and 
2010. The brown shades are the areas from which Detroit has drawn people. Given Detroit’s 
well-publicized decline, all the blue should be no surprise. 

But a respectable portion of the Midwest looks like this: 

           

And this: 



           

Like most parts of America, Columbus and Indianapolis have seen a net outmigration southward 
to Florida and Texas. No surprise there. But note how both cities are stealing population from 
Chicago, Detroit, New York, and even southern California and Miami in Indianapolis’s case. The 
maps also show how intense interstate competition within the Midwest is right now. 

One important measure of the cost of living is housing affordability, which is typically set at 3.0 
as a measure of median housing price divided by median income. Compared to San Francisco 
at 7.2, New York at 6.1, Los Angeles at 5.9, and Miami at 4.7, Columbus stands at 2.8 and 
Indianapolis at 2.4. Charlotte, which has been an exemplary Sun Belt growth magnet for a while, 
stands at 3.9, a slight click above the Chicago area’s 3.8. 

Affordability and overall quality of life as measured by schools and greater disposable income 
matter a lot—even to technology entrepreneurs. Some Midwestern areas are outpacing coastal 
areas on this front. In a recent Forbes ranking of tech growth in the nation’s largest 51 metro 
areas, the Midwest had three cities within the top 15, with Columbus in third position, followed 
by Indianapolis and St. Louis. 

But it would be wrong for tech boosters to think the Midwest’s future rests in harnessing the 
power of this sector alone. Rather, it’s a combination of brains and brawn that signify the 
Midwest’s core strength. When we look at Midwestern areas that have experienced above-
average growth in bachelor’s degrees, there are important overlaps with areas experiencing 
above-average growth in manufacturing, too. 

In the corridor from Madison to Milwaukee, or the outlying areas around Chicago, or the 
Indianapolis metro area, or even in the Quad Cities on the Iowa-Illinois border, we see higher 
educational attainment and manufacturing growth occurring together. Cedar Rapids, Iowa, had 
the highest GDP growth from 2000 to 2010 of any metro area in the Midwest. A new corridor 
has grown up between Cedar Rapids and Iowa City, home to the University of Iowa; it takes 
advantage of the region’s historical manufacturing capacity and blends it with new technology. 



Peoria, Illinois, is second to Cedar Rapids in GDP growth. Peoria is home to 200 manufacturing 
firms, and it is also a Midwestern leader in college degree attainment. 

Manufacturing continues to be part of the regional DNA in the Midwest. Trying to move away 
from it would be a fool’s errand, as this picture shows: 

           

The concentration of manufacturing in middle America is a real asset, especially when 
combined with higher levels of educational attainment, as we have seen. The Midwest is still 
home to much of the nation’s skilled labor force. And contrary to the declinist narrative 
mentioned at the outset, the region has added 50,000 “heavy metal” manufacturing jobs since 
2009. 

The challenge for the region, actually, will perhaps be filling manufacturing jobs rather than 
creating them. A recent Deloitte survey found that 83 percent of manufacturers nationwide 
suffered a moderate or severe shortage of skilled production workers. The Midwest is poised to 
establish what we call a “new industrial paradigm,” characterized by a blend of heavy 
manufacturing, new technology, a more highly educated industrial labor base, and lighter labor 
restrictions (Indiana just became a right-to-work state, and the much-publicized debates in 
Wisconsin and Ohio over labor laws have only served to draw more attention to the need for 
reform, whatever the near-term effects). When you add to all of this the new energy sources 
discovered in some parts of the Midwest—such as new finds in Utica shale in Ohio—a new 
industrial paradigm in the region could end up being a large source of new wealth creation in the 
coming generation. 

So why might the Midwest be something of a microcosm for how growth and opportunity look in 
America as a whole, given its idiosyncratic reliance on manufacturing not shared by other 
regions? The main reason is that middle America is a clear picture of how much the basics 
matter: Cost of living, job quality, schools, and opportunities to develop the right skills for the 
best jobs. The areas within the Midwest that have gotten the basics right are poaching people 
and companies from the areas that haven’t. Any economic development strategy that ignores 



the basics in favor of a more stylized theory of growth will usually run off the rails before too 
long. Americans, at the end of the day, want the places they live to get the basics right so they 
themselves can build their lives, start their businesses, and raise their children as they wish. 

Joel Kotkin is a presidential fellow at Chapman University and executive editor of 
NewGeography.com. Mark Schill is vice president for research at Praxis Strategy Group and 
managing editor of NewGeography.com. Ryan Streeter is a distinguished fellow for economic 
and fiscal policy at the Sagamore Institute. 

Roger L. Simon 
Pulitzer Prize, Meet the WALTER DURANTY PRIZE 
  We try not to be sore losers at PJ Media. 

So after our first ever attempt at a Pulitzer Prize for Christian Adams & Hans von Spakovsky’s 
series “Every Single One” – revealing how every single Obama Justice Department appointee 
has been a liberal — lost this April, you won’t hear a peep out of us.   We will not complain even 
though a 2007 Pulitzer was awarded to a similar series that detailed how 57 percent of Bush’s 
Justice Department appointments went to conservatives. (Okay, that’s maybe a peep.) 

We know the biases of the Pulitzer Prize and did not expect to win. 

No, at PJ Media we don’t get mad or complain… we get even. 

Starting this year, PJ Media, in conjunction with our good friends at The New Criterion, will be 
awarding the first annual Walter Duranty Prize for Journalistic Mendacity. 

Walter Duranty – it will be recalled — was the New York Times’ Moscow correspondent in the 
1920s and 1930s who whitewashed Joseph Stalin’s forced mass starvation of the Ukrainians 
(the Holodomor) and many other aspects of Soviet oppression. 

Duranty was awarded the Pulitzer Prize in 1932 for his efforts. 

Despite numerous attempts by Ukrainian organizations and others, the prize has never been 
revoked. Duranty’s photograph remains in its honored place on the New York Times’ wall along 
with the newspaper’s other Pulitzer winners. 

 

The Duranty Award 



The first annual Duranty Prize will be given for what our readers consider the most egregious 
example of dishonest reporting for the fiscal year 2011-2012 (July 1, 2011 – June 30, 2012). 

We will be officially accepting nominations from PJM and TNC readers starting May 1, 2012, at 
Duranty@pjmedia.com (but if you want to go ahead now, no one’s going to stop you – the email 
address is functioning). 

A Duranty Prize Committee of seven journalists and writers will then sift the nominations and 
decide the winner (or winners) to be announced at a ceremony in New York in the Fall. 

Committee members are: Peter Collier, Roger Kimball, Cliff May, Ron Radosh, Glenn Reynolds, 
Claudia Rosett, and Roger L. Simon. 

The intention of this award is to highlight the continuing extreme bias and misreporting of our 
media.  Nominations are welcome in text and video forms, in print or on the web.  The 
committee would appreciate an Internet link with your nomination. 

Since this is a new prize the committee also solicits your suggestions on how we should carry 
on our work and any other suggestions regarding the Walter Duranty Prize in the comments 
section.  You are free to put your nominations in the comments section as well, but in order for 
them to count, please remember to send them to Duranty@pjmedia.com. 

  

Right Turn 
Endorsement derby 
by Jennifer Rubin 

Just about every name Republican at this point has endorsed Mitt Romney. He is, after all, the 
only guy in the race who can and will win his party’s nomination. So Senate Majority Leader 
Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) and House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) both gave their stamp of 
approval on Tuesday. 

But there is a holdout among household-name Republicans: Rick Santorum. I know, the tension 
is too much to bear: When, oh when, will he announce he is throwing the legion of his 
supporters to the man whom 90 percent of Republicans already support? He’s still in self-
delusion land, it seems. The National Journal reports: 

To crystallize the point that he isn’t going to make an endorsement in the immediate future, 
Santorum told his supporters that it was entirely up to them whom to vote for in next week’s 
Pennsylvania primary. “I haven’t supported any candidate at this point,” he said. 

He said he’s working on some structure to house the conservative movement. (I think it’s called 
the Republican Party.) He proclaimed: 

He said he was working through ideas for a “structure to promote these ideas” and promised an 
announcement in the next week or two. As for delegates, those may not be released even if he 
does back another GOP candidate. 



“We still have delegates, many of them committed, and we want to make sure that our 
delegates get a chance to go to the convention and have a say,” Santorum said. 

Whatever. I don’t think the Romney team cares. Conservative voters who have rallied around 
Romney sure don’t care. 

It is very hard to give up the limelight. But Santorum is headed back to obscurity. If Romney 
wins the White House, he owes Santorum nothing and won’t be obliged to give him a job. If 
Romney doesn’t win, there are many super-star candidates who appeal to mainstream 
Republicans, donors, party insiders and the grass-roots — e.g., New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie, 
Virginia Gov. Bob McDonnell, Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), Jeb Bush, Sen. Kelly Ayotte (R-N.H.), 
Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) — who have been good Republicans and constructive players 
throughout the process. They all have their “structure” (the word is PAC) and have the proven 
ability to raise money and bolster candidates. (For example, Rubio is pitching in to help Josh 
Mandel, an Ohio candidate for the U.S. Senate.) 

Santorum’s problems will remain — his lack of appeal beyond a narrow ideological band and the 
smallness of his character. This latest example is par for the course and won’t help him with 
either liability. 

  
  
Forbes 
Unsolved Mysteries: Why Were Conservatives So Enamored of Rick Santorum? 
by John Tamny 

Rick Santorum dropped out of the race for the Republican presidential nomination on Tuesday. 
Almost to a column, editorial and news account, the analysis centered on Santorum’s somewhat 
successful capture of conservative voters. 

And there lies the mystery. How could a man seemingly so opposite of conservative have 
entranced so many voters who label themselves just that? 

The easy answer is that as someone who made his religion such a prominent part of his 
campaign strategy (at one point saying “we need a Jesus candidate”), religious types who tend 
toward conservatism perhaps felt they’d found their man. The answer to this is why? 

Figure Jesse Jackson is very religious, as is presumably Rev. Al Sharpton, and then President 
Obama, though he suffered much grief for the church he attended in Chicago, is presumably 
another politician who can claim being a man of faith. About all three, self-described 
conservatives arguably don’t find much to like. 

After that, government throughout the centuries has arguably been religion’s greatest enemy, so 
it seems religious conservatives wouldn’t very much concern themselves with the faith of any 
candidate; their lone interest in a candidate his or her desire to protect the right of all who are 
religious to practice their faith without persecution. More to the point, it seems true religionists 
would correctly fear a “Jesus candidate.” 



The truly religious would because just as a nation could elect someone of faith who might 
incorporate their religion into all aspects of government, that same nation could theoretically 
elect an atheist who would do the opposite. In short, there’s nothing conservative about a 
democracy that animates its operations with religion. If Santorum is a believer that may be great 
for some, but religious conservatives should more realistically prefer freedom of religion over 
someone eager to foist their values on a nation that at least at inception granted the federal 
government and executive branch rights limited to protecting individual freedom. 

Along those lines, seemingly Santorum’s visceral dislike of abortion appealed to conservatives 
yet again. That’s fine as it goes, but arguably the last thing anti-abortion conservatives might 
want is someone who would use the presidency to abolish the act of abortion. That’s the case 
because Santorum at best would have been or will eventually be a two-term president, and the 
next White House occupant might have entirely different views. If so, the ideal conservative 
candidate is one who would proclaim the act of abortion reprehensible, but also beyond the 
powers of the president; the goal to return abortion legislation to the states. Presumably Nevada 
voters would make it fully legal, Utah voters the opposite, but at least power over a controversial 
act would return to the laboratories that are the states. 

Beyond abortion, it seems true conservatives would prefer, far more than a powerful executive, 
someone with a less than grandiose vision of what the presidency can and should achieve. The 
9th Amendment isn’t popular in conservative circles, but it makes plain that as human beings 
our natural rights are infinite and extend right up to when our freedom of action hurts others. In 
short, we can do whatever we want as long as we don’t hurt others or make others pay for it. 
Conservatives would seemingly strongly support a strict reading of the 9th because self-
described conservatives like Santorum once again won’t hold office forever. Better in that case 
to secure our natural rights to do as we wish, all the while granting the president and the federal 
government a limited role that solely involves protecting those rights. 

Santorum surely didn’t channel the above. Instead, he clearly desired a strong executive, one 
where he would use to the powers of taxation and a Byzantine tax code to achieve behavior that 
he – Santorum – likes. Have lots of kids, Santorum will give you a tax break. Manufacture 
things, and Santorum will reduce your tax burden to zero. Not commented on enough is how 
very un-conservative it is to use the tax code to essentially bludgeon the citizenry with one’s 
own values. 

Once again, a future president might view child-rearing differently with a view toward abolishing 
tax credits for procreation, and rather than subsidize manufacturing, might have another pet 
industry. This is precisely why Santorum’s candidacy should have horrified conservatives. At 
best – or worst in this writer’s estimation – Santorum would only serve two terms. And because 
of that, conservatives should seek out candidates once again eager to leave them be, someone 
who views the presidency as blind to special interests while energetic about protecting all of our 
rights with a tax code that doesn’t play favorites. 

Of course it’s certainly true that conservatives prefer economic growth to stagnation. But 
because they do, it’s passing strange that they would find comity with someone of Santorum’s 
ilk. That’s the case because as my fellow Forbes contributor Jerry Bowyer likes to point out, 
Santorum is a nostalgist. For evidence supporting Bowyer’s claim, one need only consider his 
worship of manufacturing. 



Indeed, if we ignore for a moment how very anti-conservative it is for any candidate to coddle 
certain commercial sectors, the simple truth is that to the extent that manufacturing jobs were 
ever glorious (a big reach on its own considering the proud history of sons and daughters of 
factory workers moving away from manufacturing locales), the very investors whose capital 
creates those jobs feel it’s yesterday’s news. That investors no longer value factory work 
explains why they migrated to China, and why a rising China has begun to similarly shed those 
jobs. For Santorum to then say he’ll bring them back not only smacks of a controlling, central 
planning gene, but it also speaks to a candidate divorced from reality in the economic sense. If 
Santorum were to actually succeed in reducing the manufacturing tax rate to zero, this wouldn’t 
alter the all-important investor perception of work that is no longer valued from a labor-intensive 
point of view. 

Happily Santorum’s candidacy is in the rear-view mirror. Not so happy, however, is what his 
candidacy said about the beliefs of conservatives. If Santorum was truly their guy, it seems a 
movement once animated by the sunny, economically advanced dynamism of Ronald Reagan 
has taken a giant, impoverishing leap backwards. 

  
  

 
  



 
  

 
  
  
  



 
  
  
  
 


