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Charles Krauthammer writes on the "atrocities board."  
Last year President Obama ordered U.S. intervention in Libya under the grand new doctrine of 
“Responsibility to Protect.” Moammar Gaddafi was threatening a massacre in Benghazi. To 
stand by and do nothing “would have been a betrayal of who we are,” explained the president. 

In the year since, the government of Syria has more than threatened massacres. It has carried 
them out. Nothing hypothetical about the disappearances, executions, indiscriminate shelling of 
populated neighborhoods. More than 9,000 are dead.  

Obama has said that we cannot stand idly by. And what has he done? Stand idly by.  

Yes, we’ve imposed economic sanctions. But as with Iran, the economic squeeze has not 
altered the regime’s behavior. Monday’s announced travel and financial restrictions on those 
who use social media to track down dissidents is a pinprick. No Disney World trips for the chiefs 
of the Iranian and Syrian security agencies. And they might now have to park their money in 
Dubai instead of New York. That’ll stop ’em. 

Obama’s other major announcement — at Washington’s Holocaust Museum, no less — was the 
creation of an Atrocities Prevention Board. 

I kid you not. A board. Russia flies planeloads of weapons to Damascus. Iran supplies money, 
trainers, agents, more weapons. And what does America do? Support a feckless U.N. peace 
mission that does nothing to stop the killing. (Indeed, some of the civilians who met with the 
U.N. observers were summarily executed.) And establish an Atrocities Prevention Board.  

With multiagency participation, mind you. The liberal faith in the power of bureaucracy and 
flowcharts, of committees and reports, is legend. But this is parody. ... 

  
  
Fouad Ajami has more.  
Little more than a year into their terrible ordeal, the Syrians are a people unillusioned. "We have 
been forsaken by the world," a noted figure of the opposition recently told me in Istanbul.  

Days later, in a refugee camp on the outskirts of Antakya, in a tent city a stone's throw from their 
tormented homeland, ordinary Syrians reiterate the same message. The ongoing Kofi Annan 
diplomacy and United Nations-brokered "cease-fire" are seen for what they are—an alibi for the 
abdication of Western powers, and a lifeline for the regime. 

Abu Muhammad, a propertied man in his mid-60s from the town of Jisr al-Shughur, now in this 
camp with his family for more than 10 months, says the world knows all it needs to know about 
the Damascus regime but prefers to turn a blind eye to its savagery. Two of his sons have been 
killed in the protests, a third is missing. He is weary of the pronouncement of the mighty.  



In the Syria deliberations, deliverance is always around the corner. American diplomacy is 
always on the verge of making Russia see its way to the proper path. In these tortured 
discussions, there is no end to finesse and to the parsing of things.  

Syria is not Libya, the Obama officials opine. Homs is not Benghazi, they note. The air defenses 
of Syria are thick when compared with those of Libya, the army of the Damascus regime is 
mightier. And then there is the mother of all alibis—the borders of Syria are more sensitive, and 
they preclude a rescue operation akin to the one that delivered the Libyans from the grip of their 
tyrant.  

The truth is that the air defense system of the Syrians can be dismantled with ease. And that 
mighty army of the House of Assad? The Syrians refer to it as jaysh abu shahatta (the army in 
slippers). The Sunni recruits are worn out, terrified and underfed, thrown into assignments they 
abhor and dread—the killing of their fellow Sunnis. ... 

  
  
  
California is slowly collapsing its economy. Joel Kotkin wonders why the 
administration would want to follow its lead.  
Barack Obama learned the rough sport of politics in Chicago, but his domestic policies have 
been shaped by California’s progressive creed. As the Golden State crumbles, its troubles point 
to those America may confront in a second Obama term. 

From his first days in office, the president has held up California as a model state. In 2009, he 
praised its green-tinged energy policies as a blueprint for the nation. He staffed his 
administration with Californians like Energy Secretary Steve Chu—an open advocate of high 
energy prices who’s lavished government funding on “green” dodos like solar-panel maker 
Solyndra, and luxury electric carmaker Fisker—and Commerce Secretary John Bryson, who 
thrived as CEO of a regulated utility which raised energy costs for millions of consumers, 
sometimes to finance “green” ideals.  

Obama regularly asserts that green jobs will play a crucial role in the future of the American 
economy, but California, a trend-setter in the field, has yet to reap such benefits. Green jobs, 
broadly defined, make up only about 2 percent of jobs in the state—about the same proportion 
as in Texas. In Silicon Valley, the number of green jobs actually declined between 2003 and 
2010. Meanwhile, California’s unemployment rate of 10.9 percent is the nation’s third highest, 
behind only Nevada and Rhode Island. 

When Governor Jerry Brown predicted a half-million green jobs by the end of the decade, even 
The New York Times deemed it “a pipe dream.” 

Obama’s push to nationalize many of California’s economy-stifling green policies has been 
slowed down, first by the Republican resurgence in 2010 and then by his reelection 
considerations. But California’s politicians, living in what’s become essentially a one-party state, 
have doubled down on green orthodoxy. As the president at least tries to cover his flank by 
claiming to support an “all-in” energy policy, California has simply refused to exploit much of its 
massive oil and gas resources. 



Does this matter? Well, Texas has created 200,000 oil and gas jobs over the past decade; 
California has barely added 20,000. The state’s remaining energy producers have been slowing 
down as the regulatory environment becomes ever more hostile even as producers elsewhere, 
including in rustbelt states like Ohio and Pennsylvania, ramp up. The oil and gas jobs the 
Golden State political class shuns pay around $100,000 a year on average. .... 

  
  
The dog thing blew up in their faces, so next the Dems tried polygamy. Mark Steyn 
explains.  
... For their next exploding cigar, the Democrats chose polygamy. Brian Schweitzer, the 
Democrat governor of Montana, remarked that Romney was unlikely to appeal to women 
because his father was "born on a polygamy commune." Eighty-six percent of women, noted 
Gov. Schweitzer with a keenly forensic demographic eye, are "not great fans of polygamy." You 
can understand the 86 percent's ickiness at the whole freaky-weirdy idea of a president 
descended from someone who had multiple wives. Eww. 

Just for the record, Romney's father was not a polygamist; Romney's grandfather was not a 
polygamist; his great-grandfather was a polygamist. Miles Park Romney died in 1904, so one 
can see why this would weigh heavy on 86 percent of female voters 108 years later. 

Meanwhile, back in the female-friendly party, Obama's father was a polygamist; his grandfather 
was a polygamist; and his great-grandfather was a polygamist who had one more wife (five in 
total) than Romney's great-grandfather. It seems President Obama is the first male in his line 
not to be a polygamist. So, given the "gender gap," maybe those 86 percent of American 
women are way cooler with polygamy than Gov. Schweitzer thinks. Maybe these liberal chicks 
really dig it. 

The exploding cigars are revealing not merely of Democrat hypocrisy but of a key difference in 
worldview between liberals and conservatives. Jeremy Funk and Gov. Schweitzer reflexively 
believe that their dog-eating polygamy-scion is different from the other guy's dog-transporting 
polygamy-scion. This is nothing to do with young Barack being 6 or 10 years old and meekly 
eating whatever was put in front of him. He was 34 years old when he wrote the passage quoted 
above and 10 years older when he recorded the audio edition. And, as both versions make 
plain, he thinks it's kinda cool, and he knows that to the average upscale white liberal it has the 
electric frisson of the exotic other. ... 

  
John Steele Gordon posts on EPA administrators gone wild.  
It is often said that the definition of the word gaffe in Washington-speak is when someone 
accidentally tells the truth. Al Armendariz, the EPA administrator for Texas and surrounding 
states, certainly made a gaffe when he said in a speech in 2010, that the best way to enforce 
environmental laws was to crucify a few oil companies so that the rest will fall in line. He noted 
that the Romans used this technique when they conquered a new town, crucifying the first five 
people they could get their hands on so that the place would be very easy to manage for the 
next few years. (I expect that that is actually a slander against the Romans, although they had 
no scruples against selling whole populations into slavery.) 



Armendariz was, let us hope, using a metaphor. But his actions indicate that he is all too willing 
to act first and get, well, evidence of wrong doing, later. The New York Times reported on 
December 8th, 2010, that he had signed an emergency order: 

Dallas-based EPA Regional Director Al Armendariz issued an emergency order yesterday 
against Range Resources Corp., charging that its drilling in the Barnett Shale contaminated at 
least two water wells with methane and benzene. The order gave Range 48 hours to provide 
clean drinking water to affected residents and begin taking steps to resolve the problem. 

Armendariz’s order is not simply an action against the company, but a slap at regulators at the 
Texas Railroad Commission, whom he accused of not doing enough to help the people living 
near the drilling operations in the Fort Worth area. 

Earlier this month, the EPA finally withdrew the order, having been able to produce no evidence 
whatever that Range Resources was in any way responsible.  (It might be noted in passing that 
while the emergency order was a major story in the Times, its withdrawal was not news fit to 
print. Nor is the news of  Armendariz’s recently revealed remarks.) 

The United States, which invented both the petroleum industry, in 1859, and the transportation 
of natural gas over long distances by pipeline, in 1891, is on the cusp of what could be the 
greatest boom in energy production in its history, a boom that would not only reduce the price of 
energy—a major input into the struggling economy–but would greatly improve the country’s 
trade balance, help the dollar, and improve America’s foreign policy options. 

The Obama administration, in thrall to the anti-capitalist environmental lobby, is doing everything 
possible to prevent it. 

  
 
 
 

  
  
Washington Post 
While Syria burns 
by Charles Krauthammer 

Last year President Obama ordered U.S. intervention in Libya under the grand new doctrine of 
“Responsibility to Protect.” Moammar Gaddafi was threatening a massacre in Benghazi. To 
stand by and do nothing “would have been a betrayal of who we are,” explained the president. 

In the year since, the government of Syria has more than threatened massacres. It has carried 
them out. Nothing hypothetical about the disappearances, executions, indiscriminate shelling of 
populated neighborhoods. More than 9,000 are dead.  

Obama has said that we cannot stand idly by. And what has he done? Stand idly by.  

Yes, we’ve imposed economic sanctions. But as with Iran, the economic squeeze has not 
altered the regime’s behavior. Monday’s announced travel and financial restrictions on those 



who use social media to track down dissidents is a pinprick. No Disney World trips for the chiefs 
of the Iranian and Syrian security agencies. And they might now have to park their money in 
Dubai instead of New York. That’ll stop ’em. 

Obama’s other major announcement — at Washington’s Holocaust Museum, no less — was the 
creation of an Atrocities Prevention Board. 

I kid you not. A board. Russia flies planeloads of weapons to Damascus. Iran supplies money, 
trainers, agents, more weapons. And what does America do? Support a feckless U.N. peace 
mission that does nothing to stop the killing. (Indeed, some of the civilians who met with the 
U.N. observers were summarily executed.) And establish an Atrocities Prevention Board.  

With multiagency participation, mind you. The liberal faith in the power of bureaucracy and 
flowcharts, of committees and reports, is legend. But this is parody. 

Now, there’s an argument to be made that we do not have a duty to protect. That foreign policy 
is not social work. That you risk American lives only when national security and/or strategic 
interests are at stake, not merely to satisfy the humanitarian impulses of some of our leaders.  

But Obama does not make this argument. On the contrary. He goes to the Holocaust Museum 
to commit himself and his country to defend the innocent, to affirm the moral imperative of 
rescue. And then does nothing of any consequence. 

His case for passivity is buttressed by the implication that the only alternative to inaction is 
military intervention — bombing, boots on the ground. 

But that’s false. It’s not the only alternative. Why aren’t we organizing, training and arming the 
Syrian rebels in their sanctuaries in Turkey? Nothing unilateral here. Saudi Arabia is already 
planning to do so. Turkey has turned decisively against Bashar al-Assad. And the French are 
pushing for even more direct intervention. 

Instead, Obama insists that we can act only with support of the “international community,” 
meaning the U.N. Security Council — where Russia and China have a permanent veto. By what 
logic does the moral legitimacy of U.S. action require the blessing of a thug like Vladimir Putin 
and the butchers of Tiananmen Square? 

Our slavish, mindless self-subordination to “international legitimacy” does nothing but allow 
Russia — a pretend post-Soviet superpower — to extend a protective umbrella over whichever 
murderous client it chooses. Obama has all but announced that Russia (or China) has merely to 
veto international actions — sanctions, military assistance, direct intervention — and America 
will back off.  

For what reason? Not even President Clinton, a confirmed internationalist, would acquiesce to 
such restraints. With Russia prepared to block U.N. intervention against its client, Serbia, 
Clinton saved Kosovo by summoning NATO to bomb the hell out of Serbia, the Russians be 
damned.  

If Obama wants to stay out of Syria, fine. Make the case that it’s none of our business. That it’s 
too hard. That we have no security/national interests there. 



In my view, the evidence argues against that, but at least a coherent case for hands-off could be 
made. That would be an honest, straightforward policy. Instead, the president, basking in the 
sanctity of the Holocaust Museum, proclaims his solemn allegiance to a doctrine of 
responsibility — even as he stands by and watches Syria burn. 

If we are not prepared to intervene, even indirectly by arming and training Syrians who want to 
liberate themselves, be candid. And then be quiet. Don’t pretend the U.N. is doing anything. 
Don’t pretend the U.S. is doing anything. And don’t embarrass the nation with an Atrocities 
Prevention Board. The tragedies of Rwanda, Darfur and now Syria did not result from lack of 
information or lack of interagency coordination, but from lack of will.  

  
  
WSJ 
America's Syria Abdication  
A no-fly, no-drive zone on the border with Turkey would critically alter the terms of 
engagement. Everyone is waiting on Washington's leadership. 
by Fouad Ajami 

Antakya, Turkey  

Little more than a year into their terrible ordeal, the Syrians are a people unillusioned. "We have 
been forsaken by the world," a noted figure of the opposition recently told me in Istanbul.  

Days later, in a refugee camp on the outskirts of Antakya, in a tent city a stone's throw from their 
tormented homeland, ordinary Syrians reiterate the same message. The ongoing Kofi Annan 
diplomacy and United Nations-brokered "cease-fire" are seen for what they are—an alibi for the 
abdication of Western powers, and a lifeline for the regime. 

Abu Muhammad, a propertied man in his mid-60s from the town of Jisr al-Shughur, now in this 
camp with his family for more than 10 months, says the world knows all it needs to know about 
the Damascus regime but prefers to turn a blind eye to its savagery. Two of his sons have been 
killed in the protests, a third is missing. He is weary of the pronouncement of the mighty.  

In the Syria deliberations, deliverance is always around the corner. American diplomacy is 
always on the verge of making Russia see its way to the proper path. In these tortured 
discussions, there is no end to finesse and to the parsing of things.  

Syria is not Libya, the Obama officials opine. Homs is not Benghazi, they note. The air defenses 
of Syria are thick when compared with those of Libya, the army of the Damascus regime is 
mightier. And then there is the mother of all alibis—the borders of Syria are more sensitive, and 
they preclude a rescue operation akin to the one that delivered the Libyans from the grip of their 
tyrant.  

The truth is that the air defense system of the Syrians can be dismantled with ease. And that 
mighty army of the House of Assad? The Syrians refer to it as jaysh abu shahatta (the army in 
slippers). The Sunni recruits are worn out, terrified and underfed, thrown into assignments they 
abhor and dread—the killing of their fellow Sunnis.  



As for those sensitive borders, they are, if anything, a warrant for a NATO operation against this 
rogue regime. In this sense, Syria is not Libya. It's much more important.  

Grant the Assad tyranny its due, it has succeeded in turning its fight for its privileges and 
dominion into a poisonous religious schism. There may have been Alawis who opposed Bashar 
al-Assad and his ruthless regime, but this season of killing has turned them into Basharists. The 
Assads have convinced them that the fall of the regime is a catastrophe for the Alawis as a 
whole.  

Never mind that the Alawis are not doctrinally Shiites. That fine distinction has been lost in the 
storm. The lines are now drawn in the crudest of ways: an embattled regime of schismatics in 
Damascus backed by Iran, the Shiite Hezbollah in Beirut, and (shamefully) a Shiite-dominated 
government in Baghdad against the Sunni majority of Syria and their sympathizers in Turkey, 
Saudi Arabia and the smaller states of the Gulf. 

In one of its alibis for passivity, the Obama administration falls back on the threat posed by 
Islamists within the ranks of the opposition. This is but a recycling of the Assad regime's own 
assertions that its tyranny is a secular shield for the minorities and a barrier to the rise of the 
Islamists. Yet the surest way the Islamists and the jihadists can come to greater power in Syria 
is a drawn-out war that further degrades and radicalizes the country.  

The defining truth of this struggle is the abdication of the Obama administration. For a year now, 
American officials have skillfully run out the clock. They made much of the authority of the U.N. 
Security Council when any model U.N. team in any high school would have predicted the vetoes 
of Russia and China. It was clear that the Obama administration did not want to arm the 
opposition for fear of "escalating" the conflict. 

But behind the scenes there was a darker play: American officials have resisted and 
discouraged other players from providing crucial aid to the rebellion. The newly emancipated 
Libyans had crates of weapons and were keen to dispatch them to the Syrian rebels. But 
according to the Syrian opposition leader I spoke to in Istanbul, they were discouraged from 
doing so by American officials. Arab diplomats from the Gulf states confirm the same pattern of 
American obstructionism. 

From the start, the argument that the introduction of outside weapons would deepen the conflict 
is unworthy of any serious treatment. The regime and its vigilantes are fully armed. The 
helicopter gunships thrown into the fight recently over Idlib are a reminder of the disparity in 
firepower between the regime and its opponents. 

Suspicions that the U.S. doesn't really want to see the fall of the Assad regime have taken hold 
in the region. In the charitable version, the policy toward Syria is hostage to the electoral needs 
of President Obama—stasis is to be the order of things until November. The president has no 
interest in truly taking on the Iranian regime, so Syria twists in the wind. 

There is enough outrage—and resources—in the region to bring down the regime in Damascus 
if and when an American decision to do so is made. And there are two borders, the Jordanian 
and the Turkish, from which a determined effort could be made. A no-fly, no-drive zone on the 
border with Turkey would critically alter the terms of engagement and encourage greater 
defections from the regime's forces.  



Everyone is waiting on Washington's green light and its leadership. Turkey would act, but only 
under the banner of NATO, and in partnership with the U.S. Importantly, none of the proposals 
for Syria's rescue call for American boots on the ground.  

In the markets in Dubai, the Assad dictatorship is dumping its gold reserves—at a discount. In 
the long run, this regime is doomed. But that is hardly consolation to an outgunned rebellion. We 
shouldn't be waiting on a Syrian Srebrenica before the regime is pushed into its grave.  

It is a waste of time—and of precious lives—to buy into a wishful diplomacy that maintains that a 
few hundred U.N. observers will ward off the evils of a merciless sectarian tyranny. 

Mr. Ajami, a senior fellow at Stanford University's Hoover Institution, is the author of "The Syrian 
Rebellion," out next month from Hoover Institution Press.  

  
  
Daily Beast 
As California Collapses, Obama Follows Its Lead 
California’s slow-motion tragedy could end up as a national one. 
by Joel Kotkin 

Barack Obama learned the rough sport of politics in Chicago, but his domestic policies have 
been shaped by California’s progressive creed. As the Golden State crumbles, its troubles point 
to those America may confront in a second Obama term. 

From his first days in office, the president has held up California as a model state. In 2009, he 
praised its green-tinged energy policies as a blueprint for the nation. He staffed his 
administration with Californians like Energy Secretary Steve Chu—an open advocate of high 
energy prices who’s lavished government funding on “green” dodos like solar-panel maker 
Solyndra, and luxury electric carmaker Fisker—and Commerce Secretary John Bryson, who 
thrived as CEO of a regulated utility which raised energy costs for millions of consumers, 
sometimes to finance “green” ideals.  

Obama regularly asserts that green jobs will play a crucial role in the future of the American 
economy, but California, a trend-setter in the field, has yet to reap such benefits. Green jobs, 
broadly defined, make up only about 2 percent of jobs in the state—about the same proportion 
as in Texas. In Silicon Valley, the number of green jobs actually declined between 2003 and 
2010. Meanwhile, California’s unemployment rate of 10.9 percent is the nation’s third highest, 
behind only Nevada and Rhode Island. 

When Governor Jerry Brown predicted a half-million green jobs by the end of the decade, even 
The New York Times deemed it “a pipe dream.” 

Obama’s push to nationalize many of California’s economy-stifling green policies has been 
slowed down, first by the Republican resurgence in 2010 and then by his reelection 
considerations. But California’s politicians, living in what’s become essentially a one-party state, 
have doubled down on green orthodoxy. As the president at least tries to cover his flank by 
claiming to support an “all-in” energy policy, California has simply refused to exploit much of its 
massive oil and gas resources. 



Does this matter? Well, Texas has created 200,000 oil and gas jobs over the past decade; 
California has barely added 20,000. The state’s remaining energy producers have been slowing 
down as the regulatory environment becomes ever more hostile even as producers elsewhere, 
including in rustbelt states like Ohio and Pennsylvania, ramp up. The oil and gas jobs the 
Golden State political class shuns pay around $100,000 a year on average. 

Instead, California has forged ahead with ever-more extreme renewable energy mandates that 
have resulted in energy costs roughly 50 percent above the national average and expected to 
rise substantially from there. This tends to drive out manufacturing and other largely blue-collar 
energy users. 

Over the past decade the Golden State has grown its middle-skilled jobs (those that require two 
years or more of post-secondary education) by a mere 2 percent compared to a 5.3 percent 
increase nationwide, and almost 15 percent in Texas. Even in the science-technology-
engineering and mathematics field, where California has long been a national leader, the state 
has lost its edge, growing just 1.7 percent over the past 10 years compared to 5.4 percent 
nationally and 14 percent in Texas. 

A recent Public Policy of California study shows that since the recession, the gap between rich 
and poor has widened more in California than in the rest of the nation. Lower-income workers 
have seen their wages drop more precipitously than those of the affluent. And the middle class 
is proportionately smaller and has shrunk more than elsewhere. Adjusted for cost of living, it 
stands at 47.9 percent in California compared to nearly 55 percent for the rest of the country. 

Meantime, many Californians have been departing for more affordable states, with a net loss of 
four million residents to other states over the past 20 years (while continuing, of course, to 
attract immigrants.) Of those who remain, nearly two-in-five Californians pay no income tax, and 
one in four receive Medicaid. 

There are some people are prospering in California, including many of the affluent supporters 
who Obama courts on his frequent fundraising forays here. Tenure-protected academics from 
the University of California constitute his third-largest donor base, while Google ranks fifth and 
Stanford twelfth, according to Open Secrets.  

Silicon Valley may emerge as the biggest source of campaign cash for Obama and the 
Democrats in the years ahead. After losing 18 percent of its jobs earlier in the decade, the 
Valley has resurged, along with Wall Street, aided by the cheap-money-for-the-rich policies of 
Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke. But while California’s high-tech job growth, largely in 
software, has been significant, the rate of increase has been less than half that of key 
competitors such as Utah, Washington, and Michigan. 

The IPO-lottery, Hollywood, and inherited-wealth crowds can afford the state’s sky-high costs, 
especially along the coast, but most California businesses can’t. Under Brown and his even less 
well-informed predecessor, Arnold Schwarzenegger, the official mantra has been that the state’s 
“creative” entrepreneurs would trigger a state revival. This is very much the hope of the 
administration, which trots out companies like Facebook, Apple, and Google as exemplars of 
the American future. “No part of America better represents America than here,”  the president 
told a crowd at the Computer History Museum in Mountain View last fall. 



Yet Silicon Valley represents just a relatively small part of the state’s economic base. Although 
the Valley—particularly the Cupertino to San Francisco strip—has recovered from the 2008 
market meltdown, unemployment in the blue-collar city of San Jose hovers around 10 percent. 
The Oakland area, just across the Bay, ranked 63rd out of 65 major metropolitan in terms of 
employment trends, trailing even Detroit according to a recent analysis done by Pepperdine 
University economist Michael Shires. Other major California metros, including Los Angeles, 
Orange County, Riverside-San Bernardino, and Sacramento all ranked near the bottom. 

The newer companies that can afford the sky-high costs of coastal California, and can pay their 
employees adequately to do the same—places like Google, Apple, Facebook, and Twitter—
employ relatively few people compared to older, manufacturing-oriented technology firms such 
as Hewlett-Packard and Intel. While cherry picking highly educated professionals, the new firms 
create few local support positions that would spread some of the wealth. What middle-income 
jobs they do create tend to be located in lower-cost, more business-friendly American cities like 
Salt Lake City or Austin, or, increasingly, overseas. 

Elite institutions like Stanford still thrive, but the state’s once-great educational system is 
creaking under reduced funding, massive bureaucracy, and skyrocketing pensions. Once 
among the best-educated Americans, Californians are rapidly becoming less so. Among people 
over 64, California stands second in percentage of people with an associate degree or higher; 
among those aged 25 to 34, it ranks 30th. 

For devoted Californians, accustomed to seeing their state as a national and global exemplar, 
these trends are deeply disturbing. Yet the key power groups in the state—greens, public 
employees, and rent-seeking developers—seem intent on imposing ever more draconian 
regulations on energy and land use, seeking for example, to ban construction of the single-
family houses preferred by the vast majority of Californians. 

The increasingly delusional nature of the state’s politics is best captured by the urgent political 
push to build a fantastically expensive—potentially costing as much as $100 billion—high-speed 
rail line that would eventually connect the Bay Area, Los Angeles and the largely rural places in 
between. Obama has aggressively promoted high-speed rail nationally, but has been pushed 
back by mounting Republican opposition. Yet in one-party California, Jerry Brown mindlessly 
pushes the project despite the state’s huge structural deficits, soaring pension obligations, and 
decaying general infrastructure. He’s continued doing so even as the plan loses support among 
the beleaguered California electorate. 

It’s hard to see how these policies, coupled with a massive income tax increase on the so-called 
rich (families, as well as many small businesses, making over $250,000), can do anything other 
than widen the state’s already gaping class divide. Yet given the power of Californian ideas over 
Obama, one can expect more such policies from him in an electorally unencumbered second 
term. California’s slow-motion tragedy could end up as a national one. 

  
  
 
 
 
 



Orange Count Register 
Democrats should let sleeping dogs lie 
Obama's childhood appetite for dogs isn't as critical as his adult appetite for spending 
and statism. But it was part of his cool, which Mitt Romney doesn't have, according to 
the left. 
by Mark Steyn 

A couple of days ago, Obama campaign top dog David Axelrod threw in the towel on the dog 
war. "I thought it was a little absurd to talk about what the President had done as a 10-year-old 
boy," he sniffed to MSNBC's Andrea Mitchell, which is as near as the suddenly sheepish attack 
dog will ever get to conceding that Barack Obama is the first dog-eating president in the history 
of the Republic. For those coming late to the feud, the Democrats started it, assiduously 
promoting accounts of a 1983 Romney vacation to Canada in which the family pooch Seamus 
rode on the roof of the car. Axelrod and the boys thought they could have some sport with this, 
and their poodles in the media eagerly played along. The New York columnist Gail Collins alone 
has referred to it dozens of times. 

And then Jim Treacher, the sharp-eyed wag of The Daily Caller, uncovered this passage from 
Chapter Two of Obama's bestselling but apparently largely unread memoir "Dreams From My 
Father," in which the author recalls childhood meals with his stepfather, Lolo Soetoro: 

"I was introduced to dog meat (tough), snake meat (tougher), and roasted grasshopper 
(crunchy). Like many Indonesians, Lolo followed a brand of Islam that could make room for the 
remnants of more ancient animist and Hindu faiths. He explained that a man took on the powers 
of whatever he ate: One day soon, he promised, he would bring home a piece of tiger meat for 
us to share." 

There followed an Internet storm of "I Ate A Dog (And I Liked It)" gags. Axelrod, an early tweeter 
of Romney doggie digs, has now figured out that the subject is no longer profitable for his boss. 
The dogs he let slip aren't quite that savvy. Jeremy Funk, communications director of 
"Americans United For Change," is still bulk-emailing links to the dogsagainstromney.com video 
"Should We Have A President Who Isn't Even Qualified To Adopt A Pet?" Confronted by the 
revelation that his preferred candidate only swings by the Humane Society for the all-you-can-
eat buffet, he huffs that this is "false equivalence." "A 6-year-old with no choice in the matter" is 
not the same as a grown man choosing to place his dog on the roof of his vehicle. My Canadian 
compatriot Kate McMillan, a dog breeder, advised Mr. Funk to "try this experiment – sit a 
normal, American 6-year-old down at a plate and tell him it's dog meat. Watch what happens." 

For their next exploding cigar, the Democrats chose polygamy. Brian Schweitzer, the Democrat 
governor of Montana, remarked that Romney was unlikely to appeal to women because his 
father was "born on a polygamy commune." Eighty-six percent of women, noted Gov. 
Schweitzer with a keenly forensic demographic eye, are "not great fans of polygamy." You can 
understand the 86 percent's ickiness at the whole freaky-weirdy idea of a president descended 
from someone who had multiple wives. Eww. 

Just for the record, Romney's father was not a polygamist; Romney's grandfather was not a 
polygamist; his great-grandfather was a polygamist. Miles Park Romney died in 1904, so one 
can see why this would weigh heavy on 86 percent of female voters 108 years later. 



Meanwhile, back in the female-friendly party, Obama's father was a polygamist; his grandfather 
was a polygamist; and his great-grandfather was a polygamist who had one more wife (five in 
total) than Romney's great-grandfather. It seems President Obama is the first male in his line 
not to be a polygamist. So, given the "gender gap," maybe those 86 percent of American 
women are way cooler with polygamy than Gov. Schweitzer thinks. Maybe these liberal chicks 
really dig it. 

The exploding cigars are revealing not merely of Democrat hypocrisy but of a key difference in 
worldview between liberals and conservatives. Jeremy Funk and Gov. Schweitzer reflexively 
believe that their dog-eating polygamy-scion is different from the other guy's dog-transporting 
polygamy-scion. This is nothing to do with young Barack being 6 or 10 years old and meekly 
eating whatever was put in front of him. He was 34 years old when he wrote the passage quoted 
above and 10 years older when he recorded the audio edition. And, as both versions make 
plain, he thinks it's kinda cool, and he knows that to the average upscale white liberal it has the 
electric frisson of the exotic other. 

Obama is correct that certain cultures believe a man takes on the powers of whatever he eats. 
In Liberia, where presidential contests are somewhat more primal than in this effete republic, 
Samuel Doe was captured by some of his eventual successor's, ah, campaign staff, who cut off 
President Doe's ears and then fed them to him. They then removed His Excellency's genitals 
and wound up in a fight over who should get them, believing that the still-not-quite-yet-late 
president's powers would be transferred to whoever got to chow down on the crown jewels. I'm 
not suggesting that President Obama has eaten a human penis, because, if he had, he'd almost 
certainly have boasted about it to the impressionable NPR ninnies who gobbled up his memoirs. 
But I am suggesting that Mitt Romney might like to consider it for next year's Inauguration Day. 

I jest – just in case the Secret Service are taking a break from their Colombian hookers and are 
minded to investigate me for a threat against what Joe Biden would call the "big stick." My point 
is that self-loathing cultural relativism is so deeply ingrained on the left that any revulsion to dog-
eating is trumped by revulsion to criticizing any of the rich, vibrant, cultural diversity out there in 
Indonesia or anywhere else. Most polygamy in the developed world is nothing to do with 
Mormons: It's widely practiced by western Muslims, whose plural marriages are recognized de 
facto by French and Ontario welfare departments and de jure by Britain's pensions department. 
But "edgy" "transgressive" leftie comics on sad, pandering standup shows will reserve their 
polygamy jokes for Mormons until the last stern-faced elder in Utah keels over at the age of 112. 
In the United Kingdom, 57 percent of Pakistani Britons are married to their first cousins, with 
attendant increases in their children's congenital birth defects. But the comics save their 
inbreeding jokes for stump-toothed West Virginians enjoying a jigger of moonshine and a bunk-
up with their sisters. The editor of Washington's leading gay newspaper was gay-bashed in 
Amsterdam, "the most tolerant city in Europe," but by Muslims rather than the pasty rednecks 
who killed Matthew Shepard, so liberals don't have a dog in this fight. Likewise, the epidemic of 
black-on-black murder versus the once-in-a-blue-moon Trayvon Martin: to the liberal mindset, 
certain dogs won't hunt. In one of his many bestsellers, Ayatollah Khomeini produced a 
hierarchy of "the uncleans": Dogs are at Number Six, Infidels are at Number Eight, and Number 
11 is "the sweat of an unlawful ejaculation." In the liberal hierarchy, conservative infidels are at 
Number One, dogs are somewhere between 8 and 11, and the sweat of an unlawful ejaculation 
isn't on the list at all. 

Axelrod is right. Obama's appetite for dogs isn't as critical as his appetite for spending and 
statism. But it was part of his cool. "Mitt Romney isn't cool," declared Brian Montopoli of CBS 



News this week in a story headlined "Can Mitt Romney Make Boring Sexy"? For economically 
beleaguered Americans, the more pertinent question is: "Can Barack Obama Make Cool 
Affordable"? It's not just that Obama ate the dog, but that he's screwing the pooch. 

  
  
Contentions 
Crucifying the Oil and Gas Industry 
by John Steele Gordon 

It is often said that the definition of the word gaffe in Washington-speak is when someone 
accidentally tells the truth. Al Armendariz, the EPA administrator for Texas and surrounding 
states, certainly made a gaffe when he said in a speech in 2010, that the best way to enforce 
environmental laws was to crucify a few oil companies so that the rest will fall in line. He noted 
that the Romans used this technique when they conquered a new town, crucifying the first five 
people they could get their hands on so that the place would be very easy to manage for the 
next few years. (I expect that that is actually a slander against the Romans, although they had 
no scruples against selling whole populations into slavery.) 

Armendariz was, let us hope, using a metaphor. But his actions indicate that he is all too willing 
to act first and get, well, evidence of wrong doing, later. The New York Times reported on 
December 8th, 2010, that he had signed an emergency order: 

Dallas-based EPA Regional Director Al Armendariz issued an emergency order yesterday 
against Range Resources Corp., charging that its drilling in the Barnett Shale contaminated at 
least two water wells with methane and benzene. The order gave Range 48 hours to provide 
clean drinking water to affected residents and begin taking steps to resolve the problem. 

Armendariz’s order is not simply an action against the company, but a slap at regulators at the 
Texas Railroad Commission, whom he accused of not doing enough to help the people living 
near the drilling operations in the Fort Worth area. 

Earlier this month, the EPA finally withdrew the order, having been able to produce no evidence 
whatever that Range Resources was in any way responsible.  (It might be noted in passing that 
while the emergency order was a major story in the Times, its withdrawal was not news fit to 
print. Nor is the news of  Armendariz’s recently revealed remarks.) 

The United States, which invented both the petroleum industry, in 1859, and the transportation 
of natural gas over long distances by pipeline, in 1891, is on the cusp of what could be the 
greatest boom in energy production in its history, a boom that would not only reduce the price of 
energy—a major input into the struggling economy–but would greatly improve the country’s 
trade balance, help the dollar, and improve America’s foreign policy options. 

The Obama administration, in thrall to the anti-capitalist environmental lobby, is doing everything 
possible to prevent it. 



 
  

 
  



  
  

 
  
  

 
  
  
 


