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According to Keynesians, large cuts in federal spending would lead to a depression. 
In fact, large cuts after the Second World War led to a boom. David Henderson has 
the story.  
... We often hear that big cuts in government spending over a short period of time are a bad 
idea. The argument against big cuts, typically made by Keynesian economists, is twofold. First, 
large cuts in government spending, with no offsetting tax cuts, will lead to a large drop in 
aggregate demand for goods and services, thus causing a recession or even a depression. 
Second, with a major shift in demand (fewer government goods and services and more private 
ones), the economy would experience a wrenching readjustment, during which many people 
would become unemployed, and the economy would slow down. 

But if such claims were true, wouldn’t history confirm them? And wouldn’t the decline in the 
economy be large when the government cuts spending a lot? That’s certainly what the late 
Keynesian economist Paul Samuelson thought. Well, Samuelson was wrong, and not just 
wrong, but spectacularly wrong. 

In a 2010 study for the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, I examined the four years 
from 1944, the peak of World War II spending, to 1948. Over those years, the U.S. government 
cut spending from a high of 44 percent of gross national product (GNP) in 1944 to only 8.9 
percent in 1948, a drop of over 35 percentage points of GNP. The result was an astonishing 
boom. The unemployment rate, which was artificially low at the end of the war because many 
millions of workers had been drafted into the U.S. armed services, did increase. But between 
1945 and 1948, it reached its peak at only 3.9 percent in 1946. From September 1945 to 
December 1948, the average unemployment rate was 3.5 percent. 

Most of the policies that Samuelson had feared actually happened, and in spades. Price 
controls were eliminated. Not only was the federal budget deficit decreased, but also, in 1947, 
the budget surplus was over 5 percent of GNP. Demobilization happened big-time. Between 
1945 and 1947, when the postwar transition was complete, the number of people in the armed 
forces fell by 10.5 million. Civilian employment by the armed forces fell by 1.8 million, and 
military-related employment in industry fell off the cliff from 11.0 million to 0.8 million. As 
demobilization proceeded, optimistic employers in the private sector scooped up millions of the 
soldiers, sailors, and others who had been displaced from the armed forces and from military 
industries. ... 

  
After David Henderson deals with that Keynesian fallacy, Shikha Dalmia counters 
some more.  
Poor President Obama. Life under the White House klieg lights must seem soooo unfair. Senate 
Majority Leader Harry Reid has been saying since last year that although “private-sector jobs 
have been doing just fine,” public-sector jobs need help with another $35 billion in stimulus 
spending, without raising an eyebrow. But the president regurgitates the same line and all hell 
breaks loose: The blogosphere chortles mercilessly; Twitter chatter roundly lampoons him; and 



Mitt “I Like Being Able to Fire People” Romney accuses him of being out of touch with ordinary 
Americans. 

Truth is, though, that Obama was asking for it. His statement might be conventional wisdom in 
his party’s circles. But it nonetheless manages to pack in virtually every “progressive” economic 
fallacy—and then some. 

For starters, his claim that private-sector job growth is hunky-dory is hooey. It is true that private 
companies have added 4.3 million jobs since February 2010. However, this represents a 2.8 
percent rate of job growth compared to the 8 percent average after previous recoveries—
despite (or perhaps because of) $800 billion in stimulus spending. 

But instead of asking whether the effects of his own policies—like uncertainty over the extension 
of the Bush tax cuts and the compliance costs of ObamaCare—might be choking the private 
sector, Obama wants to apply his stimulus therapy to the public sector. This won’t produce 
overall growth. Indeed, more government spending means a shrinking private sector, and there 
are three main reasons why. ... 

  
Marc Thiessen reports on another Obama equity investment that has gone south.  
A few weeks ago, I reported on President Obama’s string of failed public equity investments, 
which have left in their wake bankruptcies, layoffs, criminal investigations, and taxpayers on the 
hook for billions. Well apparently, another of Obama’s investments is in deep fiscal trouble. CBS 
News reports: (h/t Hot Air and the Right Scoop): ... 
... Little wonder that Obama has all but abandoned his attacks on Mitt Romney’s record in 
private equity. With a public equity portfolio that includes A123 … Raser Technologies … 
ECOtality … First Solar … Beacon Power … and Solyndra (among others), Obama is in no 
position to be criticizing anyone’s investment record. 
  
Ed Carson in Investors.com tracks the increase in federal jobs.  
President Obama’s statement Friday that the private sector is “doing fine” drew so much ridicule 
that he was forced to backtrack hours later. But it’s clear that Obama and many other 
Democrats see job problems — and solutions — starting and stopping with government 
employment.  

A quick look at payroll stats shows that’s not the case. 

Private-sector jobs are still down by 4.6 million, or 4%, from January 2008, when overall 
employment peaked. Meanwhile government jobs are down just 407,000, or 1.8%. Federal 
employment actually is 225,000 jobs above its January 2008 level, an 11.4% increase. That’s 
right, up 11.4%. 

Private payrolls have been trending higher in the last couple of years while government has 
been shedding staff. But that’s because governments did not cut jobs right away. Overall 
government employment didn’t peak until April 2009, 16 months after the recession started. It 
didn’t fall below their January 2008 level until September 2010. ... 

  
 



Jonathan Tobin tells us how 'the color purple' gets ugly.  
In what must be considered among the most egregious acts of discrimination against Israel by 
leftist intellectuals, author Alice Walker is not allowing her Pulitzer Prize-winning novel The Color 
Purple to be translated into Hebrew because of her opposition to the Jewish state. The book, 
which was made into a popular 1985 movie directed by Steven Spielberg, is a story about 
racism and misogyny in the American south. 

The Jewish Telegraphic Agency reports that in a letter posted on a site supporting the boycott of 
Israel, Walker said she was refusing to allow the translation in order to boost support for the 
movement to boycott, divest and sanction (BDS) the Jewish state because of its alleged 
mistreatment of Palestinians. But in saying she doesn’t even wish her work to appear in 
Hebrew, Walker is making a broader statement than a mere critique of Israeli policies. This sort 
of a boycott is an attempt to treat Jews and Hebrew, which is the national language of the 
Jewish people, as beyond the pale. In doing so, Walker has illustrated how hatred for Israel can 
erase the line between political opinion and outright anti-Semitism. ... 

  
Slate in praise of wooden spoons.  
There are few things I absolutely have to have in a kitchen. I don’t need fancy pots (though Le 
Creuset makes some beautiful ones), or impressive tools I will rarely use (though I began asking 
for a blowtorch every Christmas at age 12), or single-use gadgets like avocado slicers or mango 
pitters (you already own these—they’re called knives). In fact, to feel confident that I can put 
together a good meal using whatever’s around, all I really need is some garlic, a little olive oil, 
and a wooden spoon. 

For other people, the first two of that threesome will vary—but the third should always stay the 
same. Wood is sturdy but not harsh, lasts for years or even decades, and is one of the most 
versatile materials out of which a kitchen utensil can be crafted. Despite this, wooden spoons 
seem to have fallen out of favor in home kitchens. I rarely see more than one (if any at all) in the 
tangle of utensils on friends’ counters, and wooden utensils are consistently outnumbered by 
those made from other materials in stores. So many people neglect this beautifully efficient and 
historic kitchen tool, ignoring the many reasons wooden spoons are better than the rest. 

Spoons predate forks by thousands of years, going back as far as the Paleolithic Era. .. 

  
 
 
 

  
Hoover Institutions 
A Fiscal History Lesson 
Following World War II, government spending cuts led to an incredible economic boom.  
by David R. Henderson 

“The final conclusion to be drawn from our experience at the end of the last war is 
inescapable—were the war to end suddenly within the next 6 months, were we again planning 
to wind up our war effort in the greatest haste, to demobilize our armed forces, to liquidate price 
controls, to shift from astronomical deficits to even the large deficits of the thirties—then there 



would be ushered in the greatest period of unemployment and industrial dislocation which any 
economy has ever faced.” 

—Paul Samuelson, 1943 

“[A]t the end of 1946, less than a year and a half after V-J day, more than 10 million demobilized 
veterans and other millions of wartime workers have found employment in the swiftest and most 
gigantic change-over that any nation has ever made from war to peace.” 

—Harry S. Truman, January 1947 

       

    

We often hear that big cuts in government spending over a short period of time are a bad idea. 
The argument against big cuts, typically made by Keynesian economists, is twofold. First, large 
cuts in government spending, with no offsetting tax cuts, will lead to a large drop in aggregate 
demand for goods and services, thus causing a recession or even a depression. Second, with a 
major shift in demand (fewer government goods and services and more private ones), the 
economy would experience a wrenching readjustment, during which many people would 
become unemployed, and the economy would slow down. 

But if such claims were true, wouldn’t history confirm them? And wouldn’t the decline in the 
economy be large when the government cuts spending a lot? That’s certainly what the late 
Keynesian economist Paul Samuelson thought. Well, Samuelson was wrong, and not just 
wrong, but spectacularly wrong. 

In a 2010 study for the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, I examined the four years 
from 1944, the peak of World War II spending, to 1948. Over those years, the U.S. government 
cut spending from a high of 44 percent of gross national product (GNP) in 1944 to only 8.9 
percent in 1948, a drop of over 35 percentage points of GNP. The result was an astonishing 
boom. The unemployment rate, which was artificially low at the end of the war because many 
millions of workers had been drafted into the U.S. armed services, did increase. But between 
1945 and 1948, it reached its peak at only 3.9 percent in 1946. From September 1945 to 
December 1948, the average unemployment rate was 3.5 percent. 



Most of the policies that Samuelson had feared actually happened, and in spades. Price 
controls were eliminated. Not only was the federal budget deficit decreased, but also, in 1947, 
the budget surplus was over 5 percent of GNP. Demobilization happened big-time. Between 
1945 and 1947, when the postwar transition was complete, the number of people in the armed 
forces fell by 10.5 million. Civilian employment by the armed forces fell by 1.8 million, and 
military-related employment in industry fell off the cliff from 11.0 million to 0.8 million. As 
demobilization proceeded, optimistic employers in the private sector scooped up millions of the 
soldiers, sailors, and others who had been displaced from the armed forces and from military 
industries. 

What Do You Believe: The Official Data or Your Own Lying Eyes? 

According to official government data, in 1946, the U.S. economy suffered the worst one-year 
recession in its history. The official data show a 12-percent decline in real GNP after the war. 
That certainly sounds like a depression. So, is the story about a postwar boom pure myth? No. 
What is mythical are the government’s data. Ask most people who were young adults in those 
years (a steadily diminishing number of people, so talk to them soon) about economic conditions 
after the war, and they will talk about “the postwar boom.” Why is there such a disconnect 
between their perceptions and the data? There are two reasons. 

The first is what economists call an “index-number problem.” When price controls were removed 
after the war, prices shot up. Therefore, the prices used to convert nominal GNP into real GNP 
made real GNP look lower than it actually was. Milton Friedman and Anna J. Schwartz note in 
their modern classic, A Monetary History of the United States, 1867– 1960: 

The jump in the price index on the elimination of price control in 1946 did not involve any 
corresponding jump in “prices”; rather, it reflected largely the unveiling of price increases that 
had occurred earlier. 

Consider the following example. Imagine that the free-market price of a pound of filet mignon 
during the war was $1.40 a pound. But imagine further that the government’s price controllers 
had set the price at $1.00 a pound. Then, when the price control was removed, the price would 
have shot up to $1.40 a pound. Inflation statistics would have recorded some amount of inflation 
due to this large price increase. But those statistics would have overstated the real price 
increase because getting beef at $1.40 a pound would have been better for many of the people 
who couldn’t, because of the wartime beef shortage, get it at $1.00 a pound. 

The second reason that the government’s data are mythical is that GNP and GDP, which are 
supposed to measure the value of production, instead measure government spending on goods 
and services at their costs—that is, at the 

prices the government paid for them. But we have no idea what those goods and services 
bought by the government during the war were actually worth. So we can’t straightforwardly 
compare GNP during the war with post-war GNP. 

If we can’t compare, then why do I say that there was a postwar boom? Because people bought 
cars, houses, gasoline, tires, sugar, nylons, meat, and other products that they were unable to 
buy during the war. Also, one important piece of information was not subject to the same 



measurement problem that the GNP data were: namely, the unemployment rate. As noted, that 
was under 4 percent. 

But why did this postwar boom occur? The answer, in a nutshell, is that the U.S. economy went 
from being centrally planned, with price controls and government allocation in large sectors of 
the economy, to being much more free market. During the New Deal, Franklin Roosevelt had 
many advisors who were hostile to free markets. But during the war, Roosevelt, although he 
centrally planned the economy for the duration, kicked out most of his anti-market advisors, 
people like Ben Cohen, William O. Douglas, trust-buster Thurman Arnold, price controller Leon 
Henderson, and Felix Frankfurter. In 1945 and 1946, Harry Truman got rid of the remaining New 
Dealers, including two of the most prominent ones: former Vice President Henry Wallace and 
Harold Ickes. 

As a result of these changes, writes economic historian Robert Higgs, “Investors were then 
much more willing to hazard their private property than they had been before the war, as both 
survey data and financial market data confirm.” 

And invest they did. Gross private domestic investment was $44.4 billion in 1941 (in real 1964 
dollars). For all of the war years, it was half or less than that 1941 level. In 1946, it shot up to 
$51.7 billion, grew slightly to $51.8 billion in 1947, and then grew to $60.6 billion in 1948. 

The Keynesian Response 

Keynesians and others have their own explanations for why the Keynesian predictions of 
postwar economic disaster did not come to pass. The three most popular are: Rosie the Riveter 
left the labor force; the G. I. Bill put many returning soldiers in college rather than into the 
workforce; and the American people stopped saving and started spending the money they had 
accumulated during the war. The data, however, do not support these explanations. 

Rosie Goes Home 

“There was no surge in unemployment,” goes the first explanation, “because women left the 
defense plants and went back to being housewives and raising families.” This explanation is half 
true and totally misleading. First, approximately half of the women who entered the labor force in 
the early 1940s stayed in it after the war. The number of women in the labor force rose from 
14.5 million in 1941 to a peak of 19.4 million in 1944, declining to 16.9 million in 1947. In other 
words, of the 4.9 million women who entered the labor force between 1941 and 1944, 2.4 million 
stayed in the labor force. Thus, there was still a need for millions of jobs to open up for newly 
demobilized male soldiers. The fact that the unemployment rate stayed in the low single digits is 
an outstanding success story. 

Second, what defense plants? Almost all of them shut down or were reconverted to peacetime 
uses after the war. Women who wanted to stay employed had to find other private work. As 
Higgs points out, “The real miracle was to reallocate a third of the total labor force to serving 
private consumers and investors in just two years.” 

 

 



The G. I. Bill 

The second explanation goes, “The economy adjusted smoothly because the G. I. Bill put so 
many of those 10 million demobilized soldiers and sailors into college.” But at its peak, in 
September 1946, the G. I. Bill put only 800,000 veterans into college. Had all these veterans 
been officially unemployed instead, which is unlikely, the unemployment rate would have been 
higher by only 1.4 percentage points. 

Pent-Up Demand and the Drawing Down of Savings 

Keynesian economists also explained away why their glum postwar predictions hadn’t come 
true by arguing that people drew down their savings to finance their “pent-up demand” for the 
various goods they could not have had during the war: cars, tires, refrigerators, stoves, and so 
on. In 1943, Samuelson argued that pent-up demand for consumer goods would cushion the 
blow of demobilization. Cited in almost every textbook on U.S. economic history, this 
explanation has become orthodoxy. There’s a problem with this explanation, though: It doesn’t 
fit the evidence. 

There are two parts to Samuelson’s explanation. The first, which is plausible, is that there was 
pent-up demand due to the heavy rationing that the government imposed during the war. People 
were ready to buy cars, for example, after having not been able to do so for over three years. 
But even Samuelson pointed out that this would be a short-term cushion at best. Of course, one 
could argue that the two years from 1945 to 1947 were short term. But then, after this pent-up 
demand was satisfied, there should have been a major drop in economic activity and a major 
increase in unemployment in the medium term. That didn’t happen. The unemployment rate was 
3.8 percent in 1948 and rose to only 5.9 percent in 1949. 

The second part of the explanation is that people drew down the savings that they had 
accumulated during the war. But if people were drawing down their savings after the war, their 
rate of saving would have been negative. It wasn’t. While the personal saving rate did fall 
substantially from a wartime peak of 25.5 percent in 1944 to 9.5 percent in 1946 and 4.3 percent 
in 1947, it remained positive. 

The bottom line is that after the biggest percentage government spending cuts in American 
history—the cuts in government spending after World War II—the economy boomed. There are, 
of course, policy lessons to be drawn from the post-war experience—lessons that we can apply 
to today’s fiscal crisis. Since we must cut the federal budget deficit, the best way to do so is with 
cuts in spending. 

David R. Henderson is a research fellow with the Hoover Institution. He is also an associate 
professor of economics at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California. 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 



Reason 
3 Fallacies in Obama's Public-Sector Stimulus Strategy 
Paying people to do busy work won't revive the U.S. economy. 
by Shikha Dalmia 

      

Poor President Obama. Life under the White House klieg lights must seem soooo unfair. Senate 
Majority Leader Harry Reid has been saying since last year that although “private-sector jobs 
have been doing just fine,” public-sector jobs need help with another $35 billion in stimulus 
spending, without raising an eyebrow. But the president regurgitates the same line and all hell 
breaks loose: The blogosphere chortles mercilessly; Twitter chatter roundly lampoons him; and 
Mitt “I Like Being Able to Fire People” Romney accuses him of being out of touch with ordinary 
Americans. 

Truth is, though, that Obama was asking for it. His statement might be conventional wisdom in 
his party’s circles. But it nonetheless manages to pack in virtually every “progressive” economic 
fallacy—and then some. 

For starters, his claim that private-sector job growth is hunky-dory is hooey. It is true that private 
companies have added 4.3 million jobs since February 2010. However, this represents a 2.8 
percent rate of job growth compared to the 8 percent average after previous recoveries—
despite (or perhaps because of) $800 billion in stimulus spending. 

But instead of asking whether the effects of his own policies—like uncertainty over the extension 
of the Bush tax cuts and the compliance costs of ObamaCare—might be choking the private 
sector, Obama wants to apply his stimulus therapy to the public sector. This won’t produce 
overall growth. Indeed, more government spending means a shrinking private sector, and there 
are three main reasons why. 

One. Obama’s talk of a public-sector stimulus is guided by the Keynesian conviction that what’s 
necessary to restore overall economic growth is large aggregate demand. If local governments 
are handed money to hire more public workers—teachers, cops, librarians, social workers—
these people will consume more goods and services, which will stimulate other industries. Every 
dollar pumped into their pockets will magically multiply into several more. 

It’s a neat theory—but fanciful. 



If boosting aggregate demand is what’s needed, why bother creating jobs? Uncle Sam can 
simply send every unemployed person a generous check with the proviso that it can’t be saved. 
It must be spent on TVs, cars, dresses, and shoes (that’ll get the female vote). Call it the  “Stay 
at Home and Pamper Yourself” economic recovery plan. 

Obviously, this would be absurd. But is paying people to do governmental busy-work any less 
absurd than paying them to do no work? No. 

Every (unsubsidized) job in the private sector exists because it generates more in wealth or 
value than it consumes in resources—and hence grows the economic pie. That’s not the case 
with the public sector. 

For example, between 1970 and 2010, public school enrollment went up by 8.5 percent—while 
public-school employee rolls swelled a mind-boggling 96.2 percent. This cost the country $210 
billion and failed to produce one iota of improvement in student achievement. Was this money 
well-spent because the teachers who received it could spring for nice houses and vacations? Or 
was it a waste of precious resources that could have been better deployed elsewhere? 

Since public-sector jobs don’t pay for themselves, they have to be financed either through taxes 
or borrowing or inflation (printing money), all of which divert resources from productive private 
endeavors and hurt overall growth. 

Two. But suppose that “free” money appeared like manna from heaven to finance the stimulus 
spending Obama craves. Then boosting aggregate demand would complement private-sector 
activity and boost overall growth, right? Wrong. 

Harvard Business School researchers Lauren Cohen, Joshua Coval, and Christopher Malloy 
published a fascinating study last year examining the impact on a state’s economy after its 
senators or representatives secured powerful committee appointments on Capitol Hill and sent 
home more federal funds through earmarks, transfers, and government contracts. 

They found that this money produced not private-sector growth but retrenchment. Indeed, in 
every state, virtually every affected firm—large and small—cut payroll, investment, and other 
expenses. Why? As publicly funded enterprises grew, they crowded out demand and resources 
from private ones. 

Coval’s advice in the wake of his finding? “[Policymakers] should revisit their belief that federal 
spending can stimulate private economic development.” Amen! 

Three. The public sector doesn’t just indirectly crowd out private job growth but directly clobbers 
it as well. That, in fact, is why the regulatory state—the main public-sector enterprise—exists. 
You can argue that its key products (red tape and mandates) are necessary for public safety, 
but you can’t argue that they lead to job growth. As the regulatory state grows, the private 
economy shrinks—and that’s exactly what’s been happening on President Obama’s watch. 

Investor’s Business Daily writer John Merline points out that since the post-2008 stimulus, the 
combined budget of America’s regulatory agencies has grown a healthy 16 percent, topping $54 
billion. The overall economy? A paltry 5 percent. Employment at federal regulatory agencies has 



climbed 13 percent since Obama took office. By contrast, employment shrank by 5.6 percent in 
the private sector. 

Can anyone seriously argue that handing more stimulus funds to more regulatory agencies—
something that would inevitably happen given that money is fungible—to hire more bureaucrats 
to write more regulations will mean more net job growth? 

That President Obama can’t see this and naively preaches the stimulus gospel speaks volumes 
about the liberal bubble that he inhabits. A little ridicule—even by Mitt Romney—is just what he 
needs. 

Shikha Dalmia is a Reason Foundation senior analyst and a columnist at The Daily, where this 
column originally appeared. 

  

Contentions 
Another Obama public equity investment on the rocks 
by Marc Thiessen 

A few weeks ago, I reported on President Obama’s string of failed public equity investments, 
which have left in their wake bankruptcies, layoffs, criminal investigations, and taxpayers on the 
hook for billions. Well apparently, another of Obama’s investments is in deep fiscal trouble. CBS 
News reports: (h/t Hot Air and the Right Scoop): 

When President Obama announced 90-billion stimulus tax dollars for green energy, A123 
stepped up for a slice of the pie. It spent $1 million lobbying Congress and federal agencies, and 
won 249 million in stimulus dollars. 

When an A123 plant opened in Michigan in 2010, the company even got a call from President 
Obama. “I’m calling to congratulate A123 Systems on this tremendous milestone,” he said. 

The plant meant jobs for people like Annette Herrera, who was out of work for three years. 
“Having this job means everything to me,” she said. “It was really hard.” 

Herrera was among 1,000 workers who landed jobs at A123. CBS News spoke with CEO David 
Vieau last fall. “Approximately half the people here were unemployed, so we put people back to 
work,” he said. 

But one month after that interview, A123 laid off 125 employees. 

Then the luxury electric car Fisker Karma failed. It was powered by a faulty A123 battery. “It’s 
low, it’s sleek, it’s sensuous… it’s also broken!” said Consumer Reports. 

A123 was forced to launch an expensive recall — its second in four months. With $621 million in 
net losses since 2009, the company disclosed in SEC filings last month that there was 
“substantial doubt” about its “ability to continue.” 



Little wonder that Obama has all but abandoned his attacks on Mitt Romney’s record in private 
equity. With a public equity portfolio that includes A123 … Raser Technologies … ECOtality … 
First Solar … Beacon Power … and Solyndra (among others), Obama is in no position to be 
criticizing anyone’s investment record. 

  
  
  
Investors.com 
Private Jobs Down 4.6 Million From January 2008; Federal Jobs Up 11.4% 
by Ed Carson 
  
President Obama’s statement Friday that the private sector is “doing fine” drew so much ridicule 
that he was forced to backtrack hours later. But it’s clear that Obama and many other 
Democrats see job problems — and solutions — starting and stopping with government 
employment.  

A quick look at payroll stats shows that’s not the case. 

Private-sector jobs are still down by 4.6 million, or 4%, from January 2008, when overall 
employment peaked. Meanwhile government jobs are down just 407,000, or 1.8%. Federal 
employment actually is 225,000 jobs above its January 2008 level, an 11.4% increase. That’s 
right, up 11.4%. 

Private payrolls have been trending higher in the last couple of years while government has 
been shedding staff. But that’s because governments did not cut jobs right away. Overall 
government employment didn’t peak until April 2009, 16 months after the recession started. It 
didn’t fall below their January 2008 level until September 2010. 

The recession was boomtime for federal employment, especially after Obama took office. 
Federal jobs kept rising (excluding a temporary Census surge in early 2010) until March 2011 — 
more than three years after overall payrolls peaked. 

Obama’s 2009 stimulus did little to revive private jobs, but did funnel massive funding to state 
and local governments. That, however, only delayed the day of reckoning for states and cities to 
curb spending. They finally did significantly slash jobs in 2010 and 2011. But those layoffs have 
slowed to a crawl in recent months — averaging less than 3,500 job cuts a month since 
November. 

It’s easy to argue that Obama’s tunnel vision on government employment reflects his complete 
lack of experience in the business world. But it’s also mainstream Democratic thinking. 

The Wisconsin recall election was about liberals’ zeal to maintain government employees’ 
privileges far and above those of struggling private sector workers who pay their salaries. 

Payroll change since January 2008 

Total: -5.01 million  -3.6% 



Private: -4.61 million  -4% 

Government: -407,000  -1.8% 

Federal Government: (excluding post office) +225,000  11.4% 

Sources: Labor Department, Datastream 

Update: Why does Obama think the private sector is "doing fine"? "We've seen record profits in 
the corporate sector." And high corporate profits are good for tax revenues to pay for 
government programs and government jobs. That's the main reason Obama cares about the 
private sector. 

Clarification: Some readers have wondered why I started my analysis from January 2008. Well, 
that's when overall employment peaked. Of course President Obama can't be blamed for job 
losses when he wasn't in office. My point was that private-sector employment, regardless of the 
reason, remains down more than government jobs. That's partly due to the fact that 
governments, especially at the federal level, continued to add staff during the recession. So 
when they finally started to react to weaker finances, they had to cut jobs significantly, and later. 

  
Contentions 
Alice Walker: The Color of Anti-Semitism 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

In what must be considered among the most egregious acts of discrimination against Israel by 
leftist intellectuals, author Alice Walker is not allowing her Pulitzer Prize-winning novel The Color 
Purple to be translated into Hebrew because of her opposition to the Jewish state. The book, 
which was made into a popular 1985 movie directed by Steven Spielberg, is a story about 
racism and misogyny in the American south. 

The Jewish Telegraphic Agency reports that in a letter posted on a site supporting the boycott of 
Israel, Walker said she was refusing to allow the translation in order to boost support for the 
movement to boycott, divest and sanction (BDS) the Jewish state because of its alleged 
mistreatment of Palestinians. But in saying she doesn’t even wish her work to appear in 
Hebrew, Walker is making a broader statement than a mere critique of Israeli policies. This sort 
of a boycott is an attempt to treat Jews and Hebrew, which is the national language of the 
Jewish people, as beyond the pale. In doing so, Walker has illustrated how hatred for Israel can 
erase the line between political opinion and outright anti-Semitism. 

As JTA points out, Walker’s jihad against the language of Israel is mere symbolism. A Hebrew 
version of her book appears to already have been published in the 1980s. But however futile her 
efforts to prevent Hebrew readers from reading her prose, the decision to expand the boycott of 
Israel from products and investment in companies to actually seeking to isolate a language 
shows just how deep-seated the hatred of the country has become. In Walker’s world, Israelis 
are not just the bad guys in a fictional morality play in which the Palestinians are victims, but the 
very language they speak — the language of the Bible and the foundation of Western religion, 
values and morality — is to be treated as unworthy of being spoken or read. 



Walker’s past diatribes against Israeli policy and her support for the Hamas terrorists in Gaza 
are ill-informed and rooted in ideological bias. Her belief that Israel’s measures of self-defense 
against Palestinian terror are not merely wrong but worse than American racism or South 
African apartheid is a calumny based on lies that can be refuted. But to discriminate against the 
language of the Jewish people in this manner is pure anti-Semitism. 

It is possible to criticize Israel without being an anti-Semite. But Walker has crossed the line 
from an already indefensible economic war against the Jewish state to a cultural war against 
Jewish identity. Such boycotts will not convince Israelis to give up their country or their right to 
defend themselves against the ongoing efforts of Palestinians to destroy it. But they do serve as 
a warning that Walker and others who support her efforts have already crossed the line between 
the demonization of Israel and open expressions of Jew-hatred. 

Rather than Israel being isolated, it is Walker who must now be treated by decent people 
everywhere as being as radioactive as anyone who supports racist incitement against African-
Americans. 

  
Slate 
In Praise of Wooden Spoons 
They’re practical. They have a rich cultural history. And they last forever. 
by Lee Havlicek 
 

  

There are few things I absolutely have to have in a kitchen. I don’t need fancy pots (though Le 
Creuset makes some beautiful ones), or impressive tools I will rarely use (though I began asking 
for a blowtorch every Christmas at age 12), or single-use gadgets like avocado slicers or mango 
pitters (you already own these—they’re called knives). In fact, to feel confident that I can put 
together a good meal using whatever’s around, all I really need is some garlic, a little olive oil, 
and a wooden spoon. 



For other people, the first two of that threesome will vary—but the third should always stay the 
same. Wood is sturdy but not harsh, lasts for years or even decades, and is one of the most 
versatile materials out of which a kitchen utensil can be crafted. Despite this, wooden spoons 
seem to have fallen out of favor in home kitchens. I rarely see more than one (if any at all) in the 
tangle of utensils on friends’ counters, and wooden utensils are consistently outnumbered by 
those made from other materials in stores. So many people neglect this beautifully efficient and 
historic kitchen tool, ignoring the many reasons wooden spoons are better than the rest. 

Spoons predate forks by thousands of years, going back as far as the Paleolithic Era. The 
earliest known versions were simply small pieces of wood used to help scoop up foods not quite 
liquid enough to drink directly from a bowl. The etymology of the word spoon reflects these 
humble origins—the Anglo-Saxon spon means chip. 

Since the moment of its invention, the wooden spoon has been integral to an impressive variety 
of cultural traditions. According to Charles Panati in Extraordinary Origins of Everyday Things, 
wooden spoons have been uncovered alongside gold and silver versions in the tombs of ancient 
Egyptians, indicating that their owners saw them as useful enough to be considered essential 
even in the afterlife. In late 18th-century Britain, wooden spoons were handed out as booby 
prizes to students with the worst academic performances; later, they were instead bestowed 
upon the most popular person in a class. To this day, “wooden spoon awards” are still 
sometimes given (though not always with actual spoons) to the team with the worst record in 
sports like crew and rugby. All the while, wooden spoons have played an important role in 
kitchens around the world—and for good reason. 

As long and varied as its history is, the wooden spoon’s versatility and durability is what makes 
it worth using. Wooden spoons don’t quickly heat to scalding temperatures, chemically react 
with acidic foods, or scratch pots and bowls, as their metal counterparts do. They don’t melt or 
leach chemicals or strange tastes into hot foods as plastic does. A wooden spoon can be used 
to stir any dish in any type of vessel. It can muddle lemon and mint for a whiskey smash, stop a 
pot of pasta from boiling over, and fold together the wet and dry ingredients of pancake batter. It 
is also, I have found, much more effective in punctuating emotions than other utensils when 
waved around in gesticulations. It lasts forever, looks equally at home on a stovetop as on a 
beautifully set family-style table, and like Helen Mirren, just gets better-looking with age. 

And yet take a quick look around a cooking-supply store (or most home kitchens), and it’s easy 
to see how outnumbered wooden spoons are by non-wooden ones. A Williams-Sonoma’s 
customer-service representative, who said she sells more stainless-steel spoons than anything 
else, told me that the company’s wooden spoons are just not as popular as their flashier 
cousins. A Sur La Table representative I spoke with told me the spoons she sells the most of 
are silicone. I browsed Amazon's list of best-selling kitchen utensils and gadgets, which is 
updated hourly, on multiple occasions over the course of several weeks, and I never once saw a 
wooden spoon in the top 10 or even in the top 100. 

Why do people prefer non-wooden spoons? There are a few concerns associated with wooden 
spoons, but none of them hold water. 

For instance, many people worry that wooden spoons harbor bacteria and are therefore more 
likely to contaminate your food than plastic or metal spoons. It’s true that if you don’t properly 
clean your wooden spoon, it will retain bacteria—but so will any other type of spoon. Thoroughly 
cleaning any utensil, wood or not, after it’s been in contact with raw meat, poultry, or fish is the 



only sure way to prevent contamination, according to Angela M. Fraser, an associate professor 
and food safety specialist in at Clemson University. Commercial kitchens sanitize wooden 
utensils with either soap and scalding water or a weak bleach solution, the latter of which is a bit 
extreme for home kitchens. The easiest way for laypeople to sanitize wood that’s been in 
contact with raw meats is to put it in the dishwasher. Most dishwashers now have a high-
temperature final rinse that will kill any residual bacteria that survived the detergent. Let wooden 
spoons air-dry after washing to ensure they are completely clean (dishtowels can re-
contaminate wood and don’t thoroughly dry it), and you’ll have no reason to fear food-borne 
illness. 

But, you’re thinking, doesn’t wood retain the flavor of pungent foods? It can, but there’s an easy 
fix for this: Keep one spoon for savory dishes and one for sweet. (Do this for wooden cutting 
boards, too, and your apple pie will never taste like onions again.) 

Another highly exaggerated wooden-spoon concern: Wooden spoons are flammable. Well, so 
are a lot of things hanging around your kitchen. You shouldn’t be leaving a spoon anywhere that 
it can light on fire. If you do this with metal, it will burn you, and if you do it with plastic, it may 
melt. Best bet: Keep your spoons—and most other things—away from fire. 

While all of these facts already tip the scale in favor of wooden spoons, there is also an 
emotional and visceral reason to use them that comes from the comforting, familiar way wood 
feels in your hand—not cold and severe like stainless steel, or dull and characterless like plastic. 
Wood retains memories in a way that metal and plastic cannot. It shows signs of use. It changes 
color and texture, wears and ages, even changes shape. I can look at one of my wooden 
spoons and see a dent from harried Thanksgiving cooking, or a dark spot from summer 
blueberry pie. And when I use the wooden spoon that belonged first to my grandmother, then to 
my mother, and now to me, I cannot help but feel that I am cooking in the company of all past 
meals that the spoon has stirred and with the help of all the hands that have done the stirring. 

I also can’t help but remember a Sicilian custom that my family followed when I was growing up: 
On Holy Saturday, the day before Easter, children arm themselves with wooden spoons and run 
around whacking everything made of wood in their house while shouting a Sicilian phrase that 
means, “Devil get out; Jesus get in!” The religious meaning of this practice has never held any 
weight in my family, but it’s always been one of my favorite traditions. 

It’s hard to imagine any other kind of spoon powerful enough to ward off Satan. It’s equally 
difficult to imagine a parent passing a silicone spoon down to a child as an heirloom, or a 
Cambridge professor dangling a metal spoon in front of a failing student, or Sancho Panza in 
Don Quixote declaring, “Oh! What delicate plastic spoons shall I make,” as he dreams of what 
simple joys the future might bring. There’s only one kind of spoon that can play all these cultural 
roles so effortlessly and unassumingly—and it certainly doesn’t disappoint in the kitchen, either. 

  



 
  

 



 
  
  
  

 
  
 


