
OpinionTHE WINCHESTER SUN
A 4 — W E D N E S DAY, F E B . 1 5 , 2 0 1 2

SCOTT SCHURZ, Publisher JOHN A. NELSON, Executive Editor

20 WALL STREET • WINCHESTER, KY 40391
(859) 744-3123 • WINCHESTERSUN.COM

LETTERS POLICY: The Sun welcomes short letters from our readers expressing their opinions. We ask that letters be no more
than 350 words and include the writer’s city or county and telephone number to help us verify authenticity. Names will not be with-
held. Letters should be e-mailed to: editor@winchestersun.com, or sent via postal mail.

The Winchester Sun BOB MARTIN, Operations Manager RICK REDDIX, Advertising Manager LINDA DEPUE, Business Manager

A blank
canvas
can be

beautiful
Congress finally did something right.

Or rather it did nothing at all,
which was just the right thing to do

in these wasteful cir-
cumstances. It let the
ethanol tax credit ex-
pire after 30 years.
That’s 30 years dur-

ing which this waste-
ful, destructive,
wrong-headed and
(for some parts of the
world) near-calami-
tous handout cost the
American taxpayer
more than $20 billion
in subsidies.
Misguided from the first, the conse-

quences of this brilliant idea — use food
for fuel! — became worse every year. Even
if it came wrapped in green slogans about
saving the planet by avoiding fossil fuels.
And as an Extra Added Bonus, make mak-
ing the country energy-independent, too!
But a bad idea doesn’t get any better be-

cause it’s marketed as The Latest Thing.
(See the Solyndra scandal.)
Wherever there is a federal subsidy in-

volved, questions should be raised, suspi-
cions aroused. The ethanol subsidy turned
out to be a great boondoggle but an awful
idea: a massive, long-term handout that was
worse than useless. It was actively destruc-
tive, raising food prices around the world
by driving up the price of corn, distorting
the free market, and diverting a perfectly
good foodstuff into an increasingly un-
needed source of fuel.
Coal, oil, natural gas, nuclear energy,

wind ... almost anything makes more sense
than using food for fuel.
It’s hard to think of another government

giveaway that has had so deleterious, not to
say indecent, effect on the world’s poor, the
global economy, and the planet’s economy
and environment, not to mention a simple
rational order of priorities.
Why subsidize the production of a dirty

fuel that’s not needed? Such subsidies en-
courage deforestation that the planet can-
not afford, and stick the cost to taxpayers
and consumers. The ethanol subsidy be-
longs in any gallery of Congress’ greatest
follies. And now it’s mercifully gone. Let’s
just hope it stays gone.
Who killed the ethanol subsidy at last?

An unlikely coalition of environmentalists
and budget balancers sick of crony capital-
ism. They joined forces to kill this monster.
At last, conservatives and conservation-

ists found common ground — as they
should more often.
This boondoggle was ended not by doing

anything about it but by doing nothing,
nothing at all, which is a beautiful thing
after three decades of doing all too much.
The news that nothing had happened,

that this huge tax break had simply been
allowed to lapse, came like a glimpse of a
pure, undefiled canvas in the place of some
huge snarl of paint that a Jackson Pollock
wannabe might sell to an all-too-gullible
world.
Ethanol was going to be the answer to all

our problems when, like so many panaceas,
it proved the source of a multitude of them.
By raising corn prices, the ethanol lobby

hurt meat and poultry producers, food com-
panies, the food stamp program and shop-
pers in general.
Seldom have so few profited at the ex-

pense of so many. Not to mention the cost
to the natural environment, which had to
bear the brunt of still more pesticides, soil
erosion, pollution and all the other ills the
planet is subject to in an industrial age.
Agribusiness applauded; the rest of us were
stiffed.
But the ethanol lobby isn’t through with

us yet. Now it wants the government to fur-
ther subsidize the manufacture and distri-
bution of the pumps, tanks and other
gizmos needed to make gasoline with
higher and higher concentrations of the
grain-based fuel. These people need to be
stopped before they do even more damage.
Here’s the good news: The long-en-

trenched ethanol subsidy has been re-
placed by just one great big, beautiful
blank. And all because Congress did ...
nothing.
Nothing whatsoever, praise the Lord.
Contrary to our president, there are

times when the country could use a do-
nothing Congress.

Paul Greenberg is the Pulitzer prize-
winning editorial page editor of the
Arkansas Democrat-Gazette. His email ad-
dress is pgreenberg@arkansasonline.com.
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Understanding the power of losing
WASHINGTON—Mitt Romney’s re-

cent losses to Rick Santorum in
Colorado, Missouri and Minnesota

revealed a truism that
Romney might want to
study— but not too
much!
Parting with one’s

dreams isn’t only sweet
sorrow, it also can be
liberating. Beneath the
sorrow and alongside
the liberation, one finds
not only peace, but
often oneself.
Put another way, it’s

hell to be a front-runner.
The imperative to sustain momentum and

never stumble isn’t only crazy-making, it’s al-
most always mistake-guaranteeing. Where
can you go but down? Conversely, where can
long shots and runners-up go but up? And
why not be yourself in the meantime?
Thus, Santorum, who no one ever expected

to do so well, has been more comfortable in
his skin, not to mention his sweater vest,
than anyone else on the stage.
It helps that Santorum really is completely

at one with his faith and his principles. Agree
with him or not on the issues, he conveys sin-
cerity and that ever-elusive political prod to
applause, authenticity.
It is also true, however, that when the pres-

idential nomination isn’t likely to be yours,
you are unburdened by expectations. You
don’t have to force the giddy optimism of a
Reagan morning in America or the shining
city on a hill, or whatever it was— a good
horse? — and can simply be an ordinary

human being.
(By the way, why can’t America be a great

country without being shiny or morning-ish?
What’s wrong with a nice matte finish around
noonish?)
Both Newt Gingrich and Ron Paul also

have enjoyed the freedom of loser-ness. Nei-
ther is expected to become the Republican
nominee, though both have worthy things to
say, notwithstanding the occasional flight to
the moon on gossamer wings or, in Paul’s
case, the desire to lead a government that,
should he win, would no longer be capable of
actually operating as one.
These two, though their styles differ, have

breezed through debates, caucuses and pri-
maries like a couple of guys pulling an all-
nighter in the dorm— full of ideas and
coffee, plotting new countries for old men.
Not so much Romney, who, poor guy, is listen-
ing so hard to coaches and advisers, he must
be calling home to ask his wife: “Ann, am I
Mitt?”
“I’m not sure, honey. Your voice sounds fa-

miliar, but I don’t recognize you on TV.”
For good reason. Romney is dogged by nar-

ratives that aren’t really his. His party’s base
wants him fighting mad, which is not in his
repertoire.
Adding to his miseries, he seems to have

fallen victim to a phonic tic, saying inappro-
priate things — telling jobless folks that he’s
unemployed or, recently, “I’m not concerned
about the very poor,” which he doesn’t mean.
Everybody is concerned about the very poor!
Everybody.
Suddenly, something shifts in the political

universe and Santorum sweeps three states
in a night. Granted, Romney did not spend as

much time in those states and the contests
guarantee no delegates, but still, the victor
gets to write the story. Santorum beams that
he will be the Republican nominee and, in-
deed, he has a loyal fan base that Romney
will have to win over.
Voila, Romney gives the best speech of his

candidacy. He talks about his father and what
this country’s promise meant to him, how he
sold paint on his honeymoon to pay for the
trip, and later became the head of an auto
company. The speech was touching and
sweet and true.
Where have you been, Mitt Romney?
We’ve seen it again and again in concession

and farewell speeches. Al Gore was never
more splendid than when he conceded to
George W. Bush in 2000. The pain and humil-
ity of that moment were palpable, and even
Gore’s critics couldn’t help but be struck by
the power of his grace. Where had thatman
been?

Ditto John Kerry. And, now, ditto Romney.
The moral of the story isn’t that one must
lose to win, but that one try to harness the
spoils of loss for the road to victory. Those
spoils are humility, grace and the freedom to
be one’s true self.
In real life, Romney cares about the very

poor and spent his missionary years trying to
help the less fortunate. To those who know
him, he is kind, generous and humble. If
Romney could summon the man he is in his
quiet time, unhaunted by the cliches of polit-
ical wizardry, Americans might find that they
like him after all.

Kathleen Parker’s email address is kath-
leenparker@washpost.com.
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Jack Abramoff’s atonement strikes some nerves
WASHINGTON— Fallen super-lob-

byist Jack Abramoff is out of
prison now but still doing

penance. Last week,
he performed the
Washington equivalent
of donning a hair shirt:
He appeared before
the liberal advocacy
group Public Citizen to
field questions from
reporters and cam-
paign-finance-reform
activists.
“If somebody told

me a number of years
ago that I’d be sitting in this room, in this
building, talking to all of you,” Abramoff
told those assembled in Public Citizen’s
Dupont Circle brownstone, “and not have
cuffs on or something like that, I would
probably not have believed them.”
Yet there he was, looking up at a picture

of Ralph Nader — “my entire political ca-
reer was in some way or another opposed to
Ralph Nader” — and offering to do what he
could “to help those I frankly disdained and
those I couldn’t stand, including those in
this building.”
The disdain was mutual — and it en-

dures. Public Citizen President Robert
Weissman, tasked with introducing
Abramoff to the lions in the den, did it like
this: “Jack is someone who doesn’t need an
introduction, and I won’t give him one.”
But the Naderite group was smart to host

Abramoff. He has the potential to blow the
whistle on the real scandal: Much of what
he did was, and remains, perfectly legal.

“I was involved deeply in a system of
bribery — legalized bribery for the most
part; illegal bribery, unfortunately for me,
somewhat,” he said. “And that system,
which I took advantage of, which I also took
for granted as do many who are still in it,
still to a large part exists today.”
Abramoff has written a book, done hun-

dreds of interviews and become a blogger
for the anti-corruption Republic Report. He
points out that there’s little financial bene-
fit to him in this (he owes $44 million in
reparations). For all appearances, he has
shed his black fedora for the proverbial
white hat of the reformer.
That doesn’t excuse him for his elaborate

efforts to buy lawmakers and staffers or for
the millions of dollars he essentially stole
from Indian tribes. But he does make a bet-
ter case for reforms than the liberal ac-
tivists ever could.
Consider his argument for term limits, for

example. “I was against that as a lobbyist,”
he said. “Frankly, I was against it because
once you buy a congressional office you
don’t want to have to repurchase that office
a few years down the line.” And the longer
lawmakers remain on the job, he argued,
the more likely they are to have a price tag:
“Most people start slipping into a corrupt
— they fall into the miasma.”
Consider, too, his case for ending the re-

volving door between K Street and the gov-
ernment. Abramoff described his practice of
“featherbedding” — making job offers to
chiefs of staff in Congress. “I started to no-
tice pretty quickly was the second I said
that to them,” he said, “they were so incred-
ibly complimented, that they, from then on

anything I asked was just absolutely
granted.”
As word of the job offers spread, “it

seemed 90 percent of the people I dealt
with up there wanted to come work for me.”
Often, “they planned to go with me in a year
or six months but from that entire period of
time they really worked with me anyway. ...
That was an incredible way to control a con-
gressional office.”
Consider, as well, Abramoff’s explanation

of how lawmakers are bought. “What you
need to do as a lobbyist is not buy votes,” he
explained. “What lobbying is about in large
part is becoming friends with them,” raising
money for them, and providing them with “a
stream of goodies that led to an ability to
ask them back for a stream of goodies the
other way.”
His criticism has apparently struck a

nerve on K Street, because the American
League of Lobbyists has been trying to
rebut it. “I’m not even sure you could qual-
ify Abramoff as a lobbyist,” wrote Paul
Miller, the group’s president. “I would call
this a criminal.”
Abramoff was a criminal. But much of

what he did was typical. “If they think what
I’m saying is an exaggeration, that what’s
going on Capitol Hill is nothing like what
I’m saying and that I’ve made all this up —
OK, what can I say,” he told the Public Citi-
zen crowd. “Hopefully people will realize I
am speaking sincerely and honestly.”
Finally, Abramoff appears to be telling

the truth.

Dana Milbank’s email address is
danamilbank@washpost.com.
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