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By Kimberley A. Strassel

New York Attorney General Eliot Spitzer
plans to walk into court not long from now and
charge that former New York Stock Exchange
chief Dick Grasso, with the connivance of NYSE
compensation committee chairman Ken
Langone, ripped off the Exchange to the tune of
$187.5 million. To do this, he will contend that
the NYSE board—comprised of the most impres-
sive names on Wall Street—was duped into giv-
ing Mr. Grasso all that money. The supposedly
financially illiterate
know-nothings include
former NY state comp-
troller Carl McCall,
Goldman Sachs chief
Hank Paulson, J.P.
Morgan Chase boss
William Harrison and Morgan Stanley CEO
Philip Purcell, to name a few.
In fact, compensation committee minutes

and emails, board discussions and handouts,
and outside analyses of Mr. Grasso’s compensa-
tion, reviewed by The Wall Street Journal edito-
rial page, make clear that every board member
was aware—to the last detail—of the extent to
which Mr. Grasso was getting paid. As the final
board minutes show, their only real concern was
the “perception” of all this in the press. The
documents—which will prove to be the real stars
at the trial—show a suit that is spin, not sub-
stance, and that the AG’s decision to target only
two men while giving others, such as fellow Dem-
ocrat McCall, a pass, doesn’t survive scrutiny.

i i i

Dick Grasso took over as chairman and CEO
of the NYSE in 1995. His time as top dog was
governed by three contracts: one when he
started; an extension in 1999; and a renegotia-
tion in 2003—which called for him to receive an
immediate $139.5 million payout, plus $48 million
later—that led to his ouster. After a month of
press frenzy, the same directors who approved
the deal used Mr. Grasso as their fall guy.
In most states, the flogging would have ended

there. A contract is a contract after all—no mat-
ter how remunerative. But most don’t have an
AG using big lawsuits as a ramp to the governor-
ship. It took only a few months for Mr. Spitzer to
unearth a musty state law—the Not-for-Profit
Corporation Law—claiming the NYSE’s pay poli-
cies fall under his remit. He has to prove that
Mr. Grasso’s compensation wasn’t “reasonable”
or “commensurate with services performed.”
He makes two broad claims: that the NYSE

used a “flawed methodology” to award Mr. Gras-
so’s money; and that the information given the
directors who approved his contracts was “inac-
curate, incomplete and misleading.” On the lat-
ter, Mr. Spitzer specifically claims the board:
didn’t know about certain awards Mr. Grasso
received; didn’t understand that by raising his
total compensation it would also be raising his
retirement benefits; and didn’t realize just how
large his retirement egg had grown. The com-
plaint insinuates that the process was driven by
Mr. Grasso and his buddy Mr. Langone, who ran
the comp commit-
tee from 1999 to
mid-2003.
The paper trail

tells a different
story. It begins in
1993, when the
NYSE was at risk
of losing its pinna-
cle position to elec-
tronic exchanges.
Then-chairman of
the comp commit-
tee, former Good-
year chief Stan-
ley Gault, viewed
the NYSE’s ability to compete for talent as vital
to survival and set about revamping its compen-
sation policies. Two years later, he presented the
board with a plan, formulated with help from an
outside consultant, Hewitt Associates, that in-
cluded strategies for performance plans and
award formulas, and a list of “comparator compa-
nies” (e.g. Citigroup and Merrill Lynch).

Mr. Grasso was viewed as the “world-class
talent” that NYSE wanted, and even his earliest
pay documents show the Exchange knew what it
was doing. A November 1994 letter from Joe
Johnson, senior VP of human resources, to Mr.
Gault includes a detailed description of how Mr.
Grasso’s retirement benefits were calculated. In
short, the compensation chair was clear on this
beforeMr. Grasso spent even one day on the job.
(Mr. Grasso had no comment for this piece.)

Still, papers from 1997-99 show the NYSE’s
comp committee frustrated to find that its re-
vamped compensation program wasn’t working
as hoped. It believed that payouts remained too
low, and that the plan would become a “de-moti-
vator.” Those worries were the background to a
February 1999 comp committee meeting in which
chair Bernard Marcus set up a group to look into
a new job agreement for Mr. Grasso. Hewitt
confirmed the committee’s pay concerns with a
letter to the director of human resources, Frank
Ashen, noting that its analysis had “consistently
demonstrated that Mr. Grasso’s long-term target
awards have lagged behind market medians.”
Hewitt Associates made proposals for ad-

dressing this, e.g. revising Mr. Grasso’s target
award levels in a way that he’d realize more pay.
On March 4, 1999, the minutes say that after
“extensive discussion” the committee approved
Mr. Grasso’s new contract, as did the full board
later that day. That contract coincided with a
heady, wealthy new boom at the Exchange that
would last for years. A few months later, the
comp committee got a new chair—Mr. Langone.
Just how much Mr. Grasso’s pay began to

change is shown by board minutes of Feb. 1,
2001. Tucked at the end is a reference to a “spe-
cial award” (ultimately $5 million) the board
would give him, to be “institutionalized going
forward.” The board had realized that his grow-
ing compensation was significantly increasing
his total retirement payout. By giving him $5
million in a “special” award—not via traditional
bonus programs—the board could exclude it
from retirement calculations. So much for the
notion that it didn’t understand how his retire-
ment worked, or its size.
Yet despite the fact Mr. Grasso was earning

more, the NYSE was still worried its incentive
plan trailed competitors. By April 2001, the
comp committee had a new outside report that
suggested a new approach. April’s minutes
show the committee was explicitly told that
the changes would result in a boosted incen-
tive program that would be 85% eligible in
calculating retirement benefits, as well as an
expanded capital accumulation program (the
very program Mr. Spitzer now says the board
didn’t know was responsible for giving Mr.
Grasso $18 million). The committee, after “ex-

tended discussion” approved the changes, and
a memo went around to directors outlining the
program and cost estimates.
So far, so good. The comp committee and

board diligently updated its comp programs. It
had been briefed on every detail of every Grasso
contract, got outside opinions, and even modi-
fied said deals to the benefit of the NYSE. But
what about that last agreement, the huge payout
Mr. Langone supposedly rammed through on be-
half of Mr. Grasso, the $187 million that awak-
ened the Spitzer beast? (Mr. Langone told me: “I

made honest decisions
that were thoroughly re-
searched and reaf-
firmed by 100% of both
the board and compen-
sation committees. No
amount of bluster by

Mr. Spitzer can change those essential facts.”)
The September 2002 comp committee minutes

show that body had a proposal to amend the
Grasso contract. The minutes make clear the
plan was designed to help the NYSE by reducing
“the impact of the amortization of the NYSE’s
unfunded liability.” Translation: By slightly ex-
tending the contract, and by capping his retire-
ment benefits, the NYSE could reduce the an-
nual cost to its balance sheet. (Notice the focus
on “capping” benefits.) The committee asked for
outside review and received a handout noting
that even under his current agreement Mr.
Grasso was due $111 million in retirement bene-
fits alone in 2005. The outside law firm, Vedder
Price, briefed the committee in October 2002,
and this nugget stands out: “Discussion points
included Mr. Grasso’s motivation for making the
proposals (reducing earnings impact of the amor-
tization of unfunded liability), the past makeup
of the Committee, the reasons for the level of
past Incentive Awards, the overall level of [his]
compensation, and the history of [the retirement
plan] and how it operates.” Any questions?
The Vedder analysis notes that under the new

plan Mr. Grasso would be eligible for $152 mil-
lion in a lump-sum pension benefit by 2006 and
warns that there are “due diligence” questions
about going ahead with the proposal. Not that
this deterred the committee, which, as the min-
utes show, saw this deal as financially advanta-
geous to the NYSE. By March 2003, after more
discussions and reports, members received an
email with an analysis of the contract changes
from yet another outside firm (Mercer), noting
that the NYSE would immediately pay Mr.
Grasso $52 million in retirement benefits and $81
million in deferred comp, and that these would
save the NYSE $4 million. Among the recipients
were Mr. Paulson—who later led the charge to
can Mr. Grasso. “His position on the early retire-
ment payout was that it was inappropriate that a
serving chief executive receive his benefits
while still in office,” said a spokesman for Mr.
Paulson—who missed 14 of 27 board meetings he
was expected to attend, and was absent from the
2003 meetings approving Mr. Grasso’s contract.
New corporate governance procedures in June

2003 resulted in Mr. Langone’s replacement by Mr.
McCall, who moved ahead with the deal. Most of

his committee con-
sisted of the same
men who’d spent
the year going
over Mr. Grasso’s
contract. Still, Mr.
Ashen on July 14
presented the new
committee with a
“description and fi-
nancial analysis of
the proposed
changes.” The
board then had
yet another “ex-
tensive discus-

sion” and voted to approve the changes to Mr.
Grasso’s contract.

Mr. McCall showered, like confetti, evidence
of just how fully informed he and the board were
about Mr. Grasso’s contract. His speaking points
to fellow directors go through retirement benefit
and deferred comp figures, including the extra
$48 million. Mr. McCall told me that those points
were prepared for him by Mr. Ashen, that he
didn’t read them before the board meeting, and
that he ultimately didn’t present them to the
board. (Note: this is Mr. McCall’s defense.)

Illuminating, too, are the handouts that were
provided directors on Aug. 7, including the one
pictured nearby, which shows that in September
Mr. Grasso would receive $139.5 million. What
else did anyone need to know?

i i i

It’s about now the press catches wind of the
pay, and from here on the minutes make clear
that the NYSE is engaged in damage control. By
Aug. 7, “Mr. McCall reported that some Direc-
tors were concerned with the timing of the new
Agreement and asked questions regarding disclo-
sure.” DaimlerChrysler CEO Juergen Schrempp
frets that “rumors” about the pay had “provoked
negative speculation and criticism.” By Septem-
ber, board minutes show sheer panic over hav-
ing to reveal that in addition to the $139 million,
Mr. Grasso is “entitled to approximately $48 mil-
lion” more. The key section (watch for the
splash at trial) is: “A number of the directors
expressed their views on the appropriateness of
this additional payout. Each of the directors who
raised questions stated that he or she believed
that [Grasso] had done a great job in leading the
Exchange and that he was legally entitled to the
additional payment, but was concerned about
the perception such payments would have. Sev-
eral directors suggested that [Grasso] consider
whether he would find it in the interest of the
[NYSE] to voluntarily forego such payments.”
Mr. Grasso did, that very day. A week later, his
grateful directors fired him.
And that is the story, as told by the “Grasso

files.” Reasonable folks may argue about de-
tails, but can anyone say that years of reports,
committees, investigations and revisions were
knee-jerk or “unreasonable”? The idea that
these high-flying directors were in the dark is
insulting to the intelligence. One handout
alone—the one reproduced above—is all the
evidence the defense needs. Even if they
didn’t understand that $139.5 million figure,
surely it was their duty to ask someone to
explain.

As for Mr. Spitzer, his office said to me: “On
both the facts and the law, Mr. Grasso’s compen-
sation was improper, inconsistent with New
York’s Not-for-Profit Corporation Law and ille-
gal. We are confident that a court of law will
order him to disgorge a significant portion of the
$190 million he has been paid to date and reject
his claim for an additional $50 million.” That’s
the next chapter.

Ms. Strassel is a senior editorial page writer at
The Wall Street Journal.

The Grasso Files

Mr. Grasso’s Money

This handout explained Dick Grasso’s compensation (in
millions). It was provided to NYSE Board members.

Review & Outlook

I
sn’t it amazing what a raft of federal sub-
poenas will do to concentrate the media
mind?
Back when columnist Robert Novak looked

to be themain target of special federal prosecu-
tor Patrick Fitzgerald,
our professional press
ethicists were tut-tut-
ting about how they’d
never “hide” behind
journalistic privilege to abet a “crime.” But
now that a federal judge has held Time maga-
zine reporter Matthew Cooper in contempt for
refusing to tell a grand jury the sources for his
own Valerie Plame story, suddenly the eye-
brows furrow and talk turns to the threat to the
First Amendment.

That threat is real. Right now the only thing
keepingMr. Cooper out of jail is that federal dis-
trict court judge Thomas F. Hogan has sus-
pended the sanctions against both Mr. Cooper
and Time magazine pending their appeal. But
the judge has taken their argument head on
and rejected it, writing that “neither the First
Amendment nor the common law protect re-
porters from their obligations shared by all citi-
zens to testify before the grand jury when
called to do so.” The danger is that if this lands
in the Supreme Court, it will be forced to come
down definitively on Judge Hogan’s side.

Themedia powers nowwringing their collec-
tive hands at this prospect have no one to
blame but themselves. As these columns
pointed out from the start, in their enthusiasm
for a criminal investigation that liberals saw as
a twofer—discrediting a conservative colum-
nist as well as the Bush Administration—they
were really painting bull’s-eyes on other report-
ers. We await comment from Geneva Over-
holser, Orville Schell and all the other journalis-
tic sages who were so quick to find Mr. Novak
unworthy of the usual press protections.

The point is that the road to this legal jeop-
ardy was paved by liberal intentions. No one
can honestly claim he didn’t see it coming, ei-
ther. In his letter to this newspaper decrying
our editorial on the subject, Joe Wilson’s attor-
ney made the direction crystal clear by citing
the Wen Ho Lee case: Mr. Lee’s attorneys are
now asking a judge in another court to hold in
contempt reporters who have refused to dis-
close their sources for stories fingeringMr. Lee
as a spy. As for the Plame case, it’s not just Mr.

Cooper feeling the prosecutor’s breath on his
neck. Subpoenaswere also issued toNBCWash-
ingtonBureauChief TimRussert and theWash-
ington Post’s Walter Pincus—and these are
doubtless not the last.

Worst of all, it’s un-
necessary. The more
we’ve learned over the
past year, the more
it’s clear that all the

talk about a “crime” in the Plame leakwas sim-
ply the standard Beltway practice of trying to
criminalize political differences. All along Mr.
Novak hasmaintained that he only namedVale-
rie Plame to explain how the CIA could have as-
signed anAdministration critic such as her hus-
band, Joe Wilson, the sensitive task of investi-
gating allegations about Iraq’s interest in pur-
chasing uranium from Niger.

For his part, Mr. Wilson has categorically
and noisily declared his wife had nothing to do
with his assignment. As he put it to Timemaga-
zine, “That is bulls__t. That is absolutely not
the case.” A recently released, bipartisan Sen-
ate Intelligence Committee report cites evi-
dence showing otherwise, however. And Sena-
tor Kit Bond notes that when committee investi-
gators asked Ms. Plame whether she’d recom-
mended her husband, she had a sudden mem-
ory loss. “I honestly do not recall if I suggested
it to my boss ...”

To put it another way, even Ms. Plame
doesn’t back up her husband’s story, and the
committee’s report that she was involved goes
a long way toward confirming that there was
never a crime here: Her name was disclosed to
expose the politics behind an assignment, not
to out an undercover operative and endanger
national security. If the political coloring of this
casewere different, the same press ethicists at-
tacking Mr. Novak would doubtless be hailing
him as a courageous “whistleblower.”

In recent decades we in the news business
have depended less on legal privilege in protect-
ing ourselves from being compelled to give up
our sources than on a healthy recognition by
most prosecutors that jailing reporters for
standing on principle is not wise. What has
been unleashed by the federal investigation
into the Novak leak now threatens to alter that
balance decisively. And those who only now de-
cry the implications for First Amendment free-
doms are coming very late to the game.

W
e’d like to direct readers to Kimberley
Strassel’s scoop nearby on New York
Attorney General Eliot Spitzer’s suit

against former New York Stock Exchange head
Dick Grasso. The press has tended to present
Mr. Spitzer’s side of the Grasso pay package
tale, butMs. Strassel dissects a number of here-
tofore unexamined NYSE documents that tell a
very different story.

Mr. Spitzer’s charge is that Mr. Grasso and
former compensation committee head Ken
Langonemanaged to dupe theExchange’s distin-
guished directors into paying Mr. Grasso mil-
lions. We’ve argued that this is none of the AG’s
business, the stockexchangebeingaprivate com-
pany that signed a private contract with its CEO.
But even if one were to bow to Mr. Spitzer’s cre-
ative claim that he has authority over thismatter,
he stillmust show that the people in charge didn’t
know what they were doing.

In that regard, the papers are instructive to
say the least. They include minutes of a com-

pensation committee meeting in which mem-
bers discuss the “overall level” of Mr. Grasso’s
compensation and “the history of [the retire-
ment plan] and how it works.”Most embarrass-
ing is an excerpt from a meeting a week before
the board ousted Mr. Grasso in which directors
laud him for doing a “great job in leading the
Exchange” and then go on to worry about the
PR fallout of having voted him so much money.

All this helps to explain whyMr. Grasso and
Mr. Langone are fighting back in court, in con-
trast with other Spitzer targets. Both men say
the process for awarding compensation was
above-board, well-vetted and fair. It might also
help explain why Mr. Spitzer, despite his tough
talk prior to filing the suit, is nowworking to de-
lay the trial thatMr.Grassowants heldwith dis-
patch. If Mr. Spitzer has his way, the case may
well not be heard before the 2006 Democratic
primary for Governor, which the AttorneyGen-
eral is eyeing. Readers can decide if that’s just
a coincidence.

Kerry on Iraq

D
ebate has been raging over John Ker-
ry’s Vietnam service, not least on our
pages. John O’Neill, co-author of the

best-selling “Unfit for Command: Swift Boat
Veterans Speak Out
Against John Kerry,”
first wrote here in
May, while Kerry sup-
porter and Vietnam
vet Jim Rassmann told his story in an op-ed
this Tuesday.
We’ll try to sort this history out another day,

because this week we think the bigger news is
what Mr. Kerry has been saying about the fu-
ture of Iraq. For a while it looked as if the Sena-
tor wanted to avoid any debate on that subject
by hewing close to President Bush’s policy. But
under questioning from the press and prodding
from the White House, he is beginning to open
up, and the results are disquieting. The more
he talks about it, the more the dovish, “come
home,America” instincts of his long Senate vot-
ing record are emerging.
On Monday, for example, Mr. Kerry finally

gave an answer to the question he had been
ducking for weeks: He acknowledged he would
still have voted for the October 2002 Iraq war
resolution even if he had known we wouldn’t
find WMD—but only as a way to give the Presi-
dentmore clout to negotiate. In other words, he
would have wanted the authority to go to war
but without any intention of actually fighting
it. How this admission will make the Kim Jong
Ils and Ayatollahs of the world more pliable is
hard to fathom.
Evenmore disturbing,Mr. Kerry is now talk-

ing openly about bringing U.S. troops home
from Iraq. He offered the hint of such a plan
during his Boston speech, but now he’s putting
a timetable on it, saying he’d begin the draw-
down within six months of his inauguration. “I
believe that within a year from now, we could
significantly reduce American forces in Iraq,
and that’smy plan,” he said this week. This fol-
lowed his comments last week that “we’re go-
ing to get our troops home where they belong.”
Mr. Kerry says he would do this by replac-

ing U.S. troops with foreign ones. But what if

that doesn’t happen, regardless of how well he
speaks French? Themessage that will be heard
in Baghdad is thatMr. Kerry is planning a date-
certainU.S. retreat. Such a pledge only embold-

ens the Baathist insur-
gents to fight on,
rather than accept
Prime Minister Ayad
Allawi’s offer of am-

nesty. And it encourages the terrorists to be-
lieve that their strategy of car-bombing has
worked to weaken U.S. resolve after all.
Even more destructive is the effect Mr. Ker-

ry’s promise could have on ordinary Iraqis. It
signals to those who are risking their lives by
fighting the insurgents that the U.S. might not
stay until stability is restored. It also subverts
his promise to secure more international help.
What country would want to sign on to Iraq if
the U.S. is headed for the exits?
All of this deserves to be debated in the Pres-

idential election, and yesterday Vice President
Dick Cheney specifically pounced on Mr. Ker-
ry’s recent remark that he would wage “amore
sensitive war on terror.”Mr. Cheney noted that
“America has been in too many wars for any of
ourwishes, but not a one of themwaswon by be-
ing sensitive. ... Themenwho beheaded Daniel
Pearl and Paul Johnson will not be impressed
by our sensitivity.”
There’s a deadly serious issue here. Mr.

Kerry seems to be saying that he disagrees
with the post-9/11 U.S. policy to go on the offen-
sive against terrorists by taking the battle to
them on their turf, far from American shores.
U.S. troops, he says, “belong” at home. But if
terrorists conclude they have successfully
pushedU.S. troops out of Iraq, theywill only es-
calate their attacks on Americans elsewhere,
including here at home. The Kerry strategy is
one of perpetual and vulnerable defense.
Lastmonth’s nominating convention in Bos-

ton was designed to persuade voters that Mr.
Kerry could be trusted as commander-in-chief
in a post-9/11 world. We’d like to think it’s true.
But every time he speaks these days, the Sena-
tor suggests that his real security instincts are
closer to the U.S. policy of September 10.
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Wonder Land / ByDaniel Henninger

Carl McCall (and the rest)

knew the details. So what’s

Eliot Spitzer’s case?

The most talked-about party at the Demo-
cratic convention was the one thrown by the
Creative Coalition featuring the kind of people
one normally reads about at the supermarket:
Jason Bateman, Ellen Burstyn, Bianca Jagger,
Billy Baldwin, the Red Hot Chili Peppers. They
even had a VIP room, like the lounge bars in
New York. In fact, it’s looking more and more
like a two-tier party—one for VIP Democrats
and one for bridge-and-tunnel Democrats.

The most talked about Democratic fund-
raiser before the convention was at Radio City
Music Hall, featuring Whoopi Goldberg, the
comedian and former Slim-Fast pitch person.
Also Paul Newman, Jon Bon Jovi, Meryl
Streep, Sarah Jessica Parker, Mary J. Blige,
Chevy Chase and Jessica Lange.

The most talked about Democratic fund-rais-
ing event after the convention is the Vote for
Change Tour. Led by Bruce Springsteen, the
performers who will be touring to defeat
George Bush include Pearl Jam, R.E.M., Dave
Matthews, John Fogerty, Bonnie Raitt, Keb’
Mo’, the Dixie Chicks, James Taylor and Death
Cab for Cutie.

The world of celebrity and the world of the
Democratic Party are now joined at the hip.
They are one. Their interests, presumably, co-
incide.

Here are some of the things the celebrities
have been saying to help John Kerry and the
Democrats.

Meryl Streep: “I wondered which of the
megaton bombs Jesus, our president’s per-
sonal savior, would have personally dropped on
the sleeping families in Baghdad.” Chevy
Chase, the comedian: “Clinton plays the sax,
John plays the guitar, and the president’s a
liar.” Actor John Leguizamo: “Latins for Re-
publicans. It’s like roaches for Raid.” Elton
John: “There’s an atmosphere of fear in Amer-

ica right now that is deadly.” Will Smith, the
star of “I, Robot,” says the movie is about the
Bush administration: “The main robot Viki
says in the film that ‘for the good of the people,
some freedoms and some people’s lives have to
be sacrificed.’”

These sound like people who are spending
more time surfing the political Internet than is
good for one’s mental health. A day doesn’t
pass now when yet another deeply distressed
actress or singer doesn’t appear among us, like
the zombies in the “Invasion of the Body
Snatchers,” declaring that “history” or the “fu-
ture” demands that they work full-time to
“end” the Bush presidency. Linda Ronstadt
stopped an innocent gig in Vegas to make a
demented pitch for “Fahrenheit 9/11.” Holly-
wood’s become a town of Demophiliacs.

We live in a time in which politics is more
divisive than ever, with families torn asunder
and people at dinner parties sweetly dancing
around the subject. Most grown-ups know that
poisoning a lifelong relationship over an elec-
tion isn’t worth it. But these celebrities must
think America is the planet of the apes. They
parade their political obsessions, no matter
that half the voting-age population supported
George Bush the last time out.

Hyper-politicized Hollywood is the new bed
Bill Clinton made for the Democrats, and now
the party is going to have to lie in it. At the
level that matters most to party pros—raising
money—there would appear to be no downside
to the relationship. The L.A. donor base con-
sists of people whose psychological profile
draws them into weird quasi-religions like Sci-
entology and est. The Democrats are pitching
themselves and the election as a holy crusade
against barbarian Republicans led by Genghis
Bush and Cheney the Hun. But in politics the
promised land is always on the horizon, the
infidels are never defeated, and ever-more con-
tributions are needed on the road to salvation.
What better place to market politics as the
apocalypse than Hollywood? To date, Mr.
Kerry has raised $47.5 million in California. Al
Gore raised only $5 million.

Isn’t it becoming harder by the day to take
the Democrats seriously as the party of the
common man and the left-out? Besides these
people, the party’s primary sources of support
have become trial lawyers and Wall Street fin-
anciers. It is becoming a party run by a new
class of elites who make fast money—$25 mil-
lion for 30 days work on a movie, millions
(even billions) winning lawsuits against doc-
tors or asbestos users, millions to do arith-
metic for a business merger. But they’re all
running against “Halliburton.”

The days when in the same breath you said
AFL-CIO, blue-collar and Democrats are gone.
The industrial unions, which connected the
party to its authentic roots, are downstairs and
out of sight of the nouveau arriviste Demo-
crats. With each new election cycle, the donkey
is morphing into a thoroughbred, getting its
cash and ideas in living rooms on Park Avenue
and Rodeo Drive. This year more than $510,000
has come out of Beverly Hills, zip code 90210.
Middle-class squeeze? There is something bi-
zarre, even ancien régime, about really big-
money people leading a small-person party.
Dennis Kucinich must be beside himself.

Bruce Springsteen, Bonnie Raitt and James
Taylor seem to think it’s 1968 again, a time
when Arlo Guthrie and Pete Seeger could sere-
nade 250,000 people at the anti-Vietnam Mobili-
zation on the Washington Mall. One of the an-
thems then was “The Eve of Destruction.”
Well, this isn’t 1968, and this country is no-
where near the eve of destruction.

Indeed, as unsettled as America was in
1968, that year ended with Richard Nixon de-
feating Hubert Humphrey. Four years later,
despite similar strains of the apocalypse now
in the air, Nixon overwhelmed George McGov-
ern. Today, John Kerry has to appeal to serious
voters while driving a magic bus full of pam-
pered Hollywood plutocrats publicly singing
that the end is near. It should be a neat trick.

Write to henninger@wsj.com
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