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A perfect storm in the
Democratic Party is mak-
ing a once-unfathomable
scenario plausible: a po-
litical comeback for Hil-

lary Clinton in 2024.
Several circumstances—President

Biden’s low approval rating, doubts
over his capacity to run for re-elec-
tion at 82, Vice President Kamala
Harris’s unpopularity, and the ab-
sence of another strong Democrat
to lead the ticket in 2024—have
created a leadership vacuum in the
party, which Mrs. Clinton viably
could fill.

She is already in an advanta-
geous position to become the 2024
Democratic nominee. She is an ex-
perienced national figure who is
younger than Mr. Biden and can of-
fer a different approach from the
disorganized and unpopular one the
party is currently taking.

If Democrats lose control of
Congress in 2022, Mrs. Clinton can
use the party’s loss as a basis to
run for president again, enabling
her to claim the title of “change
candidate.”

Based on her latest public state-
ments, it’s clear that Mrs. Clinton
not only recognizes her position as
a potential front-runner but also is
setting up a process to help her de-
cide whether or not to run for
president again. She recently
warned of the electoral conse-
quences in the 2022 midterms if
the Democratic Party continues to
align itself with its progressive
wing and urged Democrats to reject
far-left positions that isolate key
segments of the electorate.

In a recent MSNBC interview,
Mrs. Clinton called on Democrats to
engage in “careful thinking about
what wins elections, and not just in
deep-blue districts where a Demo-
crat and a liberal Democrat, or so-
called progressive Democrat, is go-
ing to win.” She also noted that

Hillary Clinton’s 2024 Comeback

party’s House majority “comes from
people who win in much more diffi-
cult districts.”

Mrs. Clinton also took a veiled
jab at the Biden administration and
congressional Democrats in an ef-
fort to create distance: “It means
nothing if we don’t have a Congress

that will get things done, and we
don’t have a White House that we
can count on to be sane and sober
and stable and productive.”

Even Bill Clinton recently set the
stage for his wife’s potential 2024
candidacy, referring to her in an in-
terview with People magazine as
“the most qualified person to run
for office in my lifetime, including
me,” adding that not electing her in

2016 was “one of the most pro-
found mistakes we ever made.”

We can infer based on these re-
cent remarks that Mrs. Clinton
would seize the opportunity to run
for president again if an opening
presents itself. But what are the
odds that an opportunity will
arise?

The Democrats’ domestic agenda
is in disarray given the failure of
Mr. Biden’s Build Back Better plan
in Congress. Senate Democrats’ lat-
est desperate push to repeal the
legislative filibuster to pass their
secondary legislative priority, vot-
ing-rights reform, will likely
weaken their agenda further.

Mr. Biden’s overall approval rat-
ing is low (40%), as is his rating on
issues including the economy and
jobs (38%) and taxes and govern-
ment spending (33%), according to
a recent Economist/YouGov poll.
Nearly two-thirds of independent
voters disapprove of the president.

Barring a major course correc-
tion, we can anticipate that some
Democrats will lose important

House and Senate races in 2022—in
part for the reasons Mrs. Clinton
identified—giving Republicans con-
trol of both chambers of Congress.

Polls generally show the GOP
with a solid lead of at least 2 or 3
points in the 2022 generic con-
gressional vote—a margin that
likely would be enough to take
back the House, given the narrow
Democratic majority and the an-
ticipated outcomes of redistricting
in several states that could affect
key races.

Given the likelihood that Demo-
crats will lose control of Congress
in 2022, we can anticipate that
Mrs. Clinton will begin shortly after
the midterms to position herself as
an experienced candidate capable
of leading Democrats on a new and
more successful path.

Mrs. Clinton can spend the time
between now and midterms doing
what the Clinton administration did
after the Democrats’ blowout defeat
in the 1994 midterms: crafting a
moderate agenda on both domestic
and foreign policy. This agenda
could show that Mrs. Clinton is the
only credible alternative to Mr. Bi-
den, Ms. Harris, and the entire
Democratic Party establishment.

Hillary Clinton remains ambi-
tious, outspoken and convinced
that if not for Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation Director James Comey’s
intervention and Russian interfer-
ence that she would have won the
2016 election—and she may be
right.

If Democrats want a fighting
chance at winning the presidency
in 2024, Mrs. Clinton is likely their
best option.

Mr. Schoen is founder and part-
ner in Schoen Cooperman Research,
a polling and consulting firm whose
past clients include Bill Clinton and
former New York City Mayor Mi-
chael Bloomberg. Mr. Stein is a for-
mer New York City Council presi-
dent, Manhattan borough president
and state assemblyman.

By Douglas E. Schoen
And Andrew Stein
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Joe Biden and Kamala
Harris have become
unpopular. It may be time
for a change candidate.

OPINION

A Deceptive
Covid Study,
Unmasked

By Jay Bhattacharya
And Tom Nicholson

The Message of Sidney Poitier’s Success
My late parents,
whose rocky divorce
occurred in the
1970s when their
three children were
still in grade school,
didn’t agree on
much. But they did
agree on Sidney
Poitier, who died
last week at 94.

For mom, men
didn’t come better-looking. To both
of my parents the actor exuded
charm, grace and decency. They
were idealizing a celebrity they
didn’t know personally. But for mil-
lions of black people of Poitier’s
generation, when dignified depic-
tions of blacks in motion pictures
were still scarce, his most famous
roles—the detective in “In the Heat
of the Night,” the teacher in “To Sir,
With Love,” the doctor in “Guess
Who’s Coming to Dinner,” the
handyman in “Lilies of the Field”—
epitomized how a black man should
carry himself.

Poitier’s heyday was the 1960s,
and a case could be made that
these positive portrayals of black
men helped shift attitudes against
Jim Crow almost as much as the
sit-ins and marches led by civil-
rights activists. Groups like the
NAACP cared a great deal about
how blacks were portrayed in the
entertainment industry, which they

linked to how everyday blacks com-
ported themselves. Describing
someone as “a credit to his race”
was still commonplace.

Poitier was well aware that he
operated under a microscope and
that his actions would reflect, fairly
or unfairly, on other blacks. In his
1980 memoir, “This Life,” he said
that he accepted an invitation to
participate in the 1964 Academy
Awards, where he became the first
black performer to win the Oscar
for best actor, because he “felt it
would be good for black people to
see themselves competing for the
top honor.” He hadn’t expected to
win, but he felt a heavy responsibil-
ity to say something that wouldn’t
embarrass fellow blacks if he did. “I
was not going to get up there and
look dumb,” he wrote. “Whatever I
say must be the truth . . . and it
must be something intelligent and
impressive that will leave the peo-
ple in that room and the millions
watching at home—leave them all
duly and irrevocably impressed.”

He viewed his award as a victory
for all blacks. “I was happy for me,
but I was also happy for ‘the
folks,’ ” he wrote. “We had done it.
We black people had done it. We
were capable. We forget sometimes,
having to persevere against un-
speakable odds, that we are capable
of infinitely more that the culture is
yet willing to credit to our account.”

Yet the culture changed as the
decade wore on. The civil-rights
movement became more militant,
and black popular attitudes soured
toward the types of roles that had
made Poitier’s career. He was called
an Uncle Tom and a lackey. The New
York Times began publishing arti-
cles with snarky headlines such as
“Why Does White America Love Sid-
ney Poitier So?” A black culture
critic called him a “million-dollar
shoeshine boy.”

Poitier’s acting career never fully
recovered. “Blaxploitation” films,
which featured black protagonists
beating up white criminals, came
into vogue in the 1970s and were
popular with black audiences. By
the 1980s, Poitier was semiretired
from acting and focused on direct-
ing. The civil-rights movement
evolved as well. The old guard, per-
sonified by luminaries such as Mar-
tin Luther King Jr., Thurgood Mar-
shall and Roy Wilkins, urged black
people to adopt the middle-class
habits and sensibilities associated

with the roles that made Poitier a
star. In addition to garnering white
support, the thinking was that black
self-development was as important
as the struggle for equal rights it-
self, if only so that blacks would be
prepared to take advantage of new
opportunities once equal rights had
been secured.

To the detriment of the black
underclass, a younger generation of
black activists and intellectuals dis-
misses any focus on black behavior
as “respectability politics,” which
they hold in contempt. But hard
work, respect for authority, and de-
layed gratification aren’t race-spe-
cific values. In a free-market democ-
racy, they are the path to upward
mobility for all groups. Today, the
political left continues to ignore the
role that antisocial behavior plays
in perpetuating racial inequality.
Elites talk about policing instead of
criminality, standardized tests in-
stead of study habits, poverty in-
stead of family formation, wealth
redistribution instead of the work
ethic. In an earlier era, black lead-
ers knew better.

Sidney Poitier is rightly being
celebrated for his pioneering perfor-
mances, but his legacy is larger than
that. He attempted, with some suc-
cess, to change how all blacks were
perceived at a time when it mat-
tered immensely. The nation owes
him a debt of gratitude.

He improved America’s
perceptions of its black
countrymen at a time
when it really mattered.

UPWARD
MOBILITY
By Jason L.
Riley
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‘F ollow the science,” we keep
hearing, but sometimes sci-
entists and the media pres-

ent findings in a misleading way.
Consider a new study by Duke Uni-
versity’s ABC Science Collaborative,
conducted in partnership with the
North Carolina Department of Health
and Human Services. Researchers ex-
amined the effect of a “test to stay”
approach to schoolchildren identi-
fied as “close contacts” of Covid-pos-
itive people. Test to stay excuses
these children from quarantining if
they test negative for the virus. The
study’s primary conclusion was that
test to stay is a good way to move
away from lengthy quarantine.

That’s reasonable and useful. But
the researchers peppered their re-
port with rhetorical sleights of hand
aimed at misleading readers into
other, less well-founded conclusions
that were mostly inevitable products
of their own study design. One of
their primary conclusions is that “in
schools with universal masking, test-
to-stay is an effective strategy.” That
invites readers to assume that test-
to-stay doesn’t work without forced
masking. But since they studied no
unmasked schools, this conclusion is
baseless. An honest report would ei-
ther have said so or not mentioned
masking at all.

Duke’s Press office amplified the
unfounded conclusion in its Jan. 4
summary of the study: “Children and
staff who repeatedly test negative
for COVID-19 after contact with
someone who has the illness can
safely remain in school if universal
masking programs are in place.” The
media took this press release and
added a further layer of falsehood.
Raleigh’s WRAL characterized the
study as a defense of forced masking
while pitching the study as docu-
menting the danger of youth sports:
“Athletics were the source of 50% of
all COVID-19 school transmission
found in the study.”

True, the ABC researchers found a
higher rate of transmission during
sports. But that was entirely a prod-
uct of how the researchers defined
Covid “exposure.” Students were
counted as exposed only if they were
unmasked during the interaction
with an infected person. In mask-
mandatory schools, that happened
only during lunch and sports. If a
transmission occurred in a masked
classroom, the definition didn’t
count it as a close contact. And the
study found only three sports-related
positives out of 352 tests. When
combined with the three lunch-re-
lated positives, the six total positives
resulted in a mere 1.7% of maskless
exposures ending up with a
Covid-19-positive contact.

An honest summary of the study
might have said: “There is a low
transmission rate of the virus among
students, even when unmasked at
lunch or during sports.” But a sum-
mary like that wouldn’t have rein-
forced the politically acceptable
message of public-health authorities
today, and so unfounded points had
to be fashioned to fit the narrative.

This isn’t a first for the ABC col-
laborative and the Duke press office.
In July they made a series of bold
claims about the efficacy of masking
children in schools based on a study
that didn’t include an unmasked con-
trol group. Scientific communication
should limit itself to the communica-
tion of science, rather than to the
manipulation of human behavior.

Mr. Bhattacharya is a professor of
medicine at Stanford and a research
associate at the National Bureau of
Economic Research. Mr. Nicholson is
director of Advance Access and De-
livery, a global health nonprofit, and
a former researcher at Duke.

Duke researchers look at
transmission in schools
and end up reinforcing
their prior assumptions.

The Market Is Too Serene About Inflation

T he interest rate on the 10-
year U.S. Treasury note hov-
ers around 1.75% while the

annual rate of inflation nears 7%,
suggesting that investors believe
high inflation is temporary. Evi-
dently the market expects the Fed-
eral Reserve will soon bring infla-
tion back to within a narrow band
centered on 2% a year, despite the
surge in federal deficits and the
central bank’s monetization of a

large fraction of those deficits. To-
day’s low interest rates “forecast”
low inflation, a “rational expecta-
tions” idea that now comforts the
Fed. But the central bank shouldn’t
feel too complacent.

The Fed confronted a similar sit-
uation in the early 1980s, but in re-
verse. Chairman Paul Volcker con-
vinced his colleagues on the
Federal Open Market Committee to
raise short-term interest rates to
extinguish double-digit U.S. infla-
tion and the associated double-digit
long-term interest rates. Volcker
and the FOMC had promised in
public that measures to tighten
money and credit weren’t one-time
actions but part of a permanent
strategy to arrest inflation. They
reasoned that once the market un-
derstood the FOMC meant business,
long-term interest rates would
quickly fall to reflect the prospec-
tive decline in inflation implied by
the FOMC’s strategy. They were in
for a nasty surprise.

Long-term interest rates didn’t
decline quickly. The 10-year Trea-
sury note averaged 11.5% in 1980
and rose above that level in 1984,
despite a decline in the rate of in-
flation from more than 12% in 1980
to less than 4% in 1984. The fail-
ure of interest rates to reflect the
new monetary reality deeply trou-
bled Volcker and the FOMC. One

member complained during inter-
nal discussions early on about
long-term interest rates going “up
instead of coming down.” The mar-
ket seemed not to believe that the
Fed would stick to its guns, and in-
stead put its money on the view
that the same forces that caused

the 1970s Fed to fuel high inflation
would make the Volcker-led FOMC
do the same. Investors refused to
believe that a new monetary re-
gime had arrived with Volcker,
betting that policy would revert
back to past behavior.

Volcker’s imperfect credibility
probably raised the cost of stamp-
ing out the 1970s inflation. If the
market had more quickly under-
stood Volcker’s persistence as an
inflation fighter, the recessions of
the early 1980s wouldn’t have been
so deep. In addition, the “rational
expectations’’ theory that long-
term interest rates provide good
forecasts of average inflation
would have worked better. Instead,

interest rates remained too high
for too long as predictors of infla-
tion. It was 1986 before the 10-year
note rate averaged in single digits.

We worry that today’s situation
is the flip side of the Volcker ex-
perience. Forty years of price sta-
bility have given breathing room
to today’s Federal Reserve, but
U.S. interest rates could again pro-
vide erroneous forecasts of infla-
tion. Most market participants
have apparently played down the
possibility that we are in a new
monetary and fiscal regime, one in
which policy makers don’t worry
enough about large deficits and
excessive money creation and new
purposes like addressing climate
change distract the Fed from infla-
tion. We hope our fears are mis-
placed, but if they aren’t, the new
reality of higher inflation will
eventually take hold, and the 10-
year rate will jump to reflect that
regime. History teaches that cen-
tral bank credibility usually moves
slowly in both directions.

Mr. Sargent is a senior fellow at
the Hoover Institution, New York
University professor, and a winner
of the 2011 Nobel Prize in Econom-
ics. Mr. Silber is a senior advisor at
Cornerstone Research and author
most recently of “The Power of
Nothing to Lose.”

By Thomas J. Sargent
And William L. Silber

As in the early 1980s, new
realities test the idea that
interest rates reflect
‘rational expectations.’
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