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In the WSJ, Julia Vitullo writes about Kings College Chapel at Cambridge and some of its 
surprising features. 
Praised by the poet William Wordsworth in 1820 as "this immense and glorious work of fine intelligence," 
King's College Chapel in Cambridge, England, is the product of an extraordinary combination of royal 
commitment, turbulent religious politics, violent civil wars, vicious labor disputes, superb medieval 
craftsmanship, and engineering that has never been replicated and is still not fully understood today. The 
historian Francis Woodman, author of "The Architectural History of King's College Chapel," calls it "the 
English building of the late Middle Ages, every element capturing the artistic and political revolution of its 
time."  
  
The chapel is indeed immense, with an outside measurement of 310 feet from turret to turret, each of which 
is 146 feet high. The interior—289 feet long and 40 feet wide—is dominated by the celebrated fan vault 
ceiling, whose equidistantly spaced curved ribs radiate up and away, forming a series of huge half cones. 
The largest fan vault in the world and estimated to weigh 1,875 tons, it is "an unfathomable piece of beautiful 
technology," Mr. Woodman says. Modern engineers have not been able to work out how the master-mason 
John Wastell put the fan vault into place, though Mr. Woodman says "we know he built it from the top down." 
Wordsworth poetically described the engineering feat as "that branching roof self-poised."  
  
Each side of the chapel has 12 large stained-glass windows that are said to constitute, along with the 
eastern window of Golgotha, the most important collection of pre-Reformation windows in Britain, often 
prompting the question of why they were not destroyed by Oliver Cromwell's men in the 1640s. The 
presence of defaced porcelain saints, decapitated statues and erased brasses makes it clear that the 
Iconoclasts had indeed been through. But then, perhaps survival of the windows is not surprising, since the 
chapel had itself been conceived in the midst of dynastic struggles and blood-thirsty conflicts, says Carola 
Hicks, author of "The King's Glass: A Study of Tudor Power and Secret Art." ... 
  
  
John Bolton tells us why Dick Cheney is the Human Events' Conservative of the Year. 
...How is it, therefore, that someone who has no political ambitions can cause so much angst at the White 
House and in the mainstream news media? The irrefutable answer is that what Cheney is saying, primarily 
on foreign policy, defense and anti-terrorism, makes sense to more and more American citizens growing 
increasingly worried by the Obama Administration’s insouciance when U.S. national interests are 
threatened, both at home and abroad. Since the only real, long-term way to deal with persuasive positions 
on substantive policy matters is to refute them with sounder policy arguments, it is not hard to understand 
why the Obama White House is near panic. Where are they going to go to find a better policy inside his 
administration? ... 
...Perhaps most importantly of all, Cheney knows that the personal attacks on him, as offensive as they are, 
in reality constitute stark evidence that Obama and his supporters are simply unable to match him in the 
substantive policy debate. An old lawyers’ cliché says: “If the law is against you, pound on the facts; if the 
facts are against you, pound on the law; if the law and the facts are against you, pound on the table.” 
Obama and his supporters are doing the political equivalent of continuous table-pounding, because that’s 
basically all they have to offer. Cheney’s unwillingness to be deterred by the media assaults on his 
character, his judgment and his performance in office are therefore his most impressive force multiplier with 
the general public. Outside-the-Beltway Americans see him for exactly what he is: a very experienced, very 
dedicated patriot, giving his fellow citizens his best analysis on how to keep them and their country safe.   
 
Cheney’s quiet, inner-directed motivation is simply impervious to the attacks orchestrated against him by the 
Chicago machine-style politicians at the White House, a fact also plainly visible to his fellow citizens. And it 
is yet another important reason to have confidence that Cheney’s solid policy analysis will yet prevail in the 
national political arena. Of course he is the conservative of the year! 
  
  



  
While we're watching ObamaCare, the administration is weakening our country elsewhere too.  
Andy McCarthy provides details on some of the Gitmo detainees release to Yemen, 
Afghanistan and Somaliland. Makes you yearn for Cheney.  
... At least one of the released terrorists, a Somali named Abdullahi Sudi Arale (aka Ismail Mahmoud 
Muhammad), was released notwithstanding the military's designation of him as a "high-value detainee" (a 
label that has been applied only to top-tier terrorist prisoners — and one that fits in this case given Arale's 
status as a point of contact between al-Qaeda's satellites in East Africa and Pakistan). 

And then there is the appearance of impropriety. As Tom Joscelyn explains, the Justice Department has 
taken the lead role in making release determinations — the military command at Gitmo has "zero input" and 
"zero influence," in its own words. DOJ is rife with attorneys who represented and advocated for the 
detainees, and, in particular, Attorney General Holder's firm, represented numerous Yemeni enemy 
combatants. Does Justice not appreciate not only how perilous but how unseemly it appears under the 
circumstances for it to be leading the charge to release the Yemeni detainees? And could anyone really 
believe that the supposedly noxious symbolism of Gitmo is more dangerous to Americans than is deporting 
terrorists to the places where terrorism thrives?  

  
  
  
  
John Stossel gives us the lowdown on the pork the Senate leadership had to hand out to buy 
the votes they needed for Obamacare. 
So, how exactly did Senate leadership persuade the few remaining Democrats who were dragging their 
heels? By appealing to their principles, of course. FoxNews.com reports: 

Sen. Mary Landrieu, D-La., won between $100 million and $300 million in additional federal aid for her 
state's Medicaid population. The deal, secured before she cast her critical vote in favor of bringing the health 
bill to the floor, was immediately dubbed the "Louisiana Purchase,"  though the actual Louisiana Purchase 
was considerably cheaper. 

... Florida, New York and Pennsylvania -- where five of six senators are Democrats -- will have their seniors' 
Medicare Advantage benefits protected, even as the program sees massive cuts elsewhere. 

... Nebraska's [Sen. Ben Nelson] won permanent federal aid for his state's expanded Medicaid population, a 
benefit worth up to $100 million over 10 years. Other states get the federal aid for three years, but 
Nebraska's benefit is indefinite. 

If the health care bill were really about life and death, it wouldn't take earmarks to get votes. ... 

  
  
Jennifer Rubin comments on the political partisanship that has characterized the making of 
Obamacare. 
On Sunday, the New York Times fessed up: 

Nasty charges of bribery. Senators cut off mid-speech. Accusations of politics put over patriotism. Talk of 
double-crosses. A nonagenarian forced out after midnight for multiple procedural votes.In the heart of the 
holiday season, Senate Republicans and Democrats are at one another’s throats as the health care 
overhaul reaches its climactic votes, one of which is set for 1 a.m. Monday. A year that began with hopes of 
new post-partisanship has indeed produced change: Things have gotten worse. 



Well, yes they have. How did we get to this point? Well, for starters, Obama, who ran on his determination to 
transcend partisan divisions, remained a passive and aloof figure when it came to the drafting and the 
details, allowing partisan passions to run wild. His sole concern was winning, not building a broad-based 
coalition for revolutionary legislation. Indeed, he contributed to partisan furies by labeling opponents as 
confused and misinformed and by repeating a series of partisan and baseless accusations against 
Republicans (the principal one — that they had “no alternative” — was easily disproved by the plethora of 
conservative plans and proposals). Obama had a reason for proceeding in this way — he wanted to rely on 
the muscle of large Democratic majorities to obtain the most liberal bill he could get. ... 

  
  
In the New York Daily News, Michael Goodwin voices what many are thinking. 

I am a baby boomer, which is to say my life has coincided with turbulent and awesome times. From the Cold 
War to Vietnam, from Watergate to Monicagate, through the horrors of 9/11 and the stunning lifestyle 
advances, my generation's era has been historic and exciting.  

Yet for all the drama and change, the years only occasionally instilled in me the sensation I feel almost 
constantly now. I am afraid for my country.  

I am afraid -- actually, certain -- we are losing the heart and soul that made America unique in human 
history. Yes, we have enemies, but the greatest danger comes from within.  

Watching the freak show in Copenhagen last week, I was alternately furious and filled with dread. The world 
has gone absolutely bonkers and lunatics are in charge.  ... 

  
  
George Will reviews Copenhagen and Obamacare. 

It was serendipitous to have almost simultaneous climaxes in Copenhagen and Congress. The former's 
accomplishment was indiscernible, the latter's was unsightly.  

It would have been unprecedented had the president not described the outcome of the Copenhagen climate 
change summit as "unprecedented," that being the most overworked word in his hardworking vocabulary of 
self-celebration. Actually, the mountain beneath the summit -- a mountain of manufactured hysteria, 
predictable cupidity, antic demagoguery and dubious science -- labored mightily and gave birth to a 
mouselet, a 12-paragraph document committing the signatories to . . . make a list.  ... 

  
  
Thomas Sowell notes the lack of media interest in climategate. When it comes to 
whistleblowers, it depends whose ox is gored. 

...When a business accused of fraud begins shredding its memos and deleting its e-mails, the media are 
quick to proclaim these actions as signs of guilt. But, after the global warming advocates began a systematic 
destruction of evidence, the big television networks went for days without even reporting these facts, much 
less commenting on them. 

As for politicians, Senator Barbara Boxer has urged prosecution of the hackers who uncovered and revealed 
the e-mails! People who have in the past applauded whistleblowers in business, in the military, or in 
Republican administrations, and who lionized the New York Times for publishing the classified Pentagon 
papers, are now shocked and outraged that someone dared to expose massive evidence of manipulations, 



concealment and destruction of data — and deliberate cover-ups of all this — in the global warming 
establishment. ... 

...People who talk about the corrupting influence of money seem to automatically assume that it is only 
private money that is corrupting. But, when governments have billions of dollars invested in the global 
warming crusade, massive programs underway and whole political careers at risk if that crusade gets 
undermined, do not expect the disinterested search for truth.  

Among the intelligentsia, there have always been many who are ready to jump on virtually any bandwagon 
that will take them to the promised land, where the wise and noble few — like themselves — can take the 
rest of us poor dummies in hand and tell us how we had better change the way we live our lives. ... 

  
  
Roger Simon was in Copenhagen. He had some thoughts on the way back.  
... Yes, it’s comical, but it’s quite worrisome, if you examine the true game afoot. Copenhagen was intended 
as an important advance toward world governance. On the face of it, it’s a beautiful idea. When I was 
younger, I was highly attracted to it. But my up-close-and-personal encounters with the UN have turned that 
attraction to near revulsion. It’s very clear that under global government – because of its size and natural 
inefficiencies – accountability is nigh on to impossible, transparency nothing but a distant dream, very often 
not even desired. In short, it’s 1984. And COP15 was just that – legions staring at world leaders on 
Jumbotrons as they blathered platitudes, while negotiations were conducted behind closed doors. (That’s 
bad enough in our Congress, but on a global scale…?) 

Well, now jet lag is setting in, so I’m going to shut down for the moment. But I will add that, perhaps 
fortuitously, my long voyage home (9 1/2 hours from Copenhagen to Atlanta, another 4 from Atlanta to LA) 
finally gave me ample undisturbed time to finish a book I had wanted to read for a long time – F. A. Hayek’s 
The Road to Serfdom. How apropos it turned out to be. Hayek had a lot of this figured out in 1944. I 
recommend to all who haven’t taken the time. It’s just a sign of my own indoctrination that I had read Marx, 
Marcuse, Gramsci, etc., etc. first 

  
  
Scrappleface says we're gonna cut carbon with 'cash for cardigans.'  
President Barack Obama has acknowledged that his new $23 billion weatherization subsidy program will 
merely slow the leakage of heat from homes.  

So today the president introduced what the White House calls “phase II” of an overall program to completely 
eliminate carbon emissions from residential buildings.  

The $37 billion “cash for cardigans” program will help homeowners to pay for sweaters, cardigans, 
housecoats, even Snuggies (the blanket with sleeves, As Seen on TV), so that they can dial back the 
thermostat to a setting that would require combustion of fossil fuels “only during the most frigid episodes of 
global cooling.” ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
  
 
 



WSJ 
What the Late Middle Ages Wrought  
King's College Chapel is the product of royal favor, religious politics, civil wars, labor strife and 
superb craftsmanship. 
by Julia Vitullo 

Praised by the poet William Wordsworth in 1820 as "this immense and glorious work of fine intelligence," 
King's College Chapel in Cambridge, England, is the product of an extraordinary combination of royal 
commitment, turbulent religious politics, violent civil wars, vicious labor disputes, superb medieval 
craftsmanship, and engineering that has never been replicated and is still not fully understood today. The 
historian Francis Woodman, author of "The Architectural History of King's College Chapel," calls it "the 
English building of the late Middle Ages, every element capturing the artistic and political revolution of its 
time." 

      

The chapel is indeed immense, with an outside measurement of 310 feet from turret to turret, each of which 
is 146 feet high. The interior—289 feet long and 40 feet wide—is dominated by the celebrated fan vault 
ceiling, whose equidistantly spaced curved ribs radiate up and away, forming a series of huge half cones. 
The largest fan vault in the world and estimated to weigh 1,875 tons, it is "an unfathomable piece of beautiful 
technology," Mr. Woodman says. Modern engineers have not been able to work out how the master-mason 
John Wastell put the fan vault into place, though Mr. Woodman says "we know he built it from the top down." 
Wordsworth poetically described the engineering feat as "that branching roof self-poised." 



      

Each side of the chapel has 12 large stained-glass windows that are said to constitute, along with the 
eastern window of Golgotha, the most important collection of pre-Reformation windows in Britain, often 
prompting the question of why they were not destroyed by Oliver Cromwell's men in the 1640s. The 
presence of defaced porcelain saints, decapitated statues and erased brasses makes it clear that the 
Iconoclasts had indeed been through. But then, perhaps survival of the windows is not surprising, since the 
chapel had itself been conceived in the midst of dynastic struggles and blood-thirsty conflicts, says Carola 
Hicks, author of "The King's Glass: A Study of Tudor Power and Secret Art." 

After founding King's College in 1441, King Henry VI spent several years buying and leveling a large swathe 
of Cambridge's formerly flourishing commercial center, closing streets and cutting off access to the river to 
enclose what he hoped would be England's largest and greatest college. The chapel's foundation stone was 
laid in 1446 but, as in so many current urban-renewal projects, it would take an additional 65 years to finish 
the stonework and 40 years on top of that for the interior, as the town's economy languished. 

In the meantime, Henry VI was murdered in 1471 at the order of Edward IV, who had seized the throne. 
Edward IV was replaced in 1483 by another usurper, Richard III—an enthusiastic financial backer of the 
chapel until he was killed at the Battle of Bosworth Field. Thus, in 1485, the project again halted. It took a 
few years, but the victorious Henry Tudor, who had become Henry VII, saw the usefulness of supporting the 
chapel to buoy up the legitimacy of his reign. What finer propaganda than associating himself with a building 
devoted to the glory of God—"an act of patronage," according to Ms. Hicks, "that would help to save his 
soul, advance learning and, above all, emphasize his family's rightful hold on the crown"? Better still, the 



stained-glass windows, which Ms. Hicks says were the most powerful decorative art of the Middle Ages, 
offered a direct, storytelling opportunity for Henry to ally himself and his family with the prophets of the Old 
Testament and the apostles and disciples of the New—not to mention with the Holy Family itself. 

Embellished with emblems of Tudor glory and heraldry, the 2,300 separate glass panels of the painted 
windows were installed between 1515 and 1546, during the reign of Henry VIII, by Flemish craftsmen, many 
of whom had fled religious wars on the continent only to find themselves castigated as job-stealing "alien 
strangers" and "denizens" by the less-skillful workers of the London guilds. 

The basic format of the windows followed the medieval theological typology in which stories from the Old 
Testament in the upper register provided prototypes for the New Testament below—the Ascent of Elijah in 
his chariot predicted Christ's Ascension, for example. The typology provided all sorts of opportunities for 
educational but also political messages. Henry Tudor's son, who had succeeded him as Henry VIII in 1509, 
showed almost no interest in the chapel until his adviser Cardinal Wolsey argued that they needed the 
university's support in his contentious divorce from Katharine of Aragon, followed by the split with Rome. 
The royal coffers reopened in 1526 and Cambridge came through. Ms. Hicks laughingly cites Window 4, 
installed around 1541, in which Solomon and Sheba above prefigure the visit of the Three Kings below. 
Henry VIII's monogram, HR for Henricus Rex, is inserted on the shield of a cherub—but, more important, 
Solomon's face is that of Henry, who is thereby shown as a powerful king, anointed by God, a fount of 
wisdom and poetry, and even a renowned lover. 

Yet despite its many secular elements, the chapel remained at its core a house of worship—so much so that 
its unique survival intact is still a "great curiosity," says Mr. Woodman. When the notorious vandal William 
Dowsing surveyed Cambridge in December 1643, he noted in his journal that steps needed to be taken 
because of the presence of "one thousand superstitious pictures, the ladder of Christ, and thieves to go 
upon, many crosses, and Jesus writ on them." Mr. Woodman speculates that, first, the college kept the 
chapel "fully locked and bolted through Cromwell's time," and, second, that what the Puritans profoundly 
objected to was offense to the public. Parish churches were "gutted," he says, all over Cambridge, but King's 
Chapel being private may have protected it from the worst of the depredations. 

Today, King's Chapel is not only open to the public—and Cambridge's biggest tourist attraction—but the 
source of the United Kingdom's most popular Christmas service, The Festival of Nine Lessons and Carols, 
first introduced in 1918 to bring a "more imaginative approach" to Christmas worship. Since 1928, it has 
been broadcast by the BBC on Christmas Eve every year except 1930 to millions of people around the 
world. 

Somehow King's Chapel has endured in its magnificence and remains a place, in Wordsworth's words, 
"Where light and shade repose, where music dwells lingering." 

Ms. Vitullo is director of the Center for Urban Innovation at the Regional Plan Association. 
  
  
  
  
Human Events 
Dick Cheney: HUMAN EVENTS' Conservative of the Year  
by John R. Bolton 
 
In Washingtonian “inside the Beltway” terms, the most amazing aspect of former Vice President Dick 
Cheney’s new clout is that he is achieving it the old-fashioned way: talking about public policy. He is not 
running for President or any other office. He has not formed a PAC or a D.C. lobbying firm. He is not dishing 
on former colleagues, not spreading gossip, not settling scores. He is, instead, writing a memoir about his 
extensive career in public service, and giving occasional speeches and interviews, mostly on national and 
homeland security policy, long his central focus.   



 
How is it, therefore, that someone who has no political ambitions can cause so much angst at the White 
House and in the mainstream news media? The irrefutable answer is that what Cheney is saying, primarily 
on foreign policy, defense and anti-terrorism, makes sense to more and more American citizens growing 
increasingly worried by the Obama Administration’s insouciance when U.S. national interests are 
threatened, both at home and abroad. Since the only real, long-term way to deal with persuasive positions 
on substantive policy matters is to refute them with sounder policy arguments, it is not hard to understand 
why the Obama White House is near panic. Where are they going to go to find a better policy inside his 
administration? 
 
The most visible evidence that White House handlers worry about Cheney’s scoring too many unanswered 
points came in May, in connection with a speech he was scheduled to give at the American Enterprise 
Institute (AEI). Cheney has had a long association with AEI, going back to the end of the Ford 
Administration. Later, after leaving the Defense Department in 1993 following Bush 41’s loss to Bill Clinton, 
Cheney sojourned briefly at AEI, as is customary in the Washington think-tank world where many federal 
officials decompress and reflect on their governmental experiences before returning to business or other 
pursuits. Cheney later joined AEI’s Board of Trustees, “stepping down” in 2001 as Vice Chairman, as AEI 
likes to put it, in order to become Vice President.   
 
So, a major Cheney speech at AEI shortly after leaving the vice presidency was neither surprising nor aimed 
at the new Oval Office occupant. What was surprising, unprecedented and even unpresidential, however, 
was the Obama Administration’s reaction. Instead of leaving it to allies in Congress, Cabinet officers, or the 
media to debate the former Vice President, the White House scheduled a speech by the President himself 
on precisely the same topic. Even more amazingly, they scheduled it on exactly the same day as Cheney’s 
AEI speech, May 21, two hours before Cheney was scheduled to start his remarks. Political commentators 
searched their memories and clippings files, but no one could come up with another example of a 
President’s so directly taking on even a former President, let alone a former Vice President.   
 
So nervous were Obama’s stage managers that they did not realize until too late that they had made a 
serious mistake by having Obama go first, thus allowing the amused Cheney and his waiting audience at 
AEI to watch Obama’s speech and then directly critique his arguments as soon as Obama had finished. 
Tellingly, Cheney didn’t have to alter the text he had already prepared, because he had already correctly 
anticipated and written out refutations of all of Obama’s central arguments. The White House politicos had 
tried to set a trap, but had succeeded only in trapping their own President.  
 
Combined in this one historic speech are the key themes that Cheney has sounded since leaving the Vice 
Presidency: the critical need to understand that we are in a long, continuing war against international 
terrorism, the importance of sustaining and enhancing our defenses and capabilities against terrorism and 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the risks we face in letting our guard down.   
 
In particular, Cheney gave a vigorous defense of “enhanced-interrogation techniques,” the detention facility 
for terrorists at Guantanamo Bay, and the national security benefits the United States obtained through its 
vigorous program of intelligence gathering. He criticized the Obama Administration’s decision to release 
previously classified memoranda and reports about our interrogation techniques, stressing the benefits 
thereby gained by al Qaeda and other terrorists, and then challenged the administration directly: Why not 
release the full texts of these records, including specifically the information that our interrogation techniques 
had elicited from the captured terrorists? Let the American people weigh the value of this evidence against 
the techniques themselves, and let history judge. Needless to say, the Obama White House has done 



nothing, thus underlining the fundamentally political nature of the original Obama decision to release only 
the parts of the documents they felt benefitted his partisan view.   
 

So befuddled were the administration and its media surrogates by 
Cheney’s AEI speech and his subsequent comments that they have 
insinuated darkly that Cheney actually does have a nefarious hidden 
motive. He is, they say, trying to defend his record and that of the 
Bush Administration, an obvious conflict of interest, they claim! Most 
people have scratched their heads at this criticism, which is what 
passes for devastating analysis by the media, because it is entirely 
natural for a senior public official to explain and defend his policies 
once he leaves office. In fact, it is critical that men and women who 
have served in high positions, as Cheney has, to do just that, to give 
our citizens a better understanding of what actually goes on in high-
level decision making. With senior officials constrained by the limits of 
what they can say publicly while still serving in the government, the 
public often receives only a very limited understanding of what an 
administration’s actual thinking is on key policy decisions. To have a 
former Vice President willing to go on the record once he leaves office 
is a huge service to us and our nation, helping to illuminate and 
explain key factors affecting our national security.   
 
Perhaps most galling to Democrats is how closely Joe Biden’s role as 
Vice President has tracked that of Cheney’s, which these same 
Democrats criticized so vociferously while Cheney was in office. The 

main difference, of course, is that Cheney is much quieter than Biden, which objective observers have to 
score as a plus for Cheney.   
 
Desperate to distinguish themselves from Cheney, Biden’s media flacks say that he and his staff have 
worked well with Obama’s White House staff, in contrast to the rancor and in-fighting of the Bush-Cheney 
years. This effort to re-write history, however, simply will not fly. Especially on national-security policy, the 
Bush and Cheney staffs worked well and closely together. If, at the end of eight years, the staff relationships 
were not as close as at the beginning, that was hardly Cheney’s fault. Having worked as a White House 
summer intern for Vice President Spiro Agnew in 1972, I can recount from personal experience what it’s like 
when the President’s people are at knife’s-edge with the Veep’s. That’s not what it was like in the Bush 
years, certainly not in the first term. Bush’s second term was different for many reasons, marked notably in 
foreign affairs by the overwhelming predominance of Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice. But even then, 
Cheney’s relations with the NSC staff remained close, in large part because Rice’s successor as National 
Security Adviser, Steve Hadley, had worked for Cheney at the Pentagon during the Bush 41 Administration. 
  
 
Perhaps most importantly of all, Cheney knows that the personal attacks on him, as offensive as they are, in 
reality constitute stark evidence that Obama and his supporters are simply unable to match him in the 
substantive policy debate. An old lawyers’ cliché says: “If the law is against you, pound on the facts; if the 
facts are against you, pound on the law; if the law and the facts are against you, pound on the table.” 
Obama and his supporters are doing the political equivalent of continuous table-pounding, because that’s 
basically all they have to offer. Cheney’s unwillingness to be deterred by the media assaults on his 
character, his judgment and his performance in office are therefore his most impressive force multiplier with 
the general public. Outside-the-Beltway Americans see him for exactly what he is: a very experienced, very 
dedicated patriot, giving his fellow citizens his best analysis on how to keep them and their country safe.   
 
Cheney’s quiet, inner-directed motivation is simply impervious to the attacks orchestrated against him by the 
Chicago machine-style politicians at the White House, a fact also plainly visible to his fellow citizens. And it 
is yet another important reason to have confidence that Cheney’s solid policy analysis will yet prevail in the 
national political arena. Of course he is the conservative of the year! 



  
  
  
The Corner 
We Interrupt this Socialization of Medicine to Bring You an Abdication of Our National 
Defense . . .   [Andy McCarthy] 
Quite intentionally, the Obama administration is making so many radical moves on so many different fronts 
simultaneously that it's difficult to stay on top of them all, much less give them the attention they deserve. 
But while we argue health care and Iran policy and a civilian trial for KSM and the decision to transfer enemy 
combatants to a U.S. prison, it's important to notice how dangerously irresponsible the administration's 
obsession to close Gitmo has become, and how tawdry the Justice Department is allowing itself to appear. 

Not content with the Friday bad-news dump, the administration announced on the Sunday before Christmas 
that it had transferred a dozen detainees out of Gitmo. On its face, this is alarming enough. The Bush 
administration, it is freely conceded, released many enemy combatants, including many who obviously 
should have been continued in detention and who have gone on to rejoin the jihad and commit horrific acts 
of terrorism. That's how we got from about 800 detainees down to about 200. But there's a big difference.  

The original 800 included some marginal figures (to hear the Left tell it, all the detainees were shepherds 
indiscriminately swept up by the Northern Alliance to win bribe money from the CIA). But now we are down 
to a much smaller core group — detainees whose cases we've had years to study and whom we've held 
despite enormous pressure to release them. These are the worst of the worst. We have an absolute right 
under the laws of war to hold them, and when one of them gets sprung it's cause for grave concern. 

But the release announced this past weekend is just appalling. The twelve detainees have been transferred 
to: Yemen, an al-Qaeda hotbed whose government makes common cause with jihadists (and has a history 
of allowing them to escape — or of releasing them outright); Afghanistan, which is so ungovernable and rife 
with jihadism that we're surging thousands of troops there (troops the jihadists are targeting); and 
Somaliland, which is not even a country, and which offers an easy entree into Somalia, a failed state and al-
Qaeda safe-haven. At least one of the released terrorists, a Somali named Abdullahi Sudi Arale (aka Ismail 
Mahmoud Muhammad), was released notwithstanding the military's designation of him as a "high-value 
detainee" (a label that has been applied only to top-tier terrorist prisoners — and one that fits in this case 
given Arale's status as a point of contact between al-Qaeda's satellites in East Africa and Pakistan). 

And then there is the appearance of impropriety. As Tom Joscelyn explains, the Justice Department has 
taken the lead role in making release determinations — the military command at Gitmo has "zero input" and 
"zero influence," in its own words. DOJ is rife with attorneys who represented and advocated for the 
detainees, and, in particular, Attorney General Holder's firm, represented numerous Yemeni enemy 
combatants. Does Justice not appreciate not only how perilous but how unseemly it appears under the 
circumstances for it to be leading the charge to release the Yemeni detainees? And could anyone really 
believe that the supposedly noxious symbolism of Gitmo is more dangerous to Americans than is deporting 
terrorists to the places where terrorism thrives?  

  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



FOX Business Network 
Senate: This Is About Life & Death ... and Pork 
by John Stossel 

Congress was busy this weekend.  That is never a good sign. 

Today's New York Times quotes Senator Harry Reid explaining what the health care bill is all about: 

“This is not about politics,” Mr. Reid said. “This is not about polling. It’s about people. It’s about life and death 
in America. It’s about human suffering, and given the chance to relieve this suffering, we must." 

So, how exactly did Senate leadership persuade the few remaining Democrats who were dragging their 
heels? By appealing to their principles, of course. FoxNews.com reports: 

Sen. Mary Landrieu, D-La., won between $100 million and $300 million in additional federal aid for her 
state's Medicaid population. The deal, secured before she cast her critical vote in favor of bringing the health 
bill to the floor, was immediately dubbed the "Louisiana Purchase,"  though the actual Louisiana Purchase 
was considerably cheaper. 

... Florida, New York and Pennsylvania -- where five of six senators are Democrats -- will have their seniors' 
Medicare Advantage benefits protected, even as the program sees massive cuts elsewhere. 

... Nebraska's [Sen. Ben Nelson] won permanent federal aid for his state's expanded Medicaid population, a 
benefit worth up to $100 million over 10 years. Other states get the federal aid for three years, but 
Nebraska's benefit is indefinite. 

If the health care bill were really about life and death, it wouldn't take earmarks to get votes. 

Some Democrats had another motivation to pass the bill: 

Lawmakers who attended a private meeting between Mr. Obama and Senate Democrats at the White House 
on Tuesday pointed to remarks there by Senator Evan Bayh, Democrat of Indiana, as providing some new 
inspiration...he did not want to see the satisfied looks on the faces of Republican leaders if they succeeded 
in blocking the measure. 

The details of the bill don't seem to matter much any more. The debate has come down to "Us" vs "Them". 
Some bill  must pass so that one side can declare "victory". 

Remember that next time you hear that Congress is working "overtime" to pass a bill. 

  
  
  
Contentions 
So Much for New Politics 
by Jennifer Rubin 

On Sunday, the New York Times fessed up: 

Nasty charges of bribery. Senators cut off mid-speech. Accusations of politics put over patriotism. Talk of 
double-crosses. A nonagenarian forced out after midnight for multiple procedural votes.In the heart of the 
holiday season, Senate Republicans and Democrats are at one another’s throats as the health care 
overhaul reaches its climactic votes, one of which is set for 1 a.m. Monday. A year that began with hopes of 
new post-partisanship has indeed produced change: Things have gotten worse. 



Well, yes they have. How did we get to this point? Well, for starters, Obama, who ran on his determination to 
transcend partisan divisions, remained a passive and aloof figure when it came to the drafting and the 
details, allowing partisan passions to run wild. His sole concern was winning, not building a broad-based 
coalition for revolutionary legislation. Indeed, he contributed to partisan furies by labeling opponents as 
confused and misinformed and by repeating a series of partisan and baseless accusations against 
Republicans (the principal one — that they had “no alternative” — was easily disproved by the plethora of 
conservative plans and proposals). Obama had a reason for proceeding in this way — he wanted to rely on 
the muscle of large Democratic majorities to obtain the most liberal bill he could get. On Sunday John 
McCain explained: 

There’s been a change. It’s more partisan. It’s more bitterly divided than it’s been. I have never been asked 
to engage in a single serious negotiation on any issue, nor has any other Republican. Now they’ve brought 
single Republicans down to try to pick off one or two Republicans so you can call it, quote, bipartisan. 
There’s never been serious across-the-table negotiations on any serious issue that I have engaged in with 
— I and others have engaged in with other administrations, both Republican and Democrat. 

And if comity and Obama’s own credibility were sacrificed along the way, well, that’s simply what a Chicago 
pol must do to win. 

It’s not a pretty picture, as even the Times must concede: 

On Sunday, Republicans did not mince words when characterizing provisions put in the health care bill to 
attract the final votes for passage, particularly that of Senator Ben Nelson, Democrat of Nebraska. Some 
suggested that special Nebraska considerations in the bill amounted to bribery and corruption. Senator 
Lindsey Graham, Republican of South Carolina, said on CNN’s “State of the Union” that it was reflective of 
“seedy Chicago politics.” 

“In order to try to get the 60 votes, there has been basically a pay to play approach to this, and it’s just 
repulsive,” [Sen. John] Cornyn said. 

Now some say that bipartisanship is overrated. But Obama wasn’t one of them. He got himself elected, in 
large part, because he promised to rise about the naked partisanship that had alienated so many voters. No 
Blue and Red States, just the United States of America and all that. So the question remains whether having 
jettisoned that tone and approach to politics, the president and his party will face any consequences. It’s not 
hard to imagine that once the dreamy idealism of young voters, the optimism of independents (who had 
grown disgusted with politics as normal), and the self-delusion of some Republicans (convinced that Obama 
was a man of reason, not of bare-knuckle politics) are drained away, the Democrats will face a motivation 
deficit in 2010 and perhaps beyond. 

Having adopted the worst qualities of his hyper-partisan predecessors, Obama has left the “outsider” and 
“change” message by the wayside. We’ll see if his opponents are savvy enough to grab it and run for 
daylight. 

  
  
  
NY Daily News 
Dreading our future 
by Michael Goodwin 

I am a baby boomer, which is to say my life has coincided with turbulent and awesome times. From the Cold 
War to Vietnam, from Watergate to Monicagate, through the horrors of 9/11 and the stunning lifestyle 
advances, my generation's era has been historic and exciting.  



Yet for all the drama and change, the years only occasionally instilled in me the sensation I feel almost 
constantly now. I am afraid for my country.  

I am afraid -- actually, certain -- we are losing the heart and soul that made America unique in human 
history. Yes, we have enemies, but the greatest danger comes from within.  

Watching the freak show in Copenhagen last week, I was alternately furious and filled with dread. The world 
has gone absolutely bonkers and lunatics are in charge.  

Mugabe and Chavez are treated with respect and the United Nations is serious about wanting to regulate 
our industry and transfer our wealth to kleptocrats and genocidal maniacs.  

Even more frightening, our own leaders joined the circus. Marching to the beat of international drummers, 
they uncoupled themselves from the will of the people they were elected to serve.  

President Obama, for whom I voted because I believed he was the best choice available, is a profound 
disappointment. I now regard his campaign as a sly bait-and-switch operation, promising one thing and 
delivering another. Shame on me.  

Equally surprising, he has become an insufferable bore. The grace notes and charm have vanished, with 
peevishness and petty spite his default emotions. His rhetorical gifts now serve his loathsome habit of fear-
mongering.  

"Time is running out," he says, over and again. He said it on health care, on the stimulus, in Copenhagen, 
on Iran.  

Instead of provoking thought and inspiring ideas, the man hailed for his Ivy League nuance insists we stop 
thinking and do what he says. Now.  

His assertion we will go bankrupt unless Congress immediately adopts the health monstrosity marks a new 
low. At least it did until he barged into a meeting in Copenhagen to insult the Chinese with the same do-it-
now arrogance on carbon emissions.  

Don't get me wrong -- it's OK to insult the Chinese, but save it for an urgent life-and-death issue. Iran 
qualifies, with its plans for a nuclear arsenal, yet Obama has not pushed China on that issue with the fervor 
of his attacks on their dirty smokestacks.  

Washington has its own freak show and it also features Big Government theocrats. One of the mainstream 
media myths is that the Democrat-on-Democrat attacks of late pit moderates against liberals.  

Horse hockey. No person of conservative or moderate sensibility could possibly support a federal takeover 
of the massive health system.  

That some who profess to be moderates have gone along, either out of fear or partisan loyalty or payoffs, 
only underscores the madness.  

In fact, it is a myth the fight is over health care at all. It is a vulgar power dispute between liberals and 
extreme liberals, with health care a convenient portal for command-and-control of 17 percent of the 
economy.  

It's definitely not reform.  

Notice how little Obama talks about sick people or medicine or suffering or any of the realities of illness and 
death. There is almost no mention of the moral dimension that supposedly animates the demand for 
universal coverage.  



The public intuitively understands the con, which is why it prefers the flawed status quo. Voters tell pollsters 
by as much as 3-to-1 they think a federal takeover will cost them and the country more money and will 
produce more red tape instead of better care.  

Yet, because power corrupts, and one-party rule corrupts absolutely, dissenters are considered heretics. 
Until the next election.  

Meanwhile, Mother Nature delivered her verdict with yesterday's blizzard in Washington. I am cheered by 
the thought that finally, hell has frozen over.  

  
  
Washington Post 
Obama's dubious 'wins' in Copenhagen and Congress 
by George F. Will 

It was serendipitous to have almost simultaneous climaxes in Copenhagen and Congress. The former's 
accomplishment was indiscernible, the latter's was unsightly.  

It would have been unprecedented had the president not described the outcome of the Copenhagen climate 
change summit as "unprecedented," that being the most overworked word in his hardworking vocabulary of 
self-celebration. Actually, the mountain beneath the summit -- a mountain of manufactured hysteria, 
predictable cupidity, antic demagoguery and dubious science -- labored mightily and gave birth to a 
mouselet, a 12-paragraph document committing the signatories to . . . make a list.  

A list of the goals they have no serious intention of trying to meet. The document even dropped the words 
"as soon as possible" from its call for a binding agreement on emissions.  

The 1992 Rio climate summit begat Kyoto. It, like Copenhagen, which Kyoto begat, was "saved," as 
Copenhagen was, by a last-minute American intervention (Vice President Al Gore's) that midwifed an 
agreement that most signatories evaded for 12 years. The Clinton-Gore administration never submitted 
Kyoto's accomplishment for ratification, the Senate having denounced its terms 95 to 0.  

Copenhagen will beget Mexico City next November. Before then, Congress will give "the international 
community" other reasons to pout. Congress will refuse to burden the economy with cap-and-trade carbon-
reduction requirements and will spurn calls for sending billions in "climate reparations" to China and other 
countries. Representatives of those nations, when they did not have their hands out in Copenhagen 
grasping for America's wealth, clapped their hands in ovations for Hugo Chávez and other kleptocrats who 
denounced capitalism while clamoring for its fruits.  

The New York Times reported from Copenhagen that Barack Obama "burst into a meeting of the Chinese, 
Indian and Brazilian leaders, according to senior administration officials. Mr. Obama said he did not want 
them negotiating in secret." Naughty them. Those three nations will be even less pliable in Mexico City.  

At least the president got a health-care bill through the Senate. But what problem does it "solve" (Obama's 
word)? Not that of the uninsured, 23 million of whom will remain in 2019. Not that of rising health-care 
spending. This will rise faster over the next decade.  

The legislation does solve the Democrats' "problem" of figuring out how to worsen the dependency culture 
and the entitlement mentality that grows with it. By 2016, families with annual incomes of $96,000 will get 
subsidized health insurance premiums. Nebraska's Ben Nelson voted for the Senate bill after opposing both 
the Medicare cuts and taxes on high-value insurance plans -- the heart of the bill's financing. Arkansas's 
Blanche Lincoln, Indiana's Evan Bayh and Virginia's Jim Webb voted against one or the other. Yet they 
support the bill. They will need mental health care to cure their intellectual whiplash.  



Before equating Harry Reid to Henry Clay, understand that buying 60 Senate votes is a process more 
protracted than difficult. Reid was buying the votes of senators whose understanding of the duties of 
representation does not rise above looting the nation for local benefits. And Reid had two advantages -- the 
spending, taxing and borrowing powers of the federal leviathan, and an almost gorgeous absence of 
scruples or principles. Principles are general rules, such as: Nebraska should not be exempt from burdens 
imposed on the other 49 states.  

Principles have not, however, been entirely absent: Nebraska's Republican governor, Dave Heineman, and 
Republican senator, Mike Johanns, have honorably denounced Nebraska's exemption from expanded 
Medicaid costs. The exemption was one payment for Nelson's vote to impose the legislation on Nebraskans, 
67 percent of whom oppose it.  

Considering all the money and debasement of the rule of law required to purchase 60 votes, the bill the 
Senate passed might be the only bill that can get 60. The House, however, voted for Rep. Bart Stupak's 
provision preserving the ban on public funding of abortions. Nelson, an untalented negotiator, unnecessarily 
settled for much less. The House also supports a surtax on affluent Americans and opposes the steep tax 
on some high-value health insurance plans. So to get the bill to the president's desk, the House, in 
conference with the Senate, may have to shrug and say: Oh, never mind.  

During this long debate, the left has almost always yielded ground. Still, to swallow the Senate bill, the 
House will have to swallow its pride, if it has any. The conference report reconciling the House and Senate 
bills will reveal whether the House is reconciled to being second fiddle in a one-fiddle orchestra.  

  
  
Jewish World Review 
The ‘Science’ Mantra  
by Thomas Sowell  
  
Science is one of the great achievements of the human mind and the biggest reason why we live not only 
longer but more vigorously in our old age, in addition to all the ways in which it provides us with things that 
make life easier and more enjoyable.  

Like anything valuable, science has been seized upon by politicians and ideologues, and used to forward 
their own agendas. This started long ago, as far back as the 18th century, when the Marquis de Condorcet 
coined the term "social science" to describe various theories he favored. In the 19th century, Karl Marx and 
Friedrich Engels distinguished their own brand of socialism as "scientific socialism." By the 20th century, all 
sorts of notions wrapped themselves in the mantle of "science."  

"Global warming" hysteria is only the latest in this long line of notions, whose main argument is that there is 
no argument, because it is "science." The recently revealed destruction of raw data at the bottom of the 
global warming hysteria, as well as revelations of attempts to prevent critics of this hysteria from being 
published in leading journals, suggests that the disinterested search for truth — the hallmark of real science 
— has taken a back seat to a political crusade.  

An intercepted e-mail from a professor at the Climate Research Unit in England to a professor at the 
University of Pennsylvania warned the latter: "Don't any of you three tell anybody that the UK has a 
Freedom of Information Act" and urged the American professor to delete any e-mails he may have sent a 
colleague regarding the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  

When a business accused of fraud begins shredding its memos and deleting its e-mails, the media are quick 
to proclaim these actions as signs of guilt. But, after the global warming advocates began a systematic 
destruction of evidence, the big television networks went for days without even reporting these facts, much 
less commenting on them. 



As for politicians, Senator Barbara Boxer has urged prosecution of the hackers who uncovered and revealed 
the e-mails! People who have in the past applauded whistleblowers in business, in the military, or in 
Republican administrations, and who lionized the New York Times for publishing the classified Pentagon 
papers, are now shocked and outraged that someone dared to expose massive evidence of manipulations, 
concealment and destruction of data — and deliberate cover-ups of all this — in the global warming 
establishment.  

Factual data are crucial in real science. Einstein himself urged that his own theory of relativity not be 
accepted until it could be empirically verified. This verification came when scientists around the world 
observed an eclipse of the sun and discovered that light behaved as Einstein's theory said it would behave, 
however implausible that might have seemed beforehand.  

Today, politicized "science" has too big a stake in the global warming hysteria to let the facts speak for 
themselves and let the chips fall where they may. Too many people — in politics and in the media, as well 
as among those climate scientists who are promoting global warming hysteria — let the raw data on which 
their calculations have been based fall into the "wrong hands."  

People who talk about the corrupting influence of money seem to automatically assume that it is only private 
money that is corrupting. But, when governments have billions of dollars invested in the global warming 
crusade, massive programs underway and whole political careers at risk if that crusade gets undermined, do 
not expect the disinterested search for truth.  

Among the intelligentsia, there have always been many who are ready to jump on virtually any bandwagon 
that will take them to the promised land, where the wise and noble few — like themselves — can take the 
rest of us poor dummies in hand and tell us how we had better change the way we live our lives.  

No doubt some climate scientists honestly believe that global warming poses a threat. But other climate 
scientists honestly believe the opposite. That is why the raw data have had to be destroyed before the latter 
get their hands on it.  

This is tragically the case as regards many other issues, besides global warming, where data are made 
available only to the true believers and kept out of the hands of those who think otherwise.  

  
  
  
Roger L. Simon 
Copenhagen Wrap-up: “I have seen the future and it stinks!” 
  
I am only just back last night from the Copenhagen UN climate change conference, yet am convinced of the 
accuracy of my headline – an obvious parody of Lincoln Steffens’ famous 1921 declaration about the Soviet 
Union, “I have seen the future and it works. ” In this case, however, the future concerns (supposedly 
democratic) “global governance” and not the workers’ state. For make no mistake about it, Kenneth 
Andersen is correct. COP15 was only peripherally about “climate change” and almost entirely about UN 
hegemony.  

I know. I saw it with my own eyes. And it wasn’t for the first time. This was my second international UN 
conference in less than one year – the first being the so-called Durban Review Conference in Geneva that 
purported to review the “World Conference against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related 
Intolerance in Durban, South Africa” of 2001. The latter was as much about real racism as the former was 
about real climate change. It was also – as will be recalled – something of a farce, with the appearance 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad dominating the event as he spewed vitriolic anti-Semitism and Holocaust denial. 
Nevertheless, the UN declared the conference a success. 



It will say the same of Copenhagen, no doubt. At least the presence of the various despots (Chavez, 
Mugabe, the re-upped A-jad, etc.) was not as damaging this time. It was more of sideshow, compared to the 
true objective of COP15 – the cementing of UN bureaucratic power under the guise of CO2 regulation. That 
was why the Climategate revelations were particularly poorly timed for the United Nations. Yes, they were 
largely ignored or dismissed at press conferences, but they were an overwhelming presence about which 
many were aware. ( Flemming Rose – the illustrious cultural editor of Denmark’s Jyllands Posten – told me 
in an interview that these revelations were covered much more extensively in the European press than in the 
US.) Furthermore, rejecting Climategate as an assault on “settled science” is, of course, risible because the 
concept of settled science itself is tenuous at best, verging on an oxymoron. As a commenter noted on this 
site, Einstein upended the settled science of Newton and now Einstein is in question. Yet we are supposed 
to believe without question some unknown mediocrity at the IPCC because of “majority rule” [sic]. 

Yes, it’s comical, but it’s quite worrisome, if you examine the true game afoot. Copenhagen was intended as 
an important advance toward world governance. On the face of it, it’s a beautiful idea. When I was younger, 
I was highly attracted to it. But my up-close-and-personal encounters with the UN have turned that attraction 
to near revulsion. It’s very clear that under global government – because of its size and natural inefficiencies 
– accountability is nigh on to impossible, transparency nothing but a distant dream, very often not even 
desired. In short, it’s 1984. And COP15 was just that – legions staring at world leaders on Jumbotrons as 
they blathered platitudes, while negotiations were conducted behind closed doors. (That’s bad enough in our 
Congress, but on a global scale…?) 

Well, now jet lag is setting in, so I’m going to shut down for the moment. But I will add that, perhaps 
fortuitously, my long voyage home (9 1/2 hours from Copenhagen to Atlanta, another 4 from Atlanta to LA) 
finally gave me ample undisturbed time to finish a book I had wanted to read for a long time – F. A. Hayek’s 
The Road to Serfdom. How apropos it turned out to be. Hayek had a lot of this figured out in 1944. I 
recommend to all who haven’t taken the time. It’s just a sign of my own indoctrination that I had read Marx, 
Marcuse, Gramsci, etc., etc. first.  

  
  
Scrappleface 
Obama’s ‘Cash for Cardigans’ to Cut Carbon Emissions 
by Scott Ott 

President Barack Obama has acknowledged that his new $23 billion weatherization subsidy program will 
merely slow the leakage of heat from homes.  

So today the president introduced what the White House calls “phase II” of an overall program to completely 
eliminate carbon emissions from residential buildings.  

The $37 billion “cash for cardigans” program will help homeowners to pay for sweaters, cardigans, 
housecoats, even Snuggies (the blanket with sleeves, As Seen on TV), so that they can dial back the 
thermostat to a setting that would require combustion of fossil fuels “only during the most frigid episodes of 
global cooling.” 

According to experts at the Climate Research Unit (CRU) at the University of East Anglia, widespread 
“bundling up” in the U.S. and U.K. will “unquestionably save island nations from seawater inundation, African 
nations from utter dessication and polar bears from spontaneous combustion.” 

“The data, which we recently misplaced, is irrefutable,” said CRU director Phil Jones, currently on 
involuntary sabbatical. “By combining carbon-credit trading with weather stripping, vegetarianism, cardigan-
wearing, alternate-day respiration, and other simple lifestyle changes, we can stave off the destruction of 
billions of acres of wildlife habitat, and perhaps save humanity as well.” 



Under the Obama “cash for cardigans” program, citizens would receive a one dollar credit toward woolen 
wear for each degree they reduce their thermostat. The White House said this means a senior citizen, living 
on a fixed income, could receive a $45 cardigan at no charge, simply by turning the thermostat back to 27 
degrees Fahrenheit. 

  
  

 
  
  
  

 



  
  
  

 
  
  

 
  
  
 


