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Michael Barone looks at the polls in Massachusetts.  
  
  
John Fund posts on that race. 
  
  
Corner post too.  
What a day for Scott Brown, the Massachusetts Republican vying for Teddy Kennedy’s former U.S. Senate 
seat. In recent days, polls have shown Brown steadily closing the gap in what’s become a surprisingly close 
race against Democrat Martha Coakley. To build on his momentum, Brown went to the web today to raise 
more cash for his surging campaign. Brown hoped to raise half-a-million dollars in a day, and boy, did his 
supporters come out in droves. As of 11:40 p.m., Brown has raised over $1,117,000 dollars via his “Red 
Invades Blue” campaign. Many Republicans have pitched in: To help Brown out, Mitt Romney and Tim 
Pawlenty both sent out fundraising appeals on his behalf. ... 
  
After that we open with more commentary from Mark Steyn on the fallout from the 
pantybomber. 

...According to one poll, 58 percent of Americans are in favor of waterboarding young Umar Farouk. Well, 
you should have thought about that before you made a community organizer president of the world's 
superpower. The election of Barack Obama was a fundamentally unserious act by the U.S. electorate, and 
you can't blame the world's mischief-makers, from Putin to Ahmadinejad to the many Gitmo recidivists now 
running around Yemen, from drawing the correct conclusion. 

...What did the Pantybomber have a membership card in? Well, he was president of the Islamic Society of 
University College, London. Kafeel Ahmed, who died after driving a burning jeep into the concourse of 
Glasgow Airport, had been president of the Islamic Society of Queen's University, Belfast. Yassin Nassari, 
serving three years in jail for terrorism, was president of the Islamic Society of the University of Westminster. 
Waheed Arafat Khan, arrested in the 2006 Heathrow terror plots that led to Americans having to put their 
liquids and gels in those little plastic bags, was president of the Islamic Society of London Metropolitan 
University. 

Doesn't this sound like a bigger problem than "al-Qaida," whatever that is? The president has now put 
citizens of Nigeria on the secondary-screening list. Which is tough on Nigerian Christians, who have no 
desire to blow up your flight to Detroit. Aside from the highly localized Tamil terrorism of India and Sri Lanka, 
suicide bombing is a phenomenon entirely of Islam. The broader psychosis that manifested itself only the 
other day in an axe murderer breaking into a Danish cartoonist's home to kill him because he objects to his 
cartoon is, likewise, a phenomenon of Islam. This is not to say (to go wearily through the motions) that all 
Muslims are potential suicide bombers and axe murderers, but it is to state the obvious – that this "war" is 
about the intersection of Islam and the West, and its warriors are recruited in the large pool of young Muslim 
manpower, not in Yemen and Afghanistan so much as in Copenhagen and London. ... 

  
  
In the Weekly Standard, Stephen Hayes says that the Obami need to get smart about 
counterterrorism. 
The National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) was created in 2004 for the purpose of coordinating 
intelligence among the many agencies that make up the U.S. intelligence community. The NCTC essentially 
exists to make sure the strands of intelligence like those the U.S. government had on Abdulmutallab are 
brought together to prevent an attack.   



Michael Leiter, the head of the NCTC, spent Christmas Day on the job. He left the day after, having gotten 
permission of the White House and the director of national intelligence. ... 

...Under any circumstances, Leiter should have remained at the NCTC to help determine how such an 
intelligence failure could have happened. But there was a truly pressing reason for him to stick around and 
do his job. Abdulmutallab had told interrogators that there were others to follow. The concerns were serious 
enough that Obama surged the number of federal air marshals on airplanes. ... 

...So at precisely the same time the staff of the NCTC was working furiously to piece together bits of 
intelligence to prevent another attack, the director was on a White House-approved vacation? ... 

  
Claudia Rosett criticizes Obama's lack of understanding of the important issues, by way of 
discussing his December schedule, and then reviews the serious foreign situations that the 
Obami need to be paying attention to. Here are a few: 

Iran: Last week the Tehran regime missed another U.N.-drafted deadline for halting its uranium enrichment, 
aka its nuclear bomb program. Instead, in its umpteenth round of nose-thumbing at the multilateral 
monitoring and dialogue on which Obama has placed his bets, the Iranian regime set its own Jan. 31 
deadline for the West to accept Tehran's terms for its bomb-fuel projects. Meanwhile, Manhattan's longtime, 
legendary district attorney (a Democrat), Robert Morgenthau, just before going into retirement, told The Wall 
Street Journal, that "the president is smoking pot or something if he thinks that being nice to these guys is 
going to get him anywhere." ... 

North Korea: As detailed in the Washington Post, a report surfaced from Pakistan's nuclear mass-marketing 
wizard, A.Q. Khan, that, based on his multiple past close encounters with North Korea, Kim Jong Il's regime 
may have a more advanced uranium enrichment program and missile-ready nuclear arsenal than 
suspected. Meanwhile, North Korea keeps dispatching munitions to Iran, by ship and by plane. 

Russia: Obama's "reset" and reneging on missile defense for Eastern Europe has now translated into Prime 
Minister Vladimir Putin's threat that Russia, to balance any American missile defense, will develop new 
"offensive" weapons. ... 

...America's foes have their differences. But they all have this in common: They see America as an 
antagonist, not because they are appalled by Guantanamo Bay, as Obama keeps arguing (every patch of 
turf listed above features far worse treatment of "detainees"), but for the opposite reason--that America has 
stood for generations as the leader of the free world, what Ronald Reagan called "the shining city on a hill." 
That's what this war is about, and that's the crisis that needs the full attention and a genuinely viable 
strategy right now from America's commander-in-chief. When does President Obama look at this scene and 
finally connect the dots? 

  
  
Mark Steyn blogs about the security breach at Newark Airport and the Keystone 
Cop performance of the TSA. 
After six days, the authorities have finally caught the man who strolled through into the "secure" area at 
Newark Airport. ...  

New Jersey Senator Frank Lautenberg expressed anger that he could only face a fine. 

"It wasn't some prank that didn't do any harm - it did a lot of harm because it sent out an alert that people 
can get away with something like this," he said. 



Yes, and, if you thought before opening your ridiculous Senatorial mouth, you'd realize that that's what you 
should be mad about - that at your airport anybody "can get away with something like this", not that Mr Jiang 
exposed that fact. He didn't have to try anything clever. He just waited until crack TSA national security 
operative Ruben Hernandez turned his back... 

...A bystander waiting for an arriving passenger noticed the breach and told the guard. TSA officials then 
discovered that surveillance cameras at the security checkpoint had not recorded the breach. ... 

...That's right – they weren't even recording, sources said, and needed a reboot, which the agency 
apparently didn't ask for. ...  
 
...With the cameras inoperable, the TSA tried to get a second set of surveillance video from Continental 
Airlines. But the TSA apparently didn't know the correct telephone number and the specific procedures to 
get the footage. 

Shutting down the airport, wasting thousands of people's time by pointlessly rescreening them, treating them 
as animals in pens without food or drink or bathroom breaks for hours on end, causing them to miss their 
flights and screwing up their lives... none of that is Mr Jiang's fault but that of the money-no-object TSA that 
imposes stupid petty rules on everybody else but doesn't even follow its own. ... 

  
Melanie Phillips on the self-destructive culture of guilt and appeasement in Britain. 
...The left are consumed by hatred of America and the west in general. The paleo-cons believe that ‘abroad’ 
– about which they know no more than the BBC tells them, God help us – is a dangerous and frightening 
place full of lunatics who will leave us alone as long as we don’t do anything unpleasant to them; and the 
fact that they want in fact to kill us must therefore mean that we have indeed done something unpleasant to 
them. So they end up agreeing with the Islamic world that the west is actually the cause of the war being 
waged against it. ... 

...There is no question in my mind but that this mass public derangement is the single most important 
weapon in the Islamists’ arsenal. The unremitting barrage of these ignorant, bigoted and unfounded claims 
week in, week out provides a lethal echo chamber for the already epidemic conspiracy theories, victim 
complex and inversion of cause and effect that are coursing through the Islamic world, thus helping to incite 
untold numbers of British Muslims to an ever greater pitch of hysteria. 

It also demoralises (in every sense), demotivates and discombobulates non-Muslim Brits so that they are 
quite unable to grasp that they are under attack from religious fanaticism; instead they turn on their own side 
(America, Israel) and create a climate of anti-war defeatism and appeasement. This undermines British 
troops abroad and ensures that no politician will commit properly to the wars in Afghanistan or Iraq (not to 
mention Iran) thus ensuring that the west will lose the fight to defend the free world. ... 

  
  
What happens when the government provides low-interest loans to law students? More law 
schools open and charge higher tuition, and more students get degrees and 
large student debt, but can't get jobs. Government incentives distort the market, and calls for 
regulation begin. Mark Greenbaum in the LATimes does just that, but he also gives us a picture 
of the untenable market situation. His solution though just packs more bad laws on top of other 
bad laws. We'd have been better off if market distorting policies didn't get launched in the first 
place. 
...From 2004 through 2008, the field grew less than 1% per year on average, going from 735,000 people 
making a living as attorneys to just 760,000, with the Bureau of Labor Statistics postulating that the field will 
grow at the same rate through 2016. Taking into account retirements, deaths and that the bureau's data is 
pre-recession, the number of new positions is likely to be fewer than 30,000 per year. That is far fewer than 



what's needed to accommodate the 45,000 juris doctors graduating from U.S. law schools each year.  
 
This jobs gap is even more problematic given the rising cost of tuition. In 2008, the median tuition at state 
schools for nonresidents was $26,000 a year, and $34,000 for private schools -- and much higher in some 
states, such as California. Students racked up an average loan debt in 2007-08 of $59,000 for students from 
public law schools and $92,000 for those from private schools, according to the ABA, and a recent Law 
School Survey of Student Engagement found that nearly one-third of respondents said they would owe 
about $120,000.  
 
Such debt would be manageable if a world of lucrative jobs awaited the newly minted attorneys, but this is 
not the case. A recent working paper by Herwig Schlunk of Vanderbilt Law School contends that with the 
exception of some of those at the best schools, going for a law degree is a bad investment and that most 
students will be "unlikely ever to dig themselves out from" under their debt. This problem is exacerbated by 
the existing law school system. ... 
  
  
  
In WSJ, Eric Felten discusses his discomfort with charitable solicitations at store checkouts. 
...If you shopped at any number of stores participating in the hospital's campaign—including Williams-
Sonoma, Kmart, CVS drug stores, and others—you also were asked to contribute. Chances are, like me, 
you dutifully added to the kitty. But I wonder how many, like me, came away with a bad taste from the 
experience, an unpleasant sense of having been imposed upon. 

I asked Leslie Lenkowsky, who is director of graduate programs at Indiana University's Center on 
Philanthropy. He acknowledges that the practice involves some arm-twisting—"You get to feel badly if you 
refuse to donate"—but he thinks that the register pitch is not only effective but morally superior to indirect 
methods (such as when a store contributes on customers' behalf a small percentage of its revenues). "From 
the charity's point of view, this will be viewed as more ethical," he says, "since the donor has to make an 
affirmative decision to give." And if you are a customer/donor, he adds, "you get the product and the warm 
fuzzy glow." 

Well, I'm not glowing. It's more like a slow burn. If I answer yes to the pitch, I don't feel the least bit 
generous; I'm left with the nagging sensation of having been made to cry "uncle." I never feel as though the 
offhand donation amounts to much—what, only a $5 donation when spending $100 on yourself?!—which 
leaves me feeling rather like a skinflint. And yet, if I don't pony up at all, there's the reflexive twinge of 
shame. Are these the emotions businesses want to produce in their customers? ... 

  
 
 
 

  
Washington Examiner 
How to explain those divergent Massachusetts polls 
by Michael Barone 

Polls on the January 19 special Senate election in Massachusetts are showing hugely different results: the 
Boston Globe has Democrat Martha Coakley ahead 53%-36%, Rasmussen has Coakley ahead 50%-41% 
and PPP, as I noted Saturday, has Republican Scott Brown ahead 48%-47%. How to explain this? 
Pollster.com’s Mark Blumenthal has a characteristically first-rate analysis. His major point: 

The big spread in results among the polls, and differences apparent within two of them, are all consistent in 
supporting one finding: The lower the turnout, the better the odds for Scott Brown. These differences 



indicate that the voters most interested and most likely to vote are Republican, while Democrats are more 
blase. 

Pollsters always employ screening questions, as Blumenthal explains, and screens can be loose (all adults) 
or tight (those who have voted in past offyear elections and who say they are absolutely certain to vote). He 
notes that PPP’s robocall has an instruction, “if you do not intend to vote, . . . please hang up,” which 
presumably acts as a very tight screen, and so all three polls tend to agree that those who are most 
determined to vote are about evenly split between Coakley and Brown. The Brown campaign, by the way, is 
running a “moneybomb” campaign today to raise $500,000 online. 

  
  
John Fund 
Coakley Tries to Change the Subject 
Democrats have decided who they are running against in next Tuesday's special election to fill Ted 
Kennedy's Senate seat in Massachusetts, and it's not Republican Scott Brown.  

Martha Coakley, the Democratic candidate, couldn't seem to utter Mr. Brown's name yesterday at a news 
conference without tying him to a political boogie creature she labeled "Bush-Cheney." "Not only is Scott 
Brown a roadblock to progress, he wants to go back to the failed policies of the Bush-Cheney 
administration," she contended. 

She kept up that drumbeat during their final debate last night, finally prompting Mr. Brown to tell her: "You 
can run against Bush-Cheney, but I'm Scott Brown. I live in Wrentham. I drive a truck, and yes, it's over 
200,000 miles on it now. But you're not running against them." 

When Democrats aren't raising the specter of the unpopular Bush administration, they're trying to tie Mr. 
Brown to Sarah Palin. The Democratic National Committee dispatched its top political spin artist, Hari 
Sevugan, to Massachusetts yesterday to help out the struggling Coakley campaign. He promptly sent out an 
email taunting Ms. Palin for not coming to Massachusetts to endorse Mr. Brown: "Come on, Sarah, why are 
you being so shy?" Within hours, he sent out another message headlined: "Has the Pit Bull lost her bark?" A 
third salvo late in the day demanded that reporters ask Mr. Brown a simple question: "Will you accept Sarah 
Palin's endorsement or won't you?" 

There was no discussion of issues from Mr. Sevugan, much less any evidence that Mr. Brown has ever 
expressed an interest in having outsiders come into the state on his behalf. Democrats have apparently 
decided that hauling out fright masks beats trying to defend President Obama's record, much less Ms. 
Coakley's conventionally liberal positions. 

  
  
The Corner 
Brown's Million   [Robert Costa] 
What a day for Scott Brown, the Massachusetts Republican vying for Teddy Kennedy’s former U.S. Senate 
seat. In recent days, polls have shown Brown steadily closing the gap in what’s become a surprisingly close 
race against Democrat Martha Coakley. To build on his momentum, Brown went to the web today to raise 
more cash for his surging campaign. Brown hoped to raise half-a-million dollars in a day, and boy, did his 
supporters come out in droves. As of 11:40 p.m., Brown has raised over $1,117,000 dollars via his “Red 
Invades Blue” campaign. Many Republicans have pitched in: To help Brown out, Mitt Romney and Tim 
Pawlenty both sent out fundraising appeals on his behalf. 

Brown’s million-dollar day is big news. Some context: In 2009, Brown raised $1.2 million, nearly all of it 
coming from individuals. The new money gives Brown the cash he needs to take to the airwaves, especially 
since Coakley already has a strong war chest after raising $5.2 million in 2009. Plus, think about this: At the 
beginning of 2010, Brown, according to FEC reports, had just $367,000 in the bank. In one day he's tripled 



that number. His sum is also inching close to, or possibly surpassing, Coakley, who, according to the FEC, 
had $937,000 in her campaign account at the beginning of this year. As my friend Eric Kleefeld points out at 
TPM, things are looking great for Scott (and the GOP): 

Regardless of whether Brown wins or loses in this Democratic state, one thing is clear: National 
conservative activists have been able to take a clear interest in this race, and they could mobilize 
themselves for a cause in a similar way to the liberal Netroots during the Bush years. 

Rush Limbaugh also weighed in today on his radio program: 

"It is really, really bad for the Democrats out there all over the country electorally.  In Massachusetts, the 
pollsters are kind of coalescing around the idea that Martha Coakley is going to win, but Scott Brown keeps 
raising money, big-time money. The fact that the Democrats are having to fight this hard... I mean, they're 
sending the union troops in there!  The fact that the Democrats are having to fight at all for Ted Kennedy's 
seat! Wouldn't it be the most delicious irony if the Ted Kennedy seat were lost, preventing health care from 
passing?   
 
Now, I know that the Democrats, if Scott Brown wins, are going to delay his swearing in until after the health 
care vote.  They'll delay it a couple of months if they have to, an emergency change to the law, but 
everybody's going to see this.  The Democrats are now running naked through the streets.  There's no 
cover.  Everybody sees them for who they are: Job destroyers, private sector destroyers." 

So did Mitt Romney on Fox News: 

ROMNEY: Yes, I think this is surprising a lot of people. Most people expected that a Democrat would just 
roll into Ted Kennedy's seat, as Ted Kennedy has year after year after year. But Massachusetts is not as 
monolithic a liberal state as people think. Massachusetts voted for Ronald Reagan twice, elected the 
Republican governor 16 straight years. And right now, there's a lot of anger in Massachusetts, among 
independents in particular, about the Obama health care plan. And I think what you're seeing is people are 
flocking to Scott Brown. He's narrowed the race. It's a single-digit race now. And he's raising money from 
across the country. I think he's — he's a guy who very well could win this thing. And he's an independent-
minded Republican. He's not just a, you know, rubber stamp kind of guy. But he brings an energy and a 
passion and some experience to this race that I think is galvanizing support in Massachusetts. 

VAN SUSTEREN: And so it's so interesting because should he win on January 19, suddenly, the Senate 
isn't filibuster-proof, so it's so much more profoundly important to the nation. It's not just important to 
Massachusetts. Whether you're a Democrat or a Republican, you've got to be watching this race. 

ROMNEY: It would really say that Massachusetts would be in the catbird's seat. The senator from 
Massachusetts would be able to make the key calls on some of these key pieces of legislation, and with 
regards to health care, to make sure that the lessons about the good in the Massachusetts plan and the bad 
is accommodated and understood before it's dealt with in a national plan. It would make all the sense in the 
world for the people of Massachusetts to elect Scott Brown, and frankly, for people across the country to 
send him a check for 25 bucks or whatever to say, Look, we care about that 41st vote. 

*As the evening progressed, we chronicled the numbers: 

UPDATE I: As of 6:10 p.m, Brown's up to $735,000. This is what we call a true "money bomb." 

Some links: 

— Reid outlines swearing-in process for the next Bay State senator 

— The Boston Herald endorses Brown. 



UPDATE II: As of 6:40 p.m., Brown's one-day total is now $758,000. On another note, President Obama has 
decided to wade (electronically) into race, reports Mark Murray: 

It's not the equivalent of appearing at a rally or cutting a TV ad. But President Obama has now officially 
waded into next week's Martha Coakley-vs.-Scott Brown Senate contest in Massachusetts by penning a 
solicitation to his email list. 

Obama continues, "You've worked so hard to organize around these and so many other critical issues. And 
now we're so close to passing health reform — finally realizing Senator Kennedy's life's work. But we cannot 
get the job done without Martha Coakley in the Senate. And that means it may well all come down to you. 
I'm asking you to pledge a few hours or as much time as you can spare in this last critical week to volunteer 
at an event near you to help Martha win." 

An e-mail is nice, but President Obama still seems disinterested in making a trip up to Boston for Martha. 

UPDATE III: Just finished watching the final debate, which was held at UMass-Boston and moderated by 
David Gergen. Checking back in with Brown's campaign, we can report that Brown has now raised $918,000 
and counting today. Can he raise $1 million in one day? Seems like a good bet. 

Here's Kathryn's take on the debate, from the Corner: 

The final debate in the Massachusetts Senate special election just ended. They did manage to interrupt 
David Gergen's (he was moderator) multiple thanks to the Kennedys for their public service to have a bit of a 
debate, albeit with an unbalanced distribution of questions and the distraction of the third-party non-Kennedy 
Kennedy. Perhaps most interesting is that Brown did not run with the "I'll stop Obamacare" idea but vowed 
to work to repeal it as soon as he gets there. Without spelling it out, he seemed to be saying: "Democrats 
will make sure I can't stop Obamacare." 

UPDATE IV: As of 9:45 p.m., Brown has raised $1,012,000 in one day. That's double the target he set for 
himself this morning. 

  
  
Orange County Register 
Obama can't say who we're at war with  
by Mark Steyn 
 

Not long after the Ayatollah Khomeini announced his fatwa against Salman Rushdie, the British novelist 
suddenly turned up on a Muslim radio station in West London late one night and told his interviewer he'd 
converted to Islam. Marvelous religion, couldn't be happier, Allahu Akbar and all that. 

And the Ayatollah said hey, that's terrific news, glad to hear it. But we're still gonna kill you. 

Well, even a leftie novelist wises up under those circumstances. 

Evidently, the president of the United States takes a little longer. 

Barack Obama has spent the past year doing big-time Islamoschmoozing, from his announcement of 
Gitmo's closure and his investigation of Bush officials, to his bow before the Saudi king and a speech in 
Cairo to "the Muslim world" with far too many rhetorical concessions and equivocations. And at the end of it 
the jihad sent America a thank-you note by way of Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab's underwear: Hey, thanks for 
all the outreach! But we're still gonna kill you. 



According to one poll, 58 percent of Americans are in favor of waterboarding young Umar Farouk. Well, you 
should have thought about that before you made a community organizer president of the world's 
superpower. The election of Barack Obama was a fundamentally unserious act by the U.S. electorate, and 
you can't blame the world's mischief-makers, from Putin to Ahmadinejad to the many Gitmo recidivists now 
running around Yemen, from drawing the correct conclusion. 

For two weeks, the government of the United States has made itself a global laughingstock. Don't worry, 
"the system worked," said Homeland Security Secretary Janet Incompetano. Don't worry, he was an 
"isolated extremist," said the president. Don't worry, we're banning bathroom breaks for the last hour of the 
flight, said the TSA. Don't worry, "U.S. border security officials" told the Los Angeles Times, we knew he was 
on the plane, and we "had decided to question him when he landed." Don't worry, Obama's counterterrorism 
chief, John Brennan, assured the Sunday talk shows, sure, we read him his rights, and he's lawyered up but 
he'll soon see that "there is advantage to talking to us in terms of plea agreements." 

Oh, that's grand. Try to kill hundreds of people in an act of war, and it's the starting point for a plea deal. In 
his Cairo speech, the president bragged that the United States would "punish" those in America who would 
"deny" the "right of women and girls to wear the hijab." If he's so keen on it, maybe he should consider 
putting the entire federal government into full-body burkas and zipping up the eye slit so that, henceforth, 
every public utterance by John Brennan will be entirely inaudible. Americans should be ashamed by this all-
fools' fortnight. 

On Thursday, having renounced over the preceding days "the system worked," the "isolated extremist," the 
more obviously risible TSA responses, the Gitmo-Yemen express checkout and various other follies, the 
president finally spoke the words: "We are at war." As National Review's Rich Lowry noted, they were more 
or less dragged from the presidential gullet by Dick Cheney, who'd accused the commander in chief of failing 
to grasp this basic point. Again, to be fair, it isn't just Obama. Last November, the electorate voted, in effect, 
to repudiate the previous eight years and seemed genuinely under the delusion that wars end when one 
side decides it's all a bit of a bore, and they'd rather the government spend the next eight years doing to 
health care and the economy what they were previously doing to jihadist camps in Waziristan. 

On the other hand, if we are now at war, as Obama belatedly concedes, against whom are we warring? "We 
are at war against al-Qaida," says the president. 

Really? But what does that mean? Was the previous month's "isolated extremist," the Fort Hood killer, part 
of al-Qaida? When it came to spiritual advice, he turned to the same Yemeni-based American-born imam as 
the Pantybomber, but he didn't have a fully paid-up membership card. 

Nor did young Umar Farouk, come to that. Granted the general overcredentialization of American life, the 
notion that it doesn't count as terrorism unless you're a member of Local 437 of the Amalgamated Union of 
Isolated Extremists seems perverse and reductive. 

What did the Pantybomber have a membership card in? Well, he was president of the Islamic Society of 
University College, London. Kafeel Ahmed, who died after driving a burning jeep into the concourse of 
Glasgow Airport, had been president of the Islamic Society of Queen's University, Belfast. Yassin Nassari, 
serving three years in jail for terrorism, was president of the Islamic Society of the University of Westminster. 
Waheed Arafat Khan, arrested in the 2006 Heathrow terror plots that led to Americans having to put their 
liquids and gels in those little plastic bags, was president of the Islamic Society of London Metropolitan 
University. 

Doesn't this sound like a bigger problem than "al-Qaida," whatever that is? The president has now put 
citizens of Nigeria on the secondary-screening list. Which is tough on Nigerian Christians, who have no 
desire to blow up your flight to Detroit. Aside from the highly localized Tamil terrorism of India and Sri Lanka, 
suicide bombing is a phenomenon entirely of Islam. The broader psychosis that manifested itself only the 
other day in an axe murderer breaking into a Danish cartoonist's home to kill him because he objects to his 
cartoon is, likewise, a phenomenon of Islam. This is not to say (to go wearily through the motions) that all 



Muslims are potential suicide bombers and axe murderers, but it is to state the obvious – that this "war" is 
about the intersection of Islam and the West, and its warriors are recruited in the large pool of young Muslim 
manpower, not in Yemen and Afghanistan so much as in Copenhagen and London. 

But the president of the United States cannot say that because he is overinvested in a fantasy – that, if only 
that Texan moron Bush had read Khalid Sheikh Mohammed his Miranda rights and bowed as low as Obama 
did to the Saudi king, we wouldn't have all these problems. So now Obama says, "We are at war." But he 
cannot articulate any war aims or strategy because they would conflict with his illusions. And so we will 
stagger on, playing defense, pulling more and more items out of our luggage – tweezers, shoes, shampoo, 
snow globes, suppositories – and reacting to every new provocation with greater impositions upon the 
citizenry. 

You can't win by putting octogenarian nuns through full-body scanners. 

All you can do is lose slowly. After all, if you can't even address what you're up against with any honesty, 
you can't blame the other side for drawing entirely reasonable conclusions about your faintheartedness in 
taking them on. 

After that cringe-making radio interview, Salman Rushdie subsequently told The Times of London that trying 
to appease his would-be killers and calling for his own book to be withdrawn was the biggest mistake of his 
life. If only the president of the United States was such a quick study. 

  
  
  
Weekly Standard 
An ‘Isolated Extremist’? 
Obama gets it dead wrong. 
by Stephen F. Hayes 

On Monday December 28, three days after Umar Farouk -Abdulmutallab tried to bring down Northwest 
Flight 253 from Amsterdam to Detroit, President Barack Obama stepped up to a podium in Honolulu, to 
make his first statement about the attacks. “This incident, like several that have preceded it, demonstrates 
that an alert and courageous citizenry are far more resilient than an isolated extremist,” he said. 

But Abdulmutallab was not an isolated extremist. He had been dispatched by Al Qaeda in the Arabian 
Peninsula to kill Americans after having spent four months training with them in Yemen. He told this to his 
interrogators.  

Jane Harman, a Democrat from California and chair of the subcommittee on intelligence under the House 
Homeland Security Committee, put out a statement about the al Qaeda links. “The facts are still emerging, 
but there are strong suggestions of a Yemen-Al Qaeda connection and an intent to blow up the plane over 
U.S. airspace.”  

On Sunday morning, the New York Times reported on al Qaeda support for Abdulmutallab and quoted a law 
enforcement official who called the reports “plausible.” Other media reports included the fact that 
Abdulmutallab’s father had warned U.S. diplomats and intelligence officials in Nigeria that his son had 
become a radical and had moved to Yemen. 

How is it possible that the president of the United States could get a central fact about an attempted terrorist 
attack—arguably, the central fact—dead wrong in his first public statement, three days after the attack?  

President Obama and White House staffers have spent the subsequent two weeks pointing fingers at the 
intelligence community, detailing the many failures of the bureaucracy, and promising accountability. Given 



what we know about those failures, that’s appropriate. But in his January 7 statement announcing the results 
of the review he had ordered, the president boldly declared that the buck stops with him. Strong rhetoric. So 
what does it mean in practice? The Obama administration’s lack of seriousness on counterterrorism before 
the attack seems to have been rivaled only by its incompetence afterwards.  

Some of the incompetence is well-known. Janet Napolitano’s famous declaration that “the system worked” 
has been the subject of much well-deserved mockery. But the problem was not with Napolitano alone. White 
House spokesman Robert Gibbs said much the same thing in an appearance the same day on Face the 
Nation. 

When the top spokesman for an administration makes the same argument as a cabinet secretary, it’s 
because that is the message the White House has decided to emphasize. And on the Sunday after the 
botched attack, the White House wanted the country to believe the system had worked.  

The National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) was created in 2004 for the purpose of coordinating 
intelligence among the many agencies that make up the U.S. intelligence community. The NCTC essentially 
exists to make sure the strands of intelligence like those the U.S. government had on Abdulmutallab are 
brought together to prevent an attack.   

Michael Leiter, the head of the NCTC, spent Christmas Day on the job. He left the day after, having gotten 
permission of the White House and the director of national intelligence. John Brennan, President Obama’s 
top counterterrorism adviser, explained the decision at a press conference on January 7.  

Mike Leiter raised with me that he was in fact scheduled to go on leave to meet his son, and he asked me 
whether or not he should cancel that trip. I asked Mike about whether or not he had a full complement of 
folks and his deputy was going to be in place. Mike said he did. And I said, “Mike, no, you deserve this 
vacation, you need to be with your son.” So I was the one who told him he should go out there.  

Under any circumstances, Leiter should have remained at the NCTC to help determine how such an 
intelligence failure could have happened. But there was a truly pressing reason for him to stick around and 
do his job. Abdulmutallab had told interrogators that there were others to follow. The concerns were serious 
enough that Obama surged the number of federal air marshals on airplanes.  

And when Brennan was asked about connecting those dots, he said:  

The National Counterterrorism Center has been working day and night for—since this December 25th 
attempted attack—has been scouring all of the databases—identities databases as well as all-source 
databases—to make those correlations. And I’m confident that they have done that very thoroughly. 

So at precisely the same time the staff of the NCTC was working furiously to piece together bits of 
intelligence to prevent another attack, the director was on a White House-approved vacation? 

That wasn’t the only troubling thing to come out of the January 7 press conference, which Brennan 
conducted jointly with Janet Napolitano. One reporter asked the officials to name the most surprising thing 
they learned from the Obama administration’s 12-day review of the Flight 253 incident. 

Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula is an extension of Al Qaeda core coming out of Pakistan. And in my view, 
it is one of the most lethal, one of the most concerning of it. The fact that they had moved forward to try to 
execute this attack against the homeland I think demonstrated to us—and this is what the review sort of 
uncovered—that we had a strategic sense of sort of where they were going, but we didn’t know they had 
progressed to the point of actually launching individuals here. And we have taken that lesson, and so now 
we’re all on top of it. 

So John Brennan, the president’s top counterterrorism adviser, was surprised that an al Qaeda affiliate that 
had promised to attack the United States had almost succeeded in doing so. 



Napolitano, who once caused a minor diplomatic kerfuffle by claiming erroneously that the 9/11 hijackers 
had come through Canada, said: 

I think, following up on that, not just the determination of Al Qaeda and Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, 
but the tactic of using an individual to foment an attack, as opposed to a large conspiracy or a multiperson 
conspiracy, such as we saw on 9/11, that is something that affects intelligence. It really emphasizes now the 
renewed importance on how different intelligence is integrated and analyzed and threat streams are followed 
through. And, again, it will impact how we continue to review the need to improve airport security around the 
world. 

So the secretary of homeland security was surprised by the determination of an al Qaeda affiliate and 
shocked that they used an individual to conduct an attack.  

The next day, two weeks after the attack, the White House tested out a new line showing how the president 
was outsmarting the terrorists.  

As reported in the Washington Post: 

Obama has struggled to strike the right tone about the failed attack, initially waiting three days to address 
the incident publicly. His advisers said the delay was in part designed to deprive al Qaeda of the public 
relations benefit that would come with an alarmed presidential reaction. 

Really? How is it damaging to al Qaeda to first call the attack the work of “an isolated extremist”—and then 
have to acknowledge a plot that escaped the notice of the U.S. intelligence community?  

  
  
Forbes 
Connecting The Dots 
by Claudia Rosett 

President Barack Obama has just denounced the "screw up" in which his own intelligence team had the 
information to nab the Christmas Day underwear bomber but "failed to connect those dots." 

But what about Obama himself? He is president of a country against which jihadis desiring an Islamic 
caliphate have declared war; meanwhile, Obama extends his hand and apologizes for his nation. While 
Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab was preparing to don his suicide underpants, what dots was the president 
connecting?  

Obama had a lively December. He kicked it off with an address at West Point promising a smaller increase 
in troops in Afghanistan than his specially tasked adviser, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, had asked for. (He also 
gave the Taliban a handy tip that he'd start pulling the troops out again in 18 months.) He flew to Oslo to 
collect a Nobel Peace Prize. He flew to Copenhagen for a United Nations "climate change" conference at 
which he pledged to lame the U.S. economy and fork over more American tax dollars to other countries. He 
then stuck around Washington not for priorities of defending U.S. security, but for the Christmas Eve 
passage of the Senate's monstrous health care bill.  

Then Obama flew to Hawaii for some R&R at a beachfront estate. American holiday travelers, waiting in 
gridlocked airport security lines, absorbing news about six-foot flames shooting from the suicide pants of a 
jihadi inbound for Detroit, were initially left to ponder the alternative universe of the absentee president and 
Homeland Security Secretary Janet "the-system-worked" Napolitano.  



More than a week after the attack, Obama finally returned to Washington. On Tuesday he announced that 
"the system has failed in a potentially disastrous way" and that it is his job "to find out why and correct that 
failure so that we can prevent such attacks in the future." 

If he really wants to find out what's going wrong, here's a sampling of seven warning signs--huge, blinking 
red, and even easier to spot than the flagrant trail of the watch-listed, cash-paying, luggage-free, al-Qaida-
in-Yemen-tutored Abdulmutallab: 

Iran: Last week the Tehran regime missed another U.N.-drafted deadline for halting its uranium enrichment, 
aka its nuclear bomb program. Instead, in its umpteenth round of nose-thumbing at the multilateral 
monitoring and dialogue on which Obama has placed his bets, the Iranian regime set its own Jan. 31 
deadline for the West to accept Tehran's terms for its bomb-fuel projects. Meanwhile, Manhattan's longtime, 
legendary district attorney (a Democrat), Robert Morgenthau, just before going into retirement, told The Wall 
Street Journal, that "the president is smoking pot or something if he thinks that being nice to these guys is 
going to get him anywhere." 

While that was going on, Iranian protesters were dying in the streets, battling to end the misrule of the 
mullahs, who for 30 years have held power with terror at home and by spreading terror abroad.  

China: The Beijing regime, fresh from jailing democratic dissident Liu Xiaobo, opined that the time is not ripe 
for new U.N. sanctions on Iran. Meanwhile, The Wall Street Journal wrote that "Chinese companies banned 
from doing business in the U.S. for allegedly selling missile technology to Iran continue to do a brisk trade 
with American companies." 

Gaza: About the time Obama's old Chicago connections Bill Ayers and Bernadine Dohrn were disporting 
themselves in Egypt, demanding access to luxuriate in Gaza's terrorist environment, Reuters--not known for 
any bias toward Israel--reported that Iranian-backed terrorist organization Hamas has tightened its grip on 
Gaza over the past year. Moreover, a detailed Jan. 4 report by the Jerusalem Center for Foreign Affairs 
concluded that 2009 brought a "spread and buildup of 'global jihadi' organizations in Gaza," a number of 
which identify openly with al-Qaida, such as Jaish al-Islam (the Army of Islam), Jaish al-Umma (the Army of 
the Nation), and Fatah al-Islam." 

North Korea: As detailed in the Washington Post, a report surfaced from Pakistan's nuclear mass-marketing 
wizard, A.Q. Khan, that, based on his multiple past close encounters with North Korea, Kim Jong Il's regime 
may have a more advanced uranium enrichment program and missile-ready nuclear arsenal than 
suspected. Meanwhile, North Korea keeps dispatching munitions to Iran, by ship and by plane. 

Russia: Obama's "reset" and reneging on missile defense for Eastern Europe has now translated into Prime 
Minister Vladimir Putin's threat that Russia, to balance any American missile defense, will develop new 
"offensive" weapons.  

Venezuela: While buying Russian military equipment and offering Iran a portal into America's backyard (and 
access to Venezuela's gasoline supplies and uranium mines), President Hugo Chavez signaled last month 
that the charm of Obama's handshake last spring has worn off: "The Obama illusion is finished." 

Piracy: In 2009, pirates off the Horn of Africa almost doubled their attacks over 2008, rounding out a year of 
record exploits. Africa and security expert Peter Pham notes that this past year 214 ships were attacked, 
with 47 successfully hijacked, including three in the final week of December. 

Add this up. A picture emerges of a world in which, often hand-in-hand, tyranny and Islamic terrorism are on 
a roll. Rules vital to any civilized order are breaking down. Tyrants are emboldened, networking among each 
other and brazenly pursuing more powerful arsenals. Freedom is in retreat.  

That won't be reversed just by sprucing up watch lists or requiring American travelers to bare more skin in 
airport security lines. America's foes have their differences. But they all have this in common: They see 



America as an antagonist, not because they are appalled by Guantanamo Bay, as Obama keeps arguing 
(every patch of turf listed above features far worse treatment of "detainees"), but for the opposite reason--
that America has stood for generations as the leader of the free world, what Ronald Reagan called "the 
shining city on a hill." That's what this war is about, and that's the crisis that needs the full attention and a 
genuinely viable strategy right now from America's commander-in-chief. When does President Obama look 
at this scene and finally connect the dots? 

Claudia Rosett is a journalist in residence with the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, 

  
  
The Corner 
Crack TSA Manhunt Corners National Security Threat   [Mark Steyn] 
After six days, the authorities have finally caught the man who strolled through into the "secure" area at 
Newark Airport. Haisong Jiang, a 28-year-old Rutgers bio-medical research grad student, apparently was 
overcome by a sudden yen to give his sweetheart a goodbye kiss. According to his friend Hui: 

"Yeah, he did something inappropriate. He didn't think it's a big deal, so he didn't mention it... We know that 
he's very excited to have a real woman," Hui said. 

That could discombobulate anyone. Nevertheless, a lot of people want to throw the book at poor old Jiang: 

New Jersey Senator Frank Lautenberg expressed anger that he could only face a fine. 

"It wasn't some prank that didn't do any harm - it did a lot of harm because it sent out an alert that people 
can get away with something like this," he said. 

Yes, and, if you thought before opening your ridiculous Senatorial mouth, you'd realize that that's what you 
should be mad about - that at your airport anybody "can get away with something like this", not that Mr Jiang 
exposed that fact. He didn't have to try anything clever. He just waited until crack TSA national security 
operative Ruben Hernandez turned his back: 

The stunning breach was missed by TSA guard Ruben Hernandez, who left his post, but was called a 
"model employee" by a union official. 

I'll bet. There are a lot of those at Newark: 

A bystander waiting for an arriving passenger noticed the breach and told the guard. TSA officials then 
discovered that surveillance cameras at the security checkpoint had not recorded the breach. 

Really? So then what? 

That's right – they weren't even recording, sources said, and needed a reboot, which the agency apparently 
didn't ask for. That set off a chain reaction of even more missteps that caused needless chaos and 
inconvenience for several thousand hapless passengers.  
 
With the cameras inoperable, the TSA tried to get a second set of surveillance video from Continental 
Airlines. But the TSA apparently didn't know the correct telephone number and the specific procedures to 
get the footage. 

Shutting down the airport, wasting thousands of people's time by pointlessly rescreening them, treating them 
as animals in pens without food or drink or bathroom breaks for hours on end, causing them to miss their 
flights and screwing up their lives... none of that is Mr Jiang's fault but that of the money-no-object TSA that 



imposes stupid petty rules on everybody else but doesn't even follow its own. And that's why Senator 
Lautenberg's anger is misdirected: It's not Mr Jiang's fault that Newark's "security" is a laughingstock. 

  
  
Spectator Blogs, UK 
It's the thirties all over again 
by Melanie Phillips 
 
A piece in American Thinker by Steve McGregor, a former student at University College London where the 
Christmas Day bomber Umar Abdulmutallab studied between 2005 and 2008, makes an important point 
which does not receive enough attention. This concerns the general climate of opinion, not just at UCL but in 
the wider British society, which is doing so much to undermine Britain’s role in the defence of the free world. 
McGregor writes: 

As an American studying in London, I interviewed several protesters at the G20 protests earlier this year. 
Outside the American Embassy, a crowd gathered to protest the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. ‘I don't think 
al-Qaeda exists,’ one man told me. ‘If you went to Arab countries, you'd see the peace.’ Many in the crowd 
shared his sentiment that al-Qaeda is simply a convenient myth used by the Bush administration to wage 
war. A startling number of people believe that the ‘U.S. government’ was behind the 9/11 attacks. 

... While some students have already commented on the startling presence of extremist Islamic groups at 
UCL, I've noticed a more troubling absence of something vital: the proud British military. Is it any 
coincidence that while Umar was preparing for his final exams in 2008, UCL was embroiled in an uproar 
over British military recruitment at Student Union events? A coalition of leftist groups, including the 
Revolution Socialist Youth Society, Marxist Society, and Stop the War Society, successfully campaigned to 
ban the military from student union events. In their attempt to weaken support for ‘an aggressive foreign 
war,’ who knows how much these protests contributed to validating the violence to come on flight 253 to 
Detroit? 

Indeed. The general climate in Britain of hysterical and poisonous anti-Bush/Blair/US/Israel prejudice, and 
the astounding irrationality and epic rewriting of history that this has unleashed, provides the sea in which 
Islamic extremism and terrorism swim. It has swept along not just the left but a very significant proportion of 
the political ‘paleo-conservative’ right too. 

The left are consumed by hatred of America and the west in general. The paleo-cons believe that ‘abroad’ – 
about which they know no more than the BBC tells them, God help us – is a dangerous and frightening 
place full of lunatics who will leave us alone as long as we don’t do anything unpleasant to them; and the 
fact that they want in fact to kill us must therefore mean that we have indeed done something unpleasant to 
them. So they end up agreeing with the Islamic world that the west is actually the cause of the war being 
waged against it. 

The result is that, apart from the fact that left-wingers use longer words, there isn’t a cigarette paper to 
separate the views of the paleo-cons and the left on the ‘war on terror’, ‘the doctrine of pre-emption’, ‘moron 
Bush’ and ‘poodle Blair’, ‘taken to war on a lie’, Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran, American military power and Israel. 

There is no question in my mind but that this mass public derangement is the single most important weapon 
in the Islamists’ arsenal. The unremitting barrage of these ignorant, bigoted and unfounded claims week in, 
week out provides a lethal echo chamber for the already epidemic conspiracy theories, victim complex and 
inversion of cause and effect that are coursing through the Islamic world, thus helping to incite untold 
numbers of British Muslims to an ever greater pitch of hysteria. 

It also demoralises (in every sense), demotivates and discombobulates non-Muslim Brits so that they are 
quite unable to grasp that they are under attack from religious fanaticism; instead they turn on their own side 



(America, Israel) and create a climate of anti-war defeatism and appeasement. This undermines British 
troops abroad and ensures that no politician will commit properly to the wars in Afghanistan or Iraq (not to 
mention Iran) thus ensuring that the west will lose the fight to defend the free world. 

That is why the Islamists regard Britain as both their principal target for attack, both military and cultural, and 
their biggest recruiting ground. Wretched UCL is but a microcosm of the sickness now sapping Britain’s will 
to defend itself and thus helping imperil the free world still further. 

It's the 1930s all over again. 

  
  
LA Times 
No more room at the bench 
The American Bar Assn. allows unneeded new law schools to open and refuses to regulate them. 
The government should consider taking steps to stop the flow of attorneys into a saturated 
marketplace. 
by Mark Greenbaum 
 
Remember the old joke about 20,000 lawyers at the bottom of the sea being "a good start"? Well, in an 
interesting twist, thousands of lawyers now find themselves drowning in the unemployment line as the legal 
sector is being badly saturated with attorneys.  
 
Part of the problem can be traced to the American Bar Assn., which continues to allow unneeded new 
schools to open and refuses to properly regulate the schools, many of which release numbers that paint an 
overly rosy picture of employment prospects for their recent graduates. There is a finite number of jobs for 
lawyers, and this continual flood of graduates only suppresses wages. Because the ABA has repeatedly 
signaled its unwillingness to adapt to this changing reality, the federal government should consider taking 
steps to stop the rapid flow of attorneys into a marketplace that cannot sustain them. 
 
From 2004 through 2008, the field grew less than 1% per year on average, going from 735,000 people 
making a living as attorneys to just 760,000, with the Bureau of Labor Statistics postulating that the field will 
grow at the same rate through 2016. Taking into account retirements, deaths and that the bureau's data is 
pre-recession, the number of new positions is likely to be fewer than 30,000 per year. That is far fewer than 
what's needed to accommodate the 45,000 juris doctors graduating from U.S. law schools each year.  
 
This jobs gap is even more problematic given the rising cost of tuition. In 2008, the median tuition at state 
schools for nonresidents was $26,000 a year, and $34,000 for private schools -- and much higher in some 
states, such as California. Students racked up an average loan debt in 2007-08 of $59,000 for students from 
public law schools and $92,000 for those from private schools, according to the ABA, and a recent Law 
School Survey of Student Engagement found that nearly one-third of respondents said they would owe 
about $120,000.  
 
Such debt would be manageable if a world of lucrative jobs awaited the newly minted attorneys, but this is 
not the case. A recent working paper by Herwig Schlunk of Vanderbilt Law School contends that with the 
exception of some of those at the best schools, going for a law degree is a bad investment and that most 
students will be "unlikely ever to dig themselves out from" under their debt. This problem is exacerbated by 
the existing law school system.  
 
Despite the tough job market, new schools continue to sprout like weeds. Today there are 200 ABA-
accredited law schools in the U.S., with more on the way, as many have been awarded provisional 
accreditation. In California alone, there are 21 law schools that are either accredited or provisionally 
accredited, including the new one at UC Irvine.  
 
The ABA cites antitrust concerns in refusing to block new schools, taking a weak approach to regulation. For 



example, in 2008 the ABA created an accreditation task force to study the need for changes, but saddled it 
with a narrow charter. In the end, it proposed only cosmetic changes and rejected out of hand the possibility 
of giving up control over accreditation, calling the idea not viable and "draconian." 
 
The task force also raised the possibility that if the ABA gave up its accreditation authority, the Federalist 
Society, a conservative-leaning interest group, could take over that job. This is an intellectually dishonest red 
herring, likely injected to divert attention from the idea's merits. The Federalist Society would have no reason 
to do this because the technical, expensive accrediting process does not gibe with its mission, nor would the 
Department of Education be likely to give it such authority.  
 
The ABA has also refused to create and oversee an independent method of reporting graduate data. 
Postgraduate employment information generally provides the most useful facts for prospective students to 
study in deciding whether to go to law school. 
 
In many cases, the data that schools now furnish are based on self-reported information, skewing the results 
because unemployed and low-paying grads are less likely to report back. Law schools do this because they 
want the rosiest picture possible for the influential rankings given by U.S. News & World Report. Despite its 
ample resources, the ABA has rebuffed calls to monitor the schools to get more accurate data, calling the 
existing framework an effective "honor system." 
 
Based on what happened with the accreditation task force, the ABA is not likely to force change; it is too 
intertwined with the law schools. ABA groups -- such as the task force, which was chaired by a former dean 
-- are stacked with school officials who have no incentive to change the status quo. This is why the ABA 
should get out of the accreditation business completely. 
 
Unlike other professional fields such as medicine and public health, whose preeminent professional 
organizations do not have control over the accreditation of schools and programs, the ABA exercises 
unfettered power over the accreditation of law schools. 
 
The American Dental Assn., the nation's leading dental group, offers a model for the ABA to follow. It 
accredits schools but assiduously guards the profession and has allowed respected dental schools such as 
the ones at Emory, Georgetown and Northwestern to close for economic reasons and to prevent market 
saturation. Such a move by the bar association would be unprecedented. Dental schools go even further to 
protect the profession's integrity by collectively boycotting the U.S. News rankings.  
 
The U.S. Department of Education should strip the ABA of its accreditor status and give the authority to an 
organization that is free of conflicts of interest, such as the Assn. of American Law Schools or a new group. 
Although the AALS is made up of law schools, it is an independent, nonprofit, academic -- not professional -- 
group, which could be expected to maintain the viability and status of the profession, properly regulate law 
schools, curtail the opening of new programs and perhaps even shut down unneeded schools. The AALS 
has cast a very skeptical eye on for-profit schools, compared with the ABA's weak hands-off accreditation 
policies.  
 
Although these would be unprecedented moves, they are necessary. The legal profession must be saved 
from itself. 
 
Mark Greenbaum is an attorney and writer in Washington.  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 



WSJ 
Sorry I Gave At the Store 
Retailers tout the popularity of cash register charity drives, but do customers really give gladly? 
by Eric Felten  

Acouple of weeks ago I went hunting for a few stocking-stuffers for my wife and made a stop at Ann Taylor. 
There, I found a scarf and gloves that did the trick and was happy to see they were on sale. The clerk rang 
up the purchase, and as I handed over my credit card he proclaimed in a loud, clear voice: "With the 
markdown, you just saved $20. How much of that would you like to donate to St. Jude Children's Research 
Hospital?" I gave a bit. 

Last week I went scrounging for some après-holiday bargains and at Brooks Brothers found a shirt and 
trousers suitably discounted. There, too, the register clerk informed me that I had benefited from the largess 
of the store and asked if I might want to reciprocate in the form of a contribution to St. Jude's. Well, all right. 

If you shopped at any number of stores participating in the hospital's campaign—including Williams-
Sonoma, Kmart, CVS drug stores, and others—you also were asked to contribute. Chances are, like me, 
you dutifully added to the kitty. But I wonder how many, like me, came away with a bad taste from the 
experience, an unpleasant sense of having been imposed upon. 

I asked Leslie Lenkowsky, who is director of graduate programs at Indiana University's Center on 
Philanthropy. He acknowledges that the practice involves some arm-twisting—"You get to feel badly if you 
refuse to donate"—but he thinks that the register pitch is not only effective but morally superior to indirect 
methods (such as when a store contributes on customers' behalf a small percentage of its revenues). "From 
the charity's point of view, this will be viewed as more ethical," he says, "since the donor has to make an 
affirmative decision to give." And if you are a customer/donor, he adds, "you get the product and the warm 
fuzzy glow." 

Well, I'm not glowing. It's more like a slow burn. If I answer yes to the pitch, I don't feel the least bit 
generous; I'm left with the nagging sensation of having been made to cry "uncle." I never feel as though the 
offhand donation amounts to much—what, only a $5 donation when spending $100 on yourself?!—which 
leaves me feeling rather like a skinflint. And yet, if I don't pony up at all, there's the reflexive twinge of 
shame. Are these the emotions businesses want to produce in their customers? 

Perhaps my reaction is unrepresentative. Retailers plumping for a little beneficence are confident that "the 
ask" helps them build a more intimate, involved and satisfying relationship with their customers. Emilie 
Antonetti, managing director of Brooks Brothers' charitable arm, the Golden Fleece Foundation, says that 
the company's clients have "embraced tremendously" the campaign as "an opportunity for us to come 
together and do something impactful." And in talking to a number of retailers, I was assured time and again 
that customers like being solicited for donations and that no one ever complains about being asked to give. 

Yet I'm not so sure that a lack of complaints, or even robust levels of participation by customers, means that 
people like getting hit up for donations while they're shopping. Could it be that people made uncomfortable 
by being asked for a donation while their wallets are open and they're standing in front of a crowd at the 
register are just the sort of people discomfited even more by the thought of complaining about being asked 
to help children with cancer? 

One of the most ambitious, and relentless, companies tapping customers is Safeway. The grocer's 
solicitations aren't constant—they only seem that way. Safeway asks for donations four months out of the 
year. April's campaign benefits people with disabilities; June is prostate-cancer month; August collections 
help the Muscular Dystrophy Association; and October is devoted to supporting breast-cancer research. In 
its most recent monthlong drive, Safeway persuaded its customers to part with $18 million.  



You may feel that it is churlish of me to find such a beneficial effort off-putting. But at my local Safeway, the 
checkout lady doesn't just ask you to contribute. Every time a customer makes with the generosity, the clerk 
gets on the intercom (the one usually devoted to called for a price-check on Niblets) and booms out the 
news that a donation has just been made! I know I should be grateful that folks who prefer to pocket their 
change don't get a shaming shout-out as well, but can't I just get a gallon of milk in peace? 

I have a friend who spent years as a development officer (that is, professional fund-raiser) for a worthy 
international charity. He is generous, thoughtful, charitable, and has a horror of being solicited at the 
supermarket: "Is it inappropriate to ask whether there are inappropriate moments to ask someone to 
contribute to charity?" he asks. A fireman approaching his car at a stoplight, waggling a big rubber boot for 
bucks, gives him hives. 

My guess is that putting the touch on people in semicaptive situations such as the grocery-store checkout 
line isn't necessarily a good thing for charity. Perhaps I'm wrong, and quotidian solicitations will make us 
more mindful of the plight of others and more open to helping the sick and the needy. But I suspect that the 
growing number of stores asking customers to chip in may end up creating a backlash. There was a time 
when telephone solicitations for charity worked—and so they proliferated. But after a while, people became 
ever more practiced at saying no. 

I wonder how committed to promoting charity the retailers will be if they find shoppers have started to look at 
their storefronts with the same dread that greets the phone ringing at dinnertime. 

  
  

 
  
  



 
  

 
  
  
  



 
  

 
  
  



 
  

 
  
 


