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A sobering story from the Mid-East.  
JERUSALEM — He can be impulsive. She has a touch of bossiness. Next-door neighbors for nearly a year, 
they talk, watch television and explore the world together, wandering into each other’s homes without a 
second thought. She likes his mother’s eggplant dish. He likes her father’s rice and lamb. 

Friendship often starts with proximity, but Orel and Marya, both 8, have been thrust together in a way few 
elsewhere have. Their playground is a hospital corridor. He is an Israeli Jew severely wounded by a Hamas 
rocket. She is a Palestinian Muslim from Gaza paralyzed by an Israeli missile. Someone forgot to tell them 
that they are enemies. ... 

  
  
In fairness to the administration, they can hardly be blamed for the fact the Christmas bomber 
boarded an airplane in Holland. What is really beyond comprehension though, is granting to 
him an American's full constitutional rights. Victoria Toensing writes on this for WSJ.  
On the third day after Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab's attempt to blow up a Detroit-bound airliner, President 
Barack Obama finally interrupted his Hawaiian vacation to announce that our government "will not rest until 
we find all who were involved and hold them accountable." But how are we going to do that now that the 
terrorist is lawyered up and is even challenging what should be a legal gimme: giving the government a DNA 
sample? 

It was not wise to try enemy combatants such as Zacarias Moussaoui, the so-called 20th hijacker in the 9/11 
attacks, in our regular criminal courts. And it is unwise that Mr. Obama has decided to try some 
Guantanamo detainees in New York City. Never in our country's history prior to 2001 have we done so, for 
good reason.  

The constitutional protections designed to ensure a person is not wrongfully convicted have no relevance to 
wartime military needs. The argument that our system is strong enough to try a terrorist is a non sequitur. It 
equates to the argument that if a person is in excellent health, she can withstand being set ablaze. ... 

  
  
Charles Krauthammer says, "Mega Dittos."  
... The logic is perverse. If we find Abdulmutallab in an al-Qaeda training camp in Yemen, where he is 
merely preparing for a terror attack, we snuff him out with a Predator -- no judge, no jury, no qualms. But if 
we catch him in the United States in the very act of mass murder, he instantly acquires protection not just 
from execution by drone but even from interrogation.  

The president said that this incident highlights "the nature of those who threaten our homeland." But the 
president is constantly denying the nature of those who threaten our homeland. On Tuesday, he referred 
five times to Abdulmutallab (and his terrorist ilk) as "extremist[s]."  

A man who shoots abortion doctors is an extremist. An eco-fanatic who torches logging sites is an extremist. 
Abdulmutallab is not one of these. He is a jihadist. And unlike the guys who shoot abortion doctors, jihadists 
have cells all over the world; they blow up trains in London, nightclubs in Bali and airplanes over Detroit (if 
they can); and are openly pledged to war on America.  

Any government can through laxity let someone slip through the cracks. But a government that refuses to 
admit that we are at war, indeed, refuses even to name the enemy -- jihadist is a word banished from the 
Obama lexicon -- turns laxity into a governing philosophy. 

  



  
More of the same from Mark Steyn.  
On Christmas Day, a gentleman from Nigeria succeeded (effortlessly) in boarding a flight to Detroit with a 
bomb in his underwear. Pretty funny, huh? 

But the Pantybomber wasn't the big joke. The real laugh was the United States government. The global 
hyperpower spent the next week making itself a laughingstock to the entire planet. First, the bureaucrats at 
the TSA swung into action with a whole new range of restrictions. 

Against radical Yemen-trained Muslims wearing weaponized briefs? Of course not. That would be too 
obvious. So instead they imposed a slew of constraints against you. At Heathrow last week, they were 
permitting only one item of carry-on on U.S. flights. In Toronto, no large purses. 

Um, the Panty bomber didn't have a purse. He brought the bomb on board under his private parts, and his 
private parts weren't part of his carry-on (although, if reports of injuries sustained in his failed mission are 
correct, they may well not have been part of his carry-off). But no matter. If in doubt, blame the victim. The 
TSA announced that for the last hour of the flight no passenger can use the toilets or have anything on his 
lap – not a laptop, not a blanket, not a stewardess, not even a paperback book. I can't wait for the first 
lawsuit after an infidel flight attendant confiscates a litigious imam's Koran as they're coming into LAX. 

You're still free to read a paperback if you're flying from Paris to Sydney, or Stockholm to Beijing, or Kuala 
Lumpur to Heathrow. But not to LAX or JFK. The TSA were responding as bonehead bureaucracies do: 
Don't just stand there, do something. And every time the TSA does something, you'll have to stand there, 
longer and longer, suffering ever more pointless indignities. ... 

  
  
David Harsanyi says we're losing our freedoms, one piece of clothing at a time.   
... A passenger may not, for instance, carry "Box Cutters" on a plane. "Axes/Ice Picks"? No. "Meat 
Cleavers"? No. "Sabers"? No. "Bows and Arrows"? No. How about "Hatchets"? Nope. Thankfully, someone 
at the TSA took the time to let everyone know that "Realistic Replicas of Explosives" are not permissible 
carry-on items. 

A real explosive, like pentaerythritol tetranitrate, though, is a different story — although, apparently, it is only 
permissible if you've traveled to Republic of Yemen a couple of times and your father has alerted U.S. 
authorities that you may be a jihadist.  

Janet Napolitano, the homeland security director, now says that the bombing attempt by this — thankfully — 
incompetent terrorist was a failure of the nation's entire aviation security system. The president has ordered 
a full review of the situation. 

But if someone like Abdulmutallab can circumvent security, why are you being shaken down over a 
shampoo bottle?  

As Bob Poole, director of transportation policy at Reason Foundation, recently wrote, this failure reflects the 
flawed thinking of aviation security policy, namely a fixation "on keeping bad things — as opposed to bad 
people — off of airplanes." ... 

  
  
David Warren thinks this century might have started in the 1970's.  
... Not that even today we know everything that needs to be known about the 1970s; nor ever will, in this life. 
There is no journalist, and no historian, who can write in possession of "all the facts." 



Let us consider Watergate as a good, 1970s example of this. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that we 
now know who did what to whom in the finest detail; and the fallout from it was always there for everyone to 
see. That Richard Nixon was brought down as president is an incontrovertible fact of history. 

But to begin to understand the 1970s, we must further explain how this happened; must understand how a 
president who had almost certainly done fewer and lesser crooked tricky things behind the scenes than, say, 
the media-sainted John F. Kennedy -- and who had certainly not stolen an election -- could have been 
brought down. 

I remember a "Bulletin de l'étranger" from Le Monde in those days -- a perfectly leftist, anti-American paper 
with an indisputable abhorrence for Nixon -- expressing an almost unconsciously amazed puzzlement at his 
resignation. To their "progressive" yet knowing view, no French president could ever have dreamed of 
resigning for such piddling offences, nor any French legislature dreamed that they could impeach him. What 
on earth was going on in America? 

And then we had Gerald Ford as president. That was silly enough; but then we had Jimmy Carter. And 
through almost all of that decade, a prime minister up here named Pierre Trudeau. Believe it or not, these 
men were taken seriously. We can only begin to see what a strange era that was, only begin to appreciate 
the flakiness into which public life had descended, at this distance. ... 

  
  
Michael Barone says things are looking up in your economy if you work for government.  
It looks like a happy new year for you -- if you're a public employee. 

That's the takeaway from a recent Rasmussen poll that shows that 46 percent of government employees 
say the economy is getting better while just 31 percent say it's getting worse. In contrast, 32 percent of those 
with private-sector jobs say the economy is getting better, while 49 percent it is getting worse. 

Nearly half, 44 percent, of government employees rate their personal finances as good or excellent. Only 33 
percent of private-sector employees do. 

It sounds like public- and private-sector employees are looking at different Americas. And they are. 

Private-sector employment peaked at 115.8 million in December 2007, when the recession officially began. 
It was down to 108.5 million last November. That's a 6 percent decline. 

Public-sector employment peaked at 22.6 million in August 2008. It fell a bit in 2009, then has rebounded 
back to 22.5 million in November. That's less than a 1 percent decline. ...  

 
 
 

   
NY Times 
A Mideast Bond, Stitched of Pain and Healing 
by Ethan Bronner  

JERUSALEM — He can be impulsive. She has a touch of bossiness. Next-door neighbors for nearly a year, 
they talk, watch television and explore the world together, wandering into each other’s homes without a 
second thought. She likes his mother’s eggplant dish. He likes her father’s rice and lamb. 

Friendship often starts with proximity, but Orel and Marya, both 8, have been thrust together in a way few 
elsewhere have. Their playground is a hospital corridor. He is an Israeli Jew severely wounded by a Hamas 



rocket. She is a Palestinian Muslim from Gaza paralyzed by an Israeli missile. Someone forgot to tell them 
that they are enemies. 

“He’s a naughty boy,” Marya likes to say of Orel with an appreciative smile when he gets a little wild.  

When Orel arrived here a year ago, he could not hear, see, talk or walk. Now he does them all haltingly. Half 
his brain is gone. Doctors were deeply pessimistic about his survival. Today they are amazed at his 
progress although unclear how much more can be made. 

Marya’s spinal cord was broken at the neck and she can move only her head. Smart, sunny and strong-
willed, she moves her wheelchair by pushing a button with her chin. Nothing escapes her gaze. She knows 
that Orel is starting to prefer boys as playmates and she makes room. But their bond remains strong.  

      

     Marya, a Palestinian, and Orel, an Israeli, are 8-year-old neighbors at Jerusalem's Alyn Hospital. 

In a way, a friendship between two wounded children from opposing backgrounds is not that surprising. 
Neither understands the prolonged fight over land and identity that so divides people here. They are kids. 
They play. 

But for those who have spent time in their presence at Alyn Hospital in Jerusalem, it is almost more powerful 
to observe their parents, who do understand. They have developed a kinship that defies national struggle. 

“The wounds of our children, their pain, our pain, have connected us,” noted Angela Elizarov, Orel’s mother, 
one recent day as she sat on a bed in the room she shares with her son. Next door is Marya, her 6-year-old 
brother, Momen, and their father, Hamdi Aman. “Does it matter that he is from Gaza and I am from 
Beersheba, that he is an Arab and I am a Jew? It has no meaning to me. He sees my child and I see his 
child.”  

It was two weeks into Israel’s Gaza war last January when Orel was hit. After days in a shelter his mother 
took him out in the car. As they drove around Beersheba, a siren blared, warning of an incoming rocket. She 



pushed Orel to the ground, lying protectively on him. When she heard the explosion in the distance, she 
rose in relief. A second rocket exploded and she saw her son’s head bleeding profusely.  

A surgical nurse, she flagged down a passing motorist who drove them to the hospital where she works.  

“I saw his brain coming out, everything around me was burning, and I was not even scratched,” she recalled. 
“When I got to the emergency room, I said to the doctor: ‘You can’t kid me. I know he has no chance of 
survival.’ The doctor looked away. But after six operations, he is actually making some progress. God took 
my son from me, but he has given me another one. A year ago, he was the best in his class in sports, the 
best in math. Now he is learning to walk and talk.”  

Her husband, Avrel, who works with children, spends much of the week at home with their 18-month-old 
daughter but comes often. The couple, originally from Azerbaijan, had been childless for years, and Orel’s 
birth, coaxed along by infertility treatments in Israel, seemed a miracle.  

Their hospital neighbor, Mr. Aman, is a 32-year-old construction worker from Gaza who not only cares for 
his own two children but helps with Orel. He is regarded as a luminescent presence, an inspiration to staff, 
volunteers and fellow parents. 

This is partly because the pain in his own story is hard to fathom.  

More than three years ago, Mr. Aman and his uncle had split the cost of a car and, having paid for it two 
hours earlier, took it on the road. With them were Mr. Aman’s wife, their three children and his mother. 

Prowling above, an Israeli jet fighter on an assassination mission was seeking its target, a militant leader 
named Ahmad Dahduh. Two missiles were fired at Mr. Dahduh’s car just as it passed Mr. Aman’s, killing Mr. 
Aman’s oldest son, wife and mother. Marya was thrown from the car. 

He and his children have been at Alyn Hospital, which specializes in young people with serious physical 
disabilities, for nearly the entire time since. The Israeli government, which brought him here for emergency 
help, wanted him and his children either to return to Gaza or to move to the West Bank. But attention in the 
Israeli news media produced a bevy of volunteers to fight on his behalf. Marya would not survive in either 
Gaza or the West Bank. The government has backed off, supporting Mr. Aman on minimum wage and 
paying for Marya to go to a bilingual Arabic-Hebrew school nearby.  

But Mr. Aman has no official status and is also raising a healthy and bright son in a hospital room. He wants 
residency or a ticket to a Western country where his children will be safe and Marya will get the care she 
needs.  

Volunteers who help are often religious Jews performing national service. Some ask Mr. Aman how he can 
live among the people whose army destroyed his family. 

“I have never felt there was a difference among people — Jews, Muslims, Christians — we are all human 
beings,” he says. “I worked in Israel for years and so did my father. We know that it is not about what you 
are but who you are. And that is what I have taught my children.” 

Mr. Aman’s hospital door is rarely closed. Asher Franco, an Israeli Jew from Beit Shemesh who has been 
coming to the hospital for six months for his daughter’s treatments, was a recent visitor. They greeted each 
other warmly. A manual worker and former combat soldier, he was asked about their friendship. 

“I was raised as a complete Zionist rightist,” he said. “The Arabs, we were told, were out to kill us. But I was 
living in some fantasy. Here in the hospital, all my friends are Arabs.” Ms. Elizarov, Orel’s mother, noted that 
in places like Alyn Hospital, political tensions do not exist. Then she said, “Do we need to suffer in order to 
learn that there is no difference between Jews and Arabs?” 



  
WSJ 
Questions for Abdulmutallab 
by Victoria Toensing  

On the third day after Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab's attempt to blow up a Detroit-bound airliner, President 
Barack Obama finally interrupted his Hawaiian vacation to announce that our government "will not rest until 
we find all who were involved and hold them accountable." But how are we going to do that now that the 
terrorist is lawyered up and is even challenging what should be a legal gimme: giving the government a DNA 
sample? 

It was not wise to try enemy combatants such as Zacarias Moussaoui, the so-called 20th hijacker in the 9/11 
attacks, in our regular criminal courts. And it is unwise that Mr. Obama has decided to try some 
Guantanamo detainees in New York City. Never in our country's history prior to 2001 have we done so, for 
good reason.  

The constitutional protections designed to ensure a person is not wrongfully convicted have no relevance to 
wartime military needs. The argument that our system is strong enough to try a terrorist is a non sequitur. It 
equates to the argument that if a person is in excellent health, she can withstand being set ablaze.  

Moussaoui tied the Virginia federal court in knots for over three years, principally by insisting on the Brady 
rule, which requires that the defendant be given access to any evidence that could be exculpatory. 
(Moussaoui was convicted because he pleaded guilty, not because there was a trial and jury decision.)  

The Brady rule is a needed constitutional protection for the accused bank robber, where the government 
wants to produce only the one witness who identifies the defendant as the perpetrator but not the other six 
witnesses who cannot identify him. It does not work where a terrorist demands access to all the servicemen 
and women who witnessed his capture on the battlefield.  

Yet even the legal issues of a trial are of little importance compared to the threat to our security putting this 
terrorist into the regular criminal justice system presents. Abdulmutallab is in effect in possession of a ticking 
bomb, but we cannot interrogate him. His right to remain silent, as required by the Miranda rule, thwarts Mr. 
Obama's hollow attempt on Tuesday to "assure" us he is "doing everything in [his] power" to keep us safe.  

Questions need to be answered. Where was Abdulmutallab trained? Who trained him? Where is the training 
facility located? Where is the stash of PETN, the explosive used in the bomb? What are the techniques he 
was told to use for getting through airport security? Was there a well-dressed man who helped him board 
the plane without a passport as claimed by another passenger? And, most important, are future attacks 
planned? 

Yes, we could try him first and then interrogate him. But by then the information is stale, especially if he 
utilizes the same legal challenges Moussaoui did to drag out the process for years.  

As the president told us, there were indeed "human and systemic failures" that "contributed to this potential 
catastrophic breach of security." By placing this terrorist into the regular criminal process, he continues and 
magnifies those failures, which could leave to an actual catastrophe.  

Abdulmutallab is not a United States citizen. By detonating a bomb on an airplane filled with 269 civilians, he 
committed an illegal act of war. A military commission, which has been used for such conduct since Gen. 
George Washington, will give him due process. But first, he must be interrogated. 

Ms. Toensing was deputy assistant attorney general in the Reagan administration, where she supervised all 
terrorist cases. 
  



  
  
Washington Post 
A terrorist war Obama has denied 
by Charles Krauthammer 

Janet Napolitano -- former Arizona governor, now overmatched secretary of homeland security -- will forever 
be remembered for having said of the attempt to bring down an airliner over Detroit: "The system worked." 
The attacker's concerned father had warned U.S. authorities about his son's jihadist tendencies. The would-
be bomber paid cash and checked no luggage on a transoceanic flight. He was nonetheless allowed to fly, 
and would have killed 288 people in the air alone, save for a faulty detonator and quick actions by a few 
passengers.  

Heck of a job, Brownie.  

The reason the country is uneasy about the Obama administration's response to this attack is a distinct 
sense of not just incompetence but incomprehension. From the very beginning, President Obama has 
relentlessly tried to play down and deny the nature of the terrorist threat we continue to face. Napolitano 
renames terrorism "man-caused disasters." Obama goes abroad and pledges to cleanse America of its post-
9/11 counterterrorist sins. Hence, Guantanamo will close, CIA interrogators will face a special prosecutor, 
and Khalid Sheik Mohammed will bask in a civilian trial in New York -- a trifecta of political correctness and 
image management.  

And just to make sure even the dimmest understand, Obama banishes the term "war on terror." It's over -- 
that is, if it ever existed.  

Obama may have declared the war over. Unfortunately, al-Qaeda has not. Which gives new meaning to the 
term "asymmetric warfare."  

And produces linguistic -- and logical -- oddities that littered Obama's public pronouncements following the 
Christmas Day attack. In his first statement, Obama referred to Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab as "an isolated 
extremist." This is the same president who, after the Fort Hood, Tex., shooting, warned us "against jumping 
to conclusions" -- code for daring to associate the mass murder there with Nidal Hasan's Islamist ideology. 
Yet, with Abdulmutallab, Obama jumped immediately to the conclusion, against all existing evidence, that 
the would-be bomber acted alone.  

More jarring still were Obama's references to the terrorist as a "suspect" who "allegedly tried to ignite an 
explosive device." You can hear the echo of FDR: "Yesterday, December 7, 1941 -- a date which will live in 
infamy -- Japanese naval and air force suspects allegedly bombed Pearl Harbor."  

Obama reassured the nation that this "suspect" had been charged. Reassurance? The president should be 
saying: We have captured an enemy combatant -- an illegal combatant under the laws of war: no uniform, 
direct attack on civilians -- and now to prevent future attacks, he is being interrogated regarding information 
he may have about al-Qaeda in Yemen.  

Instead, Abdulmutallab is dispatched to some Detroit-area jail and immediately lawyered up. At which point -
- surprise! -- he stops talking.  

This absurdity renders hollow Obama's declaration that "we will not rest until we find all who were involved." 
Once we've given Abdulmutallab the right to remain silent, we have gratuitously forfeited our right to find out 
from him precisely who else was involved, namely those who trained, instructed, armed and sent him.  

This is all quite mad even in Obama's terms. He sends 30,000 troops to fight terror overseas, yet if any 
terrorists come to attack us here, they are magically transformed from enemy into defendant.  



The logic is perverse. If we find Abdulmutallab in an al-Qaeda training camp in Yemen, where he is merely 
preparing for a terror attack, we snuff him out with a Predator -- no judge, no jury, no qualms. But if we catch 
him in the United States in the very act of mass murder, he instantly acquires protection not just from 
execution by drone but even from interrogation.  

The president said that this incident highlights "the nature of those who threaten our homeland." But the 
president is constantly denying the nature of those who threaten our homeland. On Tuesday, he referred 
five times to Abdulmutallab (and his terrorist ilk) as "extremist[s]."  

A man who shoots abortion doctors is an extremist. An eco-fanatic who torches logging sites is an extremist. 
Abdulmutallab is not one of these. He is a jihadist. And unlike the guys who shoot abortion doctors, jihadists 
have cells all over the world; they blow up trains in London, nightclubs in Bali and airplanes over Detroit (if 
they can); and are openly pledged to war on America.  

Any government can through laxity let someone slip through the cracks. But a government that refuses to 
admit that we are at war, indeed, refuses even to name the enemy -- jihadist is a word banished from the 
Obama lexicon -- turns laxity into a governing philosophy. 

  
  
Orange County Register 
Pantybomber exposes naked bureaucracy 
by Mark Steyn   
On Christmas Day, a gentleman from Nigeria succeeded (effortlessly) in boarding a flight to Detroit with a 
bomb in his underwear. Pretty funny, huh? 

But the Pantybomber wasn't the big joke. The real laugh was the United States government. The global 
hyperpower spent the next week making itself a laughingstock to the entire planet. First, the bureaucrats at 
the TSA swung into action with a whole new range of restrictions. 

Against radical Yemen-trained Muslims wearing weaponized briefs? Of course not. That would be too 
obvious. So instead they imposed a slew of constraints against you. At Heathrow last week, they were 
permitting only one item of carry-on on U.S. flights. In Toronto, no large purses. 

Um, the Panty bomber didn't have a purse. He brought the bomb on board under his private parts, and his 
private parts weren't part of his carry-on (although, if reports of injuries sustained in his failed mission are 
correct, they may well not have been part of his carry-off). But no matter. If in doubt, blame the victim. The 
TSA announced that for the last hour of the flight no passenger can use the toilets or have anything on his 
lap – not a laptop, not a blanket, not a stewardess, not even a paperback book. I can't wait for the first 
lawsuit after an infidel flight attendant confiscates a litigious imam's Koran as they're coming into LAX. 

You're still free to read a paperback if you're flying from Paris to Sydney, or Stockholm to Beijing, or Kuala 
Lumpur to Heathrow. But not to LAX or JFK. The TSA were responding as bonehead bureaucracies do: 
Don't just stand there, do something. And every time the TSA does something, you'll have to stand there, 
longer and longer, suffering ever more pointless indignities. Last week, guest-hosting The Rush Limbaugh 
Show, I took a call from a lady who said that, if it helps keep her safe, she's happy to get to the airport "four, 
five, whatever hours" before the flight. Try to put a figure on "whatever" and you'll get a sense of where 
America's transportation system is headed. Ten years ago, you got to the airport 45 minutes, an hour before 
the flight. Now, thanks to the ever more demanding choreographers of the homeland security kabuki, it's 
two, three, four, whatever. Look at O'Hare and imagine the size of airport we'll need. And by then the 
Pantybomber won't even need to get on the plane; he can kill more people blowing up the check-in line. 

And remember, this was a bombing mission that "failed." With failures like this, who needs victories? 



Joke, joke, joke. The only good news was that the derision was so universal that the TSA promptly reined in 
some of their wackier impositions a couple of days later. But by then Janet Incompetano, the Homeland 
Security, had gone on TV and declared to the world that there was nothing to worry about: "The system 
worked." 

Indeed, it worked "smoothly." The al-Qaida trainee on a terrorist watch list, a man banned from the United 
Kingdom and reported to the CIA by his own father, got on board the plane, assembled the bomb, and 
attempted to detonate it. But don't worry 'bout a thing; the system worked. 

Twenty-four hours later, Secretary Incompetano was back on TV to protest that her words had been taken 
"out of context." No doubt, the al Qaida-trained CIA-reported cash-paying crotch-stuffed watch-list member's 
smooth progress through check-in was also taken "out of context." 

But by then the President of the United States had also taken to the airwaves. For three days, he had 
remained silent – which I believed is a world record for the 44th president. Since Jan. 20, 2009, it's been 
difficult to switch on the TV and not find him yakking – accepting an award in Oslo for not being George W 
Bush, doing Special Olympics gags with Jay Leno, apologizing for America to some dictator or other... but 
across the electric wires an eerie still had descended. And when the president finally spoke, even making 
allowances for his usual detached cool, he sounded less like a commander-in-chief addressing the nation 
after an attempted attack than an assistant DA at a Cook County press conference announcing a drugs 
bust: "Here's what we know so far... As the plane made its final approach to Detroit Metropolitan Airport, a 
passenger allegedly tried to ignite an explosive device... The suspect was immediately subdued... The 
suspect is now in custody and has been charged..." 

Etc., etc., piling up one desiccated legalism on another: "Allegedly..." 

"suspect..." "charged..." The president can't tell an allegedly alleged suspect (which is what he is in Obama 
fantasy land) from an enemy combatant (which is what he is in cold, hard reality). But worse than the 
complacent cop-show jargonizing was a phrase it's hard to read as anything other than a deliberate attempt 
to mislead the public: the president referred to the Knickerbomber as an "isolated extremist." By this time, it 
was already clear that young Umar had been radicalized by jihadist networks in London and fast-tracked to 
training in Yemen by terror operatives who understood the potentially high value of a westernized Muslim 
with excellent English from a respectable family. Yet President Obama tried to pass him off as some sort of 
lone misfit who wakes up one morning and goes bananas. Could happen to anyone. 

But, if it takes the White House three days to react to an attack on the United States, their rapid-response 
unit can fire back in nothing flat when Dick Cheney speaks. "It is telling," huffed the president's 
Communications Director Dan Pfeiffer, "that Vice President Cheney and others seem to be more focused on 
criticizing the administration than condemning the attackers." 

"Condemning the attackers"? What happened to all the allegedly alleged stuff? Shouldn't that be 
"condemning the alleged isolated attacker"? The communications director seems to be wandering a bit off-
message here, whatever the message is: The system worked, so we're inconveniencing you even more. 
The system failed, but the alleged suspect is an isolated extremist, so why won't that cowardly squish 
Cheney have the guts to condemn the attacker and his vast network of associates? 

The real message was conveyed by Fouad Ajami, discussing the new Administration's foreign policy in The 
Wall Street Journal: "No despot fears Mr. Obama, and no blogger in Cairo or Damascus or Tehran, no 
demonstrator in those cruel Iranian streets, expects Mr. Obama to ride to the rescue." True. Another Iranian 
deadline passed on New Year's Eve, but the United States will set a new one for Groundhog Day or 
whenever. 

And, just as the thug states understand they now have the run of the planet, so do the terror cells. A 
thwarted terror attack at Christmas is bad enough. Spending the following week making yourself a global 
joke is worse. Every A-list despot and dime store jihadist got that message loud and clear – and so did 



American allies already feeling semi-abandoned by this most parochial of presidents. Expect a bumpy 12 
months ahead. Happy New Year. 

  
  
  
Denver Post 
Stripping freedoms, one piece of clothing at a time 
by David Harsanyi 

A few years back, an aerospace executive quipped that every time he flew and was forced to remove his 
shoes, he was grateful Richard Reid was not known as the Underwear Bomber. 

Well, on Christmas Day, while the Underwear Bomber was comfortably nestled in his seat in the air, 
Transportation Security Administration agents across the nation were confronting thousands of potential 
security breaches at airline terminals.  

"I'm going to have to confiscate that tube of Crest," the agent informs you. "The packaging exceeds the 3-
ounce limit on liquids."  

Surely, millions of travelers feel safer knowing that their boarding passes will be stamped by an eagle-eyed 
agent who, with a fleeting look, can distinguish between the wicked and the decent. And who among us is 
not grateful that all footwear will be subjected to a painstaking examination by our best and brightest?  

It's simple. The longer the wait, the safer we are. 

Washington, too, is on the case. The TSA has spent over $40 billion on aviation security since its inception 
in 2004. The Department of Homeland Security — an organization created to allow disparate agencies to 
work in incompetent concert — doggedly engages yesteryear's terror threats by rapidly acting to thwart 
security breaches after the fact. 

In the face of Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab's underwear bombing attempt, you can be sure we will ratchet up 
precautionary measures. Most will be useless. All will be annoying. 

Next on the docket might be a quick TSA cupping of the groin before boarding. Or, perhaps, a secondary 
frisking after the strip-search machine has its way with us. 

My hope is that next jihadist doesn't stick something in an unmentionable cavity or utilize a hollowed- out 
book to hide his explosives, as we may end up with nothing more to read than the airline mall magazine as 
we sit in anguish. 

For the terrorist suspect — you — there are helpful clues regarding what is permissible on the TSA's website 
before heading to the airport hours before your flight. 

A passenger may not, for instance, carry "Box Cutters" on a plane. "Axes/Ice Picks"? No. "Meat Cleavers"? 
No. "Sabers"? No. "Bows and Arrows"? No. How about "Hatchets"? Nope. Thankfully, someone at the TSA 
took the time to let everyone know that "Realistic Replicas of Explosives" are not permissible carry-on items. 

A real explosive, like pentaerythritol tetranitrate, though, is a different story — although, apparently, it is only 
permissible if you've traveled to Republic of Yemen a couple of times and your father has alerted U.S. 
authorities that you may be a jihadist.  



Janet Napolitano, the homeland security director, now says that the bombing attempt by this — thankfully — 
incompetent terrorist was a failure of the nation's entire aviation security system. The president has ordered 
a full review of the situation. 

But if someone like Abdulmutallab can circumvent security, why are you being shaken down over a 
shampoo bottle?  

As Bob Poole, director of transportation policy at Reason Foundation, recently wrote, this failure reflects the 
flawed thinking of aviation security policy, namely a fixation "on keeping bad things — as opposed to bad 
people — off of airplanes."  

It is an unavoidable fact that these "bad people" tend to come from certain places and subscribe to a certain 
religious affiliation. Focus on them. 

From the evidence, it is clear that it is impossible to cover every base, but the wasted billions shaking down 
the average passenger offers little more than psychological comfort.  

While your life or business or vacation hangs in the balance, the TSA worker moves at a glacial pace, 
throwing painfully nonsensical queries your way and holding up the lives of millions. For what? 

Recently I was reading a helpful blog set up by the TSA, wherein passengers were given space to vent. 
Complaints included rude treatment, inflexible rules, long lines and seemingly illogical and inconsistent 
policies. Yet, when it comes to security (and most things that relate to flying in the air), most travelers were 
willing to capitulate to some discomfort in the name of safety. 

Without the safety, however, it is just discomfort. And if we are asked to remove our underwear at the 
airport, well, the terrorists have won. 

  
  
Ottawa Citizen 
The '2000s' began 30 years ago 
by David Warren 

I have been reading the various "decade series" in this and other newspapers over the "holiday season," 
and feel suitably reviewed and instructed upon what has happened in this century, so far. 

Though frankly, if I were editor (and the reader should be very glad I'm not), I would instead have assigned 
all available experts to review the antepenultimate decade -- the 1980s. Or better, perhaps, the 1970s: for I 
think we may now be getting into a position to acquire some "perspective" on that. The 1990s were too 
recent; things like the Clinton presidency in the U.S., the capitalist adjustments in China, the blossoming of 
Islamism and so forth, are still too current in their repercussions. 

Not that even today we know everything that needs to be known about the 1970s; nor ever will, in this life. 
There is no journalist, and no historian, who can write in possession of "all the facts." 

Let us consider Watergate as a good, 1970s example of this. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that we 
now know who did what to whom in the finest detail; and the fallout from it was always there for everyone to 
see. That Richard Nixon was brought down as president is an incontrovertible fact of history. 

But to begin to understand the 1970s, we must further explain how this happened; must understand how a 
president who had almost certainly done fewer and lesser crooked tricky things behind the scenes than, say, 
the media-sainted John F. Kennedy -- and who had certainly not stolen an election -- could have been 
brought down. 



I remember a "Bulletin de l'étranger" from Le Monde in those days -- a perfectly leftist, anti-American paper 
with an indisputable abhorrence for Nixon -- expressing an almost unconsciously amazed puzzlement at his 
resignation. To their "progressive" yet knowing view, no French president could ever have dreamed of 
resigning for such piddling offences, nor any French legislature dreamed that they could impeach him. What 
on earth was going on in America? 

And then we had Gerald Ford as president. That was silly enough; but then we had Jimmy Carter. And 
through almost all of that decade, a prime minister up here named Pierre Trudeau. Believe it or not, these 
men were taken seriously. We can only begin to see what a strange era that was, only begin to appreciate 
the flakiness into which public life had descended, at this distance. 

That the 1970s also represented a kind of aesthetic nadir for Western Civilization we may see by examining 
contemporary magazines. Even with our current, deeply depressed standards, we instinctively flinch at their 
apparel. It was by extension a boring, pointless decade: I pity anyone who had to grow up in that era, and 
am inclined to understand their propensity to mind-altering drugs. 

All this, and many other things that cannot possibly be discerned from within, must come into the review of a 
decade. And yet the opposite argument can be made, that "you had to be there." (I tried not to be; I tried to 
spend that entire decade in backward, "third-world" locations, such as southern Asia and pre-Thatcher 
England.) With the recession of time it becomes harder and harder to explain the sheer stupidity of human 
behaviour. 

Yet things that happen, and are accepted as having happened, continue to have happened through all 
subsequent time. 

Dwell with me for a moment, gentle reader, over this awkward thought. Our entire world today is built on the 
presumption that the idiocies of the 1970s actually occurred. The American defeat in Vietnam, for instance: 
subsequent U.S. history entirely depends on the "mood" that was created by that ignominious departure. 

America herself would continue to lead the West, would become with the collapse of the Soviet Union the 
"hyperpower," and even more absurdly rich. She had it in her power, through the "lost decade" of the 1990s, 
to fashion a "new world order" in which much of the violent squalor that afflicts us today could not have 
developed. 

Yet she also had, in her corporate person, an Achilles Heel, and a fatal want of confidence. Even under 
Reagan, the U.S. would do things like scuttle out of Beirut in a way that would leave the entire Middle East in 
chaos. At the crucial moment, the powers of Islamism were surrendered to, and this was more than a 
question of "priorities elsewhere." Reagan and George Shultz, his remarkable secretary of state, threw 
American weight around brilliantly, in opposition to the Evil Empire, yet declined the critical role of "world 
policeman," with consequences we still must bear. 

This world is full of illusions: powerful and consequential ones. Our "zero" decade -- or perhaps we might 
call it tentatively the "Improvised Explosive Decade" -- strikes me in retrospect as a mere continuation, in 
world affairs, of the unending retreat from Vietnam. 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Washinton Examiner 
It's a wonderful life working for the government 
by Michael Barone 

It looks like a happy new year for you -- if you're a public employee. 

That's the takeaway from a recent Rasmussen poll that shows that 46 percent of government employees 
say the economy is getting better while just 31 percent say it's getting worse. In contrast, 32 percent of those 
with private-sector jobs say the economy is getting better, while 49 percent it is getting worse. 

Nearly half, 44 percent, of government employees rate their personal finances as good or excellent. Only 33 
percent of private-sector employees do. 

It sounds like public- and private-sector employees are looking at different Americas. And they are. 

Private-sector employment peaked at 115.8 million in December 2007, when the recession officially began. 
It was down to 108.5 million last November. That's a 6 percent decline. 

Public-sector employment peaked at 22.6 million in August 2008. It fell a bit in 2009, then has rebounded 
back to 22.5 million in November. That's less than a 1 percent decline. 

This is not an accident; it is the result of deliberate public policy. About one-third of the $787 billion stimulus 
package passed in February 2009 was directed at state and local governments, which have been facing 
declining revenues and are, mostly, required to balance their budgets. 

The policy aim, Democrats say, was to maintain public services and aid. The political aim, although 
Democrats don't say so, was to maintain public-sector jobs -- and the flow of union dues to the public 
employees unions that represent almost 40 percent of public-sector workers. 

Those unions in turn have contributed generously to Democrats. Services Employee International Union 
head Andy Stern, the most frequent nongovernment visitor to the Obama White House, has boasted that his 
union steered $60 million to Democrats in the 2008 cycle. The total union contribution to Democrats has 
been estimated at $400 million. 

In effect, some significant portion of the stimulus package can be regarded as taxpayer funding of the 
Democratic Party. Needless to say, no Republicans need apply. 

One must concede that there is something to the argument that maintaining government spending levels 
helps people in need and provides essential public services. Something, but not everything. 

For it's more difficult to cut waste and unnecessary spending from government agencies than from private-
sector businesses. 

As Charles Peters, founder of the neoliberal Washington Monthly, noted years ago, when government is 
ordered to cut spending, it does things like closing the Washington Monument to visitors. Tourists from the 
50 states and 435 congressional districts quickly squawk to their members of Congress, and the spending 
cuts are rescinded. 

When businesses must cut, they do so with an eye to profits -- which is to say, with an eye to providing 
consumers with goods and services they need enough to be willing to pay for. They tend to lay off 
unproductive employees while striving to retain productive ones. 

Governments, restrained by civil service rules and often by union contracts, do not have similar incentives. 



As for the argument that maintaining government payrolls pumps money into the private-sector economy -- 
well, where does that government money come from? From private-sector employees and employers or 
from those who buy government bonds and who must be repaid by government in the future. 

At some point -- and this already has occurred in much of Western Europe -- public sector spending tends to 
choke off private-sector growth. America's current high unemployment levels have been commonplace in 
much of Western Europe for the last 25 years. 

The question now is whether they will become commonplace in the United States in the decade ahead. The 
decision by the Obama administration and the Democratic Congress to hold public-sector employees in 
place while the private sector is gravely weakened has the potential to place us on that trajectory. 

The unemployment data show that this recession has had a much greater effect on private-sector workers 
than on public employees, on men than on women, on blue-collar workers than on white-collar employees. 

This seems not to have gone unnoticed. Democrats have been surprised that so many downscale voters 
oppose their big spending programs. Maybe many of those voters have noticed how much of that spending 
has gone to public-sector union members, leaving the rest of America with a less than happy new year. 

  
  
  

 
  



 

 
  



 
  

 
 


