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Fouad Ajami looks back at a disastrous year in American foreign policy, and some of the 
consequences. 
With year one drawing to a close, the truth of the Obama presidency is laid bare: retrenchment abroad, and 
redistribution and the intrusive regulatory state at home. This is the genuine calling of Barack Obama, and of 
the "progressives" holding him to account. The false dichotomy has taken hold—either we care for our own, 
or we go abroad in search of monsters to destroy or of broken nations to build. ... 
  
...It is different today, there is a cold-bloodedness to American foreign policy. "Ideology is so yesterday," 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton proclaimed not long ago, giving voice to the new sentiment.  

History and its furies have their logic, and they have not bent to Mr. Obama's will. He had declared a 
unilateral end to the "war on terror," but the jihadists and their mentors are yet to call their war to a halt. 
From Yemen to Fort Hood and Detroit, the terror continues. ... 

...Under Mr. Obama, we have pulled back from the foreign world. We're smaller for accepting that false 
choice between burdens at home and burdens abroad, and the world beyond our shores is more hazardous 
and cynical for our retrenchment and our self-flagellation.  

  
Marty Peretz says that Obama may not be able to look past his ideological bias, but the 
American people will. 

...I believe that it is Obama's perception of Abdulmutallab as an "isolated extremist" that is the real source of 
the intelligence calamity so dramatically revealed in this case. It is true, of course, that this dispiriting 
intelligence failure goes back to the Clinton and Bush years, even though Bush did almost uniquely grasp 
the very essence of the holy Muslim terror. But what the president has done is to wrap the Islamic orbit in a 
sweetly scented cashmere afghan (if you'll permit this ironic choice of words) that disguises the reality of the 
real Islam of this world. Obama has done this grandly several times, most especially with his addresses in 
Istanbul and Cairo, but also in his more quotidian remarks. The failure of the CIA and the other alphabet 
agencies to connect the dots is a methodological failure. The president's failure to grasp the realities is an 
ideological and psychological failure. In a top-down structure, the top always has the advantage.  

It is a thorny matter to design grand tactics for both the world as it is and the world as Obama imagines it. 
Yes, the president's representatives and, to some extent, he himself are now talking factual essentials. 
Already during the campaign, he liquidated the war on terrorism. It was not apt. It was diversionary. And, oh, 
what a relief this was to his ecstatic crowds.  

But for what are we mobilizing in Iraq and in Afghanistan, and apparently now also in Yemen, other than war 
against the terrorists of Islam? In Pakistan, in a little village called Shah Hassan Khel, the Taliban struck a 
volleyball game--an innocent volleyball game, for God's sake--played and attended by altogether harmless 
and guiltless men and boys. Deutsche Presse Agentur says that no fewer than 95 dead were left on the 
ground. ... 

  
  
In the Corner, Andy McCarthy posts on several aspects of the latest terrorist "case".  

...Finally, behold, yet again, the folly of President Obama's law-enforcement approach to terrorism. Not only 
has the assignment of counsel in the criminal case denied us whatever intelligence Mutallab could be giving 
us about Yemen. The criminal case is complicating the President's ability to do his jobs as president and 
commander-in-chief.  This morning, Obama declared flatly that Mutallab conspired with al Qaeda in a 
heinous attempted terrorist attack. It was refreshing to hear the president not hedge with "alleged" this and 



"alleged" that. FDR never suggested that the "fear itself" we needed to fear was "alleged." But, of course, 
defense counsel will now claim the president is hopelessly prejudicing Mutallab's ability to get a fair trial — in 
Detroit or anyplace else — by smearing him in the press and eviscerating the presumption of innocence.  
The usual judicial reaction to such claims is not to dismiss an indictment but (a) to postpone the trial 
indefinitely until the negative (to the defendant) publicity dies down, and (b) to direct the executive branch to 
stop making statements that prejudice the case (on pain of having the indictment dismissed due to 
"government misconduct"). 

The Mutallab case is an unnecessary, insignificant distraction from the real business of protecting the United 
States. And it is all so unnecessary.  It will be forever until we can have a trial of Mutallab, anyway:  From 
here on out, everytime something happens in Yemen, Mutallab's lawyers will try to use it to their litigation 
advantage, repeating that the president has so tied Mutallab to terrorism in Yemen that there is no prospect 
of a fair trial.  So why not transfer him to military custody as an enemy combatant, detain and interrogate him 
for as long as it is useful to do so, and then, in a year or three, either charge him with war crimes in a military 
tribunal or, if you insist, indict him the criminal justice system? There is no reason to have a criminal case 
pending right now — it will only tie the president's hands and be grist for judicial criticism of Obama while he 
has a war to fight. He doesn't need that in his life right now. 

  
  
Mark Steyn comments on Andy McCarthy's post and adds his thoughts. 

...Whom should the traveling public thank for these impositions? The 9/11 killers were mostly Saudi. But the 
Shoebomber was a British subject. So were the Heathrow plotters. And the Pantybomber was educated in 
British schools - first in Togo; then at University College, London - and there is plenty of evidence he was 
radicalized while in the UK. So three of the four circles of homeland security hell with which the public are 
tortured are British in origin. ... 

...Even if that's true (and it's by no means clear that it is), is that enough? I said a few years back that Britain 
had been so hollowed out by Islamic radicals that it was becoming Somalia with chip shops. Mr 
Abdulmuttalab supposedly got the ol' jihad fever while at university. I see The New York Times reports the 
remarkable statistic that one-fifth of students at British universities are Muslim. As Professor Garton Ash 
would say, most British Muslims most of the time will be most unlikely to self-detonate over most American 
cities. So that's okay, right? Up to a point. A poll by the Centre for Social Cohesion found that one-third of 
Muslim students in Britain believe killing in the name of religion is justified and are in favor of a global 
caliphate. That's a lot of potential airline tickets. 

And perhaps the saddest comment of all on America's principal supplier of transformative terrorist incidents 
is this - from my old colleagues at The Spectator in an aside on that New York Times story: 

There is a lot in the article that is worth commenting on. But sadly Britain’s libel laws make discussion of the 
contents of this article almost impossible. 

If you can't even discuss a problem, what are the chances you can fix it? 

  
Jennifer Rubin discusses how the Obami's rebranding of the war is not playing well, even with 
the Obami faithful.  

As this Politico story notes, the Christmas Day bombing plot has shaken the Obama administration and his 
supporters, leaving the latter flummoxed. They can’t seem to understand the president’s clueless reaction, 
which verged on peevish resentment over the interruption to his vacation: 



Over the course of five days, Obama’s reaction ranged from low-keyed to reassuring to, finally, a vow to find 
out what went wrong. The episode was a baffling, unforced error in presidential symbolism, hardly a small 
part of the presidency, and the moment at which yet another of the old political maxims that Obama had 
sought to transcend – the Democrats’ vulnerability on national security – reasserted itself. 

...Arrest him, book him, Mirandize him, call the FBI — what’s the big deal? It is not a mystery at all as to why 
Obama behaved as he did. This is his anti-terror policy on full display. What we now see (and what the 
“shocked, shocked to see there is cluelessness” crowd is reacting to) is what that bizarre stance toward the 
war on terror looks like up close and in real time when played out in the context of actual events. Think it’s 
odd for the president to call Farouk Abdulmutallab a “suspect”? Think it’s weird that the terrorist isn’t being 
interrogated but has lawyered up? Well, that’s the Obama anti-terror policy. It isn’t supposed to be a big deal 
when these events occur. For if it were, we wouldn’t be treating the terrorists like criminal suspects. 

It turns out that the Obami’s approach is entirely off-putting and inappropriate to virtually everyone. That the 
media has finally clued in to just how politically untenable it is, tells us something about the media’s own 
willingness to ignore the implications of Obama’s declared policy and previous rhetoric. The solution is not to 
make sure after the next incident that the president puts on a tie, drops the grumpy-guy demeanor, and 
orders Janet Napolitano to stay off the air (although all that would be swell): it is to get a new policy on the 
war on terror – a policy that regards these incidents with the gravity they deserve and employs responses 
appropriate to the war in which we are engaged. 

  
  
In Powerline, Paul Mirengoff posts on a welcome change from one branch of the government. 
Chief Justice John Roberts isn't asking for any more of your money. 

Among the many excellent qualities of Chief Justice John Roberts is his judiciousness, not a bad quality for 
any judge to possess. It was on display again in his annual report on the state of the federal judiciary. 

According to the Washington Post, every year since 1970, the Chief Justice's annual report has called for 
bigger salaries for federal judges. In my opinion, it's a more than reasonable recommendation; federal 
judges are significantly underpaid by the standard of their profession and of their employer.  

Obviously, judges can't be paid what partners at major law firms make, even though their work is more 
important and they are often better lawyers. But they can and should be paid more than junior associates at 
these firms, government trial lawyers and senior government bureaucrats, and senior law professors.  

Unfortunately, they are not. Moreover, their salaries have declined in real terms by 25 percent since 1969. 
During this period, real compensation for lawyers has risen substantially. 

This year, however, Chief Justice Roberts declined to renew what is presently a futile plea for an increase in 
judge's salaries. He wrote: 

In the past few years, I have adhered to the tradition that Chief Justice Burger initiated and have provided 
my perspective on the most critical needs of the judiciary. . . This year, however, when the political branches 
are faced with so many difficult issues, and when so many of our fellow citizens have been touched by 
hardship, the public might welcome a year-end report limited to what is essential: the courts are operating 
soundly, and the nation's dedicated federal judges are conscientiously discharging their duties. 

As far as I can tell, the state of the economy -- i.e., of "our fellow citizens" -- has not caused many in the 
private or public sector to shy away from special pleading, including special pleading that lacks justification. 
We are fortunate to have a Chief Justice who has the decency and good judgment to provide an exception.  

  



  
In the Washington Examiner, Mark Tapscott blogs about another area where Obami marketing 
has failed. 

End-of-year media pieces tend to be boring rehashes but occasionally a thoughtful person will use the 
opportunity for some genuinely original and useful thinking about the most recent past. Such is Micah Sifry's 
powerful and significant post on Personal Democracy Forum's Tech President, "The Obama disconnect: 
What happens when myth meets reality." 

Remember how the Mainstream Media endlessly told us in 2008 that the Obama campaign was blazing new 
trails by raising millions of dollars of campaign donations and creating the first-ever bottom-up, people-driven 
Internet-focused presidential campaign apparatus? 

Sifry's post is a must-read for those across the political spectrum who seek to understand why the truth 
about the Obama campaign in 2008 was almost exactly the opposite of that mythic rendition at the heart of 
the conventional Mainstream Media wisdom. ... 

  
  
Houston Chronicle has a good piece on climategate.  
Now that Copenhagen is past history, what is the next step in the man-made global warming controversy? 
Without question, there should be an immediate and thorough investigation of the scientific debauchery 
revealed by “Climategate.” 

If you have not heard, hackers penetrated the computers of the Climate Research Unit, or CRU, of the 
United Kingdom's University of East Anglia, exposing thousands of e-mails and other documents. CRU is 
one of the top climate research centers in the world. Many of the exchanges were between top mainstream 
climate scientists in Britain and the U.S. who are closely associated with the authoritative (albeit 
controversial) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Among the more troubling revelations were data 
adjustments enhancing the perception that man is causing global warming through the release of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other atmospheric greenhouse gases. 

Particularly disturbing was the way the core IPCC scientists (the believers) marginalized the skeptics of the 
theory that man-made global warming is large and potentially catastrophic. ... 

  
Investor's Business Daily provides us with another cartoon review. These are all by Michael 
Ramirez. He picks his favorite ten.  
  

 
 
 

  
  
WSJ 
A Cold-Blooded Foreign Policy 
No despot fears the president, and no demonstrator in Tehran expects him to ride to the rescue.  
by Fouad Ajami 

With year one drawing to a close, the truth of the Obama presidency is laid bare: retrenchment abroad, and 
redistribution and the intrusive regulatory state at home. This is the genuine calling of Barack Obama, and of 
the "progressives" holding him to account. The false dichotomy has taken hold—either we care for our own, 
or we go abroad in search of monsters to destroy or of broken nations to build. The decision to withdraw 
missile defense for Poland and the Czech Republic was of a piece with that retreat in American power.  



In the absence of an overriding commitment to the defense of American primacy in the world, the Obama 
administration "cheats." It will not quit the war in Afghanistan but doesn't fully embrace it as its cause. It 
prosecutes the war but with Republican support—the diehards in liberal ranks and the isolationists are in no 
mood for bonding with Afghans. (Harry Reid's last major foreign policy pronouncement was his assertion, 
three years ago, that the war in Iraq was lost.)  

As revolution simmers on the streets of Iran, the will was summoned in the White House to offer 
condolences over the passing of Grand Ayatollah Hussein Montazeri, an iconic figure to the Iranian 
opposition. But the word was also put out that the administration was keen on the prospect of John Kerry 
making his way to Tehran. No one is fooled. In the time of Barack Obama, "engagement" with Iran's 
theocrats and thugs trumps the cause of Iranian democracy.  

In retrospect, that patina of cosmopolitanism in President Obama's background concealed the isolationism 
of the liberal coalition that brought him to power. The tide had turned in the congressional elections of 2006. 
American liberalism was done with its own antecedents—the outlook of Woodrow Wilson and FDR and 
Harry Truman and John Kennedy. It wasn't quite "Come home, America," but close to it. This was now the 
foreign policy of Harry Reid and Nancy Pelosi and Joe Biden. There was in the land a "liberal orientalism," if 
you will, a dismissive attitude about the ability of other nations to partake of liberty. It had started with 
belittling the Iraqis' aptitude for freedom. But there was implicit in it a broader assault on the very idea of 
freedom's possibilities in distant places. East was East, and West was West, and never the twain shall meet.  

We're weary, the disillusioned liberalism maintains, and we're broke, and there are those millions of 
Americans aching for health care and an economic lifeline. We can't care for both Ohio and the Anbar, 
Peoria and Peshawar. It is either those embattled people in Iran or a rescue package for Chrysler.  

The joke is on the enthralled crowds in Cairo, Ankara, Berlin and Oslo. The new American president they 
had fallen for had no genuine calling or attachments abroad. In their enthusiasm for Mr. Obama, and their 
eagerness to proclaim themselves at one with the postracial meaning of his election, they had missed his 
aloofness from the genuine struggles in the foreign world.  

It was easy, that delirium with Mr. Obama: It made no moral demands on those eager to partake of it. It was 
also false, in many lands.  

Thus Turks who loathed the Kurds in their midst, who denied them the right to their own memory and 
language, could identify themselves, or so they said, with the triumph of Mr. Obama and his personal 
history. No one questioned the sincerity with which Egyptians and other Arabs hailed Mr. Obama as they 
refused to be stirred by the slaughter in Darfur, and as they gave a carte blanche to Khartoum's blatant 
racism and cruelty.  

Surely there was something amiss in Paris and Berlin—the vast crowds came out for Mr. Obama, but there 
were millions of Muslims in France and Germany, and the gates hadn't been opened for them, they hadn't 
been swept into the mainstream of European life. Postracicalism, rather like charity, should have begun at 
home, one would think. 

Everywhere there is on display evidence of the rogues taking the Obama administration's measure, and of 
America's vulnerable allies scurrying for cover. A fortnight ago, Lebanon's young prime minister made his 
way from Beirut to Damascus: Saad Hariri had come to pay tribute to the Syrian ruler.  

Nearly five years earlier, Saad Hariri had insisted on the truth about the identity of his father's killers. It had 
been a tumultuous time. Rafik Hariri, a tycoon and former prime minister caught up in a challenge to Syria's 
hegemony in Lebanon, had been struck down by a massive bomb on Beirut's beachfront. It's obvious, isn't it, 
the mourners proclaimed, the trail led to Damascus.  

In the aftermath of that brazen political murder, a Syrian tyranny in Lebanon that had all but erased the 
border between the two countries was brought to a swift end with what would come to be known as the 



Cedar Revolution. The Pax Americana that had laid waste to the despotism of Saddam Hussein frightened 
the Syrian rulers, and held out the prospect that a similar fate could yet befall them.  

We're now worlds away from that moment in history. The man who demolished the Iraqi tyranny, George. W. 
Bush, is no longer in power, and a different sentiment drives America's conduct abroad. Saad Hariri had no 
choice but to make peace with his father's sworn enemies—that short voyage he made to Damascus was 
his adjustment to the retreat of American power.  

In headier moments, Mr. Hariri and the leaders of the Cedar Revolution had been emboldened by American 
protection. It was not only U.S. military power that had given them heart.  

There was that "diplomacy of freedom," the proclamation that the Pax Americana had had its fill with the 
autocracies and the rogues of the Greater Middle East. There but for the grace of God go we, the autocrats 
whispered to themselves as they pondered the fall of the Iraqi despot. To be sure, there was mayhem in the 
new Iraq—the Arab and Iranian rulers, and the jihadists they winked at and aided, had made sure of that. 
But there was the promise of freedom, meaningful elections, a new dignity for men and women claiming 
their own country. 

What a difference three or four years make. The despots have waited out that burst of American power and 
optimism. 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. To be sure, it was in the past 
understood that we can't bear all burdens abroad, or come to the defense of everyone braving tyranny. But 
there was always that American assertion that when things are in the balance we would always be on 
freedom's side.  

We hadn't ridden to the rescue of Rwanda and Burundi in the 1990s, but we had saved the Bosnians and 
the Kosovars. We didn't have the power to undo the colossus of Chinese tyranny when the tanks rolled into 
Tiananmen Square, but the brave dissidents knew that we were on their side, that we were appalled by the 
cruelty of official power.  

It is different today, there is a cold-bloodedness to American foreign policy. "Ideology is so yesterday," 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton proclaimed not long ago, giving voice to the new sentiment.  

History and its furies have their logic, and they have not bent to Mr. Obama's will. He had declared a 
unilateral end to the "war on terror," but the jihadists and their mentors are yet to call their war to a halt. 
From Yemen to Fort Hood and Detroit, the terror continues.  

But to go by the utterances of the Obama administration and its devotees, one would have thought that our 
enemies were Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld, not the preachers and masterminds of terror. The 
president and his lieutenants spent more time denigrating "rendition" and the Patriot Act than they did 
tracking down the terror trail and the latest front it had opened at the southern tip of the Arabian Peninsula in 
Yemen. Our own leaders spoke poorly of our prerogatives and ways, and they were heard the world over.  

Under Mr. Obama, we have pulled back from the foreign world. We're smaller for accepting that false choice 
between burdens at home and burdens abroad, and the world beyond our shores is more hazardous and 
cynical for our retrenchment and our self-flagellation.  

Mr. Ajami, a professor at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and a senior fellow at 
Stanford University's Hoover Institution, is the author of "The Foreigner's Gift" (Free Press, 2007). 
  
  
  
  
 



The New Republic  -  The Spine 
No One Yet Has Said He's A Nutcake. But What Does "Isolated Extremist" Really Mean? 
by Martin Peretz 

Joe Klein, who spent a lot of print [1] trying more or less to exonerate Dr. Major Nidal Malik Hasan by dint of 
his being a nutcase, has been curiously silent about Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab. In fact, there's been a 
certain shyness among the whole left-wing blogosphere (and among Democrats, generally) about the 
skivvies terrorist. There is no place for these journalists to hide and no logic, however dubious, with which 
they can transfer the guilt to us. And, believe me, if they can't invent this, there is nothing to invent—nothing. 

The fact is that the only personage of note to call Abdulmutallab an "isolated extremist," which is the closest 
thing to a solitary crank, was the president himself. And he said it when he already knew that American 
intelligence, in several of its iterations, had long ago been informed that the would-be bomber had been 
connected to Al Qaeda in Yemen. 

Now, Yemen is a special problem for Obama. We are now fighting (after Iraq and Afghanistan) on an 
unacknowledged but probably appropriate third front in Yemen. It is there that the president has repatriated 
several "reformed" Guantanamo prisoners. Based on the experiential records, there is little chance that 
many such men will stay free of the intoxicating elixirs of jihad, the common jihad of murder. 

But Yemen is also the foundation of the "close Guantanamo" program, which is way off schedule already, 
having passed the White House deadline, and has been dealt a body blow by recent events. Either 
Guantanamo stays or its prisoners go to a federal penitentiary, in Illinois or elsewhere. Obama has this tic 
about the jailhouse at the tip-end of Cuba. And Congress might force him to lump it. Yet, it is the Congress--
primarily Republicans, but Democrats as well--that is being demagogic. There will be no breakouts from 
stateside prisons by these oh-so-pious convicts. 

Moreover, the Republicans and the right-wing opinion centers are, of course, riveted on the president's 
instinctive detoxification of what was intended as a faithful act of Islam. They are milking it for what it's worth. 
But the Democrats and the vast liberal opinion industry are simply ignoring what is, frankly, an historically 
naïve and dangerous bewitchment. They do this at their peril. 

I believe that it is Obama's perception of Abdulmutallab as an "isolated extremist" that is the real source of 
the intelligence calamity so dramatically revealed in this case. It is true, of course, that this dispiriting 
intelligence failure goes back to the Clinton and Bush years, even though Bush did almost uniquely grasp 
the very essence of the holy Muslim terror. But what the president has done is to wrap the Islamic orbit in a 
sweetly scented cashmere afghan (if you'll permit this ironic choice of words) that disguises the reality of the 
real Islam of this world. Obama has done this grandly several times, most especially with his addresses in 
Istanbul and Cairo, but also in his more quotidian remarks. The failure of the CIA and the other alphabet 
agencies to connect the dots is a methodological failure. The president's failure to grasp the realities is an 
ideological and psychological failure. In a top-down structure, the top always has the advantage.  

It is a thorny matter to design grand tactics for both the world as it is and the world as Obama imagines it. 
Yes, the president's representatives and, to some extent, he himself are now talking factual essentials. 
Already during the campaign, he liquidated the war on terrorism. It was not apt. It was diversionary. And, oh, 
what a relief this was to his ecstatic crowds.  

But for what are we mobilizing in Iraq and in Afghanistan, and apparently now also in Yemen, other than war 
against the terrorists of Islam? In Pakistan, in a little village called Shah Hassan Khel, the Taliban struck a 
volleyball game--an innocent volleyball game, for God's sake--played and attended by altogether harmless 
and guiltless men and boys. Deutsche Presse Agentur says that no fewer than 95 dead were left on the 
ground.  
 
The president's cool cannot change that. All that he can do, if that is what he wants, is to divert America's 



attention from a massacre culture. But it is not likely to work. The economic imbroglio may allow him to divert 
us a little longer from this historic crossroads. There is also just a chance that he'll realize he was wrong and 
admit it to the great public. I'm not sure I'd bet on that. In any case, the American people see the facts and 
they will be fooled no longer. It's ironic that a terrorist assault that had no victims has clarified the truth of our 
circumstances. 

The Corner 
Obama Fingers al-Qaeda, Finally    [Andy McCarthy] 
It's good that the president is conceding that the Christmas terrorist plot was an al Qaeda operation, hatched 
in Yemen. It would be even better if he therefore stopped releasing trained jihadists now detained at Gitmo 
to Yemen. 

As Dan recounts, the president also asserted:  “We know that [Abdulmutallab] travelled to Yemen, a country 
grappling with crushing poverty and deadly insurgencies.” A few things about that.  First, to the extent 
Obama is suggesting that the terrorism is caused by the crushing poverty, it is worth remembering that 
Abdul Mutallab — like many jihadist terrorists, bin Laden himself included — is a person of means. The 
principal challenge in Yemen, like everyplace else, is Islamist ideology, not poverty. Perhaps the president 
could stop worrying so much about poverty and rethink things like cozying up to the Muslim Brotherhood 
(and its tentacles in the U.S., like the Islamic Society of North America) and bowing to Brotherhood's banker, 
Saudi King Abdullah.  Just a thought. 

Second, about those "deadly insurgencies":  Part of what makes them so deadly is the support that what 
passes for the Yemeni government gives to al Qaeda. As is the case in Pakistan, Sunni jihadists in Yemen 
have a strong base of support in the Yemeni military and intelligence services — and Yemeni President 
Abdullah Ali Saleh uses the Sunni terrorists to help fight the other "deadly insurgency," the Houthi Shiite 
terrorists backed by Iran. As usual, at the Long War Journal, the invaluable Bill Roggio provides a program 
so folks can sort out the players.  But before we break the bank and give goo-gobs of money to a 
"government" that is much a life-line as a foe of al-Qaeda, mightn't we demand a modest demonstration of 
Saleh's seriousness? Like, how about Yemen hands over to us the U.S.S. Cole bombers, Jamal al Badawi 
and Fahd al Quso (it's only been 10 years), along with Jaber  Elbaneh of the Lackawanna Six? 

Finally, behold, yet again, the folly of President Obama's law-enforcement approach to terrorism. Not only 
has the assignment of counsel in the criminal case denied us whatever intelligence Mutallab could be giving 
us about Yemen. The criminal case is complicating the President's ability to do his jobs as president and 
commander-in-chief.  This morning, Obama declared flatly that Mutallab conspired with al Qaeda in a 
heinous attempted terrorist attack. It was refreshing to hear the president not hedge with "alleged" this and 
"alleged" that. FDR never suggested that the "fear itself" we needed to fear was "alleged." But, of course, 
defense counsel will now claim the president is hopelessly prejudicing Mutallab's ability to get a fair trial — in 
Detroit or anyplace else — by smearing him in the press and eviscerating the presumption of innocence.  
The usual judicial reaction to such claims is not to dismiss an indictment but (a) to postpone the trial 
indefinitely until the negative (to the defendant) publicity dies down, and (b) to direct the executive branch to 
stop making statements that prejudice the case (on pain of having the indictment dismissed due to 
"government misconduct"). 

The Mutallab case is an unnecessary, insignificant distraction from the real business of protecting the United 
States. And it is all so unnecessary.  It will be forever until we can have a trial of Mutallab, anyway:  From 
here on out, everytime something happens in Yemen, Mutallab's lawyers will try to use it to their litigation 
advantage, repeating that the president has so tied Mutallab to terrorism in Yemen that there is no prospect 
of a fair trial.  So why not transfer him to military custody as an enemy combatant, detain and interrogate him 
for as long as it is useful to do so, and then, in a year or three, either charge him with war crimes in a military 
tribunal or, if you insist, indict him the criminal justice system? There is no reason to have a criminal case 
pending right now — it will only tie the president's hands and be grist for judicial criticism of Obama while he 
has a war to fight. He doesn't need that in his life right now. 



  
The Corner 
Profile This   [Mark Steyn] 
Andy, you're right to call out the President for taking refuge in discredited cliches about "crushing poverty" as 
a "root cause" of terrorism: Young Mr Abdulmuttalab lived in a London flat worth £2.5 million - ie, four million 
bucks. 

Still, it's good to know the President has abandoned his laughable assurances that the Pantybomber was an 
"isolated extremist". After all, when the leader of the global hyperpower says things that any reasonably 
informed person at home and abroad knows are complete twaddle, he makes his country look stupid to the 
world. But I think we're still missing the larger point here. 

So the President's conceded Mr Abdulmuttalab was in Yemen. Good. But, by the time a guy gets on the 
plane to Sana'a, he's already on board for jihad. All they do in Yemen is the training. So where was he 
radicalized and recruited and when did he decide to embrace a life of terror? 

Well, look at it this way while you're standing in line at Atlanta or LAX. After 9/11, our pen-knives and other 
sharp implements were confiscated. After the Shoebomber, we began the shoeless shuffle. After the 2006 
Heathrow plots, we had to restrict our liquids and gels and place them in small bags for separate scanning. 
And now, after the Pantybomber, we can't use the toilet for the last hour or put a paperback on our lap or 
whatever the TSA's idiocy du jour is. 

Whom should the traveling public thank for these impositions? The 9/11 killers were mostly Saudi. But the 
Shoebomber was a British subject. So were the Heathrow plotters. And the Pantybomber was educated in 
British schools - first in Togo; then at University College, London - and there is plenty of evidence he was 
radicalized while in the UK. So three of the four circles of homeland security hell with which the public are 
tortured are British in origin. 

That ought to prompt astonishment - and great shame in Britons. Yet Timothy Garton Ash, Hoover 
panjandrum and eminent British complacenik, wrote in The Guardian only three weeks ago: 

Not all Muslims, all of the time, will be able to support all these minimum essentials of a modern free society. 
There is a real tension between some of the essentials (for instance, the equal rights and dignity of 
homosexuals) and what is habitually taught even in mainstream, conservative Muslim communities. But 
most British Muslims, most of the time, will support most of them. 

Even if that's true (and it's by no means clear that it is), is that enough? I said a few years back that Britain 
had been so hollowed out by Islamic radicals that it was becoming Somalia with chip shops. Mr 
Abdulmuttalab supposedly got the ol' jihad fever while at university. I see The New York Times reports the 
remarkable statistic that one-fifth of students at British universities are Muslim. As Professor Garton Ash 
would say, most British Muslims most of the time will be most unlikely to self-detonate over most American 
cities. So that's okay, right? Up to a point. A poll by the Centre for Social Cohesion found that one-third of 
Muslim students in Britain believe killing in the name of religion is justified and are in favor of a global 
caliphate. That's a lot of potential airline tickets. 

And perhaps the saddest comment of all on America's principal supplier of transformative terrorist incidents 
is this - from my old colleagues at The Spectator in an aside on that New York Times story: 

There is a lot in the article that is worth commenting on. But sadly Britain’s libel laws make discussion of the 
contents of this article almost impossible. 

If you can't even discuss a problem, what are the chances you can fix it? 

  



  
Contentions 
No Mystery 
by Jennifer Rubin  

As this Politico story notes, the Christmas Day bombing plot has shaken the Obama administration and his 
supporters, leaving the latter flummoxed. They can’t seem to understand the president’s clueless reaction, 
which verged on peevish resentment over the interruption to his vacation: 

Over the course of five days, Obama’s reaction ranged from low-keyed to reassuring to, finally, a vow to find 
out what went wrong. The episode was a baffling, unforced error in presidential symbolism, hardly a small 
part of the presidency, and the moment at which yet another of the old political maxims that Obama had 
sought to transcend – the Democrats’ vulnerability on national security – reasserted itself. 

What is remarkable is that there seems to be some mystery as to why Obama behaved as he did: 

Explanations of Obama’s low-key reaction in the face of a terror attack include the characteristic caution of a 
president who resists jumping to conclusions and being pushed to action. They also include the White 
House’s belief – disproven repeatedly in 2009 – that it can evade the clichéd rules of politics, which include 
a suspicion of Democratic leadership on national security. Only Sunday night, when criticism of the system 
“worked” comment was not going away, did White House aides realize their approach was not working and 
that they needed to shift course. 

Listen, it’s not all that complicated. The Obami don’t believe in their heart of hearts that we are on a war 
footing. The president wouldn’t label Fort Hood, where thirteen died, as an act of jihadist terror. His 
administration has systematically worked to denigrate the sense of urgency that the Bush administration 
displayed and to propound policies that treat these instances as discrete, ho-hum, and unexceptional. The 
Bush administration was scorned for reacting with a sense of alarm or out of fear following a terrorist attack 
— one which killed 3,000. Not the Obami. They told us they’re above all that and have an entirely new 
approach. 

Arrest him, book him, Mirandize him, call the FBI — what’s the big deal? It is not a mystery at all as to why 
Obama behaved as he did. This is his anti-terror policy on full display. What we now see (and what the 
“shocked, shocked to see there is cluelessness” crowd is reacting to) is what that bizarre stance toward the 
war on terror looks like up close and in real time when played out in the context of actual events. Think it’s 
odd for the president to call Farouk Abdulmutallab a “suspect”? Think it’s weird that the terrorist isn’t being 
interrogated but has lawyered up? Well, that’s the Obama anti-terror policy. It isn’t supposed to be a big deal 
when these events occur. For if it were, we wouldn’t be treating the terrorists like criminal suspects. 

It turns out that the Obami’s approach is entirely off-putting and inappropriate to virtually everyone. That the 
media has finally clued in to just how politically untenable it is, tells us something about the media’s own 
willingness to ignore the implications of Obama’s declared policy and previous rhetoric. The solution is not to 
make sure after the next incident that the president puts on a tie, drops the grumpy-guy demeanor, and 
orders Janet Napolitano to stay off the air (although all that would be swell): it is to get a new policy on the 
war on terror – a policy that regards these incidents with the gravity they deserve and employs responses 
appropriate to the war in which we are engaged. 

  
  
  
 
 
 
 



Power Line 
A welcome report from the Chief Justice  
by Paul Mirengoff 

Among the many excellent qualities of Chief Justice John Roberts is his judiciousness, not a bad quality for 
any judge to possess. It was on display again in his annual report on the state of the federal judiciary. 

According to the Washington Post, every year since 1970, the Chief Justice's annual report has called for 
bigger salaries for federal judges. In my opinion, it's a more than reasonable recommendation; federal 
judges are significantly underpaid by the standard of their profession and of their employer.  

Obviously, judges can't be paid what partners at major law firms make, even though their work is more 
important and they are often better lawyers. But they can and should be paid more than junior associates at 
these firms, government trial lawyers and senior government bureaucrats, and senior law professors.  

Unfortunately, they are not. Moreover, their salaries have declined in real terms by 25 percent since 1969. 
During this period, real compensation for lawyers has risen substantially. 

This year, however, Chief Justice Roberts declined to renew what is presently a futile plea for an increase in 
judge's salaries. He wrote: 

In the past few years, I have adhered to the tradition that Chief Justice Burger initiated and have provided 
my perspective on the most critical needs of the judiciary. . . This year, however, when the political branches 
are faced with so many difficult issues, and when so many of our fellow citizens have been touched by 
hardship, the public might welcome a year-end report limited to what is essential: the courts are operating 
soundly, and the nation's dedicated federal judges are conscientiously discharging their duties. 

As far as I can tell, the state of the economy -- i.e., of "our fellow citizens" -- has not caused many in the 
private or public sector to shy away from special pleading, including special pleading that lacks justification. 
We are fortunate to have a Chief Justice who has the decency and good judgment to provide an exception.  

  
  
Wash. Examiner  -- Beltway Confidential 
New Media leader exposes myth of Obama's 'bottom-up' Internet-driven 2008 campaign 
by Mark Tapscott 

End-of-year media pieces tend to be boring rehashes but occasionally a thoughtful person will use the 
opportunity for some genuinely original and useful thinking about the most recent past. Such is Micah Sifry's 
powerful and significant post on Personal Democracy Forum's Tech President, "The Obama disconnect: 
What happens when myth meets reality." 

Remember how the Mainstream Media endlessly told us in 2008 that the Obama campaign was blazing new 
trails by raising millions of dollars of campaign donations and creating the first-ever bottom-up, people-driven 
Internet-focused presidential campaign apparatus? 

Sifry's post is a must-read for those across the political spectrum who seek to understand why the truth 
about the Obama campaign in 2008 was almost exactly the opposite of that mythic rendition at the heart of 
the conventional Mainstream Media wisdom. 

Sifrty's post also makes clear why many of the Obama administration's major political and personnel 
decisions events of 2009 make little sense apart from that truth. 



Sifry summarizes the difference between the truth and the myth at the outset of his post, noting "the truth is 
that Obama was never nearly as free of dependence on big money donors as the reporting suggested, nor 
was his movement as bottom-up or people-centric as his marketing implied. 

"And this is the big story of 2009, if you ask me, the meta-story of what did, and didn't happen, in the first 
year of Obama's administration. The people who voted for him weren't organized in any kind of new or 
powerful way, and the special interests--banks, energy companies, health interests, car-makers, the military-
industrial complex--sat first at the table and wrote the menu. Myth met reality, and came up wanting." 

Sifry dismisses the myth that Obama campaign used the Internet to attract legions of volunteers who were 
then empowered to do more indpendently of the traditional central campaign headquarters, saying "nor, it is 
clear, was Obama's campaign ever really about giving control to the grassroots. As Zephyr Teachout wrote 
here a while back, the campaign shared tasks with its supporters but didn't share power. 

"In some notable cases, volunteers were given substantial responsibilities in the field, and access to more 
data than would typically be shared by most top-down organizations. But in terms of empowering anyone, 
Obama's campaign structure empowered its managers more than anyone else." 

Understand that Sifry is a man of the Left, not the Right. He's a co-founder of the PDF and is editor of Tech 
President. He's also been instrumental in helping grow the Sunlight Foundation and the proliferation 
of important New Media-focused groups it has spawned like the Open House Project that are devoted to 
encouraging greater transparency and accountability in government through the Internet and related 
technologies. 

I've argued since before Obama's took the oath of office for the presidency that a seismic upheaval would hit 
the Obama administration once the reality of its bureaucratic top-down mentality became painfully clear to 
those who thought the new president would use the Internet to transform the relationship between citizen 
and government by decentralizing authority while elevating the wisdom of the crowd in policy and decision-
making. 

In the Dec. 29, 2008, column linked in the preceding paragraph, I predicted the upheaval would be inspired 
by the Obamacare debate: 

"My hunch is that moment will come on the health care issue sometime in the next two years. Since his 
election victory in November, Obama and his key health care advisors have made it clear he plans to move 
toward a Medicare-like national health plan, with government bureaucrats running the health care system for 
everybody. That’s classic 20th century, top-down centralized, big government liberalism. 

"The problem is that, while this approach satisfies old guard liberal special interests like federal bureaucrats, 
trial lawyers and labor unions, it puts Obama on the wrong side of the Net-Geners at the heart of his 
campaign who provided its technological sophistication and youthful idealism. 

"Net-Geners view the world through a different lens. Because they’ve grown up in a digital world, the 
workplace values they most esteem include 'speed, freedom, openness, innovation, authenticity and 
playfulness,' according to Tapscott and Williams. [Reference here is to 'Wikinomics' by Don Tapscott and 
Anthony Williams. No, Don Tapscott and I are not related, at least not that we know of]. 

"It won’t take Obama’s younger troops long to realize there can never be any room whatsoever for such 
values in an expanded federal health care bureaucracy overseen by a new Federal Health Board. I mean, 
come on, speed or innovation from bureaucrats who typically require a minimum of 18 months just to 
develop one new regulation?" 

In short, those who expected digital-driven liberation would rebel when they realzed they are instead getting 
toxic doses of thoroughly old-style command-and-control government and policies. Sifry's post could be an 
early tremor warning that just such an upheaval is coalescing on the political horizon. 



These folks worked for Obama believing he would usher in fundamental, digital-driven democratic change; 
instead they find themselves shunted off the sidelines, used at best as PR props for White House 
messaging by old-school liberal politicians and by former Obama digital campaign higher ups like David 
Plouffe who sold out to them. And they don't like it at all. 

Something of a hint of as much is suggested by Sifry's summary observation that he believes "when the full 
history of Obama's presidency is written, scholars may decide that his team's failure to devote more 
attention to reinventing the bully pulpit in the digital age, and to carrying over more of the campaign's 
grassroots energy, may turn out to be pivotal to evaluations of Obama's success, or failure, as president." 

Sifry and I don't agree on most political issues, but one thing on which we definitely concur is the incredible 
possibilities for making government more transparent and accountable in the digital age. He ought to 
be essential reading for anybody who cares about these issues, regardless of their ideological orientation. 

  
  
Houston Chronicle 
Climategate: You should be steamed 
by Neil Frank 

Now that Copenhagen is past history, what is the next step in the man-made global warming controversy? 
Without question, there should be an immediate and thorough investigation of the scientific debauchery 
revealed by “Climategate.” 

If you have not heard, hackers penetrated the computers of the Climate Research Unit, or CRU, of the 
United Kingdom's University of East Anglia, exposing thousands of e-mails and other documents. CRU is 
one of the top climate research centers in the world. Many of the exchanges were between top mainstream 
climate scientists in Britain and the U.S. who are closely associated with the authoritative (albeit 
controversial) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Among the more troubling revelations were data 
adjustments enhancing the perception that man is causing global warming through the release of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other atmospheric greenhouse gases. 

Particularly disturbing was the way the core IPCC scientists (the believers) marginalized the skeptics of the 
theory that man-made global warming is large and potentially catastrophic. The e-mails document that the 
attack on the skeptics was twofold. First, the believers gained control of the main climate-profession 
journals. This allowed them to block publication of papers written by the skeptics and prohibit unfriendly peer 
review of their own papers. Second, the skeptics were demonized through false labeling and false 
accusations. 

Climate alarmists would like you to believe the science has been settled and all respectable atmospheric 
scientists support their position. The believers also would like you to believe the skeptics are involved only 
because of the support of Big Oil and that they are few in number with minimal qualifications. 

But who are the skeptics? A few examples reveal that they are numerous and well-qualified. Several years 
ago two scientists at the University of Oregon became so concerned about the overemphasis on man-made 
global warming that they put a statement on their Web site and asked for people's endorsement; 32,000 
have signed the petition, including more than 9,000 Ph.Ds. More than 700 scientists have endorsed a 231-
page Senate minority report that questions man-made global warming. The Heartland Institute has recently 
sponsored three international meetings for skeptics. More than 800 scientists heard 80 presentations in 
March. They endorsed an 881-page document, created by 40 authors with outstanding academic 
credentials, that challenges the most recent publication by the IPCC. The IPCC panel's report strongly 
concludes that man is causing global warming through the release of carbon dioxide. 



Last year 60 German scientists sent a letter to Chancellor Angela Merkel urging her to “strongly reconsider” 
her position supporting man-made global warming. Sixty scientists in Canada took similar action. Recently, 
when the American Physical Society published its support for man-made global warming, 200 of its 
members objected and demanded that the membership be polled to determine the APS' true position. 

What do the skeptics believe? First, they concur with the believers that the Earth has been warming since 
the end of a Little Ice Age around 1850. The cause of this warming is the question. Believers think the 
warming is man-made, while the skeptics believe the warming is natural and contributions from man are 
minimal and certainly not potentially catastrophic Ã  la Al Gore. 

Second, skeptics argue that CO2 is not a pollutant but vital for plant life. Numerous field experiments have 
confirmed that higher levels of CO2 are positive for agricultural productivity. Furthermore, carbon dioxide is a 
very minor greenhouse gas. More than 90 percent of the warming from greenhouse gases is caused by 
water vapor. If you are going to change the temperature of the globe, it must involve water vapor. 

Third, and most important, skeptics believe that climate models are grossly overpredicting future warming 
from rising concentrations of carbon dioxide. We are being told that numerical models that cannot make 
accurate 5- to 10-day forecasts can be simplified and run forward for 100 years with results so reliable you 
can impose an economic disaster on the U.S. and the world. 

The revelation of ClimateÂgate occurs at a time when the accuracy of the climate models is being seriously 
questioned. Over the last decade Earth's temperature has not warmed, yet every model (there are many) 
predicted a significant increase in global temperatures for that time period. If the climate models cannot get it 
right for the past 10 years, why should we trust them for the next century? 

Climategate reveals how predetermined political agendas shaped science rather than the other way around. 
It is high time to question the true agenda of the scientists now on the hot seat and to bring skeptics back 
into the public debate. 

Neil Frank, who holds a Ph.D. from Florida State University in meteorology, was director of the National 
Hurricane Center (1974–87) and chief meteorologist at KHOU (Channel 11) until his retirement in 2008. 

Investor's Business Daily 
My 10 Favorite Cartoons of 2009 
by Michael Ramirez 

 

Michael Ramirez is a Senior Editor and the Editorial Cartoonist for Investor's Business Daily.  

He is a two-time winner of the Pulitzer Prize in 1994 and 2008, and a three-time Sigma Delta Chi, Society of 
Professional Journalism Award winner.  

Michael is a Lincoln Fellow, an honorary member of Pi Sigma Alpha National Political Science Honor 
Society, and has won almost every journalism award in addition to the prestigious UCI Medal from the 
University of California, Irvine and the 2005 National Journalism Award, the 2008 Fischetti Award and The 
H.L. Mencken Award.  

Michael recently published the first-ever collection of his work, Everyone Has the Right to My Opinion. 



  
  



  
  



  
  



  
  
  



  
  



  



  
  



  



  
  



 


