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Matthew Continetti has an interesting take on the president's Court attack.  
... The strangest moment of the speech was when Obama mocked Romney’s vocabulary. The 
former Massachusetts governor had correctly called Ryan’s budget “marvelous.” Obama’s 
brilliant rebuttal: That’s “a word you don’t often hear when it comes to describing a budget. 
(Laughter.) It’s a word you don’t often hear generally. (Laughter.)” 

The president’s transparent motive was to suggest that Romney is somehow weird or out of 
touch for using the m-word. This is an argument likely to thrill the legs of Washington 
correspondents, who heartily laughed along with the president, but unlikely to provide 
independent voters with any reason whatsoever to support a second Obama administration. 

Are we really to believe that Romney is disqualified from the presidency because of his word 
choices and support for the only serious plan to restore sustainability to the welfare state while 
promoting economic growth? What is Obama’s alternative? Never to say “marvelous” in public 
while raising taxes, foisting an unpopular health plan on a recalcitrant public, empowering an 
unelected board to set prices for Medicare and Medicaid, and delivering the worst economic 
recovery in history? 

One hopes that when the media inevitably scold Americans for conducting the “most negative 
campaign ever,” they will acknowledge who, exactly, got the ball rolling. From targeting 
successful private citizens to claiming falsely that the Ryan plan “ends Medicare” to belittling 
Romney’s wealth and demeanor, the Obama campaign has signaled that it recognizes the Lily 
Ledbetter Fair Pay Restoration Act of 2009 is not a legislative achievement on which one might 
base a campaign. Obama’s problem is that with the stimulus a failure, Obamacare on the ropes, 
Solyndra a national punch line, the national debt exploding, and his only significant proposal an 
increase in taxes, Lily is all he has. 

All these facts will be on display in the fall when Romney debates Obama and (hope springs 
eternal) Ryan debates Biden. The two sides will spar. One will emerge as serious about the 
challenges facing the country and the policies necessary to promote freedom and prosperity; the 
other will be exposed as embittered and clinging to a dilapidated welfare state. The truth will be 
there for all to see. And it will be marvelous. 

  
  
Robert Samuelson with a history of social security mission creep.  
Would Franklin Roosevelt approve of Social Security? The question seems absurd. After all, 
Social Security is considered the New Deal’s signature achievement. It distributes nearly $800 
billion a year to 56 million retirees, survivors and disabled beneficiaries. On average, retired 
workers and spouses receive $1,839 a month — money vital to the well-being of millions. 
Roosevelt would surely be proud of this, and yet he might also have reservations. Social 
Security has evolved into something he never intended and actively opposed. 

It has become what was then called “the dole” and is now known as “welfare.” This forgotten 
history clarifies why America’s budget problems are so intractable.  



When Roosevelt proposed Social Security in 1935, he envisioned a contributory pension plan. 
Workers’ payroll taxes (“contributions”) would be saved and used to pay their retirement 
benefits. Initially, before workers had time to pay into the system, there would be temporary 
subsidies. But Roosevelt rejected Social Security as a “pay-as-you-go” system that channeled 
the taxes of today’s workers to pay today’s retirees. That, he believed, would saddle future 
generations with huge debts — or higher taxes — as the number of retirees expanded.  

Discovering that the original draft wasn’t a contributory pension, Roosevelt ordered it rewritten 
and complained to Frances Perkins, his labor secretary: “This is the same old dole under 
another name. It is almost dishonest to build up an accumulated deficit for the Congress .�.�. to 
meet.” 

But Roosevelt’s vision didn’t prevail. In the 1940s and early 1950s, Congress gradually switched 
Social Security to a pay-as-you-go system. Interestingly, a coalition of liberals and conservatives 
pushed the change. Liberals wanted higher benefits, which — with few retirees then — existing 
taxes could support. Conservatives disliked the huge surpluses the government would 
accumulate under a contributory plan.  

All this is well-told in Sylvester Schieber’s “The Predictable Surprise: The Unraveling of the U.S. 
Retirement System.”  ... 

  
  
Short item from David Harsanyi on the real victims of deficits and inflation. Of 
course, it is the very people the bien pensants claim to help.  
Why does Paul Krugman, a guy who fashions himself guardian of the working class and poor, 
feel so comfortable advocating for the devaluing of all our savings and retirement accounts? 
Why does he want to see a spike in food, clothing and fuel costs? (Now, if we employed his 
writing style, we could simply accuse him of hating the poor.)   

In the New York Times today, he tells us he fears that Republican might be bullying Ben 
Bernanke into bad policy. What we need, the Nobel winner explains, is for the Fed to induce 
more inflation. 

The attackers want the Fed to slam on the brakes when it should be stepping on the gas; they 
want the Fed to choke off recovery when it should be doing much more to accelerate recovery. 
Fundamentally, the right wants the Fed to obsess over inflation, when the truth is that we'd be 
better off if the Fed paid less attention to inflation and more attention to unemployment. Indeed, 
a bit more inflation would be a good thing, not a bad thing. 

Hey, central banks have injected almost $7 trillion into the economy. So stingy. But you know 
the drill: a "modest" increase in inflation would help the nation ease its debt obligations by 
devaluing tomorrow's dollar against the one (or 15 trillion) that was borrowed yesterday. There 
is no other way out of this mess, they say. And if you trust that the Fed can control inflation this 
all might sound like a brilliant plan to you. 

Krugman argues that the Fed will "choke off recovery when it should be doing much more to 
accelerate recovery." I'll let economists argue over the upside and downside of inflation. But 
you'll note that in today's world, "We need more inflation" or "Don't Worry About Deficit That Will 



Heal Itself" are the positions of serious people, while advocating for spending cuts or a sound 
dollar is considered deeply radical and/or immoral. For Krugman, Paul Ryan's budget was a set 
of "inconceivably cruel priorities" (inconceivably!) and even fans of the bipartisan Simpson-
Bowles plan (as the president pretends to be) are members of a "cult". 

For any economist -- considering how often they are spectacularly wrong -- to be so dogmatic 
on something so enigmatic is pretty amazing. Especially when you consider inflation's potential 
consequences. Another problem for Krugman is that mere non-wonks (and investors) are 
increasingly concerned about inflation and debt. Perhaps if there was any evidence that 
previous rounds of quantitative easing had helped spur any growth the Plebs would be more 
impressed. Instead, they are all in for decades of exploding debt, and, if the New York Times 
columnist had his way, higher prices on nearly everything. 

  
  
Victor Davis Hanson reviews Jay Nordlinger's book on the Nobel Peace Prize.  
What went wrong with the Nobel Peace Prize?  
 
The same is often asked of the United Nations, another godly enterprise that sometimes proves 
less than human. Certainly, the luster of the “most famous and controversial prize in the world” 
seems to have been tarnished in recent years. The 2002 winner, Jimmy Carter, opportunistically 
campaigned for the award. He did that mostly by trying to embarrass sitting U.S. presidents, 
whether Bill Clinton, by undercutting his efforts to isolate North Korea, or George W. Bush, by 
venomously attacking him over Iraq. The latter machinations were cited approvingly by the 
prize’s chief judge, Gunnar Berge, who praised Carter’s back-dealing as a much-needed “kick in 
the leg” to Bush.  
 
So much for any disinterested evaluation of quantifiable criteria. Indeed, European anger at 
Bush may also have helped Mohamed ElBaradei, the international nuclear-arms watchdog, to 
win in 2005, after his fierce criticism of the American effort in Iraq, and his serial assurances that 
Iran, contrary to the Bush administration’s protestations, was not pursuing a nuclear weapon. 
Loud animosity toward Bush proved a sort of Nobel talisman in 2007, as well: In the old pre-
recessionary and pre-Climategate days, the Nobel judges awarded Al Gore (“Bush lied!”) the 
prize for his global-warming activism — and perhaps also in recognition that he had unfairly lost 
the presidency in 2000 to Bush only through the peculiarities of the American Electoral College. 
Many Americans see these politically driven awards, granted to those who either have done little 
to further world peace, or a lot to disrupt it, as a sort of betrayal of a noble institution, in contrast 
to the less controversial and more deserving early-20th-century prize winners.  
 
In this evenhanded, original, and engaging history of the 110 years of Alfred Nobel’s peace prize 
— the first co-winners were the pacifist Frederic Passy and the humanitarian Henry Dunant in 
1901 — Jay Nordlinger demonstrates that such current popular impressions are only in part 
true. ... 
  
  
 
 
 
 



Late Night Humor from Andrew Malcolm.  
Conan: Tonight is the Jewish holiday of Passover. Or as we call it here in LA, Cinco de Matzo. 

Fallon: Connecticut police were called to a sex shop when a customer locked himself in 
handcuffs. He'd have called his girlfriend, but she wasn’t inflated yet. 

Conan: Dartmouth College has named its medical school after Dr. Seuss. Because nothing is 
better than hearing your doctor say, “You don’t have cancer on your nose, you don’t have 
cancer on your toes. There’s no cancer in your underwear, There is no cancer anywhere.” 

Leno: A lot of people are disappointed with that huge lottery. Your chances of winning were 176 
million to one. Same odds as the Supreme Court will uphold ObamaCare. 

 
 
 

Free Beacon 
Marvelous 
Column: Peevish POTUS has nothing to run on but demagogic attacks and demonization 
of Republicans  
by Matthew Continetti  

Am I alone in thinking that President Obama seemed angrier and bitterer and clingier than usual 
this week? Then again, you would be angry too if your best chance for reelection lay in 
smearing the opposition. 

The presidential tantrum began Monday during a joint press conference with the prime minister 
of Canada and the president of Mexico. Obama was visibly annoyed when a reporter asked him 
to comment on the troubled health care law and on Mitt Romney’s recent accusation that he 
“doesn’t have the same feelings about American exceptionalism that we do.” Rather than 
explicate his philosophy of American government and what separates it from all others, 
however, Obama dodged the question and predictably talked about himself. “My entire career 
has been a testimony to American exceptionalism,” he said, regurgitating an argument written 
more than four years ago by his favorite pundit. 

What made the press conference exceptional, however, was the president’s response on health 
care. First he performed an act of moral blackmail by suggesting that any justice who votes to 
overturn Obamacare will be personally responsible for the medical condition of America. Then 
he added that it would be “extraordinary”—indeed, “unprecedented”—for the Court to overturn 
“a law that was passed by a strong majority of a democratically elected Congress.” Finally, in an 
egregious but revealing moment of spite, the president said that “conservative commentators,” 
who have criticized “judicial activism” in the past but who now argue for Obamacare to be 
overturned, are a bunch of shameless hypocrites. “And I’m pretty confident that this Court will 
recognize that.” 

Note that the former lecturer at the University of Chicago School of Law did not once give a 
reason why the law should be upheld on constitutional grounds. That question seems irrelevant 
to him. Much more important is a preemptive strike against a potential conservative majority on 
the Court, which might quite reasonably decide that an individual mandate to purchase health 



insurance exceeds Congress’ enumerated power under the Commerce Clause and, therefore, 
the entire law ought to be shucked and sent back to Congress, where legislators rather than 
judges can decide which parts should be kept and which scuttled. Only for a man with a 
seriously warped view of constitutional government would such actions count as “judicial 
activism.” Unfortunately for us, Obama is exactly that man. 

Not even the media, however, could swallow Obama’s line about the supposedly 
“unprecedented” nature of judicial review. Perhaps after he leaves office the former editor of the 
Harvard Law Review can attend some remedial lectures on Marbury v. Madison, which 
established the Court’s power to strike down laws it deems unconstitutional. The Court has used 
precisely this power to overturn laws on numerous occasions in recent years, including the line-
item veto, the Gun-Free Schools Zones Act, early versions of the partial birth abortion ban, and 
portions of the Military Commissions Act of 2006. A ruling against Obamacare would be 
unprecedented and extraordinary only in the howls of outrage it will provoke from liberals. The 
Court hasn’t made up its mind and already our most sophisticated journalists are slandering the 
justices as anti-democratic hacks. Imagine what the response will be if the Court actually holds 
against the administration. Ed Schultz might spontaneously combust. 

By Tuesday, when the president addressed a laughing crowd of reporters at an AP luncheon, 
the White House had been forced to back off the charge that an anti-Obamacare decision would 
be “unprecedented.” What he meant to say, Obama told one reporter, was that “we have not 
seen a Court overturn a law that was passed by Congress on an economic issue, like health 
care, that I think most people clearly would consider commerce.” There was a time when the 
Court did have a stricter view of Congress’s power to regulate interstate commerce, Obama 
added, but that has not been the case “at least since Lochner.” And Lochner was a long, long 
time ago: “We’re going back to the ’30s, pre-New Deal.” 

One might be tempted to give Obama the benefit of the doubt for getting his dates and law 
wrong—Lochner v. New York was decided in 1905, when FDR was in law school, and Lochner 
involved not a federal but a state statute—for the simple reason that the president’s answer to 
the AP, unlike his remarks at the press conference, resembled a legal argument. But one should 
resist that temptation, and resist it strongly, for Obama’s Q&A came after an incendiary, 
demagogic, and utterly scurrilous attack on the House GOP budget and its author, Rep. Paul 
Ryan of Wisconsin. 

What made things worse was that Obama’s scathing indictment of the Ryan plan was not even 
original. Elements of the Republican budget may have changed between 2011 and 2012, but 
Obama’s critique has not. As the Republican National Committee was the first to observe, 
passage after passage of Obama’s speech had been copied and pasted from his comments the 
year before. The only difference was that, unlike in 2011, Ryan was not in the audience as the 
president lied about his plan. 

The White House had leaked that the president would use the AP to turn the Ryan budget into a 
campaign issue. He did not disappoint. He accused Ryan, the GOP House, and likely nominee 
Mitt Romney of supporting a “Trojan Horse” containing a “radical” plan of “thinly veiled Social 
Darwinism” that is “antithetical to our entire history,” a “prescription for decline,” and unpatriotic 
to boot. His face contorted into a grimace, his eyebrows narrowed, his voice booming and 
angry, Obama said the Republicans want nothing less than to harm the sick and aged while 
handing out $150,000 checks to millionaires and billionaires. 



The performance was so over the top it was almost laughable. The post-partisan reformer who 
claimed he would change the tone in Washington was again revealed as a canny pol willing to 
say anything about his opponents to win an election. Obama’s own Treasury Secretary has 
admitted that “We don’t have a definitive solution” to America’s long-term entitlement crisis; but, 
rather than working in good faith to reform Medicare and Medicaid, the president wants to scare 
his way to a second term. 

The strangest moment of the speech was when Obama mocked Romney’s vocabulary. The 
former Massachusetts governor had correctly called Ryan’s budget “marvelous.” Obama’s 
brilliant rebuttal: That’s “a word you don’t often hear when it comes to describing a budget. 
(Laughter.) It’s a word you don’t often hear generally. (Laughter.)” 

The president’s transparent motive was to suggest that Romney is somehow weird or out of 
touch for using the m-word. This is an argument likely to thrill the legs of Washington 
correspondents, who heartily laughed along with the president, but unlikely to provide 
independent voters with any reason whatsoever to support a second Obama administration. 

Are we really to believe that Romney is disqualified from the presidency because of his word 
choices and support for the only serious plan to restore sustainability to the welfare state while 
promoting economic growth? What is Obama’s alternative? Never to say “marvelous” in public 
while raising taxes, foisting an unpopular health plan on a recalcitrant public, empowering an 
unelected board to set prices for Medicare and Medicaid, and delivering the worst economic 
recovery in history? 

One hopes that when the media inevitably scold Americans for conducting the “most negative 
campaign ever,” they will acknowledge who, exactly, got the ball rolling. From targeting 
successful private citizens to claiming falsely that the Ryan plan “ends Medicare” to belittling 
Romney’s wealth and demeanor, the Obama campaign has signaled that it recognizes the Lily 
Ledbetter Fair Pay Restoration Act of 2009 is not a legislative achievement on which one might 
base a campaign. Obama’s problem is that with the stimulus a failure, Obamacare on the ropes, 
Solyndra a national punch line, the national debt exploding, and his only significant proposal an 
increase in taxes, Lily is all he has. 

All these facts will be on display in the fall when Romney debates Obama and (hope springs 
eternal) Ryan debates Biden. The two sides will spar. One will emerge as serious about the 
challenges facing the country and the policies necessary to promote freedom and prosperity; the 
other will be exposed as embittered and clinging to a dilapidated welfare state. The truth will be 
there for all to see. And it will be marvelous. 

  
Washington Post 
Would Roosevelt recognize today’s Social Security? 
by Robert J. Samuelson 

Would Franklin Roosevelt approve of Social Security? The question seems absurd. After all, 
Social Security is considered the New Deal’s signature achievement. It distributes nearly $800 
billion a year to 56 million retirees, survivors and disabled beneficiaries. On average, retired 
workers and spouses receive $1,839 a month — money vital to the well-being of millions. 



Roosevelt would surely be proud of this, and yet he might also have reservations. Social 
Security has evolved into something he never intended and actively opposed. 

It has become what was then called “the dole” and is now known as “welfare.” This forgotten 
history clarifies why America’s budget problems are so intractable.  

When Roosevelt proposed Social Security in 1935, he envisioned a contributory pension plan. 
Workers’ payroll taxes (“contributions”) would be saved and used to pay their retirement 
benefits. Initially, before workers had time to pay into the system, there would be temporary 
subsidies. But Roosevelt rejected Social Security as a “pay-as-you-go” system that channeled 
the taxes of today’s workers to pay today’s retirees. That, he believed, would saddle future 
generations with huge debts — or higher taxes — as the number of retirees expanded.  

Discovering that the original draft wasn’t a contributory pension, Roosevelt ordered it rewritten 
and complained to Frances Perkins, his labor secretary: “This is the same old dole under 
another name. It is almost dishonest to build up an accumulated deficit for the Congress .�.�. to 
meet.” 

But Roosevelt’s vision didn’t prevail. In the 1940s and early 1950s, Congress gradually switched 
Social Security to a pay-as-you-go system. Interestingly, a coalition of liberals and conservatives 
pushed the change. Liberals wanted higher benefits, which — with few retirees then — existing 
taxes could support. Conservatives disliked the huge surpluses the government would 
accumulate under a contributory plan.  

All this is well-told in Sylvester Schieber’s “The Predictable Surprise: The Unraveling of the U.S. 
Retirement System.” Schieber probably knows more about American retirement programs than 
anyone. He has advised the Social Security system, consulted with private firms and written 
widely on the subject. His book shows how today’s “entitlement” psychology dates to Social 
Security’s muddled beginnings. 

Millions of Americans believe (falsely) that their payroll taxes have been segregated to pay for 
their benefits and that, therefore, they “earned” these benefits. To reduce them would be to take 
something that is rightfully theirs. Indeed, Roosevelt — believing he had created a contributory 
program — said exactly that: 

“We put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, moral and 
political right to collect their pensions. .�.�. No damn politician can ever scrap my Social 
Security program.” 

What we have is a vast welfare program grafted onto the rhetoric and psychology of a 
contributory pension. The result is entitlement. Unsurprisingly, AARP’s advertising slogan is 
“You’ve earned a say” on Social Security. The trouble is that contributions weren’t saved. They 
went to past beneficiaries. The $2.6 trillion in the Social Security trust fund at year-end 2010 
sounds like a lot but equals slightly more than three years of benefits.  

With favorable demographics, contradictions were bearable. Early Social Security beneficiaries 
received huge windfalls. A one-earner couple with average wages retiring at 65 in 1960 received 
lifetime benefits equal to nearly 14 times their payroll taxes, even if those taxes had been saved 



and invested (which they weren’t), calculate Eugene Steuerle and Stephanie Rennane of the 
Urban Institute.  

But now, demographics are unfriendly. In 1960, there were five workers per recipient; today, 
there are three, and by 2025 the ratio will approach two. Roosevelt’s fear has materialized. 
Paying all benefits requires higher taxes, cuts in other programs or large deficits. Indeed, the 
burden has increased, because it now includes Medicare, which is also viewed as an 
entitlement. 

Although new recipients have paid payroll taxes higher and longer than their predecessors, their 
benefits still exceed taxes paid even assuming (again, fictitiously) that they had been invested. 
A two-earner couple with average wages retiring in 2010 would receive lifetime Social Security 
and Medicare benefits worth $906,000 compared with taxes of $704,000, estimate Steuerle and 
Rennane. 

By all rights, we should ask: Who among the elderly need benefits? How much? At what age? If 
Social Security and Medicare were considered “welfare” — something the nation does for its 
collective good — these questions would be easier. We would tailor programs to meet national 
needs. But entitlements are viewed as a higher-order moral claim, owed individuals based on 
past performance. So a huge part of government spending moves off-limits to intelligent 
discussion.  

We can only imagine how Roosevelt would view this. He consistently advocated a fully funded 
Social Security and used his second veto on a 1942 tax bill that delayed higher payroll taxes. 
But Congress overrode the veto, and Roosevelt was preoccupied by World War II. 

  
  
Human Events 
Krugman vs. The Poor 
by David Harsanyi 

Why does Paul Krugman, a guy who fashions himself guardian of the working class and poor, 
feel so comfortable advocating for the devaluing of all our savings and retirement accounts? 
Why does he want to see a spike in food, clothing and fuel costs? (Now, if we employed his 
writing style, we could simply accuse him of hating the poor.)   

In the New York Times today, he tells us he fears that Republican might be bullying Ben 
Bernanke into bad policy. What we need, the Nobel winner explains, is for the Fed to induce 
more inflation. 

The attackers want the Fed to slam on the brakes when it should be stepping on the gas; they 
want the Fed to choke off recovery when it should be doing much more to accelerate recovery. 
Fundamentally, the right wants the Fed to obsess over inflation, when the truth is that we'd be 
better off if the Fed paid less attention to inflation and more attention to unemployment. Indeed, 
a bit more inflation would be a good thing, not a bad thing. 

Hey, central banks have injected almost $7 trillion into the economy. So stingy. But you know 
the drill: a "modest" increase in inflation would help the nation ease its debt obligations by 



devaluing tomorrow's dollar against the one (or 15 trillion) that was borrowed yesterday. There 
is no other way out of this mess, they say. And if you trust that the Fed can control inflation this 
all might sound like a brilliant plan to you. 

Krugman argues that the Fed will "choke off recovery when it should be doing much more to 
accelerate recovery." I'll let economists argue over the upside and downside of inflation. But 
you'll note that in today's world, "We need more inflation" or "Don't Worry About Deficit That Will 
Heal Itself" are the positions of serious people, while advocating for spending cuts or a sound 
dollar is considered deeply radical and/or immoral. For Krugman, Paul Ryan's budget was a set 
of "inconceivably cruel priorities" (inconceivably!) and even fans of the bipartisan Simpson-
Bowles plan (as the president pretends to be) are members of a "cult". 

For any economist -- considering how often they are spectacularly wrong -- to be so dogmatic 
on something so enigmatic is pretty amazing. Especially when you consider inflation's potential 
consequences. Another problem for Krugman is that mere non-wonks (and investors) are 
increasingly concerned about inflation and debt. Perhaps if there was any evidence that 
previous rounds of quantitative easing had helped spur any growth the Plebs would be more 
impressed. Instead, they are all in for decades of exploding debt, and, if the New York Times 
columnist had his way, higher prices on nearly everything. 

  
  
National Review 
The Great Prize  
by Victor Davis Hanson 
     
  
Peace, They Say: A History of the Nobel Peace Prize,the Most Famous and Controversial Prize 
in the World, 
by Jay Nordlinger (Encounter, 400 pp., $27.99)  
 
 
What went wrong with the Nobel Peace Prize?  
 
The same is often asked of the United Nations, another godly enterprise that sometimes proves 
less than human. Certainly, the luster of the “most famous and controversial prize in the world” 
seems to have been tarnished in recent years. The 2002 winner, Jimmy Carter, opportunistically 
campaigned for the award. He did that mostly by trying to embarrass sitting U.S. presidents, 
whether Bill Clinton, by undercutting his efforts to isolate North Korea, or George W. Bush, by 
venomously attacking him over Iraq. The latter machinations were cited approvingly by the 
prize’s chief judge, Gunnar Berge, who praised Carter’s back-dealing as a much-needed “kick in 
the leg” to Bush.  
 
So much for any disinterested evaluation of quantifiable criteria. Indeed, European anger at 
Bush may also have helped Mohamed ElBaradei, the international nuclear-arms watchdog, to 
win in 2005, after his fierce criticism of the American effort in Iraq, and his serial assurances that 
Iran, contrary to the Bush administration’s protestations, was not pursuing a nuclear weapon. 
Loud animosity toward Bush proved a sort of Nobel talisman in 2007, as well: In the old pre-
recessionary and pre-Climategate days, the Nobel judges awarded Al Gore (“Bush lied!”) the 



prize for his global-warming activism — and perhaps also in recognition that he had unfairly lost 
the presidency in 2000 to Bush only through the peculiarities of the American Electoral College. 
Many Americans see these politically driven awards, granted to those who either have done little 
to further world peace, or a lot to disrupt it, as a sort of betrayal of a noble institution, in contrast 
to the less controversial and more deserving early-20th-century prize winners.  
 
In this evenhanded, original, and engaging history of the 110 years of Alfred Nobel’s peace prize 
— the first co-winners were the pacifist Frederic Passy and the humanitarian Henry Dunant in 
1901 — Jay Nordlinger demonstrates that such current popular impressions are only in part 
true.  
 
Nordlinger reminds us that on a few recent occasions there have been some stellar, generally 
beloved winners. By any global consensus Andrei Sakharov (1975), Anwar Sadat (1978), 
Mother Teresa (1979), Lech Walesa (1983), Elie Wiesel (1986), and the Dalai Lama (1989) 
clearly deserved the award. Nordlinger also points out that political controversy is not just a 
recent stain on the Peace Prize. The awarding has always reflected a sort of hard-left, naive 
utopianism embedded deeply within the communitarian culture of 20th-century Scandinavia. 
The 1934 winner, Arthur Henderson, was a loud apologist for the Soviet Union, whose recent 
mass savagery had been well known to Henderson and the judges. Indeed, three Nobel Peace 
laureates — Linus Pauling, Sean MacBride, and Nelson Mandela — were also proud recipients 
of the Soviet Union’s rival Lenin Prize.  
 
Nordlinger accounts for these missteps by noting that the Nobel Peace Prize committee (“Think 
. . . of the faculty of the University of California at Berkeley”) was always faced with two 
ambiguities in its charter — really not more than a brief aside in Nobel’s brief will (“a sparse 
document”). The judges never quite knew what the originator, the pioneer inventor and father of 
dynamite, Alfred Nobel, had envisioned as the proper criteria for his peace prizes. Nobel wrote 
and spoke both as an idealist who thought that highlighting the work of pacifists might help end 
war itself, and yet also, often, as a cynic and a realist, who scoffed at just those haughty 
dreamers who assumed their good intentions might eliminate something so ancient and deeply 
rooted within human nature.  
 
Also, Nobel never quite defined the proper profile of a Peace Prize winner. Was it envisioned as 
an honor for well-meaning statesmen (e.g., Theodore Roosevelt or Mikhail Gorbachev), 
idealistic activists (Klas Arnoldson), writers or philosophers (Norman Angell), religious figures 
(Desmond Tutu), or international officials (Kofi Annan)? Ostensibly “peace” meant the absence 
of war. But if today the committee has expanded that definition to include everything from 
climate and nutrition to social activism and environmentalism, the vagueness again derives from 
the lack of any specific directive from Nobel himself.  
 
Nordlinger notes that, oddly enough, Americans have been treated well by the committee. While 
no one would expect the Norwegians to have granted a conservative Herbert Hoover a prize for 
his efforts at organizing post-war European food relief, much less a Ronald Reagan for helping 
to end the Cold War, it did honor Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, Frank Kellogg, Charles 
Dawes, Cordell Hull, George Marshall, and Henry Kissinger for their diplomacy in concluding 
wars or helping war-torn societies — as well as activists and internationalists such as Martin 
Luther King Jr. and Ralph Bunche.  
 
Perhaps what is most disturbing about the Norwegian judges is not just that on occasion, out of 
confusion or through ideological prejudice, they have made controversial appointments; after all, 



lapses of judgment and unfairness are inherent in any awards process. The real problem, 
rather, is that at times the Nobel committee has blessed truly repellent figures, whose lives were 
deeply entwined in terrorism and state-sanctioned mass murder. Such were the Palestinian 
terrorist Yasser Arafat and the North Vietnamese Stalinist Le Duc Tho.  
 
Untruth and hatred at times have been synonymous with the prize. Rigoberta Menchu Tum, an 
indigenous Guatemalan, Castro supporter, and human-rights activist, won the 1992 prize largely 
on the basis of a supposedly inspirational autobiography (I, Rigoberta Menchu). The “memoir” 
later turned out to have been ghostwritten by Westerners and only loosely based on Menchu’s 
activism, the details of which were in many places deliberately falsified. The 2004 winner, 
African environmentalist Wangari Maathai, went on record alleging that the AIDS virus was the 
creation of nefarious Westerners intent on wiping out black Africans. The Catholic lay leader, 
author, and Castro aficionado Adolfo Perez Esquivel, who won in 1980, later claimed that the 
United States was guilty of “state terrorism” for going into Afghanistan after al-Qaeda and the 
Taliban, and compared George W. Bush to Hitler. A 1976 winner, Irish peace activist Betty 
Williams, publicly seethed, “I would love to kill George Bush.” Nordlinger’s sober and judicious 
review of these travesties, presented sine ira et studio, is all the more damning for his 
understatement.  
 
Nordlinger writes in an accessible, sometimes journalistic style, without footnotes or 
bibliography. No matter: His survey of Peace Prize winners, and of the politics and ideology 
behind the awards, is a product of an immense amount of research, and reflects a careful 
organization and tone. He has a special gift of irony, and the more dispassionately he narrates 
the last 30 years of the award, the more we grow outraged — while somehow not being 
surprised, given that we learn that daydreaming and fantasy have always played prominent 
roles in selecting winners.  
 
Nordlinger is sympathetic to Alfred Nobel, for both his admirably lived life and his hopes to put 
his fortune to some good use beyond the grave. He offers some wise recommendations to the 
Nobel Committee, ranging from returning to their earlier custom of not necessarily awarding a 
prize each year (given the rarity of effective global humanitarians) and avoiding celebrities, to 
distinguishing concrete efforts at promoting peace from showboating, cheap pacifism. In his 
careful analysis of more than a century of often mistaken notions about what achieves peace, 
Nordlinger might have more explicitly reminded us how, in fact, wars are usually prevented or 
shortened through military preparedness, eternal vigilance, strong defenses, and the alliances of 
like-minded and concerned democracies.  
 
Si vis pacem, para pacem (“If you want peace, then prepare for peace”) has long been a 
sanctimonious slogan of pacifists, a sort of neat inversion of the Roman Vegetius’s ancient 
warning about the need for deterrence, Igitur qui desiderat pacem, praeparet bellum (“Therefore 
he who desires peace, let him prepare for war”). History has, of course, borne out the wisdom of 
Vegetius, not the dreams of the admirable 1929 Nobel Peace laureate, American Secretary of 
State Frank Kellogg, whose efforts to “outlaw” war were soon to be made a mockery of by Hitler, 
Mussolini, and Tojo. After reviewing a century of laureates and collating their efforts with events 
of the age, I think a better modern adaptation of Vegetius might have read something like, Si vis 
bellum, para pacem (“If you want a war, then prepare for peace”).  
 
Nordlinger ends his engrossing account with the story of the near-surrealistic granting of the 
2009 Peace Prize to American president Barack Obama, after he had been in office less than a 
year. Europe, of course, was infatuated with the idea of an Obama presidency, as a sort of long-



overdue rebuke of twice-elected Texan George W. Bush. Still, when pressed, the embarrassed 
committee could cite no real achievement of the first-year president, who had had only a brief, 
and rather undistinguished, career in the U.S. Senate. Finally, it awkwardly hemmed and hawed 
that the award was to be seen as encouragement of Obama’s pacifist rhetoric and lofty visions 
of world peace.  
 
In fact, once again the award was meant to send a signal to the world’s most powerful nation 
that it would be punished or praised according to the degree to which it paid lip service to 
modern Europe’s postmodern, post-national notions of global social justice. That the post-racial 
Obama had opposed the Iraq War, trashed the Bush-Cheney antiterrorism protocols, and 
promised a new, “reset” foreign policy was good enough. Apparently the committee thought in 
2009 that Obama’s next three years would demonstrate that the past Bush belligerency had 
unnecessarily made enemies out of otherwise misunderstood nations such as Hugo Chavez’s 
Venezuela, Bashar Assad’s Syria, Vladimir Putin’s Russia, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s Iran.  
 
As idealistic as Nobel’s original dreams were, the attempted reification of those principles has 
proven largely a more-than-century-long disappointment. That the Nobel Peace Prize was 
denied to Mahatma Gandhi, but awarded to Barack Obama, sort of says it all. 
  
  
  
Investors.com 
Late Night Humor 
by Andrew Malcolm 

Conan: Tonight is the Jewish holiday of Passover. Or as we call it here in LA, Cinco de Matzo. 

Fallon: Connecticut police were called to a sex shop when a customer locked himself in 
handcuffs. He'd have called his girlfriend, but she wasn’t inflated yet. 

Conan: Dartmouth College has named its medical school after Dr. Seuss. Because nothing is 
better than hearing your doctor say, “You don’t have cancer on your nose, you don’t have 
cancer on your toes. There’s no cancer in your underwear, There is no cancer anywhere.” 

Leno: A lot of people are disappointed with that huge lottery. Your chances of winning were 176 
million to one. Same odds as the Supreme Court will uphold ObamaCare. 

Conan: Allegiant Airlines is now charging $35 extra for carry-on bags. While JetBlue is charging 
$35 extra if you want a pilot who isn't insane. 

Fallon: The Empire State Building turned off all its lights Saturday night to mark climate change. 
And 10 endangered eagles crashed into it. Still... 

Conan: Newt Gingrich’s staff played an April Fool’s prank on him saying, “Campaign's looking 
great—you should stay in the race!” 

Conan: Oprah’s boyfriend Stedman Graham has written a book about being proud of who you 
are. No help that the book cover says: “Written by ‘Oprah’s Boyfriend." 



Conan: Egyptian courts crack down on all pornographic websites. The worst offender is Egypt’s 
topless website, “Those-Aren’t-Pyramids.com.” 

Conan: In a new interview, the Octomom says she’s received a flood of angry phone calls and 
death threats. And that’s just from her uterus. 

Conan: A new study claims that four out of 10 Americans are now obese. The study was 
conducted by anyone working at a water park.   

Conan: The Tony Awards announced that Neil Patrick Harris will host for a third time. So once 
again, they’ve snubbed Mike Ditka. 

Conan: The man on the Quaker Oats logo has gotten a complete makeover including a leaner 
face, broader shoulders and better hair. He also has a new life partner, Uncle Ben. 

Conan: Wisconsin Democrats accuse Mitt Romney of buying votes with free sub sandwiches. 
Which explains why Newt Gingrich voted for Romney. Seven times. 

Fallon: This week Mitt Romney went 3-for-3 in GOP primaries. To keep up, Santorum went 3-
for-3, offending women, Latinos and atheists. 

Conan: President Obama claims to be a Trekkie. Although Trekkies say he doesn’t really qualify 
because he has a wife and a job. 

Conan: Madonna’s manager says she'd love to do a concert in Iran. That’s how it works, Iran 
threatens us with nukes. We threaten Iran with Madonna. 

Conan: An Ohio high school bans a student T-shirt: “Jesus is Not a Homophobe.” But they’re 
OK with his baseball cap: “Buddha Digs Fat Chicks." 

Conan: Nicolas Cage pays the IRS $6 million of his $14 million tax bill. In the check memo line, 
Cage wrote “Two Ghost Riders down, four more to go.” 

Leno: Mitt Romney finished first in Wisconsin. Rick Santorum second. Ron Paul third. And Newt 
Gingrich last. But he did get a 45-pound cheese wheel. 

Conan: That Maryland lottery winner says she hid the winning ticket in a McDonald's salad 
because she didn’t want anyone to find it. 

Fallon: A new picture, it was just released of President Obama giving the Star Trek Vulcan 
salute at the White House. Even Spock was like, ‘Whoa — look at that guy’s ears!’” 

Fallon: Kim Kardashian wants to be a more "private person." She said, "And you can see me try 
in a new reality series 'Kim Kardashian: Private Person.'" 

Fallon: Ryan Seacrest made his promised major announcement: He'll be in NBC's Summer 
Olympics coverage. He also revealed that he doesn't know what a ‘major announcement’ is. 



Leno: According to a new book, with his back pain Gov. Rick Perry used painkillers to get 
through the Republican debates. Hey, join the club! 

Fallon: Seattle is considering a new law to prohibit asking a woman to stop breastfeeding. But 
asking a woman to start breastfeeding will just remain awkward. 

Fallon: A love letter mailed to a Minnesota woman was finally delivered after 60 years. The 
touching last line was: ‘With all my heart, I promise to wait for you up to 59 years.' 

  
  
  

 
  



 
  
  
 


