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Peggy Noonan says the president is coming across as devious and dishonest.  
... The shift started on Jan. 20, with the mandate that agencies of the Catholic Church would 
have to provide services the church finds morally repugnant. The public reaction? "You're 
kidding me. That's not just bad judgment and a lack of civic tact, it's not even constitutional!" 
Faced with the blowback, the president offered a so-called accommodation that even its 
supporters recognized as devious. Not ill-advised, devious. Then his operatives flooded the 
airwaves with dishonest—not wrongheaded, dishonest—charges that those who defend the 
church's religious liberties are trying to take away your contraceptives.  

What a sour taste this all left. How shocking it was, including for those in the church who'd been 
in touch with the administration and were murmuring about having been misled. 

Events of just the past 10 days have contributed to the shift. There was the open-mic 
conversation with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in which Mr. Obama pleaded for "space" 
and said he will have "more flexibility" in his negotiations once the election is over and those 
pesky voters have done their thing. On tape it looked so bush-league, so faux-sophisticated. 
When he knew he'd been caught, the president tried to laugh it off by comically covering a mic 
in a following meeting. It was all so . . . creepy. 

Next, a boy of 17 is shot and killed under disputed and unclear circumstances. The whole issue 
is racially charged, emotions are high, and the only memorable words from the president's 
response were, "If I had a son he'd look like Trayvon" At first it seemed OK—not great, but all 
right—but as the story continued and suddenly there were death threats and tweeted addresses 
and congressmen in hoodies, it seemed insufficient to the moment. At the end of the day, the 
public reaction seemed to be: "Hey buddy, we don't need you to personalize what is already too 
dramatic, it's not about you."  

Now this week the Supreme Court arguments on ObamaCare, which have made that law look 
so hollow, so careless, that it amounts to a characterological indictment of the administration. 
The constitutional law professor from the University of Chicago didn't notice the centerpiece of 
his agenda was not constitutional? How did that happen?  

Maybe a stinging decision is coming, maybe not, but in a purely political sense this is how it 
looks: We were in crisis in 2009—we still are—and instead of doing something strong and 
pertinent about our economic woes, the president wasted history's time. ... 

  
  
Liz Peek at Fiscal Times says Obamacare derailed the economic recovery.  
Here we go again. All eyes are on the Supreme Court as it wrestles with whether or not 
President Obama’s healthcare bill is constitutional. The country is divided on the merits of the 
law, but this we can say with certainty: Obamacare profoundly gummed up our recovery from 
the financial crisis. 



Like every predecessor, President Obama has made mistakes. Perhaps none will cloud his 
legacy more that his decision to focus on overhauling our healthcare system early in his 
administration – before our economic recovery had gained enduring momentum.  

Assuming that the $800 billion Recovery and Reinvestment Act, aka the stimulus, would work 
the magic promised by his economics team, Mr. Obama set off on his quest to guarantee 
healthcare for every American. The resulting food fight over the legislation – the ugly parceling 
out of favors in return for votes and lies told to justify passage -- permanently damaged 
President Obama’s reputation, divided a country desperate to heal, and distracted the White 
House from further efforts to build employment. It was a terrible decision, and the country 
continues to pay for it. 

It was, ironically, a decision made by a president eager to secure his legacy. Undaunted by the 
abject failure of Hilary Clinton to win support for universal healthcare, Mr. Obama took up the 
quest with enthusiasm. Just as he admitted to excessive optimism about bringing peace to the 
Middle East in an interview in Time Magazine, dubbing that effort “really hard,” Mr. Obama 
naively staked his presidency on healthcare reform. Here’s a shocker: remaking 17 percent of 
the economy is also “really hard.” 

  
  
James Pethokoukis agrees that the president can be blamed for the weak recovery.  
Not even the most die-hard, partisan Democrats would dare argue that the Obama recovery has 
been especially vigorous. Instead, they argue that the new president was dealt an impossible 
hand. 

But was he? 

Nearly three years after the Great Recession officially ended, the jobless rate is still above 8 
percent — the longest stretch of such high unemployment since the Great Depression. Add 
back in all the discouraged job seekers and the part-timers who wished they had full-time gigs, 
and the unemployment rate is just shy of 15 percent. 

While the economy is growing, it’s not growing rapidly. At this point in the typical post-World War 
II recovery, the economy was growing at an average pace of nearly 5 percent. The Obama 
recovery has managed just over 2 percent average annual GDP growth.  

Indeed, take-home pay for US workers, adjusted for rising prices, has actually fallen over the 
last year. 

Then there’s the moribund housing market. ... 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 



Kevin Williamson catches Elizabeth Warren at a St. Patrick's Day breakfast/roast in 
South Boston. This profile from National Review should convince you support for 
Scott Brown is almost as important as defeating the kid president. After all, she 
claims to have "created much of the intellectual foundation" for the Occupy crowd. 
Elizabeth Warren would be a catastrophe in the Senate, but she is hell on wheels when it comes 
to directing human traffic, which is no small thing at the St. Patrick’s Day breakfast in Boston. 
She goes bulling her way through a crowd of faces the color of 2 percent milk, sicklied o’er with 
the pale cast of Southie Irishness, or rendered rosy by the effects of seriously draining down a 
full bar that opened at eight o’clock on a Sunday morning, plowing through like she’s just 
graduated from a seminar in Advanced Executive Body Language, all exaggerated masculine 
gestures and “Yes! I am very seriously paying attention to you!” head bobs and vigorous “This is 
what Sincerity looks like . . . approximately!” power nods, complemented by “Move along, sir!” 
shoulder grips followed by quick and vigorous “Back the Hell Off” chest pats when some florid 
Southie denizen moves in for a hug — she is like Moses parting the kelly green sea. She is a 
populist in search of a people, and the wall-eyed gang shout-singing “Southie Is My Home 
Town” and chasing their eggs and rashers with Jameson on the rocks isn’t it. St. Patrick’s Day, 
as state senator Jack Hart (“Senator Hot,” in the local pronunciation) reminds the crowd, is also 
celebrated in Boston as Evacuation Day, and Warren looks like she is in dire need of an 
emergency airlift back to Cambridge. ... 
  
Villains must be identified and crucified, plain facts be damned. And that is really the truth that 
Elizabeth Warren is speaking when she says of Occupy Wall Street: “I created much of the 
intellectual foundation for what they do.”  
 
Warren is everything her admirers say she is — smart, tough, principled — and almost 
everything her critics say — out of touch, ideological, narrow. The one inaccurate barb thrown at 
her is that she’s homely — “Granny Warren,” Senator Brown’s factota call her. She isn’t. If she 
were lined up at a party with a representative cross section of 62-year-old American women, 
Warren would be the one you’d ask to dance. But there is a meanness in her, a nasty little 
puritanical streak gone left, and her secularized Puritanism is probably the most Massachusetts 
thing about her. Like Hillary Clinton, she has Methodist roots and cites the Wesleyan approach 
as key to the development of her political thinking. 
  
The Dem mayor of Boston is not backing her according to The Hill.  
Popular Boston Mayor Tom Menino — an influential Democrat many have credited with bringing 
the party's convention to his hometown in 2004 — told WBZ this week that he wasn't taking 
sides in Massachusetts's high-profile Senate race.  

But Menino's reluctance to put the weight of his campaign operation behind Harvard professor 
and consumer rights activist Elizabeth Warren is a tough blow for the Democrat, who is hoping 
to upset incumbent Republican Sen. Scott Brown. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
  
 



WSJ 
Not-So-Smooth Operator  
Obama increasingly comes across as devious and dishonest. 
by Peggy Noonan 

Something's happening to President Obama's relationship with those who are inclined not to like 
his policies. They are now inclined not to like him. His supporters would say, "Nothing new 
there," but actually I think there is. I'm referring to the broad, stable, nonradical, non-birther right. 
Among them the level of dislike for the president has ratcheted up sharply the past few months. 

It's not due to the election, and it's not because the Republican candidates are so compelling 
and making such brilliant cases against him. That, actually, isn't happening.  

What is happening is that the president is coming across more and more as a trimmer, as an 
operator who's not operating in good faith. This is hardening positions and leading to increased 
political bitterness. And it's his fault, too. As an increase in polarization is a bad thing, it's a big 
fault. 

The shift started on Jan. 20, with the mandate that agencies of the Catholic Church would have 
to provide services the church finds morally repugnant. The public reaction? "You're kidding me. 
That's not just bad judgment and a lack of civic tact, it's not even constitutional!" Faced with the 
blowback, the president offered a so-called accommodation that even its supporters recognized 
as devious. Not ill-advised, devious. Then his operatives flooded the airwaves with dishonest—
not wrongheaded, dishonest—charges that those who defend the church's religious liberties are 
trying to take away your contraceptives.  

What a sour taste this all left. How shocking it was, including for those in the church who'd been 
in touch with the administration and were murmuring about having been misled. 

Events of just the past 10 days have contributed to the shift. There was the open-mic 
conversation with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in which Mr. Obama pleaded for "space" 
and said he will have "more flexibility" in his negotiations once the election is over and those 
pesky voters have done their thing. On tape it looked so bush-league, so faux-sophisticated. 
When he knew he'd been caught, the president tried to laugh it off by comically covering a mic 
in a following meeting. It was all so . . . creepy. 

Next, a boy of 17 is shot and killed under disputed and unclear circumstances. The whole issue 
is racially charged, emotions are high, and the only memorable words from the president's 
response were, "If I had a son he'd look like Trayvon" At first it seemed OK—not great, but all 
right—but as the story continued and suddenly there were death threats and tweeted addresses 
and congressmen in hoodies, it seemed insufficient to the moment. At the end of the day, the 
public reaction seemed to be: "Hey buddy, we don't need you to personalize what is already too 
dramatic, it's not about you."  

Now this week the Supreme Court arguments on ObamaCare, which have made that law look 
so hollow, so careless, that it amounts to a characterological indictment of the administration. 
The constitutional law professor from the University of Chicago didn't notice the centerpiece of 
his agenda was not constitutional? How did that happen?  



Maybe a stinging decision is coming, maybe not, but in a purely political sense this is how it 
looks: We were in crisis in 2009—we still are—and instead of doing something strong and 
pertinent about our economic woes, the president wasted history's time. He wasted time that 
was precious—the debt clock is still ticking!—by following an imaginary bunny that disappeared 
down a rabbit hole.  

The high court's hearings gave off an overall air not of political misfeasance but malfeasance.  

All these things have hardened lines of opposition, and left opponents with an aversion that will 
not go away.  

I am not saying that the president has a terrible relationship with the American people. I'm only 
saying he's made his relationship with those who oppose him worse. 

In terms of the broad electorate, I'm not sure he really has a relationship. A president only gets a 
year or two to forge real bonds with the American people. In that time a crucial thing he must 
establish is that what is on his mind is what is on their mind. This is especially true during a 
crisis.  

From the day Mr. Obama was sworn in, what was on the mind of the American people was 
financial calamity—unemployment, declining home values, foreclosures. These issues came 
within a context of some overarching questions: Can America survive its spending, its taxing, its 
regulating, is America over, can we turn it around?  

That's what the American people were thinking about.  

But the new president wasn't thinking about that. All the books written about the creation of 
economic policy within his administration make clear the president and his aides didn't know it 
was so bad, didn't understand the depth of the crisis, didn't have a sense of how long it would 
last. They didn't have their mind on what the American people had their mind on.  

The president had his mind on health care. And, to be fair-minded, health care was part of the 
economic story. But only a part! And not the most urgent part. Not the most frightening, 
distressing, immediate part. Not the 'Is America over?' part. 

And so the relationship the president wanted never really knitted together. Health care was like 
the birth-control mandate: It came from his hermetically sealed inner circle, which operates with 
what seems an almost entirely abstract sense of America. They know Chicago, the machine, the 
ethnic realities. They know Democratic Party politics. They know the books they've read, largely 
written by people like them—bright, credentialed, intellectually cloistered. But there always 
seems a lack of lived experience among them, which is why they were so surprised by the town 
hall uprisings of August 2009 and the 2010 midterm elections.  

If you jumped into a time machine to the day after the election, in November, 2012, and saw a 
headline saying "Obama Loses," do you imagine that would be followed by widespread 
sadness, pain and a rending of garments? You do not. Even his own supporters will not be that 
sad. It's hard to imagine people running around in 2014 saying, "If only Obama were president!" 
Including Mr. Obama, who is said by all who know him to be deeply competitive, but who 
doesn't seem to like his job that much. As a former president he'd be quiet, detached, aloof. 



He'd make speeches and write a memoir laced with a certain high-toned bitterness. It was the 
Republicans' fault. They didn't want to work with him.  

He will likely not see even then that an American president has to make the other side work with 
him. You think Tip O'Neill liked Ronald Reagan? You think he wanted to give him the gift of 
compromise? He was a mean, tough partisan who went to work every day to defeat Ronald 
Reagan. But forced by facts and numbers to deal, he dealt. So did Reagan.  

An American president has to make cooperation happen.  

But we've strayed from the point. Mr. Obama has a largely nonexistent relationship with many, 
and a worsening relationship with some.  

Really, he cannot win the coming election. But the Republicans, still, can lose it. At this point in 
the column we usually sigh.  

  
  
Fiscal Times 
How Obamacare Derailed the Economic Recovery 
by Liz Peek 

Here we go again. All eyes are on the Supreme Court as it wrestles with whether or not 
President Obama’s healthcare bill is constitutional. The country is divided on the merits of the 
law, but this we can say with certainty: Obamacare profoundly gummed up our recovery from 
the financial crisis. 

Like every predecessor, President Obama has made mistakes. Perhaps none will cloud his 
legacy more that his decision to focus on overhauling our healthcare system early in his 
administration – before our economic recovery had gained enduring momentum.  

Assuming that the $800 billion Recovery and Reinvestment Act, aka the stimulus, would work 
the magic promised by his economics team, Mr. Obama set off on his quest to guarantee 
healthcare for every American. The resulting food fight over the legislation – the ugly parceling 
out of favors in return for votes and lies told to justify passage -- permanently damaged 
President Obama’s reputation, divided a country desperate to heal, and distracted the White 
House from further efforts to build employment. It was a terrible decision, and the country 
continues to pay for it. 

It was, ironically, a decision made by a president eager to secure his legacy. Undaunted by the 
abject failure of Hilary Clinton to win support for universal healthcare, Mr. Obama took up the 
quest with enthusiasm. Just as he admitted to excessive optimism about bringing peace to the 
Middle East in an interview in Time Magazine, dubbing that effort “really hard,” Mr. Obama 
naively staked his presidency on healthcare reform. Here’s a shocker: remaking 17percent of 
the economy is also “really hard.” 

Whether or not the Supreme Court upholds the government’s mandate that every American 
must purchase healthcare insurance, Obamacare is a failure. In spite of innumerable speeches, 
editorials and presentations on the merits of the law, Americans don’t like it. Though most 



people recognize that ever-rising healthcare outlays threaten our nation’s fiscal integrity, they 
can’t imagine that granting free health services to 30 million Americans will solve the problem. 
They see the Affordable Care Act as a massive expansion of government activity that will not 
make healthcare affordable but that will instead drive costs higher as millions more receive a 
blank check for medical services. 

Moreover, many Americans think Obamacare failed to tackle many of the actual causes of 
excess healthcare spending – the lawsuits that mandate unnecessary procedures by vulnerable 
doctors (the CBO estimates capping malpractice awards would save taxpayers $54 billion over 
ten years), the fact that so many patients have “no skin in the game” and therefore undertake 
treatments oblivious to any reasonable cost/benefit analysis, and often wasteful reimbursement 
procedures. The legislation patently failed to “bend the curve” on Medicare and Medicaid 
outlays, which is why Congress continues to argue over how to fix those programs’ dismal 
future. 

With all these shortcomings, Obamacare’s biggest fault is that it distracted officials from 
sustained efforts to reboot our economy. The National Federation of Independent Businesses 
(NFIB) is a co-plaintiff in the lawsuit challenging the constitutionality of Obamacare. That should 
give the law’s backers pause. The NFIB claims to represent hundreds of thousands of members 
who own small businesses, the people that both Democrats and Republicans say are the 
country’s main job creators. The NFIB says that in signing Obamacare into law, President 
Obama “essentially declared was on every small business in American by unilaterally 
renouncing their rights and dooming them to decades of increasing health insurance costs.”   

Though confidence among small business owners polled by the NFIB has modestly increased 
over the past six months, the gains are from unprecedented lows. Only 4 percent of 
respondents indicate an interest in adding to employment – during a “normal” recovery, the 
organization says, “Job creation plans would be in double digits.” Pessimism about the economy 
is profound; small business owners have rising anxiety about poor sales (their number one 
problem) and in almost equal measure, about taxes and red tape.  

Not only did the wrangling over healthcare deflate our business community, it also left President 
Obama with a personal capital deficit. Having pulled in every conceivable favor to get his bill 
through Congress, he was out of chips when the economy began yet again to soften. The 
Obamacare battle further emasculated the White House by vaulting the unlikely Scott Brown 
into Ted Kennedy’s Senate seat and later by turning the House over to the GOP.  In late 2009, 
the president had a filibuster-proof majority in the Senate and controlled the House. Had he 
pushed, he would have found support for more stimulus spending. 

What might have been? More attention might have been paid to housing, which has only 
recently begun to bottom. Though the administration has lobbed numerous efforts to accelerate 
mortgage modification (HAMP, HARP etc.), none has enjoyed a full-court press or been 
especially meaningful. Creating jobs for construction workers through private/public partnerships 
dedicated to infrastructure repair would have been popular; most Americans acknowledge the 
need for spending on our bridges and airports. Mr. Obama might have gotten more traction on 
subsidizing investment to raise the energy efficiency of our office buildings or college campuses. 

The reality is that numerous projects and programs might have passed a less fractious 
Congress and been supported by a less divided country. Though rising deficits ultimately would 
have alarmed taxpayers, more growth would have tempered both budget and enthusiasm gaps. 



Instead, we have suffered the worst of all worlds – a government hobbled by political and 
economic constraints and a people pessimistic about the future. This is the legacy of 
Obamacare. 

  
  
  
NY Post 
O’s lame excuse 
We can blame him for weak recovery 
by James Pethokoukis 

Not even the most die-hard, partisan Democrats would dare argue that the Obama recovery has 
been especially vigorous. Instead, they argue that the new president was dealt an impossible 
hand. 

But was he? 

Nearly three years after the Great Recession officially ended, the jobless rate is still above 8 
percent — the longest stretch of such high unemployment since the Great Depression. Add 
back in all the discouraged job seekers and the part-timers who wished they had full-time gigs, 
and the unemployment rate is just shy of 15 percent. 

While the economy is growing, it’s not growing rapidly. At this point in the typical post-World War 
II recovery, the economy was growing at an average pace of nearly 5 percent. The Obama 
recovery has managed just over 2 percent average annual GDP growth.  

Indeed, take-home pay for US workers, adjusted for rising prices, has actually fallen over the 
last year. 

Then there’s the moribund housing market. This week’s data show home prices still falling; 
nationwide, they’re off a third from their 2006 peak — all the way back to levels last seen in 
2003. Economic consulting firm IHS Global Insight concludes that “signs of a turnaround are 
nowhere in sight.” 

All in all, Obama’s economic rebound kind of feels more like a bust than a boom. 

His defenders insist that’s not his fault — that the Great Recession was not only nastier than 
any other economic downturn since the 1930s but also different; it wasn’t caused by an oil 
shock or a sharp spike in interest rates. Economic downturns caused by a financial collapse, 
they argue, are typically followed by lackluster recoveries.  

So cut Obama a break, America. Judge Obamanomics on a sliding scale, because the president 
was dealt such an awful hand coming into office. Give him another four years to show what 
miracles the wonder-working power of more government spending, regulation and taxes can 
conjure. 

But this excuse doesn’t quite make it off the runway. A Federal Reserve study from late last year 
looked at the behavior of recoveries from recessions across 59 advanced and emerging market 



economies during the last 40 years. The Fed found, to no great surprise, that recoveries “tend to 
be faster” after severe recessions, such as the one we just had. 

It’s the “rubber-band effect”: The deeper the downturn, the more robust the rebound — unless 
government messes things up.  

For example, during the 1981-82 recession, output fell by 2.7 percent and then rose by 15.9 
percent over the next 10 quarters (at an average pace of 6.0 percent). During the Great 
Recession, output fell even more, by 5.1 percent. But during the 10 quarters since, total 
economic output is up only a paltry 6.2 percent. Score one for Reaganomics. 

But what about the depressing effect of Wall Street’s near-death experience back in 2008 and 
2009? Well, that same Fed study found that bank or other financial crises “do not affect the 
strength” of subsequent recoveries.  

Yes, the collapsed housing market is another fly in the ointment. But a recent analysis from JP 
Morgan suggests that housing might explain half of the Obama recovery’s underperformance 
versus the Reagan recovery. 

The other half? Maybe we can attribute that to policy differences.  

While one president cut long-term marginal tax rates, the other tried a massive burst of federal 
spending. One empowered private enterprise; the other empowered government.  

Of course, economies will eventually recover on their own, as this one seems finally to be doing. 
But Obamanomics shouldn’t get much credit for it.  

James Pethokoukis is editor of The American Enterprise Institute’s Enterprise blog.  

  
  
National Review 
Occupy the Senate  
Elizabeth Warren meets the 99 percent 
by Kevin Williamson 
 
Boston  
Elizabeth Warren would be a catastrophe in the Senate, but she is hell on wheels when it comes 
to directing human traffic, which is no small thing at the St. Patrick’s Day breakfast in Boston. 
She goes bulling her way through a crowd of faces the color of 2 percent milk, sicklied o’er with 
the pale cast of Southie Irishness, or rendered rosy by the effects of seriously draining down a 
full bar that opened at eight o’clock on a Sunday morning, plowing through like she’s just 
graduated from a seminar in Advanced Executive Body Language, all exaggerated masculine 
gestures and “Yes! I am very seriously paying attention to you!” head bobs and vigorous “This is 
what Sincerity looks like . . . approximately!” power nods, complemented by “Move along, sir!” 
shoulder grips followed by quick and vigorous “Back the Hell Off” chest pats when some florid 
Southie denizen moves in for a hug — she is like Moses parting the kelly green sea. She is a 
populist in search of a people, and the wall-eyed gang shout-singing “Southie Is My Home 
Town” and chasing their eggs and rashers with Jameson on the rocks isn’t it. St. Patrick’s Day, 



as state senator Jack Hart (“Senator Hot,” in the local pronunciation) reminds the crowd, is also 
celebrated in Boston as Evacuation Day, and Warren looks like she is in dire need of an 
emergency airlift back to Cambridge.  
 
The breakfast is a political roast, which puts Warren at a disadvantage: As with cancer and 
feminism, there is nothing funny about Elizabeth Warren. Once she has traversed the 
beshamrocked riff-raff and been seated on the dais, she fades away — hardly anybody takes 
notice of her. Whether this is because her fellow Democrats regard her as a fragile little thing or 
because they can think of nothing to say about her, almost nobody makes an Elizabeth Warren 
joke. Even her Republican opponent, Senator Scott Brown, barely acknowledges her, merely 
spitting over his shoulder, “Professor Warren, it’s good to see you. You were a little late, but I’m 
glad you were able to get out of Cambridge and find your way up here.”  
 
Most of the rest of the morning’s humor isn’t so subdued. Lieutenant Governor Tim Murray, who 
recently honored Massachusetts’s long tradition of fishy car accidents involving Democratic 
nabobs by totaling a state vehicle in the very most wee hours of the morning while barreling 
down icy roads at 108 miles per hour — and then claiming he was just up bright-’n’-early to get 
a cup of coffee and inspect snowstorm damage — enters in full NASCAR regalia, bearing a tray 
of Starbucks. Brown made headlines by quipping that Rick Santorum’s new Secret Service 
detail represents “the first time he’s ever actually used protection,” and now makes a few jokes 
about himself and his fellow Republicans: “Mine the moon? Newt Gingrich ought to mine 
whatever planet Ron Paul is from.”  
 
Elizabeth Warren doesn’t do self-deprecating — she just can’t. Her humor is of the self-
aggrandizing sort: In mockery of Brown’s famous Cosmopolitan spread, she shows an image of 
herself as a centerfold in Consumer Reports. She opens with: “I’m the daughter of a 
maintenance man, who became a professor and fought against big Wall Street Banks. If that 
doesn’t ring a bell, you might remember me as the elitist professor from Hollywood who’s 
running against Scott Brown.” And then there are crickets.  
 
The joke goes down like a Soviet airliner in no small part because she told precisely the same 
joke yesterday at another St. Patrick’s Day event, in front of a lot of the same people. But that 
isn’t the only problem: The point of the roast is to laugh at politicians, not to be reminded by 
politicians of how awesome said politicians are. Behind every rolled eye and polite cough that 
greets Warren’s foundering attempts at humor is the unspoken thought: “Yeah, we know: You 
grew up in modest circumstances in Muskogee or wherever and think of yourself as a consumer 
advocate. Super. Say something funny, you insufferable snoot.” But she does put in the work, 
clapping along unrhythmically like a poorly trained SeaWorld porpoise while the band plays 
“Whiskey in the Jar” — a song that, like most of the Southie anthems sung this morning, she 
plainly does not know the words to.  
 
“Shrill.” “Hard.” “Wound-up.” These are the first three adjectives offered by a group of observers 
asked why Warren is having a tough time against Brown in a state in which Republicans are 
about as welcome as head lice. The young ladies in question are wearing Elizabeth Warren 
buttons.  
 
The hard thing about being a populist? The damned people.  
 
Elizabeth Warren is what Thomas Jefferson would have recognized as one of nature’s 
aristocrats, which is one of the reasons she is so manifestly uncomfortable around hoi polloi, a 



Democrat who does not want to be so much as downwind from the demos in the flesh. Life can 
be cruel to natural aristocrats, especially in politics. Also high school. She makes much — too 
much — of her humble background, particularly of her father’s having worked as a janitor. 
Brown had it pretty rough as a young man, too: His mother was none too capable a parent, he 
spent part of his childhood on welfare and a great deal of it surrounded by domestic violence of 
varying degrees of intensity, and he was sexually abused by a camp counselor when he was a 
child. Warren’s story is a bit more complicated than she lets on: Her father was employed as a 
maintenance man, and before that he had held a number of middle-class jobs, including one as 
a salesman at a department store. At one point, he had saved up enough money to start a 
promising business — a car dealership — but, as Warren tells the story, he got swindled out of 
his life’s savings by an unscrupulous business partner. Later, a heart attack cost him another 
job. Warren’s mother went to work and was bitter about it, and a few missed car payments 
meant that the family’s Oldsmobile, that sturdy mid-century symbol of middle-class life, was 
repossessed. Young Elizabeth, wracked with status anxiety, made her father drop her off a few 
blocks from school so that her fellow students would not see their new, less prestigious car. Her 
family’s story is not one of hereditary poverty and privation but one of a downwardly mobile 
middle-class family hit by bad luck and bad decisions.  
 
Happily, that rough spot didn’t last forever. The Oldsmobile was gone, but by the time she was 
16 years old, Warren had a car of her own, and there were two more in the family — not too 
shabby for Oklahoma in 1965. Her family struggled, but they were also able to buy a house in a 
nice neighborhood, which allowed young Elizabeth to attend an elite public school, a 
springboard to her later education and smashing professional success. She’s written popular 
books and served in government, while her endowed chair at Harvard Law pays her more than 
$350,000 a year. Her husband also occupies an endowed chair at Harvard Law. The two share 
a multi-million-dollar home in Cambridge, a multi-million-dollar investment portfolio (including a 
large position in notorious corporate-income-tax minimizer IBM, which recently paid an annual 
net effective rate of 3.8 percent), and a net worth of up to $14.5 million, according to Warren’s 
financial-disclosure statements. The Warrens’ net worth dwarfs that of the Browns, which is at 
most $2.3 million. (Yeah, pity.)  
 
But though she is much wealthier than he, Warren and Brown resemble each other far more 
than they resemble most of their constituents. Each is a testament to the fact that in the brutal 
meritocracy that is the United States of America, smart and energetic people rise, almost 
unstoppably, and the increasingly high returns to individual performance mean that those at the 
top live lives very different from that of Joe Median. Neither Warren nor Brown attended an Ivy 
League university, neither had family connections or social standing. Both worked in professions 
that they would later abandon: Warren taught public school briefly and then quit rather than go 
through the obligatory, despair-inducing credentialing rigmarole (a fact that speaks better of her 
than almost anything else you’ll learn), and Brown was, famously, a model. Both gravitated 
toward the surest shortcut to wealth and security in this litigious republic — law school. Both 
took an interest in politics in their early years, and both have made ugly concessions to political 
reality: Warren may rail against Wall Street wagering and the “army of lobbyists” in Washington, 
but her campaign is run by a particularly grim casino lobbyist.  
 
And therein lies the critical contrast between the two: Brown is a moderate Republican, a 
member of a party that believes, to the extent that it believes anything, that in a free and 
competitive economy, talent and drive will in most cases bring success, and Brown is a gold-
plated example of the fact that this is true. Warren is a member of a party that believes, to the 
extent that it believes anything, that the deck is impossibly stacked against the middle class, and 



she is a gold-plated example of the fact that this is false. Brown’s implicit message is: “I did it, 
and so can you.” Warren’s implicit message is: “I did it, and you don’t have a prayer.”  
 
Warren’s view is exaggerated to the point of falsity, but there is grain of truth in it, even if it is a 
truth that Warren cannot understand or will not admit.  
 
The fact is, Warren’s career model is not available to the great majority of the middle class, to 
say nothing of the poor. She has written a boring little financial self-help book (heavy on phrases 
such as “the Lifetime of Riches investment strategy”), but her path to prosperity, if she were to 
document it honestly, would look like this: 1) Get born with an XXL brain; 2) become an 
endowed professor at Harvard with a salary in the middle six figures and another six-figure 
payday from speaking and consulting fees; 3) marry same. The secret to a 1 percent lifestyle is, 
in Warren’s case as in so many others, having a 1 percent brain. Most people are not packing 
the cerebral heat to do what Warren has done, no matter how much they want it, no matter how 
hard they work. You can rail against the iniquities of Wall Street, but there is a scarcity of college 
graduates who have the quantitative skills to fill even grunt-level back-office jobs in financial 
firms.  
 
Warren wrote an(other) unimpressive little book, The Two-Income Trap, in which she argues 
that contemporary two-income families are in many ways worse off than single-income families 
were a generation or so ago, back during the golden years of the post-war boom, with less 
financial security and less disposable income. That is true: Men’s inflation-adjusted incomes 
peaked in 1973, and household incomes have risen in real terms since then only because so 
many women have entered the work force, making single-income families into two-income 
families. Household incomes per capita have climbed, too, but mostly because the size of 
households has decreased as Americans have had fewer children. (What else happened in 
1973 that might in part explain decreasing household size? Discuss among yourselves.)  
 
She and her co-author (who is also her daughter — because the 99 percent hates nepotism) 
cite all kinds of financial pressures on the middle class — rising child-care costs, college tuition, 
health-care expenses — and offer an array of policy prescriptions ranging from the mild 
(decoupling public-school assignments from geography) to the Swedish (subsidizing stay-at-
home parents) to the authoritarian (a government-imposed freeze on college tuitions, drastic 
credit-market restrictions of the sort that Warren’s Consumer Financial Protection Bureau was 
empanelled to dream up some years later), but the two show themselves to be shockingly 
shallow in their analysis of the underlying economic facts: The post-war era was an 
extraordinary economic period, for the United States and for the world. Just as Warren’s career 
path does not represent much of a realistic recommendation to the individual striver, the post-
war era does not offer much in the way of policy guidance to the 21st-century politician, unless 
we are seriously willing to entertain replicating the conditions that obtained in 1950 and 
thereafter, which would necessitate the rest of the world’s destroying its industrial infrastructure 
in a war that was pretty much the worst thing to have happened to the human race up until that 
point, with the United States and Canada practically alone in surviving unscathed. You don’t get 
the post-war boom without the war, and in any case it doesn’t last forever.  
 
In her ceaseless hunt for a villain and in her refusal to account for the facts of economic history, 
Warren as an economic thinker very closely resembles another progressive lawyer, Robert 
Reich, and both of these lawyers seem to believe that our economic difficulties are the result of 
having put the wrong lawyers in charge of things, as though we could pass a law against 
scarcity and in favor of productivity. To a lawyer, everything is a question of law, and Warren 



has made her name by putting Wall Street on trial, at least rhetorically. It is precisely this kind of 
economic romanticism that has made her the marquee candidate of Occupy Wall Street and its 
economically illiterate sympathizers, and it is why she is in effect running a national campaign 
for a statewide office. She may laugh off jokes about her being the professor from Hollywood, 
but look where she goes when she needs to raise money.  
 
But her appeal is not limited to economic illiterates. Some time back, I wrote an essay for The 
New Criterion in which I argued that a typical American couple making a modest income would 
do far better in retirement if they invested most of the money that they would have paid in Social 
Security taxes, putting aside 10 percent of their income with an expectation of a 7 percent 
return. Among those who took the time to scoff was Susan Webber (writing under her 
pseudonym, “Yves Smith,” of the blog Naked Capitalism), a highly regarded analyst of the U.S. 
financial system and a trenchant critic of Wall Street. She argued that both of my assumptions 
were nuttier than pecan pie: Nobody is going to invest 10 percent, and nobody is going to make 
7 percent back. As late as August of 2011, Webber was arguing that Warren should run for 
president of these United States — as a challenger to Barack Obama, Wall Street stooge and 
marionette of the 1 percent. If my assumptions were the financial equivalent of unicorns 
exflatulating distilled sunshine, I wonder what Webber makes of Warren’s model. For my sins, I 
have recently digested Warren’s schlocky self-help book All Your Worth, in which she suggests 
that families of modest means should be saving 20 percent of their income and expecting a 12 
percent return, roughly doubling down on my optimism. Webber, quelle surprise, has not 
addressed that proposition. The appeal of us-and-them stories is powerful.  
 
Warren’s advice in All Your Worth is, for the most part, pretty solid — and pretty banal. It is 
precisely the sort of thinking you’d hear if you walked into the office of any halfway competent 
personal financial adviser in Poughkeepsie or Springfield: Invest in low-cost index funds, pay 
down your credit cards and other debt, keep a cash reserve, don’t buy a house unless you can 
put at least 10 percent down and preferably 20 percent, shop for better mortgage and insurance 
rates, don’t take out home-equity loans, etc. She’s Dave Ramsey without the wit or the 
evangelical fervor.  
 
But if you’d taken her advice in 2006, when the book was published, you’d have missed the 
opportunity of a lifetime. In fact, you’d have been better off taking precisely the opposite of her 
advice. The one investment that Warren really warns her readers off from is gold, which has 
returned about 320 percent since her book was being written in late 2005. If you’d taken that 20 
percent down payment and put it into gold, the tripling of that investment and the crash in 
housing prices would have probably allowed you to pay cash by now for the house you’d been 
thinking about buying.  
 
Does that mean that Warren gives bad financial advice? No, it simply means that financial life is 
unpredictable, and that it is easy to make a compelling case for what one obviously should have 
done in retrospect. Unfortunately, nobody gets to invest in hindsight — not homeowners, not 
Wall Street, not Warren. But that lesson remains entirely lost on the lady from Cambridge, who 
apparently still believes that Lehman Bros. and the rest of the Wall Street kingpins filled their 
own books up with radioactive mortgage-backed securities because they thought they were a 
bad investment, rather than because they thought — wrongly — that they were a pretty good 
investment. (She repeated that argument as recently as November 2011 during a Morning Joe 
interview.) Villains must be identified and crucified, plain facts be damned. And that is really the 
truth that Elizabeth Warren is speaking when she says of Occupy Wall Street: “I created much 
of the intellectual foundation for what they do.”  



 
Warren is everything her admirers say she is — smart, tough, principled — and almost 
everything her critics say — out of touch, ideological, narrow. The one inaccurate barb thrown at 
her is that she’s homely — “Granny Warren,” Senator Brown’s factota call her. She isn’t. If she 
were lined up at a party with a representative cross section of 62-year-old American women, 
Warren would be the one you’d ask to dance. But there is a meanness in her, a nasty little 
puritanical streak gone left, and her secularized Puritanism is probably the most Massachusetts 
thing about her. Like Hillary Clinton, she has Methodist roots and cites the Wesleyan approach 
as key to the development of her political thinking. (How Protestant is she? She was 
conspicuous in failing to cross herself when the priest at the St. Pat’s event got to the Trinitarian 
part of his blessing, even though the signum crucis is a common feature of Methodist worship.) 
It would not be inaccurate to call her political career a crusade.  
 
The question is, Does Massachusetts want a crusader? Senator Brown has been anything but 
one — he’s a deal-making, favor-trading, ideology-eschewing politico about one degree 
removed from being the new Olympia Snowe. There is an element in Massachusetts that wants 
to Occupy the Senate, even though the economy of Boston is heavily reliant upon finance. But 
Warren isn’t about Boston, or Southie, or even Cambridge, much less Pittsfield or Monson. She 
is the single most important bridge between the Democratic party and the trans-Democratic Left. 
She doesn’t represent a place, but a state of mind.  
 
You can take the girl out of Oklahoma and, contrary to the proverb, you can take the Oklahoma 
out of the girl, too, if you work at it long enough. (A notable fact about Warren is that she has 
never been to a class reunion.) But a scholarly study of “Charlie on the MTA” isn’t going to gain 
her admittance to the tribe of Jameson-sipping, milk-faced South Bostonians, either. There’s no 
whiskey in her jar, and for Warren, no politics is local — it’s Occupy Wall Street, Occupy the 
Senate, Occupy Everywhere. 

  
  
The Hill 
Democratic mayor of Boston refuses chance to endorse Warren 
by Justin Sink 
  
Popular Boston Mayor Tom Menino — an influential Democrat many have credited with bringing 
the party's convention to his hometown in 2004 — told WBZ this week that he wasn't taking 
sides in Massachusetts's high-profile Senate race.  

But Menino's reluctance to put the weight of his campaign operation behind Harvard professor 
and consumer rights activist Elizabeth Warren is a tough blow for the Democrat, who is hoping 
to upset incumbent Republican Sen. Scott Brown.  
 
"When you vote, it's a secret ballot. I think, I've watched both these candidates, I know Scott 
Brown real well, I've interacted with him, I've watched Elizabeth Warren also. It's going to be a 
tough race. It's going to be a very close race," Menino said.  

Menino went on to say that the campaign would hinge on mobilizing voters, noting that Scott 
Brown needed to turn out Republican and Tea Party voters, while Warren had "the Democratic 
establishment—for the most part."  



 
The interviewer then asked Menino if he was "with" Warren, noting that the conventional wisdom 
was that a statewide Democratic campaign couldn't succeed without his support.  
 
"I'm not with anybody at this time. At this time, I'm still not involved in the campaign," Menino 
responded.  
 
But Menino hinted that he would get involved with the election somehow—either directly or 
through surrogates—and acknowledged his friendship with Scott Brown.  
 
While Menino is unlikely to endorse Brown explicitly, withholding his support from Warren could 
have serious impact on the Senate hopeful's campaign. His comments also underscore the 
difficulty of running for office without prior experience—or alliance-building—in the rough-and-
tumble trenches of Massachusetts politics.  
 
Still, Warren held a slight lead over Brown in a Public Policy Polling survey released last week. 
The poll showed Warren pulling 46 percent in the state, versus 41 percent for Brown. 
  
  
  

 
  
  
  



 
  

 
  



 
 


