
 
 
April 8, 2012 
 
John Steele Gordon says the anger is showing through.   
Is this the week the Obama administration’s remarkable incompetence begins to be the 
narrative? If so, he’s toast. 

The president’s astonishing, not to mention indefensible, lecture to the Supreme Court this 
week, in which he turned 200 years of American constitutional history on its head, has been the 
talk of the blogosphere. But it’s not just the fact that he pretends to have not heard of Marbury v. 
Madison, it’s the anger behind his remarks that he is having trouble concealing. Even his old 
professor at Harvard felt he had to weigh in. 

It is not hard to see why he might be angry. His single major domestic accomplishment, 
Obamacare, is in mortal peril in the Supreme Court. InTrade has the chances of its being 
overturned at 63.8 percent this morning. And it remains deeply unpopular with the public at 
large. His other domestic efforts have been largely a bust. The stimulus did not produce the 
promised economic boost and recovery from the recession remains stubbornly slow and 
unemployment stubbornly high. Green energy is failing and failing and failing. The price of gas 
has nearly doubled since he became president, despite the recession, while domestic 
production of oil and natural gas has been rising despite his policies, not because of them. ... 

  
Charles Krauthammer reacts to the president's attack on the Court.  
“Unprecedented”? Judicial review has been the centerpiece of the American constitutional 
system since Marbury v. Madison in 1803. “Strong majority”? The House has 435 members. In 
March 2010, Democrats held a 75-seat majority. Obamacare passed by seven votes. 

In his next-day walk back, the president implied that he was merely talking about the normal 
“restraint and deference” the courts owe the legislative branch. This concern would be touching 
if it weren’t coming from the leader of a party so deeply devoted to the ultimate judicial 
usurpation — Roe v. Wade, which struck down the abortion laws of 46 states — that fealty to it 
is the party’s litmus test for service on the Supreme Court.  

With Obamacare remaking one-sixth of the economy, it would be unusual for the Supreme 
Court to overturn legislation so broad and sweeping. On the other hand, it is far more unusual to 
pass such a fundamentally transformative law on such a narrow, partisan basis. 

Obamacare passed the Congress without a single vote from the opposition party — in 
contradistinction to Social Security, the Civil Rights Act, the Voting Rights Act, Medicare and 
Medicaid, similarly grand legislation, all of which enjoyed substantial bipartisan support. In the 
Senate, moreover, Obamacare squeaked by through a parliamentary maneuver called 
reconciliation that was never intended for anything so sweeping. The fundamental deviation 
from custom and practice is not the legal challenge to Obamacare but the very manner of its 
enactment.  

The president’s preemptive attack on the court was in direct reaction to Obamacare’s three days 
of oral argument. It was a shock. After years of contemptuously dismissing the very idea of a 



legal challenge, Democrats suddenly realized there actually is a serious constitutional argument 
to be made against Obamacare — and they are losing it. ... 

  
John Podhoretz spots something he liked a lot in a Romney speech last week.  
Something changed on Tuesday night with Mitt Romney’s three primary state victories, and it 
wasn’t just the all-but-universal acknowledgment that he’ll be the Republican nominee. 

In his speech in Wisconsin, Romney finally found the right argument to use against Barack 
Obama — indeed, located the very specific dividing line between the president and his 
opposition that Republicans and conservatives have been trying to draw for four years now. 

The president, Romney said, has “spent the last four years laying the foundation for a new 
government-centered society.” 

“Government-centered society” isn’t the most felicitous phrase, nor the most memorable sound-
bite. But that may be for the best. What it lacks in mellifluousness, it makes up for in deadly 
accuracy. 

Every major initiative of the Obama presidency has placed the government at the center of the 
policy the president wishes to effect and the change he wishes to see. Its policies have not 
necessarily put government in charge, or given government total control; but they have made 
government a dominating presence. 

First came the stimulus package in 2009 — a direct $860 billion infusion into the economy. The 
lion’s share of those dollars did not go toward lubricating the machinery of job growth but rather 
directly into the coffers to state and local governments to balance their books. 

The $100 billion bailout of two US auto companies led to the president and his team literally 
choosing which kinds of cars those companies should be making — determining the level of 
union compensation and unilaterally changing the rules of the private contracts into which the 
companies had entered with their debtors. 

And finally and most directly, ObamaCare uses government power to direct every American to 
purchase a health-insurance policy. ... 

  
  
The problem with the president, says Peter Schiff, is he does not know how wealth is 
created.  
As this fall’s presidential election takes shape as a contest between Barack Obama and Mitt 
Romney, the rhetoric out of both camps is becoming sharper and more ideological. Looking to 
exploit Governor Romney’s increasingly close association with Wisconsin representative Paul 
Ryan (who has been mentioned as a potential vice presidential nominee), the President 
dedicated a lengthy address earlier this week to specifically heap scorn on Ryan’s budget plan 
(Ryan is the chairman of the House Budget Committee). The attack lines used by the President 
not only reveal a preview of the fall campaign but also offer a glimpse of Obama’s skewed views 
of the social and economic history of the United States. 
 



The President laid bare his beliefs that America’s source of economic strength has been her 
historical embrace of collective action, wealth redistribution, and government policies that have 
protected workers from the ravages of the wealthy. To reiterate, he was talking about the United 
States, not Soviet Russia. He asserted that prosperity “grows outward from the middle class” 
and that it “never trickles down from the success of the wealthy.” Accordingly, he concludes that 
our recent struggles stem from the Republican-led abandonment of these successful policies. 
...  

... Obama believes that prosperity came only in the 20th century after the government began 
redistributing wealth from rich people like Henry Ford to the middle and lower classes. He 
ignores the fact that America’s greatest growth streak occurred in the 19th rather than the 20th 
century, and that America had become by far the world’s richest nation before any serious 
wealth redistribution even began. 
 
The unfortunate part for the President is that wealth must first be produced before it can be 
redistributed. But redistribution always creates disincentives that result in less wealth being 
created. All societies that have attempted to create wealth through redistribution have failed 
miserably. This should be obvious to anyone who spends more than a few minutes studying 
world economic history. But the President is on a mission to get reelected and his ace in the 
hole is to fan the flames of class warfare. It’s a tried and true political strategy, and he looks 
ready to ride that hobby horse until it breaks. 

  
  
Jennifer Rubin explains how Obama defames his opponents.  
David Brooks insists President Obama “is an intelligent, judicious man who can see all sides of 
an issue” who acted out of character when he excoriated Rep. Paul Ryan’s budget. (“[H]e 
unleashed every 1980s liberal cliché in the book, calling the Republicans a bunch of trickle-
down, Trojan horse-bearing social Darwinists. Social Darwinism, by the way, was a 19th-century 
philosophy that held, in part, that Aryans and Northern Europeans are racially superior to brown 
and Mediterranean peoples.”) 

Let’s be clear about two things. The supposedly erudite Obama labeled Ryan a race 
supremacist. That’s what his staunchest moderate defender, Brooks, points out. And he’s right. 
Either the president is ignorant of the term he used or he’s getting an early jump on playing the 
race card. In either event, it’s uncalled for and repulsive. The liberal crowd that shrieks when 
some Republicans call Obama a “socialist” should clean up their own house. 

David Boaz of the Cato Institute remarked: 

"Is “social Darwinist” within some bound of propriety that “socialist” violates? I don’t think so. 
After all, plenty of people call themselves socialists — not President Obama, to be sure, but 
estimable figures such as Tony Blair and Sen. Bernie Sanders. Members of the British Labour 
Party have been known to sing the socialist anthem “The Red Flag” on the floor of Parliament. 
But no one calls himself a social Darwinist. Not now, not ever. Not Herbert Spencer. The term is 
always used to label one’s opponents. In that sense it’s clearly a more abusive term than 
“socialist,” a term that millions of people have proudly claimed." 



How was the president’s use of the term not a controversy unto itself? Charitably we can say the 
media don’t have a clue what the term implies; more cynically we can say the media are once 
again playing interference for Obama. ... 

  
Here's David Brooks trying to insist this is all an aberration.  
President Obama is an intelligent, judicious man who can see all sides of an issue. But every 
once in a while he tries to get politically cute, and he puts on his Keith Olbermann mask.  

I suppose it’s to his credit that he’s most inept when he tries to take the low road. He resorts to 
hoary, brain-dead clichés. He wanders so far from his true nature that he makes Mitt Romney 
look like Mr. Authenticity.  

That’s pretty much what happened this week in Obama’s speech before a group of newspaper 
editors. Obama’s target in this speech was Representative Paul Ryan’s budget.  

It should be said at the outset that the Ryan budget has some disturbing weaknesses, which 
Democrats are right to identify. The Ryan budget would cut too deeply into discretionary 
spending. This could lead to self-destructive cuts in scientific research, health care for poor kids 
and programs that boost social mobility. Moreover, the Ryan tax ideas are too regressive. They 
make tax cuts for the rich explicit while they hide any painful loophole closings that might hurt 
Republican donors.  

But these legitimate criticisms and Obama’s modest but real deficit-reducing accomplishments 
got buried under an avalanche of distortion. The Republicans have been embarrassing 
themselves all primary season. It’s as if Obama wanted to sink to their level in a single hour.  

 
 
 

  
  
Contentions 
The President’s Abysmal Record 
by John Steele Gordon 

Is this the week the Obama administration’s remarkable incompetence begins to be the 
narrative? If so, he’s toast. 

The president’s astonishing, not to mention indefensible, lecture to the Supreme Court this 
week, in which he turned 200 years of American constitutional history on its head, has been the 
talk of the blogosphere. But it’s not just the fact that he pretends to have not heard of Marbury v. 
Madison, it’s the anger behind his remarks that he is having trouble concealing. Even his old 
professor at Harvard felt he had to weigh in. 

It is not hard to see why he might be angry. His single major domestic accomplishment, 
Obamacare, is in mortal peril in the Supreme Court. InTrade has the chances of its being 
overturned at 63.8 percent this morning. And it remains deeply unpopular with the public at 
large. His other domestic efforts have been largely a bust. The stimulus did not produce the 



promised economic boost and recovery from the recession remains stubbornly slow and 
unemployment stubbornly high. Green energy is failing and failing and failing. The price of gas 
has nearly doubled since he became president, despite the recession, while domestic 
production of oil and natural gas has been rising despite his policies, not because of them. 

And, of course, the country continues hell-bent towards the fiscal cliff at the rate of $1 trillion 
plus per year. Obama, and the Senate Democrats, have not even tried to do anything about 
something the people in poll after poll have called their number one concern. 

As for his foreign policy successes, I’d list them except there haven’t been any. His failures are 
numerous. Our antagonists, such as Iran, Korea, Russia, and China have little or no respect for 
him, and thus no inclination to play ball. He has managed to alienate such important allies as 
Britain and Israel. Indeed, his very first foreign policy act was to insult Britain by summarily 
returning a bust of its great national hero, Winston Churchill–the man who saved the world in 
1940–to the British Embassy. It’s only gotten worse. Last week, his open-mic gaffe with the 
Russian president was greatly embarrassing. This week’s summit with Mexico and Canada 
revealed deep problems within the North American alliance, problems that were hardly noted in 
the American mainstream press–a wholly owned subsidiary of the Obama re-election 
campaign–but were widely on view in the Mexican and Canadian media. 

In sum, it’s a remarkable record, especially for a man who thinks of himself as a 
transformational figure in American history. The president looks in the mirror and sees FDR. 
Increasingly, the rest of the country look at him and see Jimmy Carter, perhaps even James 
Buchanan. They were both one-term presidents. 

  
  
Washington Post 
Obama v. SCOTUS 
by Charles Krauthammer 

“I’m confident that the Supreme Court will not take what would be an unprecedented, 
extraordinary step of overturning a law that was passed by a strong majority of a democratically 
elected Congress.” 

— Barack Obama, on the constitutional challenge to his health-care law, April 2 

“Unprecedented”? Judicial review has been the centerpiece of the American constitutional 
system since Marbury v. Madison in 1803. “Strong majority”? The House has 435 members. In 
March 2010, Democrats held a 75-seat majority. Obamacare passed by seven votes. 

In his next-day walk back, the president implied that he was merely talking about the normal 
“restraint and deference” the courts owe the legislative branch. This concern would be touching 
if it weren’t coming from the leader of a party so deeply devoted to the ultimate judicial 
usurpation — Roe v. Wade, which struck down the abortion laws of 46 states — that fealty to it 
is the party’s litmus test for service on the Supreme Court.  



With Obamacare remaking one-sixth of the economy, it would be unusual for the Supreme 
Court to overturn legislation so broad and sweeping. On the other hand, it is far more unusual to 
pass such a fundamentally transformative law on such a narrow, partisan basis. 

Obamacare passed the Congress without a single vote from the opposition party — in 
contradistinction to Social Security, the Civil Rights Act, the Voting Rights Act, Medicare and 
Medicaid, similarly grand legislation, all of which enjoyed substantial bipartisan support. In the 
Senate, moreover, Obamacare squeaked by through a parliamentary maneuver called 
reconciliation that was never intended for anything so sweeping. The fundamental deviation 
from custom and practice is not the legal challenge to Obamacare but the very manner of its 
enactment.  

The president’s preemptive attack on the court was in direct reaction to Obamacare’s three days 
of oral argument. It was a shock. After years of contemptuously dismissing the very idea of a 
legal challenge, Democrats suddenly realized there actually is a serious constitutional argument 
to be made against Obamacare — and they are losing it. 

Here were highly sophisticated conservative thinkers — lawyers and justices — making the 
case for limited government, and liberals weren’t even prepared for the obvious constitutional 
question: If Congress can force the individual into a private contract by authority of the 
commerce clause, what can it not force the individual to do? Without a limiting principle, the 
central premise of our constitutional system — a government of enumerated powers — 
evaporates. What, then, is the limiting principle? 

Liberals were quick to blame the administration’s bumbling solicitor general, Donald Verrilli, for 
blowing the answer. But Clarence Darrow couldn’t have given it. There is none.  

Justice Stephen Breyer tried to rescue the hapless Verrilli by suggesting that by virtue of being 
born, one enters into the “market for health care.” To which plaintiffs’ lawyer Michael Carvin 
devastatingly replied: If birth means entering the market, Congress is omnipotent, authorized by 
the commerce clause to regulate “every human activity from cradle to grave.”  

Q.E.D. 

Having lost the argument, what to do? Bully. The New York Times loftily warned the Supreme 
Court that it would forfeit its legitimacy if it ruled against Obamacare because with the “five 
Republican-appointed justices supporting the challenge led by 26 Republican governors, the 
court will mark itself as driven by politics.” 

Really? The administration’s case for the constitutionality of Obamacare was so thoroughly 
demolished in oral argument that one liberal observer called it “a train wreck.” It is perfectly 
natural, therefore, that a majority of the court should side with the argument that had so clearly 
prevailed on its merits. That’s not partisanship. That’s logic. Partisanship is four Democrat-
appointed justices giving lock-step support to a law passed by a Democratic Congress and a 
Democratic president — after the case for its constitutionality had been reduced to rubble. 

Democrats are reeling. Obama was so taken aback, he hasn’t even drawn up contingency plans 
should his cherished reform be struck down. Liberals still cannot grasp what’s happened — the 
mild revival of constitutionalism in a country they’ve grown so used to ordering about regardless. 



When asked about Obamacare’s constitutionality, Nancy Pelosi famously replied: “Are you 
serious?” She was genuinely puzzled. 

As was Rep. Phil Hare (D-Ill.). As Michael Barone notes, when Hare was similarly challenged at 
a 2010 town hall, he replied: “I don’t worry about the Constitution.” Hare is now retired, having 
been shortly thereafter defeated for reelection by the more constitutionally attuned owner of an 
East Moline pizza shop. 

  
  
NY Post 
Mitt hits bull’s-eye 
by John Podhoretz 

Something changed on Tuesday night with Mitt Romney’s three primary state victories, and it 
wasn’t just the all-but-universal acknowledgment that he’ll be the Republican nominee. 

In his speech in Wisconsin, Romney finally found the right argument to use against Barack 
Obama — indeed, located the very specific dividing line between the president and his 
opposition that Republicans and conservatives have been trying to draw for four years now. 

The president, Romney said, has “spent the last four years laying the foundation for a new 
government-centered society.” 

“Government-centered society” isn’t the most felicitous phrase, nor the most memorable sound-
bite. But that may be for the best. What it lacks in mellifluousness, it makes up for in deadly 
accuracy. 

Every major initiative of the Obama presidency has placed the government at the center of the 
policy the president wishes to effect and the change he wishes to see. Its policies have not 
necessarily put government in charge, or given government total control; but they have made 
government a dominating presence. 

First came the stimulus package in 2009 — a direct $860 billion infusion into the economy. The 
lion’s share of those dollars did not go toward lubricating the machinery of job growth but rather 
directly into the coffers to state and local governments to balance their books. 

The $100 billion bailout of two US auto companies led to the president and his team literally 
choosing which kinds of cars those companies should be making — determining the level of 
union compensation and unilaterally changing the rules of the private contracts into which the 
companies had entered with their debtors. 

And finally and most directly, ObamaCare uses government power to direct every American to 
purchase a health-insurance policy. It creates state-level “exchanges” that will function as 
government-managed insurance companies. And it empowers a cost-savings board of advisers 
who will design centralized rules for the distribution of health-care services. 



Obama hasn’t nationalized the auto industry or the health-care industry, nor did he assume 
control of the economy via the stimulus. What he has sought to do is enmesh government, the 
economy and the citizenry in a new way. 

That is why Romney’s “government-centered society” is a brilliant stroke, why it’s going to stick 
— and why Obama’s partisans and Obama himself aren’t going to be able to shake it off so 
easily. 

It has been difficult for the right to define its ideological discontent with Obama in a way that 
might be convincing to those who don’t think in ideological terms. 

Obama is more than just a standard-issue liberal, but less than a European social democrat. He 
has a centrist’s cool temperament, but a statist’s bald confidence. So what is he? 

In a 2010 Commentary magazine article, Jonah Goldberg playfully dubbed Obama a “neo-
Socialist” — whose relation to socialism mirrored the relationship of the neoconservatives of the 
1970s to old-fashioned conservatism. 

“In much the same way that neoconservatives accepted a realistic and limited role for the 
government, Obama tolerates a limited and realistic role for the market: its wealth is necessary 
for the continuation and expansion of the welfare state and social justice,” Goldberg wrote. 
“While neoconservatism erred on the side of trusting the nongovernmental sphere — mediating 
institutions like markets, civil society, and the family — neosocialism gives the benefit of the 
doubt to government.” 

That is what Romney is trying to say about Obama without deploying the all-too-hot “s” word, 
and in a way that will be meaningful to Americans who might mistake “neosocialist” for the name 
of Keanu Reeves’ character in “The Matrix.” 

The strength of the Romney approach is that it redirects the line of attack from Obama 
personally to his philosophy and his vision for the United States.  

By contrast, Romney says, “I will spend the next four years rebuilding the foundation of an 
opportunity society led by free people and free enterprises.” 

That’s not especially felicitous, either. But it offers voters a clear and unambiguous choice, 
which is Romney’s major challenge. 

And so the argument begins. 

  
  
EuroPacific Capital 
Obama’s Pretzel Logic 
by Peter Schiff 
  
As this fall’s presidential election takes shape as a contest between Barack Obama and Mitt 
Romney, the rhetoric out of both camps is becoming sharper and more ideological. Looking to 
exploit Governor Romney’s increasingly close association with Wisconsin representative Paul 



Ryan (who has been mentioned as a potential vice presidential nominee), the President 
dedicated a lengthy address earlier this week to specifically heap scorn on Ryan’s budget plan 
(Ryan is the chairman of the House Budget Committee). The attack lines used by the President 
not only reveal a preview of the fall campaign but also offer a glimpse of Obama’s skewed views 
of the social and economic history of the United States. 
 
The President laid bare his beliefs that America’s source of economic strength has been her 
historical embrace of collective action, wealth redistribution, and government policies that have 
protected workers from the ravages of the wealthy. To reiterate, he was talking about the United 
States, not Soviet Russia. He asserted that prosperity “grows outward from the middle class” 
and that it “never trickles down from the success of the wealthy.” Accordingly, he concludes that 
our recent struggles stem from the Republican-led abandonment of these successful policies.  

In reaching these conclusions Obama relies on classic “wet sidewalks cause rain” reasoning, 
and assumes that an effect can be the father of the cause. But as we debate how to move the 
American economy out of the rut in which it is trapped, it’s important to know where to put the 
cart and where the horse. 
 
To illustrate his point, Obama singled out auto pioneer Henry Ford, who famously paid among 
the highest wages in the world at that time his company began churning out Model T’s. By 
paying such high wages Obama believes Ford created consumers who could afford to purchase 
his cars, thereby giving business the ability to grow. Based on this understanding, any program 
that puts money into the pockets of the average American consumer will be successful in 
creating growth, especially if those funds can be taxed from the wealthy, who are less likely to 
spend. Obama argues that Republican proposals that reign in government spending, and cut 
benefits to the middle or low incomes, are antithetical to this goal. 
 
While it is true that the American middle class rose in tandem with her economic might, it was 
the success of the country’s industrialists that allowed the middle class to arise. Capitalism 
unleashed the productive capacity of entrepreneurs and workers, which brought down the cost 
of goods to the point that high levels of consumption were possible for a wider cross section of 
individuals. While Henry Ford, as Obama noted,  paid his workers well enough to buy Ford cars, 
those high wages would never have been possible, or his products affordable, if not for the 
personal innovation he, and other American industrialists, brought to the table in the first place. 
 
The economists that Obama follows believe that business will only create jobs once they know 
consumers have the money to buy their products. But just as wet sidewalks don’t cause rain, 
consumption does not lead to production. Rather, production leads to consumption. Something 
must be produced before it can be consumed. 
 
Human demand is endless and does not need to be stimulated into existence. Suppose you 
want a new car, but then you lose your job and you decide to forgo the purchase. Has your 
desire (or demand) for the car lessened as a result of your diminished employment 
circumstances? If you are like most people, you still desire the car just as much, but you may 
decide not to buy it because of your reduced income. It’s not that you no longer want the car (if 
someone offered it to you at 90% below the sticker price, you might still buy it). It’s that you have 
lost the ability to afford it given its price and your income. The best way to transform demand 
into consumption is to lower prices to the point where things become affordable. Efficiently 
operating industries increase supply and bring down prices. This is what Ford did 100 years ago 
and Steve Jobs did much more recently. 



 
But by introducing revolutionary manufacturing processes for the mass production of low-end 
vehicles, Ford was able to drastically lower the price of a product (cars) that were previously 
available only to the wealthy. Ford didn’t create desire to buy cars, that existed independently. 
But he greatly expanded the quantity of inexpensive cars which allowed that demand to be 
fulfilled through consumption. In the process he created wealth for himself and his workers (his 
efficient techniques meant that workers could demand high wages) and higher living standards 
for society as a whole. 
 
Obama believes that prosperity came only in the 20th century after the government began 
redistributing wealth from rich people like Henry Ford to the middle and lower classes. He 
ignores the fact that America’s greatest growth streak occurred in the 19th rather than the 20th 
century, and that America had become by far the world’s richest nation before any serious 
wealth redistribution even began. 
 
The unfortunate part for the President is that wealth must first be produced before it can be 
redistributed. But redistribution always creates disincentives that result in less wealth being 
created. All societies that have attempted to create wealth through redistribution have failed 
miserably. This should be obvious to anyone who spends more than a few minutes studying 
world economic history. But the President is on a mission to get reelected and his ace in the 
hole is to fan the flames of class warfare. It’s a tried and true political strategy, and he looks 
ready to ride that hobby horse until it breaks. 

  
  
Right Turn 
Obama defames his opponents, again 
by Jennifer Rubin 

David Brooks insists President Obama “is an intelligent, judicious man who can see all sides of 
an issue” who acted out of character when he excoriated Rep. Paul Ryan’s budget. (“[H]e 
unleashed every 1980s liberal cliché in the book, calling the Republicans a bunch of trickle-
down, Trojan horse-bearing social Darwinists. Social Darwinism, by the way, was a 19th-century 
philosophy that held, in part, that Aryans and Northern Europeans are racially superior to brown 
and Mediterranean peoples.”) 

Let’s be clear about two things. The supposedly erudite Obama labeled Ryan a race 
supremacist. That’s what his staunchest moderate defender, Brooks, points out. And he’s right. 
Either the president is ignorant of the term he used or he’s getting an early jump on playing the 
race card. In either event, it’s uncalled for and repulsive. The liberal crowd that shrieks when 
some Republicans call Obama a “socialist” should clean up their own house. 

David Boaz of the Cato Institute remarked: 

Is “social Darwinist” within some bound of propriety that “socialist” violates? I don’t think so. 
After all, plenty of people call themselves socialists — not President Obama, to be sure, but 
estimable figures such as Tony Blair and Sen. Bernie Sanders. Members of the British Labour 
Party have been known to sing the socialist anthem “The Red Flag” on the floor of Parliament. 



But no one calls himself a social Darwinist. Not now, not ever. Not Herbert Spencer. The term is 
always used to label one’s opponents. In that sense it’s clearly a more abusive term than 
“socialist,” a term that millions of people have proudly claimed. 

How was the president’s use of the term not a controversy unto itself? Charitably we can say the 
media don’t have a clue what the term implies; more cynically we can say the media are once 
again playing interference for Obama. 

Moreover, Brooks seems to have forgotten the long list of name-calling and decidedly 
unjudicious language that has characterized the president’s tenure. He insults the Supreme 
Court (first to the justices’ faces on the Citizens United case, and again this week). He accuses 
Republicans of wanting us to breath dirty air and drink dirty water. He says Republicans have 
put party above country. He’s vilified the Chamber of Commerce, Fox News, Wall Street and a 
list of other critics. In fact, he vilified Ryan in nearly the same terms last year. 

Where has he demonstrated nuance and judiciousness ( Obama, I mean, not Brooks)? 

This is a fantasy version of Obama — the solemn professor whose real problem is that he’s so 
darn smart we don’t get him. In fact, Obama embodies an academic only in his inhabitance of a 
left-wing cocoon and his certitude in his own virtue. Beyond that he’s simply a Chicago pol, or if 
you prefer, a bully.  

At some point intellectually honest observers need to concede that the self-image of Obama as 
moderate and restrained doesn’t match the reality of his presidency. He jammed through 
Obamacare minus a genuine consensus, bypassed Congress with a slew of czars and adopted 
signing statements (refusing in effect to recognize portions of laws duly passed by Congress). 
His language about opponents has consistently been intemperate. He may have fooled some 
voters once, but no one at this stage in the game should take him as temperamentally or 
politically moderate. 

  
  
  
NY Times 
That Other Obama 
by David Brooks  

President Obama is an intelligent, judicious man who can see all sides of an issue. But every 
once in a while he tries to get politically cute, and he puts on his Keith Olbermann mask.  

I suppose it’s to his credit that he’s most inept when he tries to take the low road. He resorts to 
hoary, brain-dead clichés. He wanders so far from his true nature that he makes Mitt Romney 
look like Mr. Authenticity.  

That’s pretty much what happened this week in Obama’s speech before a group of newspaper 
editors. Obama’s target in this speech was Representative Paul Ryan’s budget.  

It should be said at the outset that the Ryan budget has some disturbing weaknesses, which 
Democrats are right to identify. The Ryan budget would cut too deeply into discretionary 



spending. This could lead to self-destructive cuts in scientific research, health care for poor kids 
and programs that boost social mobility. Moreover, the Ryan tax ideas are too regressive. They 
make tax cuts for the rich explicit while they hide any painful loophole closings that might hurt 
Republican donors.  

But these legitimate criticisms and Obama’s modest but real deficit-reducing accomplishments 
got buried under an avalanche of distortion. The Republicans have been embarrassing 
themselves all primary season. It’s as if Obama wanted to sink to their level in a single hour.  

First, there was his tone. Obama cast himself as the fiscal moderate who embraced the 
bipartisan Simpson-Bowles approach. (Perhaps we were all asleep during the Simpson-Bowles-
Obama consciousness tour.) Then he unleashed every 1980s liberal cliché in the book, calling 
the Republicans a bunch of trickle-down, Trojan horse-bearing social Darwinists.  

Social Darwinism, by the way, was a 19th-century philosophy that held, in part, that Aryans and 
Northern Europeans are racially superior to brown and Mediterranean peoples.  

Then Obama exaggerated the differences between his budget and the Ryan budget.  

There are, indeed, real differences, but in the short term they are not a chasm. In 2013, 
according to Veronique de Rugy of George Mason University, the Ryan budget would be about 
5 percent smaller than the Obama budget, and it would grow a percent or two more slowly each 
year. After 10 years, government would be smaller under Ryan, but, as Daniel Mitchell of the 
Cato Institute complains, it would still take up a larger share of national output than when Bill 
Clinton left office.  

Obama exaggerated these normal-sized differences into a Manichaean chasm. Under Ryan, 
Obama charged, 10 million college students would get their financial aid cut by $1,000, 
Alzheimer’s research would be slashed, 200,000 children would lose their chance to enter Head 
Start.  

Where did Obama get these specifics? He imagined them. He imposed some assumptions that 
are nowhere to be found in the Ryan budget. He compared Ryan’s reduced spending increases 
with proposed growth, not current levels.  

Then the president turned to Ryan’s Medicare proposal. The Ryan plan, he charged, “will 
ultimately end Medicare as we know it.”  

In 2011, when Ryan first proposed a version of this budget, Politifact, the truth-checking outfit, 
honored this claim with its “Lie of the Year” award. Since then, the Ryan Medicare proposal has 
become more moderate and much better. Obama’s charge is even more groundless.  

The Ryan plan would slowly phase in a premium support option, in which the government would 
give people money to buy insurance. This general idea was embraced by Bill Clinton’s 
bipartisan Medicare reform commission. It follows a similar design to the prescription drug 
benefit. Its effectiveness is unproved, but it’s a time-tested and respectable proposal, with expert 
support.  



Obama treated it as some sort of alien monster from the lunatic fringe. He made a series of 
specific accusations that have been easily swatted away by the Ryan defenders: That the Ryan 
plan would allow the insurance companies to cherry-pick the healthiest seniors (in fact, there are 
specific passages in the plan forbidding that); the Ryan plan would mean lower benefits for 
seniors (in fact, the plan would guarantee seniors the equivalent of current benefits while giving 
them other options).  

As I say, I have my own problems with Ryan’s plan, which Obama identified. But Ryan has at 
least taken a big step toward an eventual fiscal solution. He’s proposed necessary structural 
entitlement reforms, which the Democrats are unwilling to do. He’s proposed real tax reform, 
which the Democrats are also unwilling to do.  

The first truth is that we will have to do these big things to avoid a fiscal calamity. The second 
truth is there is no one party solution; there has to be a merger of respectable ideas. The third 
truth is that gimmicky speeches obscure the president’s best character and make it seem as if 
he doesn’t understand the scope of the calamity looming in front of us.  

Obama shouldn’t be sniping at Ryan. He should be topping him with something bigger and 
better.  

  

 
  



 

 
  



 
  
 


