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Charles Krauthammer says Obama has become the "divider in chief."  
Poor Solicitor General Donald Verrilli.Once again he’s been pilloried for fumbling a historic 
Supreme Court case. First shredded for his “train wreck” defense of Obamacare’s individual 
mandate, he is now blamed for the defenestration in oral argument of Obama’s challenge to the 
Arizona immigration law. 

The law allows police to check the immigration status of someone stopped for other reasons. 
Verrilli claimed that constitutes an intrusion on the federal monopoly on immigration 
enforcement. He was pummeled. Why shouldn’t a state help the federal government enforce the 
law? “You can see it’s not selling very well,” said Justice Sonia Sotomayor. 

But Verrilli never had a chance. This was never a serious legal challenge in the first place. It 
was confected (and timed) purely for political effect, to highlight immigration as a campaign 
issue with which to portray Republicans as anti-Hispanic. 

Hispanics, however, are just the beginning. The entire Obama campaign is a slice-and-dice 
operation, pandering to one group after another, particularly those that elected Obama in 2008 
— blacks, Hispanics, women, young people — and for whom the thrill is now gone. 

What to do? Try fear. Create division, stir resentment, by whatever means necessary — bogus 
court challenges, dead-end Senate bills and a forest of straw men.  

Why else would the Justice Department challenge the photo ID law in Texas? To charge 
Republicans with seeking to disenfranchise Hispanics and blacks, of course. But in 2008 the 
Supreme Court upheld a similar law from Indiana. And it wasn’t close: 6 to 3, the majority 
including the venerated liberal John Paul Stevens. 

Moreover, photo IDs were recommended by the 2005 Commission on Federal Election Reform, 
co-chaired by Jimmy Carter. And you surely can’t get into the attorney general’s building without 
one. Are Stevens, Carter and Eric Holder anti-Hispanic and anti-black? ... 

  
  
  
Jennifer Rubin lists the president's five favorite canards.  
President Obama would like to talk about anything — Osama bin Laden, women, George Bush, 
“Forward” — rather than the economy. And when he does, his major themes are built on shaky 
facts or out-and-out untruths. Let’s look at five of them. 

1. Income inequality worsened, leading to a credit boom and bust and now is slowing our 
recovery. Jim Pethokoukis quotes from the second study in recent months to debunk this: 

"Using data from a panel of 14 countries for over 120 years, we find strong evidence linking 
credit booms to banking crises, but no evidence that rising income concentration was a 
significant determinant of credit booms. 



Narrative evidence on the US experience in the 1920s, and that of other countries in more 
recent decades, casts further doubt on the role of rising inequality." 

Pethokoukis observes: “A long period of economic moderation made people both richer and 
overconfident about the economy’s stability in the future. So they took too many risks. Oh, and 
the Fed may have left interest rates too low for too long. So now we have this study. And we 
have an earlier blockbuster study from researchers at Cornell University that found median 
household income — properly measured — rose 36.7% from 1979-2007, not 3.2% like 
inequality alarmists (and White House faves) Thomas Piketty and Emmanuel Saez argue.” 

Obama seeks “fairness” and soaking the rich for ideological reasons. It is not a plan for 
increasing economic growth. ... 

  
Alana Goodman says the White House's bin Laden bragging has brought out a 
"swift boat" contingent.   
The group is called Veterans for a Strong America, and they’ve already released one ad blasting 
President Obama’s handling of the bin Laden death anniversary. BuzzFeed reports there’s more 
on the way: 

'In the wake of a warm conservative reception for a web video trashing the president for “spiking 
the football” on the anniversary of Osama bin Laden’s death, the conservative group Veterans 
for a Strong America plans to gather Navy SEALs and Special Forces operators to criticize the 
White House during the 2012 campaign. 

“We’re looking to [put together] a coalition, to field SEALs and operators that want to come out 
publicly,” executive director of Veterans for a Strong America, Joel Arends, tells BuzzFeed. “I’ve 
had a lot of discussions with former SEALs and current SEALs. I’ve been talking to operators in 
the community. There is palatable discontent.” ' ... 

Here's the video produced by the Veterans for a Strong America.  
  
  
Kimberley Strassel on the modern day "enemies list."   
Try this thought experiment: You decide to donate money to Mitt Romney. You want change in 
the Oval Office, so you engage in your democratic right to send a check.  

Several days later, President Barack Obama, the most powerful man on the planet, singles you 
out by name. His campaign brands you a Romney donor, shames you for "betting against 
America," and accuses you of having a "less-than-reputable" record. The message from the 
man who controls the Justice Department (which can indict you), the SEC (which can fine you), 
and the IRS (which can audit you), is clear: You made a mistake donating that money.  

Are you worried?  

Richard Nixon's "enemies list" appalled the country for the simple reason that presidents hold a 
unique trust. Unlike senators or congressmen, presidents alone represent all Americans. Their 
powers—to jail, to fine, to bankrupt—are also so vast as to require restraint. Any president who 



targets a private citizen for his politics is de facto engaged in government intimidation and 
threats. This is why presidents since Nixon have carefully avoided the practice.  

Save Mr. Obama, who acknowledges no rules. This past week, one of his campaign websites 
posted an item entitled "Behind the curtain: A brief history of Romney's donors." In the post, the 
Obama campaign named and shamed eight private citizens who had donated to his opponent. 
Describing the givers as all having "less-than-reputable records," the post went on to make the 
extraordinary accusations that "quite a few" have also been "on the wrong side of the law" and 
profiting at "the expense of so many Americans."  

These are people like Paul Schorr and Sam and Jeffrey Fox, investors who the site outed for the 
crime of having "outsourced" jobs. T. Martin Fiorentino is scored for his work for a firm that 
forecloses on homes. Louis Bacon (a hedge-fund manager), Kent Burton (a "lobbyist") and 
Thomas O'Malley (an energy CEO) stand accused of profiting from oil. Frank VanderSloot, the 
CEO of a home-products firm, is slimed as a "bitter foe of the gay rights movement." 

These are wealthy individuals, to be sure, but private citizens nonetheless. Not one holds 
elected office. Not one is a criminal. Not one has the barest fraction of the position or the power 
of the U.S. leader who is publicly assaulting them. ... 

  
  
OK back to Elizabeth Warren a story we cannot leave alone. John Fund says she 
was just looking for a play date.  
Elizabeth Warren, the Democratic candidate running against Massachusetts senator Scott 
Brown, claimed for a decade in law-school directories that she was Native American even 
though her only evidence for her status was family “lore.”  

After days of stonewalling, she now says she claimed minority status only in order to find others 
with tribal roots. “I listed myself in the directory in the hopes that it might mean that I would be 
invited to a luncheon, a group something that might happen with people who are like I am. 
Nothing like that ever happened, that was clearly not the use for it, and so I stopped checking it 
off,” she told reporters this week. ... 

  
  
Chris Cillizza says she won WWW - Worst Week in Washington.  
... Warren’s campaign, sensing crisis, sought to stamp out the controversy by noting that she is 
proud of her heritage and that identifying as a Native American had nothing to do with her hiring 
at any job. 

And yet, there was Warren on Wednesday offering an extended — and personal — riff on the 
role that her Native American ancestry had played in her life. The story involved a picture on her 
mantel of her grandfather and his “high cheekbones” (really!). 

Elizabeth Warren, for turning a small hole into a yawning political ditch, you had the worst week 
in Washington. Congrats, or something. 

  



Jim Geraghty says Harvard tried to help. They should have stayed quiet.  
Harvard University tries to help Elizabeth Warren, and only hurts themselves in the process: 

Harvard Law School lists one lone Native American faculty member on its latest diversity census 
report — but school officials and campaign aides for Elizabeth Warren refused to say yesterday 
whether it refers to the Democratic Senate candidate. 

Warren — who has been dogged by questions about whether she used her claims of Cherokee 
lineage to further her career — has insisted she never authorized Harvard Law to count her as a 
Native American in the mid-1990s, when the school was under fire for not having enough 
minority professors. 

Here’s the current faculty directory. Anyone else stand out as a potential Native American? 
(Although I suppose that the example of Warren demonstrates that someone who does not look 
like a Native American, have a Native American name, or have any known work on Native 
American issues could still be considered a Native American under university criteria.) ... 

  
Howie Carr weighs in.  
... Who can forget Elizabeth Warren’s “rise from poverty.” That hasn’t been mentioned much 
since we found out that by 1965, her family had three cars, one of which was Granny’s white 
MG, a car that was, the Globe sadly informed us, “beat up.” 

And you say Pocahontas Warren hasn’t got a right to sing the blues? 

Then there was Granny’s $168,000 gig working for Travelers Insurance when they were trying 
to fend off lawsuits from victims of asbestos poisoning. Kind of like Deval Patrick being on the 
board of subprime monster Ameriquest, or Barack’s dealings with convicted racketeer Tony 
Rezko. 

All of them, they’re better than you, because you’re an oppressor. They’re the oppressed — 
they went to Harvard Law 

 
 
 

Washington Post 
Divider in chief 
by Charles Krauthammer 

“The pundits like to slice and dice our country into red states and blue states.” 

— Barack Obama, rising star, 2004 Democratic convention  

Poor Solicitor General Donald Verrilli.Once again he’s been pilloried for fumbling a historic 
Supreme Court case. First shredded for his “train wreck” defense of Obamacare’s individual 
mandate, he is now blamed for the defenestration in oral argument of Obama’s challenge to the 
Arizona immigration law. 



The law allows police to check the immigration status of someone stopped for other reasons. 
Verrilli claimed that constitutes an intrusion on the federal monopoly on immigration 
enforcement. He was pummeled. Why shouldn’t a state help the federal government enforce the 
law? “You can see it’s not selling very well,” said Justice Sonia Sotomayor. 

But Verrilli never had a chance. This was never a serious legal challenge in the first place. It 
was confected (and timed) purely for political effect, to highlight immigration as a campaign 
issue with which to portray Republicans as anti-Hispanic. 

Hispanics, however, are just the beginning. The entire Obama campaign is a slice-and-dice 
operation, pandering to one group after another, particularly those that elected Obama in 2008 
— blacks, Hispanics, women, young people — and for whom the thrill is now gone. 

What to do? Try fear. Create division, stir resentment, by whatever means necessary — bogus 
court challenges, dead-end Senate bills and a forest of straw men.  

Why else would the Justice Department challenge the photo ID law in Texas? To charge 
Republicans with seeking to disenfranchise Hispanics and blacks, of course. But in 2008 the 
Supreme Court upheld a similar law from Indiana. And it wasn’t close: 6 to 3, the majority 
including the venerated liberal John Paul Stevens. 

Moreover, photo IDs were recommended by the 2005 Commission on Federal Election Reform, 
co-chaired by Jimmy Carter. And you surely can’t get into the attorney general’s building without 
one. Are Stevens, Carter and Eric Holder anti-Hispanic and anti-black?  

The ethnic bases covered, we proceed to the “war on women.” It sprang to public notice when a 
30-year-old student at an elite law school (starting private-sector salary upon graduation: 
$160,000) was denied the inalienable right to have the rest of the citizenry (as co-insured and/or 
taxpayers — median household income: $52,000) pay for her contraception. 

Despite a temporary setback — Hilary Rosen’s hastily surrendered war on moms — Senate 
Majority Leader Harry Reid will resume the battle with a Paycheck Fairness Act that practically 
encourages frivolous lawsuits and has zero chance of passage.  

No matter. Its sole purpose is to keep the war-on-women theme going, while the equally just-for-
show “Buffett rule,” nicely pitting the 99 percent vs. the 1 percent, is a clever bit of class warfare 
designed to let Democrats play tribune of the middle class. 

Ethnicity, race, gender, class. One more box to check: the young. Just four years ago, they 
swooned in the aisles for Obama. No longer. Not when 54 percent of college graduates under 
25 are unemployed or underemployed.  

How to shake them from their lethargy? Fear again. Tell them, as Obama repeatedly does, that 
Paul Ryan’s budget would cut Pell Grants by $1,000 each, if his domestic cuts were evenly 
distributed. (They are not evenly distributed, making the charge a fabrication. But a great 
applause line.) 

Then warn that Republicans would double the interest rate on student loans. Well, first, Mitt 
Romney has said he would keep them right where they are. Second, as The Post points out, 



this is nothing but a recycled campaign gimmick from 2006, when Democrats advocated (and 
later passed) a 50 percent rate cut that gratuitously squanders student aid by subsidizing the 
wealthy as well as the needy.  

For Obama, what’s not to like? More beneficiaries, more votes.  

What else to run on with 1.7 percent GDP growth (2011), record long-term joblessness and 
record 8 percent-plus unemployment (38 consecutive months, as of this writing). Slice and dice, 
group against group.  

There is a problem, however. It makes a mockery of Obama’s pose as the great transcender, 
uniter, healer of divisions. This is the man who sprang from nowhere with that thrilling 2004 
convention speech declaring that there is “not a black America and white America and Latino 
America and Asian America; there’s the United States of America.” 

That was then. Today, we are just sects with quarrels — to be exploited for political advantage. 
And Obama is just the man to fulfill Al Gore’s famous mistranslation of our national motto: Out of 
one, many. 

  
  
Right Turn 
Obama’s five false arguments 
by Jennifer Rubin 

President Obama would like to talk about anything — Osama bin Laden, women, George Bush, 
“Forward” — rather than the economy. And when he does, his major themes are built on shaky 
facts or out-and-out untruths. Let’s look at five of them. 

1. Income inequality worsened, leading to a credit boom and bust and now is slowing our 
recovery. Jim Pethokoukis quotes from the second study in recent months to debunk this: 

Using data from a panel of 14 countries for over 120 years, we find strong evidence linking 
credit booms to banking crises, but no evidence that rising income concentration was a 
significant determinant of credit booms. 
Narrative evidence on the US experience in the 1920s, and that of other countries in more 
recent decades, casts further doubt on the role of rising inequality. 

Pethokoukis observes: “A long period of economic moderation made people both richer and 
overconfident about the economy’s stability in the future. So they took too many risks. Oh, and 
the Fed may have left interest rates too low for too long. So now we have this study. And we 
have an earlier blockbuster study from researchers at Cornell University that found median 
household income — properly measured — rose 36.7% from 1979-2007, not 3.2% like 
inequality alarmists (and White House faves) Thomas Piketty and Emmanuel Saez argue.” 

Obama seeks “fairness” and soaking the rich for ideological reasons. It is not a plan for 
increasing econonic growth. 



2. Obama has us on track for economic recovery. The vast majority of Americans believe we 
are either in a recession or an anemic recovery. They are correct about the latter. This is the 
slowest and most feeble economic rebound in modern times. 

3. Obama has tried to address our looming debt crisis, but Republicans wouldn’t let him. 
To begin with, he had two years with Democratic House and Senate majorities (with budget 
matters, you don’t even need 60 votes). He used every bit of political capital to ram through 
Obamacare (now hugely unpopular and maybe unconstitutional) instead of entitlement or tax 
reform. He discarded the Simpson-Bowles report. He backed out of the grand bargain 
negotiations with House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio). He demagogued Republicans’s 
Medicare reform plans and has yet to put in a budget or other public document his ideas for 
Social Security and Medicare reform. 

4. Republicans just want to give tax breaks to th rich. This is flat-out wrong. Both Rep. Paul 
Ryan (R-Wis.) and Mitt Romney propose cutting rates across-the-board and phasing out 
deductions for top income earners (“broadening the base”). Both have pledged to achieve 
revenue neutrality; Romney’s campaign has specifically pledged to keep the tax code’s 
progressivity  

5. Romney would go back to George W. Bush’s policies. Romney is proposing reductions in 
discretionary spending, a premium-support Medicare plan, a new corporate and individual tax 
code, and a get-tough policy with China on currency manipulation and intellectual-property theft. 
He is proposing Social Security reform that does not include individual accounts. He is 
promising to get tough with Russia and has criticized engagement with North Korea and Iran (all 
contrary to Bush policies). Whatever you like or don’t like about it, Romney’s agenda is quite 
different, appropriately so in different times, from Bush’s agenda. Throwing around “Bush” 
whenever the race gets tough for him is another example of Obama’s fondness for strawmen. It 
is both intellectually lazy and dishonest. 

  
  
Contentions  
SEALs to Attack Obama’s Football Spiking? 
by Alana Goodman 

The group is called Veterans for a Strong America, and they’ve already released one ad blasting 
President Obama’s handling of the bin Laden death anniversary. BuzzFeed reports there’s more 
on the way: 

In the wake of a warm conservative reception for a web video trashing the president for “spiking 
the football” on the anniversary of Osama bin Laden’s death, the conservative group Veterans 
for a Strong America plans to gather Navy SEALs and Special Forces operators to criticize the 
White House during the 2012 campaign. 

“We’re looking to [put together] a coalition, to field SEALs and operators that want to come out 
publicly,” executive director of Veterans for a Strong America, Joel Arends, tells BuzzFeed. “I’ve 
had a lot of discussions with former SEALs and current SEALs. I’ve been talking to operators in 
the community. There is palatable discontent.” 



Arends, a 35-year old Iraq war veteran who has spent the last six years in conservative activist 
circles, started the group last fall during the Republican primaries. 

The campaign is already being compared to the ‘04 Swift Boat Veterans. And while this is 
probably the most effective tactic to take against the White House on the bin Laden issue, 
Allahpundit raises some concerns: 

Turning the bin Laden raid into a story about Obama’s ego would break one of the biggest 
arrows in his electoral quiver. And needless to say, the optics of SEALs criticizing O for making 
the OBL raid all about him are … not so good for the White House. Are they worse, though, than 
Obama having to defend eight-plus percent unemployment? He’d much rather have an 
argument with conservatives over the OBL raid than the economy since every minute spent 
talking about Bin Laden is (a) a reminder that O did in fact give the order to liquidate the 
bastard, however shoddy his behavior might have been afterward, and (b) a minute not spent 
talking about the thoroughgoing crappiness of, oh, pretty much every other part of his record. 

And that’s if the Veterans for a Strong America campaign is actually successful at turning the 
story into one about Obama’s ego. There’s also a chance it could backfire. Yes, Obama is 
politicizing the bin Laden raid to death (which is the crux of the VSA criticism), but what will 
SEALs think of a campaign bashing Obama for this on their behalf? If many of them found 
Obama’s football-spiking tasteless, quite a few would probably object to a campaign like this as 
well. 

And the Obama campaign will not be blindsided by this line of attack, nor will they go down 
without a fight. They’re not about to relive the perceived failures of the 2004 campaign. 

  
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JsrSAqRrCc0 
  
  
  
  
WSJ 
The President Has a List  
Barack Obama attempts to intimidate contributors to Mitt Romney's campaign. 
by Kimberley Strassel  

Try this thought experiment: You decide to donate money to Mitt Romney. You want change in 
the Oval Office, so you engage in your democratic right to send a check.  

Several days later, President Barack Obama, the most powerful man on the planet, singles you 
out by name. His campaign brands you a Romney donor, shames you for "betting against 
America," and accuses you of having a "less-than-reputable" record. The message from the 
man who controls the Justice Department (which can indict you), the SEC (which can fine you), 
and the IRS (which can audit you), is clear: You made a mistake donating that money.  

Are you worried?  



Richard Nixon's "enemies list" appalled the country for the simple reason that presidents hold a 
unique trust. Unlike senators or congressmen, presidents alone represent all Americans. Their 
powers—to jail, to fine, to bankrupt—are also so vast as to require restraint. Any president who 
targets a private citizen for his politics is de facto engaged in government intimidation and 
threats. This is why presidents since Nixon have carefully avoided the practice.  

Save Mr. Obama, who acknowledges no rules. This past week, one of his campaign websites 
posted an item entitled "Behind the curtain: A brief history of Romney's donors." In the post, the 
Obama campaign named and shamed eight private citizens who had donated to his opponent. 
Describing the givers as all having "less-than-reputable records," the post went on to make the 
extraordinary accusations that "quite a few" have also been "on the wrong side of the law" and 
profiting at "the expense of so many Americans."  

These are people like Paul Schorr and Sam and Jeffrey Fox, investors who the site outed for the 
crime of having "outsourced" jobs. T. Martin Fiorentino is scored for his work for a firm that 
forecloses on homes. Louis Bacon (a hedge-fund manager), Kent Burton (a "lobbyist") and 
Thomas O'Malley (an energy CEO) stand accused of profiting from oil. Frank VanderSloot, the 
CEO of a home-products firm, is slimed as a "bitter foe of the gay rights movement." 

These are wealthy individuals, to be sure, but private citizens nonetheless. Not one holds 
elected office. Not one is a criminal. Not one has the barest fraction of the position or the power 
of the U.S. leader who is publicly assaulting them.  

"We don't tolerate presidents or people of high power to do these things," says Theodore Olson, 
the former U.S. solicitor general. "When you have the power of the presidency—the power of 
the IRS, the INS, the Justice Department, the DEA, the SEC—what you have effectively done is 
put these guys' names up on 'Wanted' posters in government offices." Mr. Olson knows these 
tactics, having demanded that the 44th president cease publicly targeting Charles and David 
Koch of Koch Industries, which he represents. He's been ignored.  

The real crime of the men, as the website tacitly acknowledges, is that they have given money 
to Mr. Romney. This fundraiser of a president has shown an acute appreciation for the power of 
money to win elections, and a cutthroat approach to intimidating those who might give to his 
opponents.  

He's targeted insurers, oil firms and Wall Street—letting it be known that those who oppose his 
policies might face political or legislative retribution. He lectured the Supreme Court for giving 
companies more free speech and (falsely) accused the Chamber of Commerce of using foreign 
money to bankroll U.S. elections. The White House even ginned up an executive order (yet to 
be released) to require companies to list political donations as a condition of bidding for 
government contracts. Companies could bid but lose out for donating to Republicans. Or they 
could quit donating to the GOP—Mr. Obama's real aim. 

The White House has couched its attacks in the language of "disclosure" and the argument that 
corporations should not have the same speech rights as individuals. But now, says Rory Cooper 
of the Heritage Foundation, "he's doing the same at the individual level, for anyone who 
opposes his policies." Any giver, at any level, risks reprisal from the president of the United 
States. 



It's getting worse because the money game is not going as Team Obama wants. Super PACs 
are helping the GOP to level the playing field against Democratic super-spenders. Prominent 
financial players are backing Mr. Romney. The White House's new strategy is thus to 
delegitimize Mr. Romney (by attacking his donors) as it seeks to frighten others out of giving. 

The Obama campaign has justified any action on the grounds that it has a right to "hold the 
eventual Republican nominee accountable," but this is a dodge. Politics is rough, but a 
president has obligations that transcend those of a candidate. He swore an oath to protect and 
defend a Constitution that gives every American the right to partake in democracy, free of fear of 
government intimidation or disfavored treatment. If Mr. Obama isn't going to act like a president, 
he bolsters the argument that he doesn't deserve to be one.  

  
  
National Review 
Elizabeth Warren, Box Lady  
How her checking or not checking boxes reveals her hypocrisy  
by John Fund 
  
Elizabeth Warren, the Democratic candidate running against Massachusetts senator Scott 
Brown, claimed for a decade in law-school directories that she was Native American even 
though her only evidence for her status was family “lore.”  

After days of stonewalling, she now says she claimed minority status only in order to find others 
with tribal roots. “I listed myself in the directory in the hopes that it might mean that I would be 
invited to a luncheon, a group something that might happen with people who are like I am. 
Nothing like that ever happened, that was clearly not the use for it, and so I stopped checking it 
off,” she told reporters this week. 

“Being Native American has been part of my story I guess since the day I was born,” Warren 
said, who has never mentioned her Native American heritage while she has been a Senate 
candidate. Yesterday, however, the candidate informed a Boston news station that her “high 
cheekbones” were testimony to her Native American background.  

After a week of digging, helpful scholars at the New England Historic Genealogical Society say 
they have a hint that Warren’s great-great-great-grandmother may have been Cherokee. An 
electronic transcript of an 1894 marriage application back in Warren’s Oklahoma lists her 
ancestor as Cherokee. That would make Warren 1/32nd Native American. But the genealogists 
say the actual marriage certificate doesn’t list any Cherokee ancestry. 

Noting that Warren suddenly dropped any claim to Native American ancestry as soon as she 
was hired at Harvard, Howie Carr of the Boston Herald concludes: “Once she’d reached the 
pinnacle of her trade, she ditched the fake-Indian routine. Maybe White Eyes Warren saw the 
smoke signals and figured out that someone was going to call her out on her ancestry. She was 
right.” 

Warren’s supporters are urging everyone to “move along” and forget the issue, with the Boston 
Globe helpfully editorializing that “unless evidence emerges to suggest otherwise, Warren 
doesn’t need to explain herself any further.” Mindy Myers, Warren’s campaign manager, tried to 



turn the incident into a chance to attack Senator Brown: “Once again, the qualifications and 
ability of a woman are being called into question by Scott Brown, who did the same thing with 
the Supreme Court nomination of Elena Kagan. It’s outrageous.” 

I’m sure the issue of just how much Warren is entitled to tribal nostalgia will pass. But it provides 
a chance for us to reflect on how deeply corrupt the “diversity sham” in America’s elite 
institutions has become. From Ward Churchill, the loathsome Colorado ethnic-studies professor 
who fraudulently claimed Native American status while smearing 9/11 victims as “little 
Eichmanns,” to graduate students who are admitted to some programs through dubious ethnic 
claims, much of academia has been devalued by diversity posturing. 

Last year, the Coalition of Bar Associations of Color realized too many people were horning in 
on the ethnic gravy train through rampant “box checking.” It passed a resolution calling on law 
schools to accept the Native American description only from enrolled members of a tribe. Tribal 
decisions on who is a legitimate member are themselves often highly politicized and 
controversial, but at least such a requirement might deter some from making the most 
outrageous claims. 

Of course, some reporters who have moved on from Warren’s “Indiangate” now have a new 
example of her hypocrisy to confront. Warren has become famous as the scourge of Wall Street 
and a class warrior in good standing. She has railed against giving “more tax subsidies to those 
who have already made it big” and attacked Senator Brown for opposing a millionaire’s tax. 

But last week it came out that in 2009, the Warren household had an income of $980,000 and 
indeed in recent years has always been part of the top “1 percent” of income earners. But 
Massachusetts has long offered tax filers a choice between paying the standard 5.3 percent flat 
income-tax rate or a higher 5.85 percent rate. All they have to do is check a box. Despite her 
belief that the rich should pay more, Warren has never paid the higher rate. “I did not make a 
charitable contribution to the state,” she explained to reporters. Nor did she volunteer to donate 
much to charity. 

Warren is free to believe that she has Native American ancestry, just as she is free to keep as 
much of her money as she is legally entitled to. But her choices in filling out forms are 
instructive. In checking the boxes claiming Native American status for so many years and in not 
checking the box to pay a higher state income-tax rate, she has revealed more than we need to 
know to brand her as yet another sanctimonious liberal who wants to have it all ways. 

  
Washington Post 
Who had the worst week in Washington? Elizabeth Warren 
by Chris Cillizza 

When you’re in a hole, stop digging. 

That lesson is taught on the first day of candidate school. Elizabeth Warren must have skipped 
class that day. 



The Senate candidate from Massachusetts, who until recently had shown all the poise and skill 
of a political veteran despite this being her first race for office, stumbled badly this past week 
over questions about her Native American heritage. 

Late last month, a report in the Boston Herald suggested that Harvard Law School had touted 
Warren as a Native American member of the faculty in the 1990s,when the school was criticized 
as lacking diversity. (She is reportedly one-32nd Cherokee and also has Delaware tribal roots.) 
Warren said she was not aware that Harvard had described her that way until she read the 
Herald story. But a subsequent report in the Boston Globe noted that Warren had listed herself 
as Native American in legal directories beginning in 1986 and running through 1995. 

Ruh roh. 

Warren’s campaign, sensing crisis, sought to stamp out the controversy by noting that she is 
proud of her heritage and that identifying as a Native American had nothing to do with her hiring 
at any job. 

And yet, there was Warren on Wednesday offering an extended — and personal — riff on the 
role that her Native American ancestry had played in her life. The story involved a picture on her 
mantel of her grandfather and his “high cheekbones” (really!). 

Elizabeth Warren, for turning a small hole into a yawning political ditch, you had the worst week 
in Washington. Congrats, or something. 

  
  
Campaign Spot @ NRO 
Harvard: We're Not Saying Who Our Native American Professor Is 
by Jim Geraghty 
  
Harvard University tries to help Elizabeth Warren, and only hurts themselves in the process: 

Harvard Law School lists one lone Native American faculty member on its latest diversity census 
report — but school officials and campaign aides for Elizabeth Warren refused to say yesterday 
whether it refers to the Democratic Senate candidate. 

Warren — who has been dogged by questions about whether she used her claims of Cherokee 
lineage to further her career — has insisted she never authorized Harvard Law to count her as a 
Native American in the mid-1990s, when the school was under fire for not having enough 
minority professors. 

Here’s the current faculty directory. Anyone else stand out as a potential Native American? 
(Although I suppose that the example of Warren demonstrates that someone who does not look 
like a Native American, have a Native American name, or have any known work on Native 
American issues could still be considered a Native American under university criteria.) 

(Note that Harvard University has a Native American Program but faculty of this program are 
separate from the law school.) 



  
Boston Herald 
White and wrong: On the reservation with Elizabeth Warren 
 
by Howie Carr 
  

      

We all know about “undocumented workers.” Now we have Elizabeth Warren, the 
undocumented Indian. 

Funny thing, I think Ted Williams was one-fourth Mexican. He was white. Johnny Bench is one-
eighth Indian. I always think of him as white. And then there’s Pochantas Warren, the blue-eyed, 
one-32nd Cherokee (or so we’re told) who went from the Southwest Conference to the Ivy 
League over the course of a decade in which she was claiming to be a “minority professor.” 

But once she’d parlayed the racial-spoils racket all the way to a tenured position at Harvard 
Law, she decided to ... pass, as they used to say in the old South. Once she’d reached the 
pinnacle of her trade, she ditched the fake-Indian routine. Maybe White Eyes Warren saw the 
smoke signals and figured out that someone was going to call her out on her ancestry. She was 
right. 

Still, all’s well that ends well. She has her $1.7 million wigwam in Cambridge. Greedy Wall 
Street lawyers slurp top-shelf firewater at her $1,000-a-head Manhattan fundraisers. Maybe 
someday she’ll even smokum peace pipe with Tim Geithner. 

But the greatest thing about this latest outbreak of Politically Correct hypocrisy is it shows just 
how morally and intellectually bankrupt “affirmative action” is. 

The race card — like so many others, Barack Obama never leaves home without it. And a 
couple of weeks ago, he was reading off the Teleprompter that he (unlike, presumably, Mitt 
Romney) wasn’t “born with a silver spoon in his mouth.” 

Excuse me? What would you call a free pass to Columbia and then Harvard Law? For a guy 
who thinks there are 57 states and that they speak “Austrian” in Austria? Who pronounces 



corpsman “corpseman”? Who became editor of the Harvard Law Review without ever having 
written a single article for the publication? 

Who can forget Elizabeth Warren’s “rise from poverty.” That hasn’t been mentioned much since 
we found out that by 1965, her family had three cars, one of which was Granny’s white MG, a 
car that was, the Globe sadly informed us, “beat up.” 

And you say Pocahontas Warren hasn’t got a right to sing the blues? 

Then there was Granny’s $168,000 gig working for Travelers Insurance when they were trying 
to fend off lawsuits from victims of asbestos poisoning. Kind of like Deval Patrick being on the 
board of subprime monster Ameriquest, or Barack’s dealings with convicted racketeer Tony 
Rezko. 

All of them, they’re better than you, because you’re an oppressor. They’re the oppressed — 
they went to Harvard Law. 

  
  

      
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
  

 
 


