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WSJ Editors note the passing of Anna Schwartz.   
Let it be said that Anna Schwartz led a model professional life. In our mercurial times, that is no 
small thing.  

Most often, Anna Schwartz, who died Thursday at age 96, was included in sentences as co-
author with Milton Friedman of the magisterial economic study "A Monetary History of the United 
States, 1867-1960." That would suffice for the epitaph of nearly any economist. It does not for 
Anna Schwartz. ... 

  
  
As regards Obama's new immigration policy, Charles Krauthammer has thoughts.  
... Obama had tried to change the law. In late 2010, he asked Congress to pass the Dream Act, 
which offered a path to citizenship for hundreds of thousands of young illegal immigrants. 
Congress refused. 

When subsequently pressed by Hispanic groups to simply implement the law by executive 
action, Obama explained that it would be illegal. “Now, I know some people want me to bypass 
Congress and change the laws on my own. .�.�. But that’s not how our system works. That’s 
not how our democracy functions. That’s not how our Constitution is written.” 

That was then. Now he’s gone and done it anyway. It’s obvious why. The election approaches 
and his margin is slipping. He needs a big Hispanic vote and this is the perfect pander. After all, 
who will call him on it? A supine press? Congressional Democrats? ... 

  
  
Jennifer Rubin has some questions.  
There is a surplus of news every day — more than one can read or write about. I’m left with 
many questions at the end of a busy news week. 

Here are some: 

1.Why is Andrea Mitchell still covering the 2012 race? My colleague Erik Wemple aptly 
documented her use of a misleading video and her blatantly unfair introduction to a piece on Mitt 
Romney's comments about Wawa’s technology. She hasn’t explained what she did, let alone 
apologized. It is mystifying how her employer could regard her as an unbiased reporter at this 
point. 

2.Why has the Obama campaign taken Vice President Joe Biden to an undisclosed location? By 
muzzling him, it’s taken away the most likable member of the administration. (Damning with faint 
praise, I know.) ... 

  
  



WaPo Editors think Congress has a right to investigate "fast and furious."  
... The administration is on relatively firm ground in refusing to release wiretap records or 
prosecutorial memoranda that might affect ongoing criminal investigations. We’re less 
impressed by its claim that the subpoena improperly demands internal records relating to the 
Justice Department’s response to Mr. Issa’s investigation — as opposed to Fast and Furious 
itself.  

Perhaps it’s true, as the White House has argued, that Mr. Issa’s investigation has degenerated 
into a partisan fishing expedition. And perhaps yielding to that would discourage candor in the 
councils of this and future administrations, as the Obama administration, echoing a standard 
plea of its predecessors, asserts. 

But Congress’s authority to gather information is broad — as broad as its sweeping powers to 
legislate, spend public money and hold executive officials accountable through impeachment. 
No doubt a lot of congressional investigations are partisan fishing expeditions. For better or 
worse, that comes with the democratic territory. Absent very strong countervailing 
considerations — stronger than some of those the administration has asserted in this case — 
Congress is generally entitled to disclosure. 

  
Ed Morrissey links to Jon Stewart of the Daily Show having fun with spurious 
executive privilege claims.  
Via Katie Pavlich, that’s not the only bad news here for Eric Holder and Barack Obama. Not only 
does Jon Stewart tell an audience inclined towards supporting Obama in November exactly why 
Operation Fast and Furious was so important to investigate, he also explains that the Obama 
administration has been refusing to cooperate with subpoenas, giving false information to 
Congress, and generally stalling for the last several months. On top of that, Stewart then 
skewers the same Democrats who blasted George Bush in 2007 for hypocrisy in defending 
Obama’s executive privilege claim in 2012. That’s a hell of a lot more information than NBC 
provided its viewers this week, that’s for sure. ... 
  
  
Morrissey spots another Obama supporter who thinks the assertion of executive 
privilege was a mistake. This time it is David Brooks.  
Forget the legalities of executive privilege and the partisan nature of the fight over the contempt 
charge, David Brooks told PBS on Friday night.  Even if the assertion of the privilege is legal, 
which almost everyone agrees it isn’t, it’s still a dumb response to a dumb program — and it’s 
only going to benefit the Republicans: 

“I’m in general a defender of executive privilege,” Brooks said. “I think it’s important for an 
administration to be able to have conversations about policy that will be private, so they can 
have a normal deliberative process. In this case — whether legally the administration is on solid 
ground in invoking it — that is a gray area. Politically, I think it’s stupid.” ... 

  
Roger Simon wonders which former president this one most resembles.  
Now that we are deep into a presidential election year that promises to be a referendum on the 
direction of our nation, possibly even of the world, it seems appropriate to examine similarities 
between our current president and past presidents to see what that reveals.  



Which former president most closely resembles Barack Obama? I have my theory. You may feel 
differently. Whoever the choice may be, the discussion of the subject may tell us important 
things about what we should be looking for in leadership. 

The conventional wisdom, especially on the right, is that of all past presidents Barack Obama 
most closely resembles Jimmy Carter. Both men, after all, presided over parlous economic 
times and chose ultra-typical liberal solutions that did not work, apparently worsening the 
situation and leading to, in Carter’s own term, national “malaise.” Both men also had to deal with 
serious challenges from Iran and did so, to say the least, ineffectually. 

So the case for Carter — who, as we all know, was not reelected — is strong. But I have 
another candidate, one who to me resembles Barack Obama more, especially in personality and 
style. 

His name is Richard Nixon. ... 

  
  
Andrew Malcolm with late night humor.   
Conan: The theory of the Freudian slip has been scientifically proven after 111 years. Don’t 
know about you, but I think that’s the breast news I’ve heard all week. 

Fallon: President Obama just played his 100th round of golf since taking office. You could tell it 
was Obama, because he finished about 14 trillion over par. 

Fallon: Playing 100th round of golf, Obama asked his caddie for a recommendation and he was 
like, “Uhh, don’t play so much golf??” 

Fallon: Two Oregon men plan a 400-mile trip in two lawn chairs connected to balloons. Or as 
North Korea calls that, "the space program." 

  
 
 
 

  
  
WSJ  -  Editorial 
Anna Schwartz  
The monetary historian dies still relevant at 96. 

Let it be said that Anna Schwartz led a model professional life. In our mercurial times, that is no 
small thing.  

Most often, Anna Schwartz, who died Thursday at age 96, was included in sentences as co-
author with Milton Friedman of the magisterial economic study "A Monetary History of the United 
States, 1867-1960." That would suffice for the epitaph of nearly any economist. It does not for 
Anna Schwartz. 



The daughter of a manager in the kosher meat department of Swift & Co., she graduated from 
Barnard College at age 18 and quickly earned a doctorate in economics. In 1941 she went to 
work for the National Bureau of Economic Research, the premier U.S. institution of economic 
studies, and never left.  

Across six decades, she contributed strong work and commentary on economics, notably the 
financial system. In all her efforts to understand and explain financial behavior, Anna Schwartz 
focused on the system's primary need: stability.  

Which brings us to the present economic instability, on which Schwarz had opinions that 
deserve to be heard again. Statements she made to this newspaper in a Weekend Interview 
three and a half years ago, in her early 90s, ring with clarity and relevance to current difficulties: 
"The Fed has gone about as if the problem is a shortage of liquidity. That is not the basic 
problem. The basic problem for the markets is that [uncertainty] that the balance sheets of 
financial firms are credible." 

And pointedly: "Firms that made wrong decisions should fail. You shouldn't rescue them. And 
once that's established as a principle, I think the market recognizes that it makes sense. 
Everything works much better when wrong decisions are punished and good decisions make 
you rich." But, she added, "That's not the way the world has been going in recent years." She 
liked understatement.  

Anna Schwartz performed at the most austere level of her profession and gave the world the 
sensible, helpful results of that extraordinary achievement. We suspect she'd say there's still 
time to get it right. 

  
  
Washington Post 
Obama’s amnesty-by-fiat: Naked lawlessness 
by Charles Krauthammer 

“With respect to the notion that I can just suspend deportations [of immigrants brought here 
illegally as children] through executive order, that’s just not the case, because there are laws on 
the books that Congress has passed.” 

— President Obama, March 28, 2011  

Those laws remain on the books. They have not changed. Yet Obama last week suspended 
these very deportations — granting infinitely renewable “deferred action” with attendant work 
permits — thereby unilaterally rewriting the law. And doing precisely what he himself admits he 
is barred from doing. 

Obama had tried to change the law. In late 2010, he asked Congress to pass the Dream Act, 
which offered a path to citizenship for hundreds of thousands of young illegal immigrants. 
Congress refused. 

When subsequently pressed by Hispanic groups to simply implement the law by executive 
action, Obama explained that it would be illegal. “Now, I know some people want me to bypass 



Congress and change the laws on my own. .�.�. But that’s not how our system works. That’s 
not how our democracy functions. That’s not how our Constitution is written.” 

That was then. Now he’s gone and done it anyway. It’s obvious why. The election approaches 
and his margin is slipping. He needs a big Hispanic vote and this is the perfect pander. After all, 
who will call him on it? A supine press? Congressional Democrats? Nothing like an upcoming 
election to temper their Bush 43-era zeal for defending Congress’s exclusive Article I power to 
legislate.  

With a single Homeland Security Department memo, the immigration laws no longer apply to 
800,000 people. By what justification? Prosecutorial discretion, says Janet Napolitano. 

This is utter nonsense. Prosecutorial discretion is the application on a case-by-case basis of 
considerations of extreme and extenuating circumstances. No one is going to deport, say, a 29-
year-old illegal immigrant whose parents had just died in some ghastly accident and who is the 
sole support for a disabled younger sister and ailing granny. That’s what prosecutorial discretion 
is for. The Napolitano memo is nothing of the sort. It’s the unilateral creation of a new category 
of persons — a class of 800,000 — who, regardless of individual circumstance, are hereby 
exempt from current law so long as they meet certain biographic criteria. 

This is not discretion. This is a fundamental rewriting of the law. 

Imagine: A Republican president submits to Congress a bill abolishing the capital gains tax. 
Congress rejects it. The president then orders the IRS to stop collecting capital gains taxes and 
declares that anyone refusing to pay them will suffer no fine, no penalty, no sanction 
whatsoever. (Analogy first suggested by law professor John Yoo.)  

It would be a scandal, a constitutional crisis, a cause for impeachment. Why? Because unlike, 
for example, war powers, this is not an area of perpetual executive-legislative territorial 
contention. Nor is cap gains, like the judicial status of unlawful enemy combatants, an area 
where the law is silent or ambiguous. Capital gains is straightforward tax law. Just as Obama’s 
bombshell amnesty-by-fiat is a subversion of straightforward immigration law. 

It is shameful that congressional Democrats are applauding such a brazen end run. Of course 
it’s smart politics. It divides Republicans, rallies the Hispanic vote and preempts Marco Rubio’s 
attempt to hammer out an acceptable legislative compromise. Very clever. But, by Obama’s own 
admission, it is naked lawlessness.  

As for policy, I sympathize with the obvious humanitarian motives of the Dream Act. But two 
important considerations are overlooked in concentrating exclusively on the Dream Act poster 
child, the straight-A valedictorian who rescues kittens from trees.  

First, offering potential illegal immigrants the prospect that, if they can hide just long enough, 
their children will one day freely enjoy the bounties of American life creates a huge incentive for 
yet more illegal immigration.  

Second, the case for compassion and fairness is hardly as clear-cut as advertised. What about 
those who languish for years in godforsaken countries awaiting legal admission to America? 



Their scrupulousness about the law could easily cost their children the American future that 
illegal immigrants will have secured for theirs. 

But whatever our honest and honorable disagreements about the policy, what holds us together 
is a shared allegiance to our constitutional order. That’s the fundamental issue here. As Obama 
himself argued in rejecting the executive action he has now undertaken, “America is a nation of 
laws, which means I, as the president, am obligated to enforce the law. I don’t have a choice 
about that.” 

Except, apparently, when violating that solemn obligation serves his reelection needs. 

  
 
  
Right Turn 
More questions than answers 
by Jennifer Rubin 

There is a surplus of news every day — more than one can read or write about. I’m left with 
many questions at the end of a busy news week. 

Here are some: 

1.Why is Andrea Mitchell still covering the 2012 race? My colleague Erik Wemple aptly 
documented her use of a misleading video and her blatantly unfair introduction to a piece on Mitt 
Romney's comments about Wawa’s technology. She hasn’t explained what she did, let alone 
apologized. It is mystifying how her employer could regard her as an unbiased reporter at this 
point. 

2.Why has the Obama campaign taken Vice President Joe Biden to an undisclosed location? By 
muzzling him, it’s taken away the most likable member of the administration. (Damning with faint 
praise, I know.) 

3. W hy did President Obama bail out Attorney General Eric Holder with a flimsy executive-
privilege claim? Not even generally sympathetic newspaper editorial boards buy it. From the 
Des Moines Register:  

“There is more than a little irony in the Obama administration asserting ‘executive privilege’ to 
block Congress from access to internal documents shortly after the 40th anniversary of 
Watergate. Those with long memories may wonder when they will begin hearing words like 
‘stonewall’ and questions of ‘what did he know and when did he know it?’ . . . Is the U.S. Justice 
Department deliberately concealing documents that would expose how early administration 
officials were aware of a disastrous program that put weapons in the hands of Mexican drug 
gangs? Congress has every right to demand to know how this ill-conceived project was allowed 
to happen and why it wasn’t throttled before the illegally obtained guns were used in, by one 
estimate, hundreds of murders in Mexico and the death of a U.S. Border Patrol agent.” 



It seems the president took an awful big risk. It is always peculiar when the boss takes a hit for a 
subordinate. Holder has put his boss in jeopardy. Will Obama continue to take fire on his 
attorney general's behalf? 

4. Why is Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.) showing so little policy muscle on immigration? First he 
delays on his Dream Act, and then he says very little of substance to Hispanic leaders. (He said 
three separate times on immigration reform: “It’s complicated.”) He’s not been very impressive 
for the first time in his young Senate career. I wonder if it is staff failure or whether mounting a 
major policy initiative is out of his wheelhouse. 

5. Why does Mitt Romney avoid talking about Obama’s executive imperialism (fake privileges, 
extra-constitutional rewriting of immigration law, all the czars)? Maybe no one is interested. I 
hope it’s not because he’s planning on pulling the same stunts if he gets elected. There is a 
good case to be made that Obama’s inability to work in collaboration with Republicans and his 
resort to these power grabs make it impossible to tackle big problems like entitlement reform. It 
seems like Romney should at least mention this. 

6. Why is the White House so blasé about the collapse of its Iran policy? The talks have stalled. 
Sanctions haven’t worked. And Israel isn’t going to wait much longer. Other than leaking about 
the “Flame” program ( the joint U.S.-Israel cyber-attack on Iran’s nuclear program), the 
administration is curiously inert. The president and his advisers can’t possibly think no one will 
notice, can they? 

7. Why is Jay Carney still the White House press secretary? He conveys no sense of authority 
and regularly gets his ears boxed by many of the White House reporters. I guess he must be the 
best they could get.  

  
  
Washington Post  -  Editorial 
Does executive privilege outweigh Congress’s right to disclosure on Fast and 
Furious? 

THE FIRST THING to say about President Obama’s assertion of executive privilege in the 
House investigation of the “Fast and Furious” operation is that it never should have come to this. 

Launched in 2009 in the Phoenix office of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives (ATF), Fast and Furious was supposed to track high-powered weapons from their 
point of purchase in the United States to end-users in the Mexican drug cartels. Tragically, the 
bureau lost 2,500 weapons, some of which have been linked to crimes south of the border. Two 
of the guns turned up where a U.S. Border Patrol agent was slain. While similar in principle to 
other infiltrations of organized crime, this operation was especially risky, given the threat posed 
by loose guns, and poorly executed. 

On that much, Attorney General Eric H. Holder Jr. and his Republican pursuers in Congress 
agree. What Republicans are loath to admit is that the ATF tried Fast and Furious in lieu of other 
means of combating illegal weapons-trafficking partly because Congress, at the behest of gun-
rights advocates, has resisted virtually every proposal to empower the bureau against the 
buying and selling of firearms destined for illegal use in Mexico. 



We also would not have reached this point if an assistant attorney general had not responded to 
a February 2011 inquiry from Sen. Charles E. Grassley (R-Iowa) by mistakenly denying that 
there ever was an Operation Fast and Furious. After ATF whistleblowers debunked that claim, a 
congressional investigation was inevitable. 

No evidence has emerged since to show anything but an honest bureaucratic mistake — albeit 
a serious one — which Mr. Holder has subsequently acknowledged, as he has tried to correct 
what went wrong in Fast and Furious and ordered an investigation by the Justice Department’s 
inspector general. Nor is there evidence in the many thousands of pages the department has 
turned over to Rep. Darrell Issa, the California Republican leading the investigation, to 
contradict Mr. Holder’s basic claim that he did not know the details of Fast and Furious until long 
after the operation began. 

This tells us there would be no looming constitutional clash if Mr. Issa and his committee 
assumed Mr. Holder’s good faith. But it has been a long time since that much comity prevailed 
in Washington. Politics, especially the politics of the Second Amendment, have a lot to do with 
Mr. Issa’s escalation of the matter and, no doubt, with Mr. Holder’s refusal to turn over the 
documents Mr. Issa subpoenaed last October.  

The question now is whether Mr. Issa’s subpoena was so abusive that President Obama, on 
behalf of Mr. Holder, was right to cite executive privilege in defying it. 

The administration is on relatively firm ground in refusing to release wiretap records or 
prosecutorial memoranda that might affect ongoing criminal investigations. We’re less 
impressed by its claim that the subpoena improperly demands internal records relating to the 
Justice Department’s response to Mr. Issa’s investigation — as opposed to Fast and Furious 
itself.  

Perhaps it’s true, as the White House has argued, that Mr. Issa’s investigation has degenerated 
into a partisan fishing expedition. And perhaps yielding to that would discourage candor in the 
councils of this and future administrations, as the Obama administration, echoing a standard 
plea of its predecessors, asserts. 

But Congress’s authority to gather information is broad — as broad as its sweeping powers to 
legislate, spend public money and hold executive officials accountable through impeachment. 
No doubt a lot of congressional investigations are partisan fishing expeditions. For better or 
worse, that comes with the democratic territory. Absent very strong countervailing 
considerations — stronger than some of those the administration has asserted in this case — 
Congress is generally entitled to disclosure. 

  
Hot Air 
Bad news: Jon Stewart not exactly buying the executive-privilege claim 
by Ed Morrissey 

Via Katie Pavlich, that’s not the only bad news here for Eric Holder and Barack Obama. Not only 
does Jon Stewart tell an audience inclined towards supporting Obama in November exactly why 
Operation Fast and Furious was so important to investigate, he also explains that the Obama 
administration has been refusing to cooperate with subpoenas, giving false information to 



Congress, and generally stalling for the last several months. On top of that, Stewart then 
skewers the same Democrats who blasted George Bush in 2007 for hypocrisy in defending 
Obama’s executive privilege claim in 2012. That’s a hell of a lot more information than NBC 
provided its viewers this week, that’s for sure.  

http://www.thedailyshow.com/watch/thu-june-21-2012/glocks-and-spiels 

Stewart then argues that Democrats can’t identify a difference between the two situations: 

http://www.thedailyshow.com/watch/thu-june-21-2012/differentiate-your-party-s-assertion-of-
executive-privilege-from-the-previous-administration-s 

Actually, there is a key difference … but it doesn’t help Democrats. The issue in 2007 involved 
the use of non-delegable executive authority specifically granted under Article II to make political 
appointments — in the event, those of US Attorneys, who like all other political appointees serve 
at will at the pleasure of the President. As courts have ruled in Nixon and Espy, executive 
privilege applies in the exercise of non-delegable Article II powers as part of the separation of 
powers in the government. Operation Fast and Furious was conducted by a federal agency 
under powers delegated to the DoJ that are shared between Congress and the President. 
Furthermore, the subpoenas in this case relate to official misconduct and lawbreaking — not just 
the gunrunning but also false testimony before Congress. Presidents cannot claim executive 
privilege to shield documents in those circumstances, as Espy explicitly states. 

The White House spin isn’t working. Even Jon Stewart ridiculed it. Maybe NBC might consider 
following Stewart’s lead and report honestly on the story now. 

  
  
  
Hot Air 
Brooks: Gee, it was pretty dumb to assert executive privilege, huh? 
by Ed Morrissey 

Forget the legalities of executive privilege and the partisan nature of the fight over the contempt 
charge, David Brooks told PBS on Friday night.  Even if the assertion of the privilege is legal, 
which almost everyone agrees it isn’t, it’s still a dumb response to a dumb program — and it’s 
only going to benefit the Republicans: 

“I’m in general a defender of executive privilege,” Brooks said. “I think it’s important for an 
administration to be able to have conversations about policy that will be private, so they can 
have a normal deliberative process. In this case — whether legally the administration is on solid 
ground in invoking it — that is a gray area. Politically, I think it’s stupid.” 

Brooks explained the right time to use executive privilege would be with a national security 
issue. However, in this instance, the right course of action might have been to lay out for the 
public how the policy was a mistake. 

“I think politically it’s stupid, because it is one thing if you’re invoking executive privilege over 
some national security issue. This is a policy everybody admits was profoundly stupid. Why are 



you not saying, ‘OK, this was a stupid policy, let’s get it out there and let’s figure out how it came 
about.’” 

I’m also a general defender of executive privilege — when it relates to non-delegable Article II 
powers, which the Constitution explicitly keeps separate from Congress and the judiciary.  It 
shouldn’t apply to people within federal agencies, which derive part of their authority by 
delegation from Congress as well as the executive branch.  That’s what the courts decided in 
Espy, and that’s why even the weak argument for “deliberative process” won’t work here, unless 
it relates to involvement by Barack Obama and/or his inner circle of advisers working to present 
Obama policy choices on gun-running. 

That brings us to the foolishness of this particular assertion of privilege.  Few in the media were 
paying attention to this scandal, which means that most voters still have no idea that the US 
government allowed thousands of untracked guns to be sold to drug cartels, and that those 
guns are responsible for hundreds of murders in Mexico and the deaths of two American law-
enforcement officers … so far.  By asserting executive privilege, Obama has assured that the 
media will be taking a much closer look at the scandal, and that’s bad news for Democrats: 

“I think it is a winner for the Republicans,” Brooks said. “It’s funny — it hasn’t really registered 
with the country yet, what the government has done. When — if — it gets out: ‘Wait, they were 
sending guns to Mexico?’ — I think it’s such a thing that will startle people. I think it’s a clear 
winner for the Republicans. And what the Obama administration wants to do with this executive 
privilege: get it lost in the court system, push it past the election, and then hopefully it will go 
away.” 

Could that strategy work?  Almost certainly not.  While some media outlets yawned at the 
bodies piling up from Operation Fast and Furious, they’ll have to report on a President that’s 
hiding documents relating to it through executive privilege.  That will force them to explain the 
scandal from the beginning sooner or later, and as Brooks says, most people will say, “We were 
doing what?” 

  
Roger L. Simon 
Which Former President Does Barack Obama Most Resemble? 
  
Now that we are deep into a presidential election year that promises to be a referendum on the 
direction of our nation, possibly even of the world, it seems appropriate to examine similarities 
between our current president and past presidents to see what that reveals.  

Which former president most closely resembles Barack Obama? I have my theory. You may feel 
differently. Whoever the choice may be, the discussion of the subject may tell us important 
things about what we should be looking for in leadership. 

The conventional wisdom, especially on the right, is that of all past presidents Barack Obama 
most closely resembles Jimmy Carter. Both men, after all, presided over parlous economic 
times and chose ultra-typical liberal solutions that did not work, apparently worsening the 
situation and leading to, in Carter’s own term, national “malaise.” Both men also had to deal with 
serious challenges from Iran and did so, to say the least, ineffectually. 



So the case for Carter — who, as we all know, was not reelected — is strong. But I have 
another candidate, one who to me resembles Barack Obama more, especially in personality and 
style. 

His name is Richard Nixon. 

Now I realize the comparison is unfair to Nixon who, other than Watergate of course, was a 
pretty decent president. He and his cohort Henry Kissinger opened Red China and effectively 
changed history by triangulating the Soviet Union. What those two men did helped lead to the 
diminution of Maoism as well and probably saved a huge number of lives. 

Tricky Dick also ratified the first, and ultimately most significant, U. S. environmental legislation, 
the kind that actually had a positive effect on the air and water, as opposed to the destructive 
self-regarding nonsense we have today. 

Unfortunately, Nixon, for all his political brilliance, was an overly suspicious, many have even 
said paranoid, man. 

And therein lies the similarity to Barack Obama. Call Obama “Nixon lite.” 

From the very beginning Obama gave hints of Nixonian traits, but now, with his presidency 
crumbling around him, the global economy in freefall, and his signature healthcare legislation 
loved only by members of his immediate family (and even they have probably not read it), he is 
approaching the apotheosis of Nixonianism – sweaty brows, furtive looks, and a generally 
solitary and paranoid style. 

Even the normally sympathetic Vanity Fair has portrayed him as an isolated man — one who 
has isolated himself. Is that not Nixon? 

And his attorney general, Eric Holder, is being quintessentially Nixonian, repeatedly 
prevaricating in front of Congress on the “Fast & Furious” scandal. As with Nixon, it’s not the 
crime, it’s the cover-up. 

Although I admit the tone of this article is to some degree sarcastic, unlike Bill Maher, I take little 
pleasure in biting sarcasm toward my political adversaries. The condition of country is not good, 
worse, in fact, than it was even under Carter and certainly under Nixon. 

The mainstream media, as again we all know, never examined Obama the man when he first 
ran for office, although there were many markers available to them. They received him instead 
with a swoon, the exact opposite manner from which they received Nixon back in the day. 

But the American public deserves better than incompetents like Carter and paranoids like Nixon. 
They deserve grown-ups, perhaps devoid of flash and charisma, but competent enough to do 
the job. Maybe we need a new Calvin Coolidge. 

If you don’t think my comparison is apt, let me know. I know it’s not perfect — history may 
repeat itself, but never identically — but it’s the best I could do at the moment. Have at me. 

  



Investors.com 
Late Night Humor 
by Andrew Malcolm 

Conan: The theory of the Freudian slip has been scientifically proven after 111 years. Don’t 
know about you, but I think that’s the breast news I’ve heard all week. 

Fallon: President Obama just played his 100th round of golf since taking office. You could tell it 
was Obama, because he finished about 14 trillion over par. 

Fallon: Playing 100th round of golf, Obama asked his caddie for a recommendation and he was 
like, “Uhh, don’t play so much golf??” 

Fallon: Two Oregon men plan a 400-mile trip in two lawn chairs connected to balloons. Or as 
North Korea calls that, "the space program." 

Fallon: New study finds bears are a lot smarter than we think. Which explains why Goldilocks 
just got an email saying, “We know it was you.” 

Leno: President Obama will let certain illegal immigrants stay here. But there's one age 
requirement. You have to be old enough to vote by November. 

Leno: Lindsay Lohan was treated for exhaustion at the Ritz Carlton. Here's my question: How 
many of you are exhausted just hearing Lindsay Lohan's name? 

Leno: Roger Clemens found not guilty of lying about steroid use. Jury says he did not lie to 
Congress. So, he was the only one in that room not a liar. 

Conan: Kim Kardashian revealed to Oprah that she lost her virginity when she was 14 years old. 
Kim said, “I’m soooo glad I waited.” 

Letterman: Kanye West to marry Kim Kardashian. I know what you’re thinking, What do we get 
them? The wedding is scheduled for June, the divorce for July. 

Fallon: A new study says living alone is bad for your health. So if you’re still waiting to meet the 
right person, don’t worry — you’ll probably die soon. 

Fallon: Pakistan police are being forced to diet or get taken off patrol duty. Man, eat whatever 
you want or patrol the streets of Pakistan?? Decisions, decisions. 

Conan: The Supreme Court may issue its ObamaCare decision on TV. To boost ratings each 
judge will announce their decision after spinning around in a chair to face the camera. 

Letterman: Ah, summer in New York City. A great time. They've got the lounge chairs out on the 
subway platforms now. The potholes are stocked with trout. 

Conan: The Obama campaign unveils a new campaign ad to target Hispanics. It’s basically the 
president saying, “Yo soy el hombre who killed Osama bin Laden." 



Conan: Hillary Clinton is the most-traveled Secretary of State. Next week, she'll visit her 100th 
country. In each of them her first question getting off the plane is: “Have you seen my 
husband?” 

Conan: The U.S. military has created tiny drones like insects. They don’t kill anybody, but they 
can totally ruin Al Qaeda’s annual summer picnic. 

Leno: In Chicago, people said they're being paid to protest Mitt Romney. Who says President 
Obama isn't creating new jobs? 

Leno: Record Eastern heat wave. So hot that Mayor Bloomberg said, 'Screw it! Give me a 
large drink.'  

Fallon: The Obama campaign spent $6 million more than it raised in May. That explains his 
latest ad ending: “I’m Barack Obama and I’m selling some old CD’s on Craigslist." 

Leno: The Obama campaign spent more than it raised in May. Spent more than he took in. 
That's called being a Democrat, I think. 

Fallon: President Obama used his executive privilege to withhold documents about a weapons 
operation called “Fast and Furious.” I don’t know what’s scarier — that we can’t see those 
documents or that the government names operations after Vin Diesel movies. 

Conan: Romney says Obama panders to Latinos. The White House says the president can’t 
comment because he’s busy watching Telemundo and eating Chalupas. 

Fallon: Did you hear about the big Twitter outage the other day? Or as people at work put it, 
“Well, guess I better get back to Facebook.” 

Conan: The Supreme Court has ruled that TV networks can show momentary nudity. So, by 
popular demand, “The View” is now a radio show. 

  
  



 
  

 
  



 

 
 


