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Victor Davis Hanson on how you can ruin an economy.  
The only mystery over the release of unemployment statistics was not whether it was going to 
be bad — everyone can sense the stasis in their own community first-hand — but whom would 
Barack Obama blame: Bush? The Republican Congress? The E.U. meltdown? The recent hot 
weather or summer in general? ATM machines? Hurricanes on the horizon? 

After sharp recessions, we usually get more robust than average recoveries, but since June 
2009, things have not recovered at all really, and we are in a sort of permanent European-style 
slowdown — sort of a recession, sort of a weak recovery. 

If one wanted to ensure permanent 8 percent to 9 percent unemployment, one might try the 
following: 

1. Run up serial $1 trillion deficits 

2. Add $5 trillion to the national debt in three and a half years 

3. Impose a 2,400-page, trillion-dollar new federal takeover of health care, ... 

  
There was a particularly pernicious WaPo OpEd this weekend. Yuval Levin answers.  
... The fact is that the incentives in our health-care system are all screwed up precisely because 
of government policies and programs. Medicare, the biggest player in our insurance system by 
far, is an arcane fee-for-service system that encourages volume over value and inflates (while 
shifting) costs. Medicaid, meanwhile, has a state-federal structure that makes cost-containment 
nearly impossible (by having state policymakers make spending decisions while the Feds pay at 
least half the cost in an open-ended way). And the tax exclusion for employer-provided 
coverage creates a huge incentive for high-premium insurance while shielding everyone 
involved from actual prices and costs. All the incentives point to cost inflation and away from 
outcome-based health economics, so we shouldn’t be surprised to have an inefficient system. 

It is precisely conservative reformers who have proposed to change this, and it is precisely 
liberals who seek to avoid that change. Obamacare doubles down on all of these sources of 
inefficiency, and it does so on exactly Zakaria’s premise: that the chaos of the market would 
make things less efficient and only the centralized coordination of a benevolent bureaucracy can 
make the system work. It’s hard to believe we are still having this argument. 

  
Michael Goodwin believes Romney must learn he is in a knife fight.  
Mitt Romney is a good man. He’s smart, successful and there’s not a hint of scandal in his 65 
years. He’s boring and a little distant, but those aren’t the flaws that could prove fatal. 



Romney’s big problem is that he grew up in another America. He was raised to believe there is 
a clear standard for adult conduct, that even politics has rules and that it is the duty of a 
president to unite and lead the nation through its economic crisis. 

Timing could be his great misfortune. Fate has given him a demoralized electorate that is 
growing distant from that old America and an opponent who spouts its verities, but actually 
believes in none of them. 

Barack Obama believes that politics is a knife fight, and the only rule is that he must win. His 
conduct reflects the unholy mix of a messiah complex with the muscle of The Chicago Way. His 
goal, he tells us, is to “transform” America, not fix it. 

This culture clash explains a presidential campaign operating in parallel universes. ... 

  
  
Salena Zito on Obama's hyphenated politics.  
When Carolyn Coulson was deciding how to vote in 2008, she found Barack Obama’s rhetoric 
“exciting,” especially when he talked about a “different kind of politics.” 

Then a student at Vanderbilt, she said John McCain was dull in comparison. 

Coulson, now 25 and a Wall Street consultant, finds no trace of that Obama today. 

“His rhetoric is aimed just at specific groups of people, not as someone who would bring the 
country together,” she said. 

Identity politics is something you do when you don't have the worst economy since World War II, 
according to David Woodard, a Clemson University political science professor. “He cannot say 
anything about the economy and win,” Woodard explained. 

From his mini-amnesty pitch to Hispanics, his support of gay marriage and his “identity” 
comments on the death of a black youth, to his turning contraception into a wedge issue, 
President Obama is shaping his electoral path to victory with identity politics. ... 

  
  
George Will on the heavy handed Feds and the ruin they may visit on the Navajos.  
The federal government is a bull that has found yet another china shop, this time in Arizona. It 
seems determined to inflict, for angelic motives and progressive goals, economic damage on 
this state. And economic and social damage on Native Americans, who over the years have 
experienced quite enough of that at Washington’s hands.  

The gain from this pain? The most frequently cited study says “research to date .�.�. is 
inconclusive as to whether” there would be “any perceptible improvement in visibility at the 
Grand Canyon and other areas of concern.” The Environmental Protection Agency says that the 
Navajo Generating Station (NGS) is “near” 11 national parks, several of which are 175 miles 
distant.  



The NGS on Navajo land in northern Arizona burns coal from the Kayenta Mine, which is co-
owned by the Navajo and Hopi nations. The EPA is pondering whether all three units of the 
NGS should be required to install the “best available” emission-control technologies, perhaps 
costing more than $1.1 billion. More than 80 percent of the power plant’s employees are Navajo, 
many of whom speak Navajo to help preserve the nation’s culture. In 2007, the percentage of 
the Navajo Nation’s population living in poverty was 36.8. 

But the Navajos, the plant and the mine that powers it may be sacrificed to this dubious 
environmental crusade.  

  
  
So what's been happening to Elizabeth Warren? Howie Carr brings us up to date.  
... A couple of weeks ago, several Cherokee who had been most critical of Warren’s scam 
arrived in Massachusetts to confront her. A perfect opportunity for Liz to meet people like her! 
But she snubbed the real Indians, claiming they were part of a vast right-wing Cherokee 
conspiracy. The Native Americans couldn’t even arrange a powwow with one of Warren’s 
whitebread campaign staffers. 

Finally they returned home, and Twila Barnes, an indefatigable Cherokee genealogist, went 
back to her digging — and came up with the 1999 death certificate of Aunt Bee Veneck, who 
imparted the “family lore” to young Lizzy about her proud high-cheekbone heritage. The form 
offered as choices for race: Native American, white and black — and the family member who 
supplied that information listed Aunt Bee as white.  

That family member was Elizabeth Warren.  

This latest debunking barely rated a mention in Massachusetts. Everybody had long since 
figured out that Warren speaks with forked tongue. 

Her new identity is middle-class, “Okie to her toes,” as she puts it. On Father’s Day, she tweeted 
a photo of her husband, Bruce Mann, another Harvard Law professor. Her campaign operatives 
even equipped the Yale man with a working-class prop — a longneck beer, a “brew,” as Scott 
Brown might call it. 

It looked perfect, except that no one had told Prof. Mann that before you sit down with the bottle 
in your hand, it’s customary to take what’s called a “church key” and remove the cap from the 
bottle. It’s easier to drink from that way. 

  
  
Abe Greenwald brings us up to date on events in Michael Moore's Cuban paradise.   
The Miami Herald has a startling story about Michael Moore’s model healthcare system, down in 
Cuba: “The first cholera outbreak in Cuba in a century has left at least 15 dead and sent 
hundreds to hospitals all but sealed off by security agents bent on keeping a lid on the news, 
according to reports Friday.” 

The country’s time-warp politics and infrastructure now match its diseases. Cholera was 
supposed to have been wiped out in Cuba around 1900. And this is only one of many Cuban 



health crises. Apparently Cuba has become something of a Petri dish since Russia stopped 
subsidizing Castro’s island prison in the 1990s. The Herald reports that  “During one 24-hour 
period in January, three flights from Cuba to Toronto arrived with groups of passengers suffering 
from nausea, vomiting and fever.” There’s also “an acute soap shortage,” and “rumors of an 
increase in dengue, a disease transmitted by mosquitoes that thrive during the hot and rainy 
months of summer.” ... 

 
 
 

The Corner 
Atlas Still Shrugging . . . 
by Victor Davis Hanson 
  
The only mystery over the release of unemployment statistics was not whether it was going to 
be bad — everyone can sense the stasis in their own community first-hand — but whom would 
Barack Obama blame: Bush? The Republican Congress? The E.U. meltdown? The recent hot 
weather or summer in general? ATM machines? Hurricanes on the horizon? 

After sharp recessions, we usually get more robust than average recoveries, but since June 
2009, things have not recovered at all really, and we are in a sort of permanent European-style 
slowdown — sort of a recession, sort of a weak recovery. 

If one wanted to ensure permanent 8 percent to 9 percent unemployment, one might try the 
following: 

1. Run up serial $1 trillion deficits 

2. Add $5 trillion to the national debt in three and a half years 

3. Impose a 2,400-page, trillion-dollar new federal takeover of health care, with layers of new 
taxation, much of it falling on the middle class and employers, even as favored concerns are 
given mass exemptions. 

4. Scare employers with constant us/them class warfare rhetoric about a demonized one-
percenter class and its undeserved profits; constantly talk about raising new taxes and imposing 
regulations, ensuring uncertainty and convincing employers of unpredictability in regulation and 
taxes. You cannot convince a country to go into permanent near-recession, but President 
Obama is doing his best to try. 

5. Appoint a bipartisan committee to study the fiscal crisis and then neglect all its 
recommendations. 

6. Subsidize failed green companies, while denigrating successful gas and oil concerns, as well 
as putting rich oil-and-gas federal leases off limits. 

7. Vastly increase unemployment insurance, disability, and food-stamp constituencies, while 
promising all sorts of mortgage, credit-card, and student-loan bailouts. 



8. Borrow hundreds of billions for stimulus programs that are not shovel ready, but are rather 
aimed to bail out state budgets, pensions, and unions. 

9. Federalize elements of non-profitable private companies, while threatening to shut down 
profitable plants for supposed union or environmental incorrect behavior. 

10. Do not address changing the above policies, but rather blame others for such self-induced 
stagnation. 

Do the above and you can pretty much always ensure something like the present slow-down. 
Both employers and consumers are convinced that these are uncertain times, when money is 
better hoarded and protected rather than risked, given the uncertainty of administration policy 
and the certainty that profit-making is looked upon as suspicious. And just as many believe 
there will be no let up until the end of 2012, so, too, they trust that after that date, the long-term 
outlook — energy-wise, tax-wise, technology-wise — is pretty good, suggesting that they should 
weather the current storm to be poised for its passing soon. We are now at an impasse: The 
nation is shrugging, and will the president try to coax it to start lifting again, or in petulance, add 
more weight? 

The Corner 
The Dream of Command Economics 
by Yuval Levin 
  
In today’s Washington Post, Fareed Zakaria offers an unusually stark example of the left’s basic 
conceptual error in the health-care debate. Arguing (correctly, I think) that the core problem to 
be solved is the problem of controlling costs without undermining quality, he insists that 
centralized coordination and control is the only effective way to do so and that conservatives are 
therefore barking up the wrong tree when they look to markets for help. 

Zakaria begins by getting the conservative approach wrong.  He writes: 

Republican alternatives to Obamacare, such as Rep. Paul Ryan’s plan, don’t bother with 
expanding coverage, which is a mistake because they leave in place a broken insurance model 
in which people can freeload. 

Actually, Paul Ryan’s alternative to Obamacare—the Patient’s Choice Act—proposes an 
enormous expansion of coverage. Among other things, it would transform today’s tax exclusion 
for employer-provided coverage into a capped universal health-care tax credit, which people 
could use to buy coverage or care regardless of their circumstances. A similar proposal by John 
McCain in the 2008 campaign was projected to reduce the number of uninsured Americans by 
roughly 21 million. Over time the effect would likely be even greater than that since this system 
would create an enormous incentive for insurers to offer attractive low-premium plans that could 
be purchased for the amount made available by the credit (simply put, neither consumers nor 
insurers would leave billions of dollars on the table unclaimed, and the enormous competition 
among insurers for that money would yield appealing options). So while it wouldn’t always 
involve insurance as comprehensive as Obamacare would require, it would be likely to get us 
closer to universal access to health insurance than Obamacare—and without the kinds of 
violations of individual liberty, the Constitution, and the laws of economics involved with 
Obamacare. 



Zakaria then contends that the inefficiencies of the American health care system—and 
especially the frequent disconnect between costs and outcomes—are a function of there just 
being too many different players in the system, each with his own goals. This is the classic 
liberal complaint: disorder causes inefficiency. Citing a conversation with Daniel Vassela, the 
chairman of Novartis, Zakaria writes: 

“In America,” he said, “no one has incentives to make quality and cost-effective outcomes the 
goal. There are so many stakeholders and they each want to protect themselves. Someone 
needs to ask, ‘What are the critical elements to increase quality?’ That’s what we’re going to pay 
for, nothing else.” 

And from this, Zakaria does not conclude that we need to rearrange the financial incentives in 
our health-care system so that, like in other parts of our economy, providers of services have a 
powerful incentive (called the profit motive) to make quality and cost-effectiveness their goal. 
Instead, he concludes that government must take over decisions about how to provide coverage 
and organize the system because presumably government is very good at making quality and 
cost-effectiveness its goals. 

Right. The fact is that the incentives in our health-care system are all screwed up precisely 
because of government policies and programs. Medicare, the biggest player in our insurance 
system by far, is an arcane fee-for-service system that encourages volume over value and 
inflates (while shifting) costs. Medicaid, meanwhile, has a state-federal structure that makes 
cost-containment nearly impossible (by having state policymakers make spending decisions 
while the Feds pay at least half the cost in an open-ended way). And the tax exclusion for 
employer-provided coverage creates a huge incentive for high-premium insurance while 
shielding everyone involved from actual prices and costs. All the incentives point to cost inflation 
and away from outcome-based health economics, so we shouldn’t be surprised to have an 
inefficient system. 

It is precisely conservative reformers who have proposed to change this, and it is precisely 
liberals who seek to avoid that change. Obamacare doubles down on all of these sources of 
inefficiency, and it does so on exactly Zakaria’s premise: that the chaos of the market would 
make things less efficient and only the centralized coordination of a benevolent bureaucracy can 
make the system work. It’s hard to believe we are still having this argument. 

NY Post 
It’s bully versus nerd 
by Michael Goodwin 

Mitt Romney is a good man. He’s smart, successful and there’s not a hint of scandal in his 65 
years. He’s boring and a little distant, but those aren’t the flaws that could prove fatal. 

Romney’s big problem is that he grew up in another America. He was raised to believe there is 
a clear standard for adult conduct, that even politics has rules and that it is the duty of a 
president to unite and lead the nation through its economic crisis. 

Timing could be his great misfortune. Fate has given him a demoralized electorate that is 
growing distant from that old America and an opponent who spouts its verities, but actually 
believes in none of them. 



Barack Obama believes that politics is a knife fight, and the only rule is that he must win. His 
conduct reflects the unholy mix of a messiah complex with the muscle of The Chicago Way. His 
goal, he tells us, is to “transform” America, not fix it. 

This culture clash explains a presidential campaign operating in parallel universes. Romney is 
making a broad pitch to the nation as a whole, assuming jobs, the debt, deficit and a strong 
military are what people care about because they should. 

Obama knows that’s no longer true for a big slice of the country. He gives lip service to those 
issues, but they concern him only to the extent they could be his undoing. His aim is to buy four 
more years by using the power of incumbency to distribute goodies that will insulate his 
supporters from immediate pain. In exchange, they’ll give him time to turn the nation into a 
European welfare state, with an imperial president uber alles.  

Obama’s not making a national appeal. He’s micro-targeting groups already supporting him, 
hoping to drive up their numbers to offset the loss of voters for whom the economy and related 
fiscal issues matter most.  

For him, 8.2 percent unemployment is something to work around, not worry about. It is a 
distraction to be paved over with side deals for friends, bailouts and trade barriers for unions, a 
pass on immigration laws for Latinos, subsidized loans for students, huge handouts for green-
energy zealots and unleashed regulatory cops to “crucify” producers of fossil fuel. He even leaks 
national security secrets to boost his warrior cred. 

The whole jobs thing is passé because work is optional when unemployment and disability 
benefits are the new welfare and an increase in food stamps is proof of “fairness.” With only half 
the country paying taxes, the other half isn’t worried about spending. For their government 
masters, dependency is good. 

Women are patronized with a claim that Republicans are waging “war” on them, even though 
the Obama economy has done them no favors. Black Americans also get nothing special. 
Because 95 percent will support Obama no matter what, he doesn’t bother buying their votes. 
He is their only reward. 

Our president is a deeply cynical man, but the more disturbing fact is that his cynicism has freed 
him from responsibility, and that freedom is proving to be a campaign advantage. The rising star 
who once claimed to see not a red or blue America but a united one has shed that pose for a 
message tailored to a country he helped polarize.  

Give the devil his due: Obama is a first-rate campaigner, approaching it with a passion he lacks 
for the Oval Office. His team has sliced and diced the country into ethnic, racial and class 
pieces, and he follows their road map and revs up the rhetoric on cue. 

His bus tour in Ohio was a priceless piece of pandering. In a town tied to auto manufacturing, he 
could tout his bailout of Detroit and suppliers and announce that he had filed a trade claim 
against China over its tariffs on American cars. 

And so it goes, one special-interest cookie at a time. There’s no pretense of eliminating the 
deficit or paying down the debt. Entitlement reform is for chumps. 



So are growth and job creation because they would require different polices, ones that would 
get in the way of remaking America into something his wife can be proud of every day. 

Against this ruthless juggernaut, Mitt Romney stands like a statue in a snowstorm. Given the 
state of the world and the incumbent’s record, he should be writing his inauguration speech. But 
that America is fading. Unless Romney digs deep and finds a new passion for the fight, he’ll 
need a ticket for the events of Jan. 20, 2013. 

  
  
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review 
Obama's Hyphenated America 
By Salena Zito 

When Carolyn Coulson was deciding how to vote in 2008, she found Barack Obama’s rhetoric 
“exciting,” especially when he talked about a “different kind of politics.” 

Then a student at Vanderbilt, she said John McCain was dull in comparison. 

Coulson, now 25 and a Wall Street consultant, finds no trace of that Obama today. 

“His rhetoric is aimed just at specific groups of people, not as someone who would bring the 
country together,” she said. 

Identity politics is something you do when you don't have the worst economy since World War II, 
according to David Woodard, a Clemson University political science professor. “He cannot say 
anything about the economy and win,” Woodard explained. 

From his mini-amnesty pitch to Hispanics, his support of gay marriage and his “identity” 
comments on the death of a black youth, to his turning contraception into a wedge issue, 
President Obama is shaping his electoral path to victory with identity politics. 

After the 2008 election, he began losing white voters almost immediately. That began with 
stimulus spending, escalated with the health-care vote, and was cemented by a series of 
speeches and seemingly inconsequential decisions, such as getting involved in the goings-on of 
a Massachusetts police department that led to an awkward “beer summit.” 

White voters make up a majority of the electoral pie, and white Democrats in the middle- to low-
income working class are the soul of that coalition. In 2008, white voters without college degrees 
made up nearly 40 percent of all voters. 

In the 2010 midterm election, when Republicans crushed Democrats up and down the ballot 
nationally, less than 33 percent of the white working class voted for House Democrats – a 
record low. 

The latest Gallup in-depth poll shows only 43 percent of white 18- to 29-year-olds plan to vote 
for Obama, down 9 points from the 52 percent backing him in 2008; his support is down 9 points 
among postgraduate women, too. 



Despite Coulson’s education, profession and gender, she is as yet unmoved by Obama despite 
being a clear target of his identity politics. 

Those numbers are why you must picture Obama's strategy as creating a majority coalition of 
"hyphens" (African-American, Mexican-American, gay/lesbian-Americans, etc.), said Eldon 
Eisenach, a Tulsa University political science professor. 

“Recalling Teddy Roosevelt's rejection of ‘hyphenated Americans’ and his call for national 
citizenship, one might add that hyphens can't govern … in the national interest,” Eisenach 
added. 

Obama’s campaign talks about “winning the future” because that is what he is trying to do 
politically, according to Baylor University political scientist Curt Nichols: “Demonstrate for 
Democrats a new path to political power, one that disregards traditional Democrats in favor of a 
coalition focused on women, blacks, Hispanics and gays.” 

Two weeks ago, when the Supreme Court upheld the health-care law, one thing missing in the 
noise following the news was the sudden intensity within the conservative base. Before that 
moment, Republican Mitt Romney was on the brink of being forced to counter Obama by 
mirroring his identity politics and juicing up Romney’s own base. 

“Oh, that is already done for him with this ruling,” said Democrat strategist Dane Strother. “This 
hands Romney an intensity level that no one predicted he might achieve.” 

Couple that with independent voters souring on Obama over the economy, and this is the 
perfect storm for Romney, said Bruce Haynes, a Washington-based GOP media consultant. 

Obama already has lost the white working class and rural votes; both only needed to be 
convinced to come out and vote for Romney – and the Supreme Court gave them that reason. 

Obama's support among suburbanites in places such as Philadelphia is tenuous at best, too. If 
northern suburbanites and young professionals turn, then he is doomed to a huge loss. And 
persuadable voters such as Coulson are looking for a compelling reason to abandon him; 
divisive rhetoric is turning them off, and economics is only half the story. 

If Romney can reassure suburbanites that America is exceptional because it doesn't vote for or 
against anyone based on skin color, ethnic heritage or religion – that it votes based on a 
candidate’s principles, priorities and performance – then he has a chance to undermine Obama 
with northern suburbanites and to rout him in a landslide. 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Washington Post 
What price clean air? 
by George F. Will 

PHOENIX 

The federal government is a bull that has found yet another china shop, this time in Arizona. It 
seems determined to inflict, for angelic motives and progressive goals, economic damage on 
this state. And economic and social damage on Native Americans, who over the years have 
experienced quite enough of that at Washington’s hands.  

The gain from this pain? The most frequently cited study says “research to date .�.�. is 
inconclusive as to whether” there would be “any perceptible improvement in visibility at the 
Grand Canyon and other areas of concern.” The Environmental Protection Agency says that the 
Navajo Generating Station (NGS) is “near” 11 national parks, several of which are 175 miles 
distant.  

The NGS on Navajo land in northern Arizona burns coal from the Kayenta Mine, which is co-
owned by the Navajo and Hopi nations. The EPA is pondering whether all three units of the 
NGS should be required to install the “best available” emission-control technologies, perhaps 
costing more than $1.1 billion. More than 80 percent of the power plant’s employees are Navajo, 
many of whom speak Navajo to help preserve the nation’s culture. In 2007, the percentage of 
the Navajo Nation’s population living in poverty was 36.8. 

But the Navajos, the plant and the mine that powers it may be sacrificed to this dubious 
environmental crusade. The new technology would reduce nitrate aerosols. They, however, are 
responsible for just 4 percent of what is called “light extinction” over the Grand Canyon. 

Water falls unbidden from the sky but must be pumped to Arizonans — Tucson is 2,500 feet 
above sea level. The NGS provides 95�percent of the power for the pumps of the Central 
Arizona Project (CAP), which made Phoenix and most of modern Arizona possible. A study 
sponsored by the Interior Department estimates that the EPA’s mandate might increase the cost 
of water by as much as 32 percent, hitting agriculture users especially hard. They might be 
driven back to using scarce groundwater — which was supposed to be protected by the CAP. 
That is why many environmentalists supported the CAP, one of the largest reclamation projects 
in U.S. history.  

An Arizona State University study estimates that between now and 2044, the NGS and the mine 
will contribute $20 billion to the state’s economy and provide 3,000 jobs each year. If there is an 
NGS. Its site lease expires in 2019. If the EPA mandates the most expensive technologies, each 
of the NGS owners would have to weigh whether it is sensible to make large capital investments 
in a plant that might not operate after that. Furthermore, one of the six owners of the NGS is the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be prohibited by California law — the 
state may be destitute, but it is determined to fix the climate — from making investments that will 
extend the life of coal-fired plants. 

Testifying to Congress last February, an EPA official uttered the six-word incantation that 
summarizes Obama administration policies and progressivism generally: “We do not have to 
choose.” It is, the official said, quoting President Obama, a “false debate” that we have to 



choose between the “public health benefits from reducing air pollution from power plants” and 
“growing this economy in a robust way.” 

But benefits usually have costs. And in reality — which is the region contiguous to Washington 
— two pertinent questions usually are: How much government do you want, and how much are 
you willing to pay for it in diminished economic growth? The Obama administration consistently 
favors more government and, believing that “we do not have to choose,” is mystified by 
stubbornly sluggish growth. 

In 1990, Congress passed the Clean Air Act amendments, which high-mindedly mandated 
restoration of visibility in parks and wilderness areas to natural conditions. “Natural” meaning 
what? Before humanity? Anyway, the EPA is empowered to make this happen, so it empowers 
its professional writers of regulations — sometimes 26-year-olds fresh from law school — to 
maximize regulations to that end. These are regulations that others must live with while 
minimizing the damage the regulations cause.  

The Navajo have been here before. EPA regulations caused the closure of the Mohave 
Generating Station near Laughlin, Nev., which was the sole buyer of coal from the Black Mesa 
Mine, leading it to cease operations. The mine’s land is co-owned by the Navajo and Hopi 
nations.  

This story has become as American as “The Great Gatsby,” wherein Tom and Daisy Buchanan 
“smashed up things and creatures and then retreated back into their money or their vast 
carelessness .�.�. and let other people clean up the mess they had made.” 

  
  
Boston Herald 
Cherokee conspiracy 
by Howie Carr 

Boston  

Not so many moons ago, Elizabeth Warren was the toast of the national Democratic Party, a 
perfect vessel for so many of its various constituencies embodied in one 62-year-old US Senate 
candidate. 

A respected scholar at Harvard Law, a woman who claimed to have pulled herself up by the 
bootstraps from grinding Dust Bowl poverty, an outspoken populist foe of the foreclosures and 
real-estate flipping that have devastated the middle classes. 

Hollywood swooned. Cher tweeted her, “Love U E.” Now “never mind,” as Saturday Night Live’s 
Emily Litella used to say. 

Warren remains the Democrats’ candidate against Sen. Scott Brown. She’s still a prodigious 
fund-raiser (especially on Wall Street, which she continues to relentlessly attack). The latest 
statewide poll showed her tied with Brown, 46-46. 



Yet that’s down from a five-point lead in March. And Brown extended his lead among 
independents, the majority in the Bay State, to 57-33. 

The incumbent has suffered his own missteps — like being recorded repeatedly mentioning his 
meetings with “kings and queens.” But, as his campaign points out, he immediately took 
responsibility for the blather and apologized — unlike a certain other Senate candidate 
bedeviled by self-inflicted falsehoods. 

At this point, Warren is little more than the machine candidate, recruited in DC by, among 
others, Sen. Chuck Schumer (who has sent at least one of his staffers to Boston for the 
duration).  

Most important: Warren’s campaign biography, so craftily constructed over so many years, lies 
in ruins. Not only did she drive an MG in high school, she only traded in her BMW 528i for a 
Ford hybrid last year, just before the campaign began. 

Her academic bona fides have been savaged in the blogs, and opposition researchers have 
shown that she was a prodigious house-flipper and home-foreclosure speculator in her old 
hometown of Oklahoma City. 

Her campaign literature still denounces the deregulated credit industry that “squeezed families 
harder, hawking dangerous mortgages.” Dangerous for many, but profitable for Liz Warren. 

In one 1993 transaction, she bought a house for $30,000, then flipped it five months later for 
$145,000 — a 383 percent gain. Not bad for the woman who less than a year ago bragged of 
crafting the “intellectual foundations” for Occupy Wall Street. 

But Warren’s real downfall was the total unraveling of her alleged Native American heritage. No 
one still believes she’s even 1/32 Cherokee, and her refusal to release her Ivy League 
employment records only seems to confirm that the blue-eyed, blonde-haired white woman 
“checked the box” to jump-start her sputtering academic career in the mid-1980s. 

In the spring, when Warren was still clinging to her flimsy stories of “family lore,” she said she 
identified herself as Indian only because she “wanted to meet people like myself.” She also cited 
her Aunt Bee as pointing out that her father, Warren’s grandfather, had high cheekbones, “like 
all the Indians do.” 

A couple of weeks ago, several Cherokee who had been most critical of Warren’s scam arrived 
in Massachusetts to confront her. A perfect opportunity for Liz to meet people like her! But she 
snubbed the real Indians, claiming they were part of a vast right-wing Cherokee conspiracy. The 
Native Americans couldn’t even arrange a powwow with one of Warren’s whitebread campaign 
staffers. 

Finally they returned home, and Twila Barnes, an indefatigable Cherokee genealogist, went 
back to her digging — and came up with the 1999 death certificate of Aunt Bee Veneck, who 
imparted the “family lore” to young Lizzy about her proud high-cheekbone heritage. The form 
offered as choices for race: Native American, white and black — and the family member who 
supplied that information listed Aunt Bee as white.  



That family member was Elizabeth Warren.  

This latest debunking barely rated a mention in Massachusetts. Everybody had long since 
figured out that Warren speaks with forked tongue. 

Her new identity is middle-class, “Okie to her toes,” as she puts it. On Father’s Day, she tweeted 
a photo of her husband, Bruce Mann, another Harvard Law professor. Her campaign operatives 
even equipped the Yale man with a working-class prop — a longneck beer, a “brew,” as Scott 
Brown might call it. 

It looked perfect, except that no one had told Prof. Mann that before you sit down with the bottle 
in your hand, it’s customary to take what’s called a “church key” and remove the cap from the 
bottle. It’s easier to drink from that way. 

 

  
  
  
  
 
 



Contentions 
Sicko Revisited: CastroCare and Cholera 
by Abe Greenwald 

The Miami Herald has a startling story about Michael Moore’s model healthcare system, down in 
Cuba: “The first cholera outbreak in Cuba in a century has left at least 15 dead and sent 
hundreds to hospitals all but sealed off by security agents bent on keeping a lid on the news, 
according to reports Friday.” 

The country’s time-warp politics and infrastructure now match its diseases. Cholera was 
supposed to have been wiped out in Cuba around 1900. And this is only one of many Cuban 
health crises. Apparently Cuba has become something of a Petri dish since Russia stopped 
subsidizing Castro’s island prison in the 1990s. The Herald reports that  “During one 24-hour 
period in January, three flights from Cuba to Toronto arrived with groups of passengers suffering 
from nausea, vomiting and fever.” There’s also “an acute soap shortage,” and “rumors of an 
increase in dengue, a disease transmitted by mosquitoes that thrive during the hot and rainy 
months of summer.” 

The people of Cuba can’t get proper treatment because they are being penalized for the worst 
precondition going: Communism. The same pre-condition has prevented them from even 
speaking of their misery: “a hospital employee reported that doctors are signing death 
certificates saying that the victims died from ‘acute respiratory insufficiency’ rather than cholera.” 

It would be the height of reckless hyperbole to say ObamaCare will lead to CastroCare. Socialist 
healthcare regimes throughout the West have inflicted all sorts of disasters on their participants 
but it takes a special kind of state monstrosity to resuscitate dead pandemics and gag the 
victims.  Rather, the story out of Cuba highlights the pathetic and disingenuous depths to which 
anti-American activists have sunk in the debate over American healthcare. In his 2007 film, 
Sicko, Michael Moore took ailing 9/11 relief workers for treatment in a Havana hospital in order 
to point out the comparative failings of the U.S. healthcare system. The “even in Cuba…” line of 
argument has since become a common trope among the pro-universal care set. If Moore plans 
on pulling a similar stunt anytime soon at least there will be health-related grounds to stop him 
from re-entering the United States. 

  
  
  



 
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
 


