
February 26, 2013 
 
Jonathan Tobin writes on the Bob Woodward column featured in Sunday's 
Pickings.   
Something interesting happened this weekend in Washington. After weeks of the mainstream 
media acting as President Obama’s echo chamber when he blamed the impending sequester 
budget cuts as being solely the fault of the Republicans, an icon of the liberal press finally did 
what the rest of the capital’s journalists should have been doing all along. The Washington 
Post’s Bob Woodward has written an op-ed drawing on the research and reporting he compiled 
when writing his book The Price of Politics. He explains that not only was the sequester the 
brainchild of the White House and not the GOP, but that in asserting that any deal to avert the 
draconian cuts it will exact requires new tax increases, the president is making a new 
unreasonable demand that moves the goalposts of the negotiations. Doing that may be clever 
politics but it is, contrary to the rhetoric of the Democrats, anything but balanced. 

Some in the media have treated the question of who deserves the blame for the sequester as 
irrelevant or, more to the point, a distraction from the president’s campaign that they support to 
pressure Republicans to fold and accept more tax increases. But, as Woodward (who supports 
the president’s liberal line about taxes) points out, determining the origin of the sequester is 
anything but trivial: ... 

  
  
Dittos says Peter Wehner.  
I want to add to what Jonathan wrote about Bob Woodward calling out the White House for 
misrepresenting its role in sequestration and “moving the goalposts” in order to get its way. 

Mr. Woodward is clearly sympathetic to President Obama’s approach; he’s said as much. 
(“Obama’s call for a balanced approach is reasonable,” Woodward writes, “and he makes a 
strong case that those in the top income brackets could and should pay more.”) But Woodward 
has enough integrity as a journalist not to allow a willful distortion to go unchecked and 
unchallenged. 

Many in the elite media–NBC’s Chuck Todd prominently among them—have made a concerted 
effort to downplay the role of paternity when it comes to the sequestration idea. (Todd declared, 
“Of all the dumb things Washington does, this ‘who started it’ argument has proven to be one of 
the dumber ones, especially since we’re so close to the actual cuts going into place.”) 

But this is a ludicrous position. Any journalist worth his salt must know that for a president to 
eviscerate a “brutal” idea that his own White House championed and that the president himself 
approved of is a big story. And you can be sure Chuck Todd would think so, and treat it as such, 
if the president was George W. Bush or Ronald Reagan instead of Barack Obama.  

In any event, we only know about the White House’s role because of Woodward’s book The 
Price of Politics. And now Woodward himself is holding the White House accountable for 
disfiguring the truth. 

I don’t always agree with Mr. Woodward’s judgments, and I’ve expressed those differences 
publicly. I’m also aware of the fact that it’s fashionable among some, including some 



conservatives, to disparage Woodward. But the truth is that he’s a monumentally important 
figure in the history of journalism. His books have genuine historical value. He’s not afraid to 
take on either Republican or Democratic presidents. And whatever his own political views are, 
he is first and foremost a reporter, and an awfully good one. Which he’s showed once again, in 
this most recent dust-up with the White House. 

  
  
Heather Mac Donald on poverty and guns in Chicago and New York.  
President Barack Obama recently went to Chicago to promote his poverty and gun violence 
initiatives and actually spoke a good deal of truth. “There’s no more important ingredient for 
success, nothing that would be more important for us reducing violence than strong, stable 
families, which means we should do more to promote marriage and encourage fatherhood,” he 
said. Reiterating a line from his State of the Union speech, he observed: “What makes you a 
man is not the ability to make a child; it’s the courage to raise one.” And though he paid the 
obligatory tribute to single mothers, he added with remarkable candor: “I wish I had had a father 
who was around and involved.”  

What Obama didn’t say also came as a relief. In the worst of all possible worlds, he could have 
trotted out hackneyed poverty and racism themes from the academy—that biased law 
enforcement and an “epidemic” of incarceration, for example, are harming what would otherwise 
be law-abiding inner-city communities. Unfortunately, the president’s deputies are pursuing 
policies informed by such ideas behind the scenes, but at least Obama is not putting the power 
of the presidential bully pulpit behind them.  

Had Obama left it at that, he would have made an important contribution to public discourse. But 
though he rightly recognized the distinction between civil society and government (“When a child 
opens fire on another child, there is a hole in that child’s heart that government can’t fill”), he 
came to Chicago bristling with big government programs that threaten to cancel out his personal 
responsibility theme. The administration is promoting an initiative called “Promise Zones,” based 
on a concept that has been endlessly flogged by liberal foundations: that if we can just form 
“collaboratives” to coordinate the existing morass of taxpayer-funded social service agencies 
and programs, we will achieve a breakthrough in the self-defeating behaviors that cause poverty 
today. The Ford Foundation’s Grey Areas program in New Haven in the 1960s was a progenitor 
of this idea (and the seedbed for the War on Poverty); more recently the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation’s New Futures collaborative bombed spectacularly.  

Paradoxically, streamlining social service delivery requires adding yet more agencies to the 
existing mix: ... 

  
  
  
James Delingpole of the Telegraph, UK, reflects on the SOTU claims about global 
warming.  
Earlier this week in his State of the Union address President Obama made some observations 
on climate change so brimming with falsehoods I'm surprised his nose didn't fall off. 



It really doesn't matter where he himself was deliberately lying or whether he was merely 
lending the gravitas of his office to the deliberate lies of others. The point is that the President of 
the USA has access to any number of fact checkers and advisers and if he stands up and 
addresses the nation with a farrago of complete untruths then the buck stops with him. This 
dissembling and mendacity becomes all the more culpable when it forms the basis of major 
public policy decisions which will have a serious impact on people's lives in the US and beyond. 

So why this snake-oil salesman being allowed to get away with it? ... 

  
  
  
Also in Telegraph, UK, Peter Foster says the endless campaign is getting tiresome.  
... It is not even a month since inauguration day, and the ‘don’t blame me’ strategy is already 
starting to look old. Mr Obama is supposed to be the executive arm of government, but on one 
level these events simply advertise his own impotence. 

The narrative out there is that all this campaigning will lead to a Democrat blitz that re-takes the 
House in the 2014 mid-term elections, leaving Mr Obama to defy the usual trajectory of second 
term presidents and end his second term with a wave of legislative achievements. 

But for all that fighting talk and 2014 strategy memos flying round the Democrat caucus, when 
you start doing the electoral math (they need 17 seats and only four lean Democrat) and this 
Democrat electoral fantasy looks a distant prospect, indeed. 

Which leaves us with a blowhard president who doesn’t appear to have a plan, other than 
protect his own personal, lecture-circuit legacy as an honourable guy, who tried. ... 

  
  

 
 
 

  
  
Contentions 
The President’s Sequester Deception 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

Something interesting happened this weekend in Washington. After weeks of the mainstream 
media acting as President Obama’s echo chamber when he blamed the impending sequester 
budget cuts as being solely the fault of the Republicans, an icon of the liberal press finally did 
what the rest of the capital’s journalists should have been doing all along. The Washington 
Post’s Bob Woodward has written an op-ed drawing on the research and reporting he compiled 
when writing his book The Price of Politics. He explains that not only was the sequester the 
brainchild of the White House and not the GOP, but that in asserting that any deal to avert the 
draconian cuts it will exact requires new tax increases, the president is making a new 
unreasonable demand that moves the goalposts of the negotiations. Doing that may be clever 
politics but it is, contrary to the rhetoric of the Democrats, anything but balanced. 



Some in the media have treated the question of who deserves the blame for the sequester as 
irrelevant or, more to the point, a distraction from the president’s campaign that they support to 
pressure Republicans to fold and accept more tax increases. But, as Woodward (who supports 
the president’s liberal line about taxes) points out, determining the origin of the sequester is 
anything but trivial: 

Why does this matter? 

First, months of White House dissembling further eroded any semblance of trust between 
Obama and congressional Republicans. (The Republicans are by no means blameless and 
have had their own episodes of denial and bald-faced message management.) 

Second, Lew testified during his confirmation hearing that the Republicans would not go along 
with new revenue in the portion of the deficit-reduction plan that became the sequester. 
Reinforcing Lew’s point, a senior White House official said Friday, “The sequester was an option 
we were forced to take because the Republicans would not do tax increases.” 

In fact, the final deal reached between Vice President Biden and Senate Minority Leader Mitch 
McConnell (R-Ky.) in 2011 included an agreement that there would be no tax increases in the 
sequester in exchange for what the president was insisting on: an agreement that the nation’s 
debt ceiling would be increased for 18 months, so Obama would not have to go through another 
such negotiation in 2012, when he was running for reelection. 

So when the president asks that a substitute for the sequester include not just spending cuts but 
also new revenue, he is moving the goal posts. His call for a balanced approach is reasonable, 
and he makes a strong case that those in the top income brackets could and should pay more. 
But that was not the deal he made. 

What needs to be pointed out here is that Woodward isn’t just calling out the White House for 
their deceptions. The spin coming from the president and his minions is cynical and partisan in 
nature, but is to be expected. The real problem is the way the mainstream media has punted on 
its coverage of this vital issue and allowed the president’s disingenuous arguments to go 
virtually unchallenged. 

Democrats keep telling us that the public blames Republicans for the sequester more than they 
do the president, and polls bear this out. But one of the main reasons that this is so is because 
the White House can depend on a largely complacent liberal press corps to let their spin be 
treated as historical fact. When Republicans claim that the president has not negotiated in good 
faith and has broken its word about taxes time and again, they are depicted as whiny 
complainers. But, as even a supporter of the president’s agenda like Woodward is compelled to 
note, the GOP’s assertions about the White House are fundamentally correct. 

As I wrote last week, an integral factor in President Obama’s media mastery is based on more 
than the clever tactics and shameless manipulation that his White House handlers have 
employed. The liberal bias of so many of the working press has given the president the 
confidence to believe he can get away with just about anything in this debate and still be 
portrayed as an honest player in the Washington game. 



Woodward’s fact check on the president’s sequester lies may not alter the balance of opinion on 
the subject. But it is the sort of thing that ought to worry the White House, since Woodward’s 
willingness to say the emperor has no clothes may encourage others to do the same. The rules 
may be different for Barack Obama, and there’s good reason to believe his charmed existence–
in which he is never held accountable for any disaster or lie–may continue. But eventually even 
he may find himself subject to the laws of political gravity. It could be that by blithely assuming 
that the public will always back him against the Republicans, he is setting himself—and the 
country—up for a great fall as we head back to the brink on the budget. 

  
  
Contentions 
In Praise of Bob Woodward 
by Peter Wehner 

I want to add to what Jonathan wrote about Bob Woodward calling out the White House for 
misrepresenting its role in sequestration and “moving the goalposts” in order to get its way. 

Mr. Woodward is clearly sympathetic to President Obama’s approach; he’s said as much. 
(“Obama’s call for a balanced approach is reasonable,” Woodward writes, “and he makes a 
strong case that those in the top income brackets could and should pay more.”) But Woodward 
has enough integrity as a journalist not to allow a willful distortion to go unchecked and 
unchallenged. 

Many in the elite media–NBC’s Chuck Todd prominently among them—have made a concerted 
effort to downplay the role of paternity when it comes to the sequestration idea. (Todd declared, 
“Of all the dumb things Washington does, this ‘who started it’ argument has proven to be one of 
the dumber ones, especially since we’re so close to the actual cuts going into place.”) 

But this is a ludicrous position. Any journalist worth his salt must know that for a president to 
eviscerate a “brutal” idea that his own White House championed and that the president himself 
approved of is a big story. And you can be sure Chuck Todd would think so, and treat it as such, 
if the president was George W. Bush or Ronald Reagan instead of Barack Obama.  

In any event, we only know about the White House’s role because of Woodward’s book The 
Price of Politics. And now Woodward himself is holding the White House accountable for 
disfiguring the truth. 

I don’t always agree with Mr. Woodward’s judgments, and I’ve expressed those differences 
publicly. I’m also aware of the fact that it’s fashionable among some, including some 
conservatives, to disparage Woodward. But the truth is that he’s a monumentally important 
figure in the history of journalism. His books have genuine historical value. He’s not afraid to 
take on either Republican or Democratic presidents. And whatever his own political views are, 
he is first and foremost a reporter, and an awfully good one. Which he’s showed once again, in 
this most recent dust-up with the White House. 

  
  
  



Weekly Standard 
The Guns of Chicago 
And the safe sidewalks of New York 
by Heather Mac Donald 

President Barack Obama recently went to Chicago to promote his poverty and gun violence 
initiatives and actually spoke a good deal of truth. “There’s no more important ingredient for 
success, nothing that would be more important for us reducing violence than strong, stable 
families, which means we should do more to promote marriage and encourage fatherhood,” he 
said. Reiterating a line from his State of the Union speech, he observed: “What makes you a 
man is not the ability to make a child; it’s the courage to raise one.” And though he paid the 
obligatory tribute to single mothers, he added with remarkable candor: “I wish I had had a father 
who was around and involved.”  

What Obama didn’t say also came as a relief. In the worst of all possible worlds, he could have 
trotted out hackneyed poverty and racism themes from the academy—that biased law 
enforcement and an “epidemic” of incarceration, for example, are harming what would otherwise 
be law-abiding inner-city communities. Unfortunately, the president’s deputies are pursuing 
policies informed by such ideas behind the scenes, but at least Obama is not putting the power 
of the presidential bully pulpit behind them.  

Had Obama left it at that, he would have made an important contribution to public discourse. But 
though he rightly recognized the distinction between civil society and government (“When a child 
opens fire on another child, there is a hole in that child’s heart that government can’t fill”), he 
came to Chicago bristling with big government programs that threaten to cancel out his personal 
responsibility theme. The administration is promoting an initiative called “Promise Zones,” based 
on a concept that has been endlessly flogged by liberal foundations: that if we can just form 
“collaboratives” to coordinate the existing morass of taxpayer-funded social service agencies 
and programs, we will achieve a breakthrough in the self-defeating behaviors that cause poverty 
today. The Ford Foundation’s Grey Areas program in New Haven in the 1960s was a progenitor 
of this idea (and the seedbed for the War on Poverty); more recently the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation’s New Futures collaborative bombed spectacularly.  

Paradoxically, streamlining social service delivery requires adding yet more agencies to the 
existing mix: The Promise Zones project will involve, inter alia, the U.S. Departments of Justice, 
Treasury, Commerce, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, Education, and Housing and 
Urban Development. Cecilia Muñoz, director of the White House Domestic Policy Council, 
explained the Promise Zones idea to the New York Times: “The premise behind this is that the 
federal government has to be a positive actor in all of this effort—but as an actor who’s a 
partner.” Got that? A “partner,” not just an “actor.”  

Actually, Promise Zones are not even new to the Obama administration. Since 2010, the 
Department of Education has doled out nearly $100 million to “Promise Neighborhoods” (almost 
the same thing as Promise Zones) in over 50 cities. Not surprisingly, the administration is mum 
about the results.  

The Promise Zones will also give out tax and regulatory breaks to encourage businesses to 
locate in distressed areas. While it is always gratifying to see liberals acknowledge, however 



fleetingly, that lower taxes and less onerous regulations are good for economic activity, lower 
taxes alone do not overcome the disincentive to locate a business in a crime-plagued area.  

Obama’s other announced antipoverty initiatives—such as raising the minimum wage and 
providing universal preschool education—are progressive evergreens whose efficacy is deeply 
contested, to say the least. But the biggest disappointment in the president’s agenda is his 
unwillingness to move the debate on gun violence beyond the stale polarities of gun control and 
gun rights. The fact that he chose Chicago as the site for his speech was a tip-off that he would 
be breaking no new ground.  

Though this latest eruption of the gun control-gun rights standoff was triggered by that rarest of 
all events—an in-school massacre by a non-student—the public discourse on gun violence has 
subtly shifted since the Newtown tragedy to acknowledge (however sotto voce) that the real 
problem lies elsewhere. An event as thankfully rare as the Newtown massacre is impossible to 
predict and nearly as difficult to prevent. Both sides in the gun debate have nevertheless seized 
upon it to promote their favorite cause—whether banning assault weapons or arming everyone 
to the teeth. The most common gun violence, by contrast, is drearily predictable and, unlike 
mass shootings, the source of thousands of homicides a year. It occurs overwhelmingly in 
certain locations of cities—over the past 30 years in Boston, for example, 75 percent of the city’s 
shootings occurred in 4.5 percent of its area, whereas 88.5 percent of the city’s street segments 
experienced not a single shooting. Urban shootings are retaliatory or the product of the most 
trivial of slights. They are committed with handguns, not assault rifles. And both victims and 
perpetrators come disproportionately from fatherless homes and communities and are 
disproportionately minority, by huge margins. Reforming the involuntary commitment laws and 
beefing up mental health services are largely irrelevant; though the shooters have serious 
problems with impulse control and are clearly a danger to themselves and others, few would be 
deemed mentally ill.  

While it is unclear how to prevent mass shootings—short of the unlikely event of removing all 
guns from the public—we know how to reduce urban violence: data-driven, proactive policing. 
The New York Police Department has brought crime and homicide down an unmatched 80 
percent since the early 1990s by deploying officers to locations where crime patterns are 
emerging, encouraging them to use their lawful discretion to question people about suspicious 
behavior, enforcing quality-of-life laws, and holding police commanders accountable for crime 
on their watch.  

Gun control has had only a limited effect on inner-city violence, as the case of Chicago 
demonstrates. Despite the Windy City’s strict firearms bans, juveniles under the age of 17 are 
killed there four times as often as youth in New York. In 2012, Chicago logged 506 homicides; 
New York, with three times the population, tallied 418. The difference lies largely in policing. 
Chicago has historically eschewed proactive policing, and is for that reason still embraced by 
the left—however incredibly—as a model for law enforcement. Some South Side community 
leaders, however, know better and are calling for the reconstitution of antigang units just so their 
officers can stop and question more suspects on the streets.  

Whereas Chicago’s minority neighborhoods are awash in illegal guns, criminals in New York 
report leaving their guns at home or stashing them in communal locations to avoid being 
stopped with a gun on their person. As a result, 10,000 homicides of minority victims have been 
averted since the early 1990s. And by lowering violence and fear, proactive policing has done 



more to revitalize poor neighborhoods than billions of dollars of government-funded social 
programs have ever accomplished.  

President Obama should have gone to New York City, rather than Chicago, for his poverty and 
gun violence speech. If he amplified his marriage and fatherhood message and spread the word 
about how policing can save lives, he could in fact be the transformative president that his 
followers believe him to be.  

Heather Mac Donald is a contributing editor to City Journal and the author of Are Cops Racist? 

  
  
Telegraph, UK 
If the leader of the free world can lie with such impunity we are doomed  
by James Delingpole 
  

  
      "….And every child will have a cute puppy, about yay big…." 

Earlier this week in his State of the Union address President Obama made some observations 
on climate change so brimming with falsehoods I'm surprised his nose didn't fall off. 

It really doesn't matter where he himself was deliberately lying or whether he was merely 
lending the gravitas of his office to the deliberate lies of others. The point is that the President of 
the USA has access to any number of fact checkers and advisers and if he stands up and 
addresses the nation with a farrago of complete untruths then the buck stops with him. This 
dissembling and mendacity becomes all the more culpable when it forms the basis of major 
public policy decisions which will have a serious impact on people's lives in the US and beyond. 

So why this snake-oil salesman being allowed to get away with it? 

Here's the offending part of Obama's speech. 

Now, it’s true that no single event makes a trend. But the fact is, the 12 hottest years on record 
have all come in the last 15. Heat waves, droughts, wildfires, floods, all are now more frequent 
and more intense. We can choose to believe that Superstorm Sandy, and the most severe 
drought in decades, and the worst wildfires some states have ever seen were all just a freak 



coincidence. Or we can choose to believe in the overwhelming judgment of science and act 
before it’s too late. 

And here's Marc Morano's unanswerable point by point rebuttal. Obama's war on climate 
change is a war against a chimera. He is enlarging the state, holding back the economic 
recovery, restricting freedoms, driving up the price of energy and killing jobs in order to deal with 
a problem which only exists in the discredited computer projections of a shameless cabal of 
grant-troughing activist scientists increasingly out of touch with real world data. 

So why, outside the internet, has no one called him on it? 

The answer, I think, lies partly within the question. The internet, it seems to me, is the last 
bastion of truth in a world corrupted beyond measure. 

Who is standing up for Rachel Frosch? Just a bunch of political bloggers and Tweeters. 

Who is exposing the lies of the climate change industry? Bloggers, mostly. 

Who kept the story of the Obama administration's shameful betrayal of the embassy staff it 
allowed to be murdered in Benghazi? Conservative bloggers, again – though with support from 
conservative journals like the American Spectator, which has a must-read piece on the subject 
here. 

I'll tell you what I fear. I think we have now reached that stage of last-days-of-the-Roman-Empire 
intellectual and moral depravity where almost no one in our dominant 
corporate/political/financier/lawyer class believes it's worthwhile or even possible to do the right 
thing any more. Some of them may be vaguely aware that, yes, the only way the world is ever 
going to recover from the economic mess we're in is through a radical agenda of cost-cutting, 
contraction of the state, sound money, and lower taxes. But they've made up their minds that 
none of this is a votewinner in our heavily socialised Western economies and that therefore the 
only hope is simply to grab what you can while you still can – and forget any fancy, idealistic 
notions you may have had about making the world a better place. 

It disgusts me so much I wonder why I bother. Indeed, if I had my life over again, I don't think I 
would. I'd train as a lawyer. I'd be running an energy fund with close links to government. I'd be 
Al Gore or Dale Vince. 

Seriously, does anyone have an answer to what I've written here? 

  
  
Telegraph, UK 
Barack Obama's endless campaigning is getting tiresome 
by Peter Foster  
  
Is that a note of desperation creeping into Barack Obama’s voice as he stages another 
carefully-choreographed event at the White House to berate Congress for failing to live up to its 
responsibilities to the American people?  



Flanked by rows of uniformed "first responders" Mr Obama warned that the so-called sequester 
– the $85bn of cuts that kick in a week on Friday – would “jeopardize our military readiness 
[and]…. eviscerate job- creating investments in education and energy and medical research” 

All true, but this grandstanding already becoming a habit of the Obama second term: abandon 
the business of actually cutting a deal in Congress as a fool’s errand and just speak over the 
heads of Congress, direct to the American people. 

On guns, on immigration and today on the Sequester, Mr Obama seems to have decided the 
best option is to stand at the podium, point the finger at Congress and say "don’t blame me". 

You can see the personal attraction of that strategy to Mr Obama – polls show that 75 per cent 
of Americans are, just like him, fed up with Congress – but you have to wonder ultimately where 
it all leads. 

It is not even a month since inauguration day, and the ‘don’t blame me’ strategy is already 
starting to look old. Mr Obama is supposed to be the executive arm of government, but on one 
level these events simply advertise his own impotence. 

The narrative out there is that all this campaigning will lead to a Democrat blitz that re-takes the 
House in the 2014 mid-term elections, leaving Mr Obama to defy the usual trajectory of second 
term presidents and end his second term with a wave of legislative achievements. 

But for all that fighting talk and 2014 strategy memos flying round the Democrat caucus, when 
you start doing the electoral math (they need 17 seats and only four lean Democrat) and this 
Democrat electoral fantasy looks a distant prospect, indeed. 

Which leaves us with a blowhard president who doesn’t appear to have a plan, other than 
protect his own personal, lecture-circuit legacy as an honourable guy, who tried. 

Take the sequester. Obama rightly calls out these “automatic, brutal spending cuts” which were 
deliberately designed to be so counter-productively stupid, that neither side of the aisle would let 
them happen. Mr Obama famously said as much during one of last year’s election TV debates. 

As I wrote last weekend, Obama could do more than he’s letting on to cut a deal. But now it 
seems the sequester is happening, although no doubt there will be a last-minute scramble to 
kick the can down the road again. 

Republicans will take a larger part of the blame with the public, perhaps, but given the electoral 
math of the House outlined above, that hardly matters to them in the near-term and just gives 
yet more time for Mr Obama to "bleed out" at the start of his second term. 

As one Republican strategist told me last week, “The strategy is ‘wait til August’” which is to say, 
allow Mr Obama – a second term president with 12 months to get a legislative programme up 
and running before his political power starts to drain away – to exhaust himself over time, while 
Republicans get more of what they want on key issues. 

Watching today’s empty charade at the White House, you’d have to say the plan is already 
working. 



  

 

 



  

 
  
  

 
  
  
  



 
  
  
 


