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Is Nominal-Income Targeting Effective?

In “Monetary Regime Change” (June 11), David Beckworth and Ramesh
Ponnuru suggest that the Federal Reserve should adopt a target for nominal-
income growth of 5 percent per annum. An imperfect but informative medical
analogy would be trying to cure cancer by making your target some magical
increase in life expectancy.

The past three years have demonstrated the futility of the recommended
approach, since nominal-income targeting has been the implicit objective of
Federal Reserve policy. The authors state, correctly, that nominal-GDP growth
has averaged 5 percent per annum over the past quarter-century. However, the
high level of variation in that statistic (a standard deviation of 2.1 percent) is far
more revealing. Nominal-GDP growth plunged from 8.5 percent in the first
quarter of 1989 to 2.8 percent in the second quarter of 1991, from 7.5 percent in
the second quarter of 2000 to 2.4 percent in the fourth quarter of 2001, and from
6.6 percent in the second quarter of 2006 to —3.9 percent in the second quarter
0f 2009.

The levers of monetary policy are the administratively determined discount
rate and the federal-funds rate. If these tools could achieve the Holy Grail of 5
percent nominal-GDP growth, the past three years of aggressive Fed policy
would have succeeded. Total banking reserves have exploded by 79.9 percent,
which has produced increases of 39.4 percent in the narrow M1 money supply,
17.8 percent in the broader M2, and 22.2 percent in paper currency in public
circulation. Nominal-GDP growth has lagged not because of a penurious mon-
etary policy but because of a nearly unprecedented drop in money velocity. The
root causes of this are structural as well as secular, and they include some con-
cerns that the authors mention.

As every conservative knows, “the fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, but
in ourselves, that we are underlings.”

Stephen Delos Wilson
Springfield, Tenn.

THE AUTHORS REPLY: During the Great Moderation, central banks followed no
explicit rule to stabilize nominal income. They nevertheless stabilized it better
than they had done in the decades prior or have done during the recent econom-
ic crisis and weak recovery. To the extent they failed to stabilize it—as, Mr.
Wilson reminds us, they failed in 1989-1990 and 2000-01—the results were
bad. This history makes us think that central banks should adopt an explicit
policy of stabilizing nominal income.

The money supply has indeed risen since the start of the crisis, but it has not
risen as much as the demand for money balances. Contrary to Mr. Wilson’s sup-
position, central banks have influence over this demand. Had the market expect-
ed the Federal Reserve to expand supply to meet any rise in demand, demand
would not have risen so far in the first place. We would thus probably have a
lower money supply if the Fed had adopted a “looser” policy. Nominal-income
targeting would work in large part by stabilizing the demand for money.

We agree that the economy has structural problems. In the National Fed-
eration of Independent Business’s survey of small businesses, however, the top
complaint is not poor labor quality, bad tax laws, or onerous regulations. It’s
lack of sales.

William E. Buckley Jr.

NATIONALREVIEW | www.nationalreview.com

Letters may be submitted by e-mail to letters@nationalreview.com.
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B At this rate, the population of Charlotte might actually drop
during the Democratic convention.

B Each month since mid-spring has brought another depress-
ing jobs number. The economy gained 80,000 jobs, and the
unemployment rate stayed at 8.2 percent. An Obama aide said
that too much should not be read into one month’s data. True:
Too bad we have had so many more months than one. While
the oddsmakers are still giving Obama the edge in the election,
this ought to be a winnable race.

B Governor Romney is doing pretty well even as a growing
number of conservatives carp about his strategy. After win-
ning the primaries, he consolidated Republican support faster
than some people expected. He has raised a lot of money:
more than Obama in June. Both of those developments testi-
fy to the continued enthusiasm of conservatives for Obama’s
ejection. Polls continue to show Romney behind, but only
modestly. The carpers nonetheless have a point. The Romney
campaign’s message that Obama has failed is fine for now. At
some point, though, Romney will have to make the case that
he would do better. And not just on the economy: The public
expects a president to be able to handle a wide range of issues.
If Romney ever feels tempted to complacency, he should con-
sider the examples of two other politicians from his state.
Michael Dukakis and John Kerry had some pretty good months
after wrapping up their nominations too.

B The president can now cite empirical evidence that he has ful-
filled at least half his pledge of “hope and change.” Sixty-eight
percent of likely voters, according to a poll by the Hill news-
paper, believe that Barack Obama has “significantly changed
America.” Unfortunately, 56 percent of that group think he has
altered America for the worse. Just 35 percent of them think he
has changed the country for the better. Americans seem to feel
better off when Barack Obama doesn’t keep his promises than
when he does.

B President Obama must be defeated, says Roberto Mangabeira
Unger, one of his former law professors and an informal adviser
to his 2008 campaign. Unger thinks that the president “has failed
to advance the progressive cause in the United States” and that he
must lose his reelection bid in order for “the voice of democratic
prophecy to speak once again in American life.” With the buzz-
word “progressive,” Unger establishes that he’s attacking from
the left, and with the phrase “democratic prophecy,” he invites us
to hear in his message whatever we want. Taking him up on that
offer, we note that some of the chords Unger sounds are sadly
agreeable to conservative ears. For example: Obama “has subor-
z dinated the broadening of economic and educational opportunity
2 to the important but secondary issue of access to health care.”
2 Has Professor Unger been reading NATIONAL REVIEW?
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B Having trouble finding the perfect gift for your friends’
upcoming wedding? Not to fear, the Obama reelection team
has a grand idea. BarackObama.com has a new item, “the
Obama event registry,” which tells supporters, “Got a birthday,
anniversary, or wedding coming up? Let your friends know
how important this election is to you—register with Obama
2012, and ask for a donation in lieu of a gift. . . . It’s a gift that
we can all appreciate—and goes a lot further than a gravy
bowl.” “Not if you love gravy, it doesn’t,” Jimmy Kimmel
chimed in. Sure, it’s less practical than a new toaster, but just
think of how many milliseconds of airtime the Obama cam-
paign will be able to purchase thanks to your donation. Or
better yet, buy the newlyweds comfortable shoes for walking
to the unemployment office.

B Two guests at a gay-pride reception at the Obama White
House posted shots of themselves on Facebook, flipping the bird
in front of Ronald Reagan’s portrait. “F*** Reagan,” explained
flipper Matthew Hart. “Ronald Reagan has blood on his hands.
The man was in the White House as AIDS exploded.” This is the
distilled infantilism of the Left: Actions have no consequences,
except those of the government, which should be devoted to
forestalling every emergency and immediately fulfilling every
need. In the Gay Moment, gays must present themselves as
the most victimized (Jim Crow and Let My People Go are so
Sixties). Entitlement, fustian, undigested pain, and undirected
rage: What charming friends the Obama White House has.
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B Barack Obama managed to twice embarrass himself, first
with a risibly xenophobic tirade against the Chinese on the
subject of “outsourcing,” then by demonstrating that he does
not know what the word “outsourcing” means. At issue is a
Washington Post story, subsequently criticized by the newspa-
per’s ombudsman, that attempted to depict Mitt Romney and
his Bain colleagues as scourges of the American worker, mov-
ing jobs overseas to low-wage hellholes as fast as their loafers
could take them. The Romney camp pointed out that, among
other things, the story failed to distinguish between “outsourc-
ing”—contracting services to outside firms—and “offshor-
ing”—shifting operations overseas. Obama scoffed that
Romney was dodging the issue “by telling us that there was a
difference between ‘outsourcing’ and ‘offshoring.” Seriously.
You can’t make that up.” But you wouldn’t have to make that
up, since the words do not mean the same thing. Perhaps the
president missed that day in commercial law at Harvard.
Meanwhile, Bain seems to be guilty of exploiting low wages
and inhumane working conditions by investing in such Third

Mexican gangs to purchase American guns and walk away
with them. Everyone, that is, except Fortune magazine, which
recently published the results of an intensive investigation.
Fortune’s conclusion, based largely on off-the-record inter-
views: The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Ex-
plosives didn’t really let guns “walk”; what happened is that
prosecutors, thanks to lax gun laws, weren’t able to give the
go-ahead to seize the firearms. The story contradicts much of
the available evidence. According to leaked e-mails, Justice
Department officials explicitly discussed the number of guns
that had “walked” during Fast and Furious, and the ATF asked
at least one gun-store owner to continue making sales that
made him uncomfortable. The Fortune narrative also can’t ex-
plain the Obama administration’s behavior: Last year, the Jus-
tice Department retracted a previous statement that there was
no gun-walking, and the administration has been doing its best
to impede a congressional investigation of Fast and Furious.
Most recently, the president invoked executive privilege to
keep some documents away from investigators. We’re still

Obama doesn’t seem to understand how business
operates; unfortunately for him, business knows quite a
bit about how Obama operates.

World misery pits as France, Ireland, and Australia, often for
the purpose of helping firms increase their exports to those
countries. Obama doesn’t seem to understand how business
operates; unfortunately for him, business knows quite a bit
about how Obama operates.

B Incumbent and candidate Democratic politicians have
started announcing in surprising numbers that they will skip
the Democratic National Convention (some Republicans are
eschewing their own convention, but far fewer). One con-
gressman and one senator from West Virginia will be absent,
as well as that state’s governor, Senator Claire McCaskill of
Missouri, and five other sitting congressmen. Barack Obama’s
halo has become a millstone.

B The Catholic bishops of the United States held a “fortnight
for freedom” starting with the feasts of martyrs Thomas More
and John Fisher and ending with Independence Day. This
schedule drew a line from the cross to the flag, reminding us
that a great glory of our government is its protection of reli-
gious freedom. It reminded us, as well, that religious freedom
is under threat in this election year. The president, as part of his
reelection campaign, has decided that for the first time in
American history employers should be forced to provide ser-
vices they consider morally objectionable, such as abortion
drugs. Even most religious employers are being ordered to
comply. The bishops have said that Catholic charities should
close their doors rather than obey. They are not telling anyone
for whom to vote. They are forming consciences, and seeking
to protect their right to do so.

B There’s much debate about the details, but virtually every-
one agrees that Fast and Furious was a deeply flawed operation
in which U.S. law-enforcement agents deliberately allowed

6 NATIONALREVIEW | www.nationalreview.com

waiting for a credible explanation of how Fast and Furious
happened—but it did, indeed, happen.

B In the U.S., Border Patrol agent Brian Terry has been the
face of Fast and Furious—it was at the scene of Terry’s mur-
der that two Fast and Furious guns were found, igniting the
controversy. But as Deroy Murdock pointed out in a recent
NRO column, we shouldn’t forget the victims south of the
border, either. Mexico’s former attorney general estimates
that 300 citizens have already been killed or injured by the
roughly 2,000 guns that “walked.” Victims have included the
brother of a Mexican state attorney general and three officers
of the Mexican Federal Police. Fast and Furious guns were
also tied to a plan to assassinate the police chief of Baja Cali-
fornia. The operation’s guns will be turning up at Mexican
crime scenes for years, and the American officials responsible
should be held accountable.

B Conservatives had mixed reactions to the Supreme Court’s
decision on Arizona’s immigration law, depending on whether
they considered its impact on immigration policy or on con-
stitutional law. By affirming several portions of the Arizona
statute, the Court enabled states to take effective action
against illegal immigration. The provisions it nullified were
comparatively unimportant. The Court went out of its way,
however, to say that it reserved the right to revisit the law once
it can see how it is being enforced. Worse, it invalidated parts
of the law even though they were consistent with the Con-
stitution and federal law, on the ground that they were incon-
sistent with the Obama administration’s stated preferences on
how to enforce the immigration laws. As Justice Scalia com-
mented in his own opinion, the Constitution would never have
been ratified had the public of the 1790s conceived it would
so neuter the states. The state of Arizona has been treated in
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the press as though it were a rogue state. All along, its offense
has been showing too much respect for the rule of law. Neither
the executive nor the judicial branch of the federal govern-
ment is guilty of that.

B The Supreme Court also decided that legislatures may not
draw up criminal codes that require juvenile murderers to receive
life sentences without the possibility of parole. So, for example,
the legislature may not say that juvenile murderers may be tried
as adults, say further that certain types of murderers convicted as
adults must have life sentences, and thus require some juveniles
to get those sentences. Although 28 states and the federal gov-
ernment have such legislative schemes, the Court ruled that they

amount to “cruel and unusual punishment” and violate the
Constitution. The Court will still allow the nation’s judges and
juries to issue life sentences without parole to juveniles—but it
says that it expects such sentences to be “uncommon.” Another
word for “uncommon” is, of course, “unusual,” just in case any-
one doubts where this train is headed.

B California, home of the little deuce coupe and the girl who’ll
have fun, fun, fun ’til her daddy takes the T-Bird away, is the
birthplace of car culture. Naturally, Governor Jerry Brown
and state Democrats are proposing to spend some $68 billion
from the budget-busted state’s coffers to build a high-speed train
connecting Los Angeles with San Francisco, apparently never

Business vs. Markets

RECENT Associated Press headline brings in-
triguing news: “Conservatives make it rough for
business.”

Donna Cassata reports that various business groups
had a tougher-than-expected time renewing authoriza-
tion for the corporatist carbuncle known as the Export-
Import Bank. “Congress had reaffirmed the independent
federal agency some two dozen times since its creation
in 1934,” she writes. “But this year it took months of
pleas, brief hgs and negotiations to overcome conserva-
tive opposition.”

So what is the Right’s latest ideological obsession?
Has the Ex-Im been paying for lesbian birth control?

No, the conservatives are caught up
in an even deeper dogmatic quagmire.
Cassata explains: “They and their ide-
ological leaders argue that the market-
place should dictate what businesses
thrive and falter, not Washington.”

Sweet fancy Moses! What’s next?
Will conservatives come out in favor of
bears doing their bathroom business
in the woods without government over-
sight? Will the market fundamentalists
soon argue that children eat candy for
the sweet, sweet taste? Is there no end to their ideologi-
cal madness?

Sarcasm aside, the depressing—or encouraging—
thing about Cassata’s report is that it is in fact news.
For far, far, far too long, Republicans have preferred be-
ing pro-business to being pro-market. To be sure, they
were always more ideologically constrained than the
corporatists of the Democratic party, who, since the
Progressive era, have seen nothing wrong with using
big business as government-by-proxy. But that’s an
awfully low bar. Saying you’re more capitalistic than

the Democrats is like saying you’re sexier than David
Axelrod.

Conservatives—and especially libertarians, but also some
leftists—have been building the case against corporatism for
a very long time. But what has prompted this new aversion
to it has less to do with the force of those arguments than
with the power of example. President Obama is easily the
most corporatist president since FDR. He bought a couple
of car companies. His health-care law turns insurance com-
panies into utilities. He increasingly speaks the language
of economic nationalism used by the two Roosevelts.

It’s far too soon to tell if the opponents of “crony capi-
talism” will capture the commanding heights of the
Republican party, never mind the
country. After all, the Ex-Im Bank ulti-
mately got its reauthorization. Still,
the trend is encouraging.

What will be intriguing to watch is the
way the mainstream media and estab-
lishment institutions respond to this
growing philosophical consistency on
the right. My very strong hunch is that
they will decry it as another example
of “polarization” and the end of com-
promise. The old bipartisan consen-
sus around a bad idea will be seen through the gauzy lens
of nostalgia, while the new partisan disagreement over a
good idea will be greeted with fear. And the Democrats
will of course take the position that they aren’t ideolo-
gically committed to corporatism, it’s just a coincidence
that at this particular moment it makes enormous sense
for Washington to dictate which businesses thrive or
falter.

But it is always that particular moment for those who
like dictating from Washington.

—JONAH GOLDBERG
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having heard of the Wright brothers and their newfangled aero-
planes. The Obama administration has offered more generous
help funding a high-speed train in California, on the condition
that the first segment connect Bakersfield and Madera. (Really.)
California is setting itself up for an old-fashioned fiscal fiasco:
The legislature has committed to the first $4.6 billion in bonds,
but voters in a November referendum are likely to reject the tax
increase Governor Brown helped secure to pay for them, mean-
ing that the state would be forced to make cuts in real services in
order to fund a pointless train that replicates faster air travel and
that will under the best-case scenario not carry a single passenger
between L.A. and San Francisco for more than a decade. (We’d
bet against on-time-and-under-budget in this case.) Liberals have
a peculiar affection for trains that mirrors their cultural disdain
for cars and the freewheeling culture associated with them:
Central planners love a train because they get to tell you where to
go. We hope Californians will do the same with this project.

B David Blankenhorn was among the chroniclers of the wages
of, as the title of a book of his called it, fatherless America. His
concern for the future of the family led him to oppose same-sex
marriage. He testified for the defense in the trial of Californians’
right to codify the definition of marriage as the union of a man
and a woman. In the New York Times, Blankenhorn announced
that while he does not recant his views, he is quitting the fight. He
cited the need for comity, the dignity of gay people, and the
“emerging consensus” of “national elites” and “most younger
Americans” as reasons for his “accepting” the redefinition of
marriage. He expresses the hope, although he does not place a bet
on it, that his withdrawal will enable him more effectively to
make the case that people should marry before having children.
None of these arguments really stand up. The triumph of same-
sex marriage would lead not to comity, for example, but to new
assaults on the rights of dissenters. We certainly share his hopes
about illegitimacy, and wish they did not rest on the theory that
young people can best be persuaded by elders who lack both a
coherent argument and the courage of their convictions.

B Bankers continue to be collectively committed to proving Willi
Schlamm’s axiom that the problem with capitalism is capitalists,
with the latest being Barclays’ attempts to manipulate interest
rates to pad its book and bolster its position. Other banks also are
under investigation. At issue is the abuse of the London Inter-
bank Offered Rate (LIBOR), an index interest rate calculated
from banks’ estimates of what it would cost them to borrow from
another bank on any par-
ticular day. The LIBOR
scandal is in fact two
scandals: First, Barclays
appears to have submit -
ted false reports, and
pressured others to do
so, in order to improve
its derivatives-trading
profits from day to day.
Second, Barclays ap-
pears to have lowballed
its borrowing-cost esti-
mates in order to appear
to be in a stronger credit
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position than it was. Communication between Barclays and its
regulators suggests that the latter knew the bank was up to
shenanigans; when a Barclays representative told a regulator,
“We’re clean, but we’re dirty-clean, rather than clean-clean,” the
regulator’s response was: “No one’s clean-clean.” As indeed it
seems nobody is: Derivatives trading is a zero-sum game, and
Barclays does not appear to have been alone in trying to manip-
ulate the LIBOR for the benefit of its book. Regulators have
known for years that banks were understating their borrowing
costs in LIBOR estimates: During the crisis, banks on the verge
of collapse were reporting lower rates than those that were flush
with liquidity. Naughty bankers, feckless regulators: Little has
changed since the financial crisis.

B The power struggle currently in progress between the Egyptian
army and the Muslim Brothers pits secular and Islamist values
against one another with the Middle East at stake. The moves and
countermoves are as carefully calculated as in chess. Mohammed
Morsi is one of the more guarded Muslim Brothers, and recent
elections gave him the presidency and a parliament with an
Islamist majority. In self-protection, the army thereupon found
fault with the election and closed the parliament. Morsi has sum-
moned it to meet all the same. Both sides claim constitutional
rights and are making plays to have the judiciary decide in their
favor and then lay hands on the legislature and the executive. One
or another of them will be checkmated. For reasons that are not
clear, the United States is supporting the Muslim Brothers, repre-
senting Islamism as part of the transition to democracy. In this
spirit of self-delusion, President Obama has invited President
Morsi to visit in the fall—if by then the army has not hobbled
him and a lot more Muslim Brothers, which right now seems the
likely course.

B Morsi thrilled fellow Islamists when, immediately upon being
elected, he vowed to pressure the United States for the release of
Omar Abdel Rahman. The “Blind Sheikh” is serving a life sen-
tence for leading a terrorist war against the United States that
included the 1993 World Trade Center bombing and a plot to
bomb various New York City landmarks. He also schemed to
murder now-ousted Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak. Rahman
is the emir of the Islamic Group (IG), which orchestrated the
1981 assassination of Egyptian president Anwar Sadat and has
been agitating for Rahman’s release for almost 20 years—often
in barbarous ways, such as the 1997 Luxor massacre, in which
dozens of Western tourists were killed and leaflets demanding
Rahman’s release left behind. In the new Egypt, IG is one of the
Salafist “political parties” in the Muslim Brotherhood’s ruling
coalition. Though its formal designation as a terrorist organiza-
tion makes assisting IG a crime, the Obama administration
recently issued one of its officials a visa to come to Washington
for consultations. Is it any wonder that Morsi sees an opening
here? Expect no action on Rahman before the U.S. election.
Afterwards . .. ?

B Kofi Annan had no chance at all of halting the civil war in Syria
on behalf of the United Nations. He had nothing to offer Bashar
Assad except stepping down, exile, probable arrest, and danger
to his life. A proposal for a truce with the rebels amounted to an
appeal to Assad’s better nature, something that surely doesn’t
exist. Annan had six points to discuss with Assad, as though he
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were one bureaucrat talking to another. Proposals for ceasefires
coincided with reports of large-scale massacres. In the absence of
leadership, the 300 blue-beret observers chose to stay in their
hotels. The final disaster was Annan’s visit to Tehran to discuss
his peace plan with the very people determined to have civil war
at all costs. Could anything be more ill-conceived, more designed
to humiliate the United Nations? Why, yes: At this very moment
Syria is in the running for a seat on the U.N. Human Rights
Council.

M Libya is the latest Arab country to have had an election, and it’s
gone surprisingly well considering what a complicated business
it is to start life after Moammar Qaddafi. The vote has been for a
National Congress of 200 seats, 80 of them for political parties,
120 for independents. This Congress or parliament will be draft-
ing the constitution. That’s all very well in theory, but in practice
the country is fragmented, tribal, and potentially violent. The 150
or so political parties that have formed are little more than mili-
tias gathered around someone who wants power. Islam alone is
common to all, so the election seemed likely to be another step in
the triumphal march of the Muslim Brothers through the region.
That this did not happen is due to Mahmoud Jibril, an American-
educated political scientist from the University of Pittsburgh and
a former prime minister in Libya. His skill was to unite as many
as a third of the political parties into a coalition that became the
majority, at the same time presenting himself as every bit as good
a Muslim as his Islamist rivals. He favors sharia, or Islamic law,
for instance, and made a point of being seen praying five times a
day, as the faith requires. According to the small print, former
prime ministers are not permitted to hold office again. Nobody
knows who the 120 independent members of the future National
Congress will be or how they will be selected. There’s still plen-
ty of room for trouble, but a good start has been made.

B Mexicans elected Enrique Pefia Nieto, a sleek and reticent 45-
year-old, president. Pefia Nieto, candidate of the Institutional
Revolutionary Party (PRI), beat Andrés Manuel Lopez Obrador
to his left and Josefina Vazquez Mota to his right. PRI was the
mummified corpse of the Mexican revolution, a corrupt oli-
garchy that perpetuated itself via rigged plebiscites for over 70
years until its grip was broken in 2000 by the National Action
Party (PAN), which stood for economic and religious liberty
(PRI was rigidly anti-clerical). PAN’s economic promises were
mostly unfulfilled, as Mexico continued to offload its poor and
its problems northwards. What got much worse under two PAN
presidents was drug violence, as northern Mexico became a
Cormac McCarthy novel. Washington waits to see whether Pefia
Nieto will continue the war on the cartels; maybe we could help
our troubled neighbor to the south, and ourselves, by reexamin-
ing our drug policies.

B One perk of being president of China is that you don’t get
asked pesky questions by reporters. But Hu Jintao faced such a
question when he visited Hong Kong, a “semiautonomous” city:
Rex Hon of Hong Kong’s Apple Daily News asked him a ques-

M Last year, the British gov-
ernment had Queen Elizabeth
go to Ireland, making her the
first monarch to visit that
land since Irish independence
in 1922. The queen, never
putting a foot wrong, made a
total success of it. This year,
the government had her do
something probably more
difficult: shake the hand of
Martin McGuinness. Who’s
he? He is the deputy first min-
ister of Northern Ireland’s provincial government. More important,
he was a commander of the IRA—the group that, among other
black deeds, blew up Louis Mountbatten as he was at leisure on his
fishing boat. He was a beloved cousin of the queen. The IRA killed
four others in that act, including two teenagers, one of them
Mountbatten’s grandson. There has since been peace in Northern
Ireland: peace and reconciliation. Thirty years ago, George Will
said there were two intractable problems in the world: the
Arab-Israeli conflict and Northern Ireland. The latter problem
appears to have been cracked. The queen smiled warmly, even
gaily, as she met with McGuinness. The rest of us might as well
smile too, or at least not object too strenuously—even as we would
have understood if, with the other hand, the queen had held her nose.

M [n tiny Liechtenstein (pop. 36,000), Crown Prince Alois von und
zu Liechtenstein said last year that if the citizens voted, in a refer-
endum, to legalize abortion, he would veto the measure. Activists
responded by scheduling a referendum on whether the crown
prince should be stripped of his veto power. The vote was held on
July 1, and the people spoke: Seventy-six percent voted to let the
prince keep the veto power. The procedural mechanics of a politi-
cal system are an open issue for debate, and have been for millen-
nia. But more important than the procedures is the character of
the people and the responsiveness of the government. It appears
that in Liechtenstein, more than in many procedural democracies,
there is government with the genuine consent of the governed.

B Representative Barney Frank and his companion, Jim Ready,
entered a “marriage.” Officiating at the ceremony was Massa -
chusetts governor Deval Patrick. Somewhere, former gover-
nors John Winthrop and James Michael Curley put aside their
religious and, er, ethical differences, and asked: Wassup with
that?

B CNN anchor Anderson Cooper says he’s gay. And America
shrugs. As for his public silence on the subject up to now, Cooper
explains that his job is to tell other people’s stories, not his own.
But this story is his. From the non-reaction to it, we might gener-
alize about the acceptance of gay people in American society. In
the past 40 years, we’ve made progress. Note, though, that social
conservatives maintain a distinction in this regard. The ability to
smile on gay people but not on homosexuality is an emotional

§ tion about Tiananmen Square. Hu did not answer, and may not
& have heard. The journalist was held briefly afterward. According
g to Beijing’s agreement with London, Hong Kong is supposed
é to have a degree of autonomy and freedom until 2047 (50 years
£ after the “handover”). Ask your questions while you can!

and intellectual achievement. Not all are capable of it. Those who
aren’t cast aspersions on those who are. It’s part of the culture
war. Take sides, if you wish, and beware the combatant posing as
ajournalist, but spare the journalist who’s there only to do his job,
which is to tell other people’s stories.
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B We join the world in mourning the death of Lonesome George,
the Galapagos Islands tortoise who served as a quietly charismat-
ic symbol for Ecuador’s tourist industry. At age 100 or so, George
was not particularly elderly; tortoises tend to be long-lived, which
means his grandparents could have known Darwin personally.
George was the last surviving member of the Pinta Island sub-
species, and, like many aging bachelors, he was forever beset by
matchmakers, who sought to hook him up with a female from a
similar subspecies and thus carry on (at least halfway) the Pinta
lineage. George responded with indifference, shunning most of
the chelonian cuties proffered to him; his few successful cou-
plings produced no fertile eggs. Once you get past 50, evidently,
it isn’t worth the effort, particularly when your beloved is protect-
ed by an impenetrable shell. (We know the feeling.) The dictio-
nary defines tortoiseshell as “a horny substance,” but what do they
know? In any case, we hope Lonesome George is now settling in
nicely in Tortoise Heaven—which cannot be much of an improve-
ment on the Galapagos—and for his sake, we hope he has been
given the option of declining the standard 72 virgins.

B Thanks to the efforts of the North Dakota state government,
supreme court, and state board of higher education—was any-
body in North Dakota not involved in this?—as well as the
NCAA and the Spirit Lake Committee for Understanding and
Respect, another Native American—inspired mascot went the way
of the buffalo. The University of North Dakota Fighting Sioux
are no more. Even though the athletics logo was designed by
an artist of Ojibwa ancestry and bestowed on the team at a Sioux
pipe ceremony in 1969, the school faced sanctions from the
NCAA and boycotts from some of its rivals, who held that
the symbol was prejudicial and offensive. Many of the logo’s
supporters abandoned their last stand because of a simple
cost-benefit analysis, though: Resolving the controversy cost
taxpayers $46,000, and carrying on would have been even more
expensive. So North Dakotans voted to retire the symbol, and
from this day forward, the Sioux shall fight no more.

B Physicists finally seem to have found the Higgs particle, the
existence of which their theories had long predicted. You may
have read references to it as “the God particle.” Physicist Leon
Lederman originally wanted to call it “the goddamn particle” in
a book, because it was so maddeningly elusive. His publishers
made an amendment. The particle has no more theological
significance than its peers; just better marketing.

M Ease of living and the stupid Cyclops eye of media meteorolo-
gists have turned Americans into weather wimps. The wimpiest
live in Washington, D.C., and environs. In a continental nation
subject to hurricanes, tornadoes, droughts, floods, blizzards, and
heat waves, the least jog out of the normal—a few flakes of
snow, for instance—shuts the nation’s capital down. Recent high
winds—with a fancy Spanish name (derecho), like a cheap sports
car—caused real havoc, but were treated like the end of the
world. The wind’s force multiplier was the local utility, Potomac
Electric Power Company (Pepco), which was a day late and a
dollar short in clean-up. There was ample power, though, for
handwringing, some of it coming from conservatives (Farewell?

B Roger Federer has won his
seventh Wimbledon. If he’s
not the best tennis player
ever, he has few challengers.
He is, indeed, one of the best
athletes ever. Writers on both
sides of the Atlantic have
been quoting David Foster
Wallace, the late American
novelist: “Roger Federer is
one of those rare, preternat-
ural athletes who appear to
be exempt, at least in part,
from certain physical laws.”
He is “a type that one could
call genius, or mutant, or
avatar. He is never hurried or off-balance. The approaching ball
hangs, for him, a split-second longer than it ought to. . . . Like Alj,
Jordan, Maradona, and Gretzky, he seems both less and more
substantial than the men he faces. Particularly in the all-white that
Wimbledon enjoys getting away with still requiring, he looks like
what he may well (I think) be: a creature whose body is both flesh
and, somehow, light.” Pretentious claptrap, of the kind all too
often written about sports—until you actually see Federer.

B There are very few things on which all economists can agree.
One of them is the greatness of Anna Jacobson Schwartz, an
economist with the National Bureau of Economic Research and
the co-author with Milton Friedman of A Monetary History of the
United States, 1867—1960. Paul Krugman has called her “one of
the world’s greatest monetary scholars,” and Ben Bernanke con-
siders himself a disciple of both Friedman and Schwartz. She was
considered the “high priestess of monetarism,” and her work with
Friedman rocked the economics profession. They demonstrated
that the Federal Reserve’s contractionary policies in the late
1920s and early 1930s turned what would have been a normal
recession into the Great Depression, and they argued forcefully
that growth in the money supply is a main cause of inflation. Both
points, ridiculed when first presented, are now standard expla-
nations that economists take for granted. Schwartz did not
slow down in her later years, either. She was a fierce critic of
Bernanke’s handling of monetary policy, arguing that the cause
of the present economic crisis was not a lack of liquidity, but a
lack of information regarding which firms were truly solvent.
Schwartz, who remained sharp well into her 90s, is survived
by her four children, seven grandchildren, and six great-
grandchildren. Another wonderful legacy. R.I.P.

W Starting in the 1950s, Andy Griffith’s career trajectory paral-
leled that of the South. His first national attention came with a
comic monologue about a hillbilly preacher at a football game;
he then played a series of cornpone roles on stage, screen, and
television, most memorably as a deceptively folksy country
singer in A Face in the Crowd. Griffith weathered the turbulent
1960s as Sheriff Andy Taylor, an island of calm and reason sur-
rounded by zany white people in rural Mayberry, N.C., and two
decades later he completed the Li’l Abner—to—Jeff Foxworthy

¢ A long farewell to all my greatness!). Here’s a suggestion: Next
< time there is a spot of bad weather, could everybody just do his
¢ job, and suck it up?

transition with Matlock, in which he played a Harvard-educated
lawyer living in the Atlanta suburbs. Most recently, he made a
commercial promoting big-government health care on behalf of
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America’s first black president. Yet Griffith remained keenly
aware of the difference between television and life, which was
why he wisely turned down an offer to run for Senate against
Jesse Helms in 1990. Dead at 86, R.I.P. (and R.F.D.).

B Who better defined the tininess of late-20th-century Man-
hattan: Woody Allen or Nora Ephron? Since Allen discovered
Europe in his old age, the answer has to be Ephron. She was a
Jewish feminist liberal New Yorker, of a generation that equated
all four terms. The last decades of her life were devoted to writ-
ing and directing movie fluff; the lines she wrote for Meg Ryan’s
deli scene in When Harry Met Sally (““Yes”) made a splash at the
time, but have been inundated by later rom-com raunch. Her
essays, however, find a real vein of humor, within their postage-
stamp dimensions. Dead at 71. R.I.P.

OBAMACARE

Chief Justice Roberts’s Folly
HE paradox of the Obamacare decision is that a majority
T of the Supreme Court actually got the Constitution most-
ly right. The Commerce Clause—the part of the Consti-
tution that grants Congress the authority to regulate commerce
among the states—does not authorize the federal government to
force Americans to buy health insurance. The Court, by a 54
margin, refused to join all the august legal experts who insisted
that of course it granted that authorization, that only yahoos and
Republican partisans could possibly doubt it. It then upheld
Obamacare anyway, arguing that the mandate could be read to be
merely a tax on not buying insurance.

What the Court has done is not so much to declare the mandate
constitutional as to declare that it is not a mandate at all, any more
than the mortgage-interest deduction in the tax code is a mandate
to buy a house. Congress would almost surely have been within
its constitutional powers to tax the uninsured more than the
insured. Very few people doubt that it could, for example, create
a tax credit for the purchase of insurance, which would have pre-
cisely that effect. But Obamacare, as written, does more than that.
The law repeatedly speaks in terms of a “requirement” to buy
insurance, it says that individuals “shall” buy it, and it levies a
“penalty” on those who refuse. As the conservative dissent points
out, these are the hallmarks of a “regulatory penalty, not a tax.”

The law as written also cuts off all federal Medicaid funds for
states that decline to expand the program in the ways the law-
makers sought. A majority of the Court, including two of the lib-
erals, found this cut-off unconstitutionally coercive on the states.
The Court’s solution was not to invalidate the law or the Medi -
caid expansion, but to rule that only the extra federal funds devot-
ed to the expansion could be cut off. As the dissenters rightly
point out, this solution rewrites the law—and arbitrarily, since
Congress could have avoided the constitutional problem in many
other ways.

The dissent acknowledges that if an ambiguous law can be
read in a way that renders it constitutional, it should be. It distin-

. guishes, though, between construing a law charitably and re-
g writing it. The latter is what Chief Justice John Roberts has done.
% If Roberts believes that this tactic avoids damage to the Con-
4 stitution because it does not stretch the Commerce Clause to jus-
5 tify a mandate, he is mistaken. The Constitution does not give the

Court the power to rewrite statutes, and Roberts and his col-
leagues have therefore done violence to it. If the law has been
rendered less constitutionally obnoxious, the Court has rendered
itself more so. Chief Justice Roberts cannot justly take pride in
this legacy.

The Court has failed to do its duty. Conservatives should not
follow its example—which is what they would do if they now
gave up the fight against Obamacare. The law, as rewritten by
judges, remains incompatible with the country’s tradition of lim-
ited government, the future strength of our health-care system,
and the nation’s solvency. We are not among those who are con-
vinced that we will be stuck with it forever if the next election
goes wrong: The law is also so poorly structured that we think
it may well unravel even if put fully into effect. But we would
prefer not to take the risk.

It now falls to the Republicans, and especially to Mitt Romney,
to make the case for the repeal of the law and for its replacement
by something better than either it or the health-care policies that
preceded it. Instead of trusting experts to use the federal govern-
ment’s purchasing power to drive efficiency throughout the
health sector—the vain hope of Obamacare’s Medicare-cutting
board—they should replace Medicare with a new system in
which individuals have incentives to get value for their dollar.
Instead of having Washington establish a cartel for the insurance
industry, they should give individuals tax credits and the ability
to purchase insurance across state lines. Instead of further cen-
tralizing the health-care system, in short, they should give indi-
viduals more control over their insurance.

Opponents should take heart: The law remains unpopular. The
task of Obamacare’s opponents is now to expand and mobilize
that public sentiment.
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The Line That Held
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BY JONATHAN H. ADLER & NATHANIEL STEWART

HE Supreme Court’s ruling in
NFIB v. Sebelius was dishearten-
ing, especially after overturning
the mandate seemed within reach.
But despair is unwarranted. The negative
consequences of the ruling for constitu-
tional law are actually quite limited, and
there is much in it upon which to build.
The constitutional battle was largely a
defensive one. The primary challenge to
the individual mandate was an effort to
prevent further expansion of Congress’s
already-inflated authority under the Com-
merce Clause. From the New Deal to 1995,
Congress exercised its commerce power
without meaningful restraint. Only during
the later years of the Rehnquist Court did
the justices finally say “Enough,” in United
States v. Lopez (1995) and Morrison v.
United States (2000). Yet even these deci-
sions did not prevent the Court from up -
holding the federal government’s authority
to prohibit simple possession of medical
marijuana apart from commercial activity,
in Gonzales v. Raich (2005).
With the individual mandate, Congress
tried to stretch beyond its well-established

M. Adler, an NRO contributing editor, is the Johan
Verheij Memorial Professor and director of the Center
for Business Law and Regulation at the Case Western
Reserve University School of Law. Mr. Stewart is an
attorney and a co-author of the Heritage Foundation’s
legal memo “Why the Personal Mandate to Buy Health
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authority to regulate “commerce,” or even
commercial “activity,” and control an
individual’s decision to abstain from
commerce or commercial activity. Prior
Commerce Clause cases had hinged on
whether Congress had the authority to
regulate a given “class of activity,” such
as growing wheat (yes) or possessing a
gun near a school (no). But regulating inac-
tivity was something Congress had never
done before.

Since a mandate to make purchases
from a private company was unprecedent-
ed, the case did not require the Court to
revisit its earlier Commerce Clause deci-
sions. The challenge was a rear-guard
action, not a frontal assault on existing doc-
trine. Nevertheless, the stakes were high.
The federal government’s theory of the
Commerce Clause, if adopted by the
Court, would have dealt a serious new
blow to the principle that the federal
government has limited and enumerated
powers. In ruling that the mandate was un -
constitutional, the Eleventh Circuit had
concluded that the government’s Com-
merce Clause theory would “obliterat[e]
the boundaries inherent in the system of
enumerated congressional powers.” A
majority of the Supreme Court endorsed
this view. Chief Justice Roberts wrote that
the government’s position “would open a
new and potentially vast domain to con-
gressional authority,” warning that it
would “fundamentally chang[e] the rela-

tion between the citizen and the Federal
Government.”

The conservative dissenters agreed with
the chief justice on this point, observing
that the Commerce Clause justification for
the mandate “threatens [our constitutional
order] because it gives such an expansive
meaning to the Commerce Clause that a//
private conduct (including failure to act)
becomes subject to federal control, effec-
tively destroying the Constitution’s divi-
sion of governmental powers.”

A majority of the Court also rejected
the claim that the Necessary and Proper
Clause could be used to accomplish what
the commerce power alone could not.
The Constitution vests Congress with the
power “to make all Laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into
Execution” its other powers, such as the
power to regulate interstate commerce.
The government argued that the mandate
was necessary to offset the effects of the
law’s other insurance reforms, but neither
the chief justice nor the conservative dis-
senters could accept this view.

Some now worry that the majority
opinion closed one door only to open
another—that, in upholding the mandate’s
penalty as a tax, Chief Justice Roberts
provided Congress with a new and equally
dangerous power. But Roberts did not
identify a previously undiscovered power;
rather, he shoehorned the mandate into a
power Congress already had. Although
the mandate was not drafted as a tax, he
argued, it functions as one. Congress al-
ready imposes higher taxes on those who
fail to act as the government wants, largely
by granting credits and deductions to those
who act as desired. For example, Amer-
icans pay more in taxes if they don’t pay
mortgage interest or give to charity.

But don’t take just our word for it. If
Roberts’s opinion had recognized a new
federal power, the conservative dissenters
would have pointed this out. But they did-
n’t, and their silence on this point is deaf-
ening. The dissenters were unconvinced
that the particular mandate Congress en -
acted constituted a tax, but they didn’t deny
that a mandate of this sort could be struc-
tured in such a way as to fall within Con -
gress’s power to tax: “The issue is not
whether Congress had the power to frame
the minimum-coverage provision as a tax,
but whether it did so.”

The dissenters recognized that Congress
could have employed any number of
means to achieve its regulatory goal of
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reducing insurance premiums and helping
insurers remain in business: “For instance,
those who did not purchase insurance
could be subjected to a surcharge when
they do enter the health insurance system.
Or they could be denied a full income tax
credit given to those who do purchase the
insurance.” A “surcharge” is of course a
polite term for a tax. We agree with the
dissenters that, in enacting Obamacare,
Congress did not actually avail itself of its
broad authority to tax, and we believe it
should be forced to exercise the tax power
openly and directly.

More significant than Roberts’s resort to
the tax power was the Court’s embrace of
justiciable limits on Congtress’s so-called
spending power—that is, its ability to
impose conditions on the receipt of federal
funds. In striking down Congress’s attempt
to coerce states to accept a dramatic expan-
sion of Medicaid, the Court restrained the
spending power for the first time in over 60
years. In South Dakota v. Dole (1987), the
Court had articulated limits on the condi-
tions Congress could place on a state’s
receipt of federal funds, but then failed to
enforce them, and only one federal appel-
late court had ever found these limits
meaningful. In NFIB v. Sebelius, however,
seven justices rejected the notion that
Congress has free rein to impose condi-
tions on federal funds. Given how often
Congress seeks to use the spending power,
the Court’s decision may open a new front
in the war to reinvigorate constitutional
federalism, and occasion a reexamination
of statutes from No Child Left Behind to
the Clean Air Act.

As the dust settles, we may begin to see
that the legal consequences of the Court’s
decision are both more limited and more
significant than they may have first ap-
peared. The power to tax is strong, but
nothing in the Court’s opinion funda-
mentally expands its inherent dangers. The
Commerce Clause has been stretched
beyond anything that the Founders would
recognize, but this was not the case to snap
it back into shape. It was, however, a case
in which to hold the line, and the line was
held. And finally, the Court’s spending-
power holding creates important new
opportunities for challenging federal en-
croachments.

The post-New Deal remnants of our
original constitutional order were very
much at stake in this case, and although
the mandate survived, at least for today
those remnants still remain. NR

By the
Roots

The Supreme Court should overturn
unsound precedents

BY RICHARD A. EPSTEIN
& MARIO LOYOLA

RECEDENT is the glue that holds

the American legal system to-

gether, giving both adaptability

and predictability to the deci-
sions of our courts. When a precedent is
good, it’s great, but when it’s bad, its
effects can be terrible. The real story of
the Obamacare decision is that it was
driven by flawed precedents that should
have been modified long ago. To make
matters worse, the Court’s decision creat-
ed a new precedent that could do lasting
damage to the Constitution if it is not
reversed.

Those flawed precedents have a couple
of things in common. First, they replace
binary, categorical, yes/no decision rules
with tests that rely on indeterminate slid-
ing scales, leaving legislators and the pub-
lic little guidance for the future. Second,
they blur important limitations on the
power of the federal government, thereby
undermining the accountability and insti-
tutional competition that were the genius
of the original constitutional scheme. In
Obamacare, the Court not only missed an
important opportunity to fix these prob-
lems, it entrenched them more deeply.

The individual insurance mandate was
unprecedented. The federal government
had never before claimed the power under
the Commerce Clause to force individuals
to purchase something merely because
they were alive. A bare majority of the
Court properly refused to uphold the
mandate as an exercise of the federal
power to regulate interstate commerce.
The Framers might have wondered: How
did we ever get here? The Constitution
made it unequivocally clear that the
federal government could not regulate
the “purely internal commerce” (in the
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at the Texas Public Pa/ify Foundation.

Supreme Court’s phrase) of any state, a
position to which the Court held ada-
mantly for 150 years.

The distinction between local and
national activities is a structural-design
principle of our Constitution that was
meant to set a proper boundary between
the respective spheres of national and
state governments. The Court sharpened
that distinction in its 19th-century and
early-20th-century Commerce Clause
cases by insisting that Congress could
regulate only those economic activities
that involved transactions in interstate
commerce. The myriad activities that had
only an “indirect effect,” by altering the
quantity of goods produced or the prices
at which they were sold in local markets,
were kept beyond the power of the feder-
al government to regulate. Local contracts
between you and your neighbor were no
business of Washington, D.C.

In the course of the 1930s, all three
branches of government lost sight of this
clear categorical distinction. Many de -
fenders of the new legal order claimed
that the federal government had to regu-
late all aspects of an integrated economy.
The fantastic economic expansion of the
previous 150 years had not revealed any
flaw in the earlier categories; nonetheless,
in the New Deal period, the Supreme
Court changed course by adopting a rule
that allowed the federal government to
regulate any activity with a “substantial
effect” on interstate commerce. In the
1942 decision of Wickard v. Filburn, it
reached the reductio ad absurdum: Con-
gress could regulate the amount of wheat
you produce for your own farm on your
own land, because the purely household
production of wheat affects its national
market price and therefore has a sub-
stantial effect on interstate commerce.
Nothing but the Court’s arbitrary applica-
tion of an indeterminate new distinction
(substantial vs. insubstantial) now stood
in the way of Congress’s regulating even
the most local conduct under the com-
merce power. Congress used that power
not to increase the flow of goods and
services in interstate commerce but to
cartelize the entire agricultural sector
(with regulations that last until the present
day), and from that point, federal regula-
tion of economic activity expanded with
no end in sight.

Worse, while that federal regulatory
expansion took precedence over contrary
state regulation, it did not necessarily dis-
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place state regulation. Federal and state
control of the economy would now sub-
stantially overlap, incentivizing govern-
ment officials at the two levels to collude
in blocking competition and granting
special preferences for special interests.
Preventing that collusion was the point of
the old rule; facilitating it was the point of
the new one, as Michael Greve shows in
his masterly new book, The Upside-Down
Constitution.

In deciding that the Obamacare man-
date could not be sustained under the
commerce power, the Supreme Court
ruling by Chief Justice John Roberts
reasserted that Congress can already
regulate virtually all activity, and simply
refused to extend that power into the
realm of inactivity. But given the sweep of
Wickard, the Court could easily have gone
the other way: Hence, even this part of the
Court’s opinion was little more than the
arbitrary application of a highly indeter-
minate standard.

nate sliding scale. The Court held that if
a penalty was not particularly onerous, it
might be considered a tax. This flew in the
face of the obvious fact, and near-universal
agreement, that the exaction associated
with the individual mandate was a penal-
ty, one meant to enforce a mandate that
Chief Justice Roberts had just explained
could not be sustained under any of the
Constitution’s enumerated powers.Who
can now say what is a tax and what is a
penalty? Only the Court, which will sure-
ly use the indeterminate rule to reach
whatever result it wants.

This new precedent suffers from the
same flaws as Wickard, as a matter both of
logic and of constitutional principle. If the
federal taxing power can be used to regu-
late any activity, no matter how local, and
any inactivity (which is neither local nor
national), the distinction between state
and federal spheres of authority vanishes
completely. The taxing power was the one
area in which the Framers specifically

The great strength of federalism is that
it allows the states to decide matters of
local concern, leaving matters of national
import to be decided by the nation as a
whole. The purpose of that system was
distinctly not to saddle the citizen with
multiple governments exerting power
over exactly the same range of activities;
aside from the taxing power, the federal
and state governments were meant to
inhabit distinct spheres of authority. With
that boundary further eroded, regulation-
heavy states have a new way to eliminate
the competitive advantage of regulation-
light states, if they can form a congres-
sional majority to subject the latter to new
federal controls under the head of the tax-
ing power. The effect, as with Wickard,
will be to eliminate the discipline that
accountability and regulatory competition
impose on multiple governments in a fed-
eral structure when each is confined to its
distinct sphere of authority.

The Court’s ruling on Obamacare’s

If the federal taxing power can be used to regulate any
activity, no matter how local, and any inactivity (which i1s
neither local nor national), the distinction between state
and federal spheres of authority vanishes completely.

Having refused to expand federal
power under the Commerce Clause, how-
ever, the Court surprised everyone by
devising a way to increase the sway of
Congress under the taxing power. When,
a century ago, Congress tried to use taxes
as penalties to enforce compliance with
mandates that were not constitutional
under the Commerce Clause (or any other
enumerated constitutional power), the
Court nixed the attempt. Congress could
not accomplish indirectly what it was pro-
hibited from doing directly. Every law
comprehends a penalty for disobedience;
otherwise it is just a suggestion for good
conduct. Hence the validity of any penal-
ty must depend upon the validity of the
mandate it’s meant to enforce; even if it is
in the form of a tax, a penalty cannot fall
within Congress’s power to levy taxes in
order to provide for the “general Welfare
of the United States.”

This categorical distinction between a
penalty and a “mere tax” held fast for
generations—until last month, when the
Court obliterated it. Once again, a clear
distinction was replaced with an indetermi-
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contemplated that federal and state gov-
ernments would have concurrent powers.
This was justified, because the national
government could tax in order to provide
benefits to the United States as a whole,
not a given region or faction. That con-
straint, if honored, allows the two levels
of government to inhabit separate spheres
as envisioned in the scheme of enumerat-
ed federal powers. But if the federal gov-
ernment can now use the taxing power to
enact regulations regardless of whether
the other enumerated powers specifically
authorize it to do so, the distinction be-
tween what is local and what is national
finally disappears. Who benefits? Gov -
ernment, at all levels.
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“Were the lemons grown locally?”

Medicaid expansion is of a piece with the
rest of its handiwork. Obamacare requires
that states expand their Medicaid pro-
grams from arrangements to help speci-
fic categories of poor people (pregnant
women, the disabled, needy families,
children) into a vast wealth-redistribution
scheme for the bottom fifth of income
earners. It threatens states with the loss of
all federal Medicaid funds if they don’t
comply with the new mandates. That dra-
conian penalty was too much for the
Roberts Court: It ruled that the federal
government could refuse the subsidies
that Obamacare provides for the ex-
pansion itself, but could not cut off all
Medicaid funds to states that refused to
comply.

The Court affirmed that Congress may
attach appropriate conditions to the re-
ceipt of federal funds by the states. But, it
said, the conditions imposed in this case
“cannot be justified on that basis. When

. such conditions take the form of
threats to terminate other significant in-
dependent grants, the conditions are prop-
erly viewed as a means of pressuring the
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States to accept policy changes.” The rul-
ing imposes a critical new limitation—a
categorical limitation—on the federal
power to coerce states through its spend-
ing programs. It could affect the consti-
tutionality of a wide range of federal
programs and constitutes a significant
limitation on the once-controlling prece-
dent, South Dakota v. Dole (1987).

In Dole, the Court ruled that Congress
could penalize states that refused to raise
their drinking age to 21 by taking away up
to 5 percent of federal highway funds.
Congress could not impose that restriction
directly, because the 21st Amendment
explicitly denied it the power to regu-
late intoxicating spirits within the sever-
al states, but the Court circumvented
that limitation by allowing Congress to
“encourage” states to adopt the federal
drinking-age preference by imposing
conditions on the receipt of federal high-
way funds. The Court cautioned that “in
some circumstances the financial induce-
ment offered by Congress might be so
coercive as to pass the point at which
pressure turns into compulsion,” without
so much as hinting where that line should
be drawn.

The distinction between “encourage-
ment” and “compulsion” that is at the
heart of Dole’s coercion doctrine is spuri-
ous. A coerced party always has a choice
either to submit or to refuse, no matter
how great the penalty; but whether the
penalty is great or small, it constitutes
coercion. Predictably, the practical result
of the Court’s vague sliding-scale rule has
been to eliminate constraints on the ex-
pansion of federal power. It is no surprise
that, before the Medicaid expansion was
struck down last month, every federal
court that applied the “rule” of Dole found
mere “encouragement,” no matter how
severe or onerous the penalty.

The Obamacare ruling reversed course.
Compared with the modest penalty in
Dole, the threat of losing all federal
Medicaid funding (more than 20 percent
of the typical state’s budget) was “much
more than relatively mild encourage-
ment,” wrote Roberts: “It is a gun to the
head.” Wherever the point is between en -
couragement and compulsion, the penalty
for not complying with the Medicaid
expansion was well beyond it. But we are
still left to wonder: Where is that all-
important point? The answer is: No -
where. The point doesn’t exist, or rather,
it exists wherever the Court may like to

place it. Once again, even this happy
aspect of the Court’s opinion is cold com-
fort: Its arbitrary application of an inde-
terminate standard happened to go against
the federal government this time, but it is
not likely to do so in the future. The Court
still has not recognized that conditional
federal grants are coercive not by degrees
but categorically. In all such cases, the
federal government taxes money away
from the residents of a state and offers to
give it back only on condition that the
state comply with federal preferences.
Even under the Court’s ruling, states that
refuse to expand their Medicaid programs
will be massively subsidizing the Medi-
caid expansion of the other states. That is
coercion, pure and simple.

For the Constitution’s structural frame-
work of dual sovereignty, the continuing
vitality of Dole’s imaginary sliding scale
to distinguish between encouragement
and coercion will continue to have serious
consequences. No matter how many
times the Court calls a spade “encourage-
ment,” it is still a spade that can be used to
coerce state governments into complying
with the federal will. And the “federal
will” is merely the will of a group of
states that have banded together in a
congressional cartel to force their inter -
nal policy choices on other states, in order
to eliminate any competitive advantage
the latter may gain from keeping their
social programs lean. State regulatory
competition—the whole point of the Con-
stitution’s federal structure—is replaced
by anti-competitive cartels that diminish
self-government while increasing the per-
vasiveness of government itself.

Stability and consistency in precedent
are the lodestones of the common law.
But flawed constitutional decisions cre-
ate cracks in our constitutional order,
and when the Court hews to those pre -
cedents, the cracks become dangerous
fissures.

Longstanding precedents don’t usually
change on a dime. Important shifts in the
Court’s doctrines are often glacial. From
that standpoint, there is much in this
opinion that a future Court could use to
revise and eventually reverse the flawed
precedents that weighed down the jus-
tices in the Obamacare case. Let’s hope it
does so, for every year that goes by with-
out any correction to those precedents
erodes further still the Constitution’s
guarantees against unlimited government
power. NR

How
Obamacare

Harms
The Poor

Where to begin?
BY AVIK ROY

HE story of Deamonte Driver

illustrates how our health-care

system leaves millions of Amer-

icans behind. Deamonte lived
on the wrong side of the tracks, in Prince
George’s County, Md. He was raised by a
single mother. He spent his childhood in
and out of homeless shelters. He was an
African-American kid on welfare. Dea-
monte died at age twelve—not, however,
in a drive-by shooting, or in a drug deal
gone bad. He died of a toothache.

In January 2007, Deamonte told his
mother, Alyce, that he had a headache.
She took him to the hospital, where he
was diagnosed with a severe dental ab-
scess and given some medication. But the
next day, his condition worsened. It
turned out that the infection from his tooth
had spread to his brain. He was taken to
the hospital again and underwent emer-
gency surgery. After a second surgery,
he got better for a while, but then began
to have seizures. Several weeks later,
Deamonte was dead.

According to Ezra Klein, Deamonte
Driver’s story shows us why it would be
immoral to repeal Obamacare. “To repeal
the bill without another solution for the
Deamonte Drivers of the world? And
to do it while barely mentioning them?
We’re a better country than that. Or so |
like to think.”

But Deamonte Driver died not because
he was uninsured. Indeed, Deamonte
Driver died because he was insured—by
the government. Deamonte, it turns out,
was on Medicaid.

Although Deamonte was insured, he
never received routine dental care. It turns
out that only 16 percent of Maryland den-
tists accept Medicaid patients. Fewer than
one-sixth of Maryland kids on Medicaid

Mr. Roy is a senior fellow at the Manbattan Institute
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have ever had a cavity filled. Deamonte’s
younger brother, DaShawn, had six rotted
teeth, but it took dozens of calls before
DaShawn could find one dentist who
would see him. When the dentist conclud-
ed that DaShawn’s teeth were beyond
repair, and required extraction, it took
another several months to find an oral
surgeon who would see him.

Obamacare does not offer better health
care to the Deamonte and DaShawn Dri -
vers of the world. Under Obamacare, if
Deamonte were alive today, he would still
be stuck with the dysfunctional Medicaid
coverage that he was stuck with before.
In fact, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, Obamacare will shove 17
million more Americans into Medicaid,
the developed world’s worst health-care
system.

There are many problems with Obama-
care. But the law’s cruelest feature is what
it will do to low-income Americans who
are already struggling. Study after study
shows that patients on Medicaid have far
worse health outcomes than those with
private insurance. The largest study of
this type, conducted by the University
of Virginia on nearly 1 million patients,
found that surgical patients on Medicaid
were 97 percent more likely to die in the
hospital than those with private insurance,
and 13 percent more likely to die than
those with no insurance at all.

These results are not surprising. Medi-
caid pays doctors and hospitals, on aver-
age, about half of what private insurers
pay. Most often, Medicaid pays less
than what the care actually costs. As a
result, doctors face the choice of caring
for Medicaid patients—and going bank-
rupt—or shutting their doors to the poor
and focusing instead on those with private
insurance.

One survey has found that internists are
8.5 times more likely to reject Medicaid
patients altogether than to reject those
with private insurance. Another study
found that children on Medicaid with
serious conditions, such as uncontrolled
asthma and broken forearms, had a 66
percent chance of being denied a doctor’s
appointment, as compared with 11 per-
cent for kids with private insurance.

This is why it was so hard for Dea -
monte Driver to find doctors who would
see him. Every American whom Obama -
care puts on Medicaid will face the same
challenge.

And it’s not a problem only with
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Medicaid. According to the Medicare
program’s chief actuary, Richard Foster,
within eight years Obamacare will bring
Medicare’s reimbursement levels below
those of Medicaid. Imagine a nation of 77
million retired baby boomers, all of them
having as much difficulty as Deamonte
Driver in convincing doctors to see them.
That is our future.

Not all health coverage is created equal.
A plastic card in your wallet with the
word “insurance” on it doesn’t guarantee
that you’ll have access to the medical
care you need, when you need it. And
that is the fundamental problem with
Obamacare: It expands coverage without
any regard to the value, or the quality, of
that coverage.

Over the last 15 years, the percentage
of household income spent on health
insurance has doubled, to 29 percent. As
insurance gets more and more expensive,
more American families have to accept
less in take-home pay in order to maintain
their coverage. Over the last decade and
a half, the rising cost of health insurance
has arguably done as much damage to
middle-class prosperity as did the 2008
financial crisis. The ironically titled
Affordable Care Act makes this problem
much worse.

First, Obamacare forces Americans
into costly, one-size-fits-all insurance
plans that cover everything that govern-
ment officials require. The law forces
insurers to pay for routine services, such
as contraception, and pass the extra costs
along in the form of higher premiums.
And it requires regulated health-care
plans to provide insurance with a gener-
ous minimum “actuarial value”—the per-
centage of total average health-care costs
that the plan covers—forcing plans to
reduce their co-pays and deductibles, in
exchange for higher premiums.

The law contains an excise tax on
health-insurance premiums, which insur-
ers will be forced to pass on to consumers.
Former CBO director Douglas Holtz-
Eakin has calculated that insurers will
have to raise premiums by $1.54 for every
dollar they pay in excise tax.

Through a provision called “communi-
ty rating,” the law forces young people to
pay significantly more for health insur-
ance so as to subsidize those who are
nearing retirement. Young people are
much more likely to pay the $695 penalty
for going without insurance than to pay
$5,000 a year for insurance they don’t

need. If they drop out and only sick peo-
ple buy insurance, premiums go up, in a
process known as “adverse selection.”

Obamacare forces insurers to cover
everyone, including those who are al-
ready sick. But because the law’s indi-
vidual mandate is weak, containing
numerous exemptions, many people will
have an incentive to wait until they are
sick to buy insurance, and then drop their
coverage once they’ve received the care
they need. This problem could cause such
severe adverse selection that many insur-
ers would drop out of the market entirely.

Obamacare forces every company with
more than 50 employees to offer com-
prehensive, government-approved health
insurance to every worker, even part-
time ones. Companies that don’t will be
slapped with a fine of $2,000 per employ-
ee, regardless of insurance status, less the
first 30 employees. What will this mean in
practice? The cost of labor will rise, and
hiring will correspondingly decline, par-
ticularly for the entry-level jobs that are
most in reach of those who are unem-
ployed today.

If you have a chronic disease such as
diabetes, or if your daughter has multiple
sclerosis, a prospective small employer
will be especially reluctant to offer you a
job, because Obamacare will leave that
company with no flexibility in the kind
of health coverage it can offer, thereby
increasing its financial risk. Companies
will also have little incentive to hire peo-
ple from low-income households, be -
cause the mandate’s penalties kick in only
if at least one worker with an income of
less than four times the federal poverty
level receives subsidies through the law’s
exchanges. Instead, companies will seek
to hire workers who have access to insur-
ance through other family members.

In other words, the people who are
struggling the most to gain economic
and health security are the ones who will
be most harmed by the law. Some will
be signed up for Medicaid and con-
signed to a lifetime of poor health care.
Some will gain access to the subsidized
exchanges, but will find it harder to gain
employment as a result. And those who
already have insurance, and are being
squeezed by ever-increasing premiums,
will be squeezed even harder by the
law’s thoughtless blizzard of mandates
and regulations.

We have four more months to change
course. NR
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Your
Complimentary
Gavel Is 1n the
Tote Bag!

And other adwrﬁsmzmltsfor
Supreme Court justices

BY ROB LONG

OUGHLY 1,000 years ago, when

Sunday-morning political talk

shows were relevant, I used to

enjoy watching This Week with
David Brinkley. One thing about the
show confused me, though—aside from
the presence of ABC White House cor-
respondent Sam Donaldson—and that
was the commercials.

There were a lot of them for an
agricultural-products company called
Archer Daniels Midland—ADM for
short—and during my early post-college
years, when [ watched This Week with
religious devotion, it seemed like an un -
usual way for a company with no prod-
ucts in the stores to spend its money. It
was a perplexing “media buy,” to use a
term I regret having learned since that
time. Why would a company spend so
much money to advertise its unavailable
wares to me?

It wasn’t advertising to me, of course.
ADM couldn’t care less about me. Or
you, probably. Its target audience was,
maybe, the roughly 1,000 people—law-
makers, lobbyists, lawyers—on Capitol
Hill who were busily making agriculture
policy. The actual viewership of the tele-
vision program—all of those political
junkies across America in their pajamas
and Sunday bed-head—was irrelevant.
ADM knew that the 1,000 important
movers were all watching the show, and
that made its advertising decision very
smart.

It’s the same in Hollywood. Marketing
is marketing. Because the Golden Globe
Awards reliably influence the voters for
the Academy Awards six weeks later,
movie studios aggressively court the
folks who hand out Golden Globes, who
turn out to be a rather downscale and
threadbare group called the Hollywood

Foreign Press Association. They’re pam-
pered and gifted and smothered in swag,
in the hopes that they’ll present a Golden
Globe to this actor or that movie, which
in turn will influence the Academy of
Motion Picture Arts and Sciences—
which isnt downscale or threadbare at
all—which will in turn award an Oscar
to this actor or that movie, which in turn,
statistically, means millions more in tick-
et sales. So if a Serbian journalist living
in a crappy studio apartment in some
murderous part of town wants a leather
satchel with the studio logo on it, give it
to him!

a week or so ago, was thought to be a
staunch conservative—to uphold the
Affordable Care Act known as “Obama-
care” on grounds that it was not de -
pendent on a liberal reading of the
Commerce Clause (which supporters of
the act said it was) but instead was a tax
(which supporters of the act said it was-
n’t) is that he was the target of some very
specific, very focused marketing.

Which he was. In the weeks leading up
to the decision, the tribal drums beat
relentlessly. The Court, liberal commen-
tators maintained, was in danger of being
tarnished by a partisan decision. Liberal

The past six months of point-
counterpoint was merely kabuki
theater aimed at terrifying
one man. It worked.

It’s the same, apparently, when it
comes to the Supreme Court. About the
only believable explanation for the tor-
turously incomprehensible decision by
Chief Justice John Roberts—who, until

editorialists—is there any other kind?—
reminded their readers—but, really, they
had only one reader in mind, ADM-
style—that the legitimacy of the Court
itself was what the Obamacare decision
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was really about. The past six months of
point-counterpoint was merely kabuki
theater aimed at terrifying one man.

It worked.

“When they come, they come at what
you love,” says a wise Michael Corleone
in the worst of the Godfather films, The
Godfather Part I11. But a piece of terrible
dialogue in a terrible movie is a fitting
way to illustrate what happened to Chief
Justice John Roberts, who heard the
code words beneath all of that target
marketing—we’ll go after the Court it-
self; you’ll be the chief justice of a hob-
bled and disrespected institution. And if
there’s one thing an unelected official
wearing a black negligee for a living
cannot abide, it’s being made to appear
irrelevant.

The opening salvo, you’ll recall,
came during Barack Obama’s State of
the Union speech, when he called out
the justices—most of whom were sit-
ting in the front row—Ilike hapless
henchmen to a psychotic Bond villain.
He let them know, and more important
he let his supporters know, that the
Court needed to be taken down a peg.
That the traditional respect accorded
these powerful folk was about to be
pricked.

And in a way—and I know it’s a
stretch—Obama did us all a favor, espe-
cially us conservatives. For too long
we’ve struggled with the idea of fashion-
ing a rock-solid conservative Court. For
too long we’ve been disappointed when
this or that “conservative” judge drifts
leftward—*“evolves,” to use the liberal
reporter’s favorite term. Conservative
judges “evolve” to the left; they “mature”
to a liberal interpretation of government’s
role; they “deepen their understanding”
of the foggy possibilities etched into
the Constitution.

We don’t have a phrase to describe a
liberal judge who moves to the right,
because that’s never happened.

So, lesson learned. If we want to
reestablish a stricter reading of the
Constitution, or shift the country perma-
nently to the right, we’re not going to
find allies on the bench unless we do
some more effective media buying.
We’re going to have to learn to target our
marketing a little more ruthlessly. The
Supreme Court, like congressional pork
barrelers and Hollywood journalists,
can be pushed and bullied and cajoled.
Good to know. NR

20  NATIONALREVIEW | www.nationalreview.com

A World of
Labels

‘Moderate liberals’ and other
interesting creatures

BY JAY NORDLINGER

HE New York Times can be amaz-

ing in its language. After the

Supreme Court voted to uphold

Obamacare, the paper said that
Chief Justice Roberts had joined the
Court’s four “moderate liberals” to form a
majority. Roberts and the other Republi-
can justices were “‘conservatives,” unqual-
ified. That includes Justice Kennedy,
who has long been a swing vote. But the
Democratic justices—including President
Obama’s picks, Sotomayor and Kagan,
and Ginsburg, the former general counsel
to the ACLU—were “moderate liberals.”

Earlier in the year, the 7imes had de -
scribed George Zimmerman as a “white
Hispanic.” He is the shooter in the Tray-
von Martin case, Martin being the black
teenager whose death is the subject of
great and inflamed controversy. “White
Hispanic” was a novelty. Bernard Gold-
berg and others asked, “If Zimmerman
had done something heroic, would the
Times have described him as a ‘white
Hispanic,’ or a white anything?” And if he
had been a victim?

Race is touchy in the Hispanic world, as
it is most anywhere else. When Castro was
hiding out in the Sierra Maestra, people in
Spain referred to him as “the great white
hope.” Cuba’s dictator, Batista, was mu-
latto. The next dictator would be of much
paler hue.

By the way, why isn’t Justice Soto -
mayor a “white Hispanic,” in the Times’
eyes? The paper describes her as a “His-
panic,” plain and simple. Maybe there is
some color chart at the Times, secret from
the rest of us.

Most people, I imagine, like to think
of themselves as “moderate,” or certainly
not immoderate. An exception would be
Barry Goldwater—who famously de -
clared at his convention, “Extremism in
the defense of liberty is no vice,” and
“moderation in the pursuit of justice is
no virtue.” Goldwater was a conservative,
the author of The Conscience of a Con-
servative, no less. But he was also a clas-

sical liberal: a free-marketeer, a constitu-
tionalist, an anti-statist.

The Times allows for “moderate liber-
als,” but the paper seems to have less room
in its heart, and lexicon, for “moderate con-
servatives.” Are there such creatures? In
some liberal minds, the only good conser-
vative is a dead conservative. Goldwater,
Reagan, and William F. Buckley Jr. were
all portrayed as right-wing monsters, to
varying degrees, when they were alive and
kicking. Since then, they have enjoyed a
much better press.

And consider the case of the Bush fam-
ily. People used to say of 41, “Why does
he have to be such an awful right-winger,
unlike his nice moderate father?” (Senator
Prescott Bush of Connecticut). In the 1988
debates, Bush had to defend himself
against the charge that his father would be
ashamed of him. “I think my dad would be
pretty proud of me.” When 43 became
president, people said, “Why does he have
to be such an awful right-winger, unlike
his nice moderate father?”” And if one of
43’s twin daughters becomes president?
Will she face the same treatment?

“Liberal” has been a contentious word
in America since the early 1930s. The New
Dealers called themselves liberals, causing
others to say, “Hey, wait a minute: Aren’t
you too keen on government expansion to
be liberals?”” In Europe, an older sense pre-
vailed. The Nobel peace committee gave
its prize to Cordell Hull, recently secretary
of state, in 1945. The committee chairman,
an economist of Norway’s Liberal party,
praised Hull as “representative of all that is
best in liberalism.” What he meant was that
Hull was a lifelong foe of protectionism
and friend of “free competition.”

Americans applied the word “liberal” to
all manner of left-of-center people, as the
20th century wore on. Some of these peo-
ple were quite far to the left. I can tell you
that serious leftists, among others, resented
this: the equation of liberalism and left-
ism. One day, a Marxist professor of mine
sneered that Christopher Hitchens was
a “liberal,” nothing more. That made an
impression on me: the first time I had ever
heard “liberal” as a pejorative from the left.

The memory of this professor (whom [
loved) brings up another point: “Liberal”
and “conservative” can be quite relative
terms. She once chided a colleague of hers
for being an arch-conservative. He said,
“You have to remember, Barbara, that
where I come from [a town in the South]
they consider me a pinko.”
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In this country, we don’t have Liberal
and Conservative parties, nationally, al-
though others countries do. Our neighbor
to the north, Canada, has Liberals and
Conservatives. Britain has Conservatives,
but they no longer have Liberals. (They
now have Liberal Democrats.) Churchill
belonged to the Liberal party from 1904 to
1924. At the end of his long, illustrious,
and Conservative life, in the 1960s, he
made a curious statement: “I’'m a Liberal.
Always have been.”

Down in Australia, the conservative
party—the Reaganite or Thatcherite
party—is the Liberal party. During the
Bush 43 years, the Aussie prime minister,
John Howard, was denounced as a fellow
warmonger and right-winger of our
Texas cowboy. Howard was, of course, the
leader of the Liberals. In Europe, they
often denounce Reagan-Thatcher types as
“neoliberals”—which throws Americans
off. Here at home, neoliberalism was as-
sociated with a journalist named Charlie
Peters and his magazine, The Washington

Not wanting to be a bad guy, Jack Kemp
called himself a “progressive conserva-
tive.” That did not catch on. Bush 43 called
himself a “compassionate conservative”™—
which prompted Phil Gramm to remark,
“Freedom is compassionate.”

In recent years, left-leaning Democrats
have called themselves “progressives,”
rather than “liberals.” “Progressive” is an
old American word. We used to have Pro-
gressive parties, and Theodore Roosevelt,
Robert La Follette, and Henry Wallace ran
under their banners. “Progressive” is a self-
flattering word, too: Your opponents are
regressives. “Realist,” in foreign policy, is
another self-flattering word: Your oppo-
nents are unrealists.

We have one socialist in the Senate—
self-declared socialist—and that is Bernie
Sanders of Vermont (who caucuses with
the Democrats). Some have called Obama
a socialist, which provokes a furious reac-
tion, including, crazily enough, charges of
racism. The president is probably more a
social democrat, but consider: If he were a

am strongly against the EU. I’m against
regulationism and managerialism. I'm
against activism of any sort.” As for con-
servatism, he said, “I feel that, when other
people and nations are veering from civi-
lization, I would prefer to conserve.” Me
too. Although conservatives are obviously
more than people who are against change.
In my lifetime, the conservatives have
been the reformers and the liberals have
been the conservatives, so to speak: They
have wanted to keep the New Deal and
Great Society frozen.

Sometime in the mid-Nineties, I grum-
bled to Bill Kristol about being stuck with
“conservative.” He said, in essence, “Get
over it. You have to accept labels as they
are used and understood in your own time
and place.” In 1960, Hayek wrote an essay
called “Why I Am Not a Conservative.”
Well, tough luck, Friedrich: Today you
would for sure be a conservative or right-
winger, whether you liked it or not. The
world doesn’t give you a choice.

Still, T have not entirely made peace with

The best thing Reagan ever did for me, I’ve long said, 1s
give me something to call myself: a Reaganite. Neat,
accurate, and, so far, understandable.

Monthly. These people were moderate lib-
erals, in my opinion. “Neoconservatism”
used to mean something: but, in the last
decade, unreason and malice rendered it
meaningless.

Ed Koch, the fabled New Yorker, has
always called himself “a liberal with sani-
ty.” This must bother liberals who are, by
implication, without sanity. Bush 41 once
declared, “I’m a conservative, but I’m not
a nut about it.” This bothered those of us
who are nuts about it.

In the 1980s, conservatives had liber-
als on the run, and not many Democrats
would embrace the designation “liberal.”
In Florida, Connie Mack III (No. 4 is now
in the House) ran for the Senate against a
congressman named Buddy McKay. He
beat him with the simple ad line, “Hey,
Buddy, you’re a liberal.” Liberals, mean-
while, made the term “conservative” as
black as they could. In the last stage of
the Cold War, American hawks—Peace
through Strength types—were conserva-
tives, of course. But so, in the liberals’ lan-
guage, were hard-line Communists in the
Soviet Union. Either way, the bad guys
were conservatives, see?

Frenchman or Italian, would he not be in
the Socialist party? In America, the So-
cialist party is negligible.

A few years ago, Andrew Sullivan, who
is sometimes described as a conservative,
called me “an apparatchik of the far right.”
Understand, I am for equality under the
law, equality of opportunity, colorblind-
ness, E pluribus unum, civil liberties,
human rights—all that good stuff. If I'm
far-right, what language is left over to
describe the actual far right?

I must say that, when I left the Left
behind forever, sometime in college, I
was not quite comfortable with the word
“conservative.” I choked on it. In my en -
vironment, “conservative” meant bigot,
ignoramus, plutocrat, war-lover, and other
nice things. Jeane Kirkpatrick had a very
hard time leaving the Democrats for the
Republicans. She did so at the ripe age of
59. (Reagan was 51.) “I’d rather be a lib-
eral,” she said.

“What are you?” I once asked Robert
Conquest, in so many words. “I’m an anti-
extremist,” he said. “And I’m for a law-
and-liberty culture. Those are Orwell’s
words: law and liberty.” He continued, “I

the standard terms. I especially balk at
describing as “liberals” those who are
plainly illiberal: supporters of speech
codes, race preferences, abortion on de-
mand . . .

The best thing Reagan ever did for me,
I’ve long said, is give me something to call
myself: a Reaganite. Neat, accurate, and,
so far, understandable. I have sometimes
described Obama as a “McGovernite”—
but the meaning of that term fades in the
national memory. A couple of years ago,
some moderates founded a group they
called “No Labels.” Their slogan: “Not
Left. Not Right. Forward.” Not many peo-
ple claim backwardness. In any event,
labeling can be very useful, in part because
normal conversation cries out for short-
hands.

Before long, the New York Times may
call Chief Justice Roberts a “moderate con-
servative,” separating him from the villains
who would have struck down Obama-
care: the unqualified conservatives, so to
speak. Today, I saw a headline over an
Associated Press report: “More nuanced
view of Roberts after health care law.”
Ah, there you go. NR
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This Isn’t
CNN

Twilight days of a once-mighty

network
BY DANIEL FOSTER

VER three months in the win -

ter of 1991, the eminently fash-

ionable French Theorist Jean

Baudrillard—you can tell he’s
eminently fashionable because “Theorist”
is capitalized and takes no modifier—
wrote a series of articles about the Gulf
War. The first, published in January as the
average American was familiarizing her-
self with basic Kuwaiti history, was enti-
tled “The Gulf War Will Not Take Place.”
The second came out in February, in the
middle of the air campaign, and was called
“The Gulf War: Is It Really Taking Place?”
The third and last came in March, a month
after hostilities had ended, and if you’re
quick on the uptake you’ll guess, correctly,
that it was called “The Gulf War Did Not
Take Place.”

The essays are a mélange of relentlessly
provocative half-insights garbled by pon-
derous jargon and delivered by a narrator
who seems to delight in his unreliability.
Their upshot is that the Gulf War wasn’t a
“war” at all, that it was conducted from a
technological remove and won in advance
on computer screens. Representative sen-
tence: “Since this war was won in advance,
we will never know what it would have
been like had it existed.”

One major piece of evidence Baudrillard
presents for his thesis is that what the world
knew of the conflict was so abstracted and
anesthetized that it might as well have been
faked, reduced as it was to a handful of
green-tinted videos of flak lazing across
the Baghdad sky and nondescript bunkers
exploding in the crosshairs of laser-guided
munitions, all presented on continuous
loop by CNN. These days, we’re used to
Fox News playing the deus ex machina in
the darkest conspiracy theories of the Left.
Butin 1991 it must have really been some-
thing to accuse a cable news network of
a feat so epic as redefining reality.

Yet, as a nostalgic James Earl Jones
might intone, that was CNN. Launched on
just under 2 million TV sets in June 1980,
Ted Turner’s baby was a slow developer,
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spending its first decade working out the
kinks, expanding its reach, buying up com-
petitors, and doggedly investing in a far-
flung reporting infrastructure that would
let it cover every corner of the globe.

But by 1990 CNN was all grown up, and
the war in the Persian Gulf would prove to
be its coming-out party. So ubiquitous was
CNN during those months that the other
networks had to report off of its live feed
during the bombing of Baghdad; that thus
co-opted it reached / billion TV sets world-
wide; that both George H. W. Bush and
Saddam Hussein tuned in for the latest
images from the front lines; that, in one
surreal moment that furnished a kernel of
truth in Baudrillard’s over-the-top analy-
sis, a CNN camera crew broadcasting live
from the Gulf approached a group of print
reporters to interview them, only to find
them huddled around a television—watch-
ing CNN.

In the years after, cable news would
make the stern, gravelly voiced men de-
livering nightly half-hour briefings over
your pork chops as obsolete as ticker tape.
Political scientists would start analyzing
“The CNN Effect,” by which the network’s

“That said, we always want higher ratings
but not at the expense of nonpartisan, qual-
ity journalism.”

But it has been obvious for some time
that CNN’s troubles run much deeper, that
it faces the problem that fells so many
firms whose corner on a new market leads
to early dominance: It is being out-
competed and out-innovated.

The pressure is coming from two fronts.
On the one side, global competitors and
social media are increasingly preempting
CNN’s bread-and-butter international
reporting. Gone are the days when the net-
work was the first, last, and only word
from Mogadishu to Kosovo. Now it has to
fight for scoops not only with the likes of
Al-Jazeera but with the likes of Sohaib
Athar, the Pakistani IT consultant who
live-blogged the bin Laden raid from his
apartment in Abbottabad just a few blocks
away. Both the stillborn Green Revolution
in Iran and the stunted Arab Spring were
conceived on Facebook, chronicled on
Twitter, and memorialized on YouTube.
Sure, CNN was still in Tahrir Square and
on the streets of Benghazi. But this time it
was redundant.

What is the network’s official defense
for bottoming out? Get this: There
hasn’t been much news this quarter.

saturation coverage actually shaped and
accelerated the decision-making of world
leaders. Even the mighty Tom Brokaw was
forced to admit: “CNN used to be called
the little network that could. It’s no longer
the little network.”

O, but how far CNN has fallen from its
days of slaying giants and inventing reali-
ties. To wit: Its ratings for the second quar-
ter of 2012 are the worst they’ve been since
before the Gulf War, and down 40 percent
from a year ago. To be fair, all three major
cable news networks saw year-over-year
declines this quarter, but CNN fared far
worse than either MSNBC or Fox, and
now has fewer than a quarter of Fox’s total
viewers and a third of Fox’s weeknight
primetime viewers.

What is the network’s official defense
for bottoming out? Get this: There hasn’t
been much news this quarter. “As a news
organization our ratings reflect the news
environment much more so than [do those
of] the other networks,” the network
informed the New York Times’ Bill Carter.

On the other side, there is broad agree-
ment among the media smart set that CNN
suffers mightily for its lack of opinion-
driven analysis, and of the compelling per-
sonalities needed to deliver it. Contrast
with Fox News and, to an adorably small-
er extent, MSNBC. What one might call
the Op-Ed Turn in cable news reflects both
philosophical and practical considerations.
Philosophically, it reflects a move away
from the mid-20th-century news-media
fiction that unacknowledged bias is the
same as objectivity and toward a paradigm
in which transparency in prejudice is de
rigueur. Practically, it reflects the theory
that when news is light, ideological spar-
ring helps pass the time.

CNN instead passes the time by punctu-
ating the hard news with the transparently
tacky. Michael Massing, in a withering
critique for the Columbia Journalism
Review, catalogues some of the gems of
this genre, from Piers Morgan’s breathless
four hours of live coverage of Whitney
Houston’s death to Erin Burnett’s intrepid
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reporting on bath salts and the cannibal
threat. (As I write, a headline on CNN.com
is “Clooney, Girlfriend Get Food Poison-
ing.”)

What little CNN can count as opinion-
driven journalism retains the imprint of its
cosmopolitan focus. The choice of voices
like Fareed Zakaria to deliver its “analysis”
seems premised on the idea that Americans
are desperate to hear what the rest of the
world thinks of American hegemony from
within a framework that assumes Amer-
ican hegemony is at its end. This appeals
to a certain devoted-reader—of-Thomas
Friedman type, but there are precious few
of them outside Turtle Bay and Embassy
Row. CNN still hasn’t learned from the big
domestic narratives that drove the rises of
Fox News (e.g. Lewinsky) and MSNBC
(e.g. the 2004 election) and that sustain
them now that “war fatigue” has fully
taken hold. It isn’t that CNN isn’t reporting
on, say, the presidential election. It’s that
it isn’t adding anything, and frequently
resorts to gaffe obsession or holding the
stopwatch as talking heads from compet-
ing campaigns regurgitate talking points.

There isn’t a single host on CNN who
could hack it on MSNBC in its high-
Baroque style. Watching Ed Schulz in a
lather is like watching the compelling kook
in your bowling league cry into his beer. At
his best/worst, Olbermann recalled the
tempestuous high-school debate partner
who could either win you the round with
his overwrought rhetorical flourishes or
get you bounced out of the tournament for
an unhinged tirade at the judges. Rachel
Maddow is having so much fun mis-
spending her Oxford education by flatter-
ing liberal pieties that it’s actually kind
of hard to hate her.

And CNN has whom? Anderson ‘“Phone
It In” Cooper? David Gergen, whose
motor seems to run on wistfulness? John
King, the analyst for people who find
vanilla ice cream presumptuous? The net-
work’s most recent “big splash” hire is
Anthony Bourdain, a food writer and trav-
eloguer in the wannabe—Hunter Thompson
mold. You can tell he’s tough because he
sports an earring and T-shirts referencing
punk bands that were controversial in
the *70s.

The most assertive thing on CNN is
Wolf Blitzer’s beard. It’s as if an entire net-
work gazed upon the morphing media
landscape, turned to its audience, and with
a straight face said: “The last twenty years
did not take place.” NR

Totalitarian
Tasting Menu

North Korean dz'm'ﬂg in
the Netherlands

BY ANTHONY DANIELS

HE Pyongyang Restaurant in

Amsterdam, which serves Kore-

an food in a North Korean ambi-

ence, is in a neighborhood of the
city, a $40-50 taxi ride from the historic
center, that might from the architectural
point of view be called Little Pyongyang.
The difference between the domestic ar -
chitecture of Communist totalitarianism
and that of European social democracy is
subtle rather than great, a matter more of
the quality of the construction than of the
design. While party rallies and martial
music disturb the deadness of the one,
drug trafficking and the young men’s
struggle for control of the streets do the
same in the other.

The Pyongyang Restaurant does not
rely on passing trade, for it is difficult to
find among the nearly featureless blocks,
and indeed you could easily spend a few
hours looking for it. Nor does it cater to the
local unemployed, or proletarians of any
description, for it offers two menus, one at
$65 and the other at $100, not including
drinks. The latter is nine courses, intermit-
ted by karaoke, piano serenades, and danc-
ing performed by the waitresses.

Our driver promised to pick us up later,
for no driver would venture here at night,
he said, to pick up people unknown to
him. We were guided into the restaurant
by telephone, and were told that the staff
would come to meet us when we were
near. In the event, it was not difficult to
spot them: three young Korean women,
their faces well made up and with de -
termined smiles, dressed in voluminous
nylon chiffon dresses of baby blue and
pink and lemon yellow, all in cream stilet-
to shoes, among the grey concrete slabs.

“Welcome to our restaurant,” they
chirped in high-pitched English.

They led us through a short corridor to a
windowless room. The tables were set as
in a normal restaurant, but the walls were

Mr. Daniels is the author of Utopias Elsewhere

and other books.

covered in pictures. The only other guests
of the evening—two of them—were about
to leave. I quickly took in that there was
not a single picture of either the Great or
the Dear Leader, nor was there any politi-
cal slogan, which for aficionados of things
North Korean reduced slightly the au-
thenticity of the place. The pictures were
of the kitsch Sino-socialist-realism school,
where schoolgirls in white socks and
braids lie contemplating the landscape
with a smile of eternal fulfilment as
peonies flourish abundantly and tigers
emerge from the woods. The only picture
I saw of the Great Leader was on the lapel
badge of the Dutch cofounder and mana-
ger of the Pyongyang Restaurant. Of him,
more later. (The restaurant is officially a
private venture but is run with extensive
cooperation from the North Korean gov-
ernment. )

On one wall was a large, flat screen,
relaying scenes of North Korean land-
scapes and of Pyongyang, city of eternal
fireworks display but uncertain electricity
supply. There were none of the vast pa -
rades of hundreds of thousands of North
Koreans, including sleep-deprived chil-
dren, that reduce humans to the level of
soldier ants and are laid on to celebrate
non-events such as the leader’s birthday.
The manager had just enough insight to
realize that the sight of such parades might
put the average Westerner off his food and
make him draw the most obvious infer-
ences about the Democratic People’s Re-
public.

The food was copious and meticulously
prepared. I am not a person of such tender
liberal conscience that I cannot enjoy any-
thing until the world be cleansed of in-
justice and suffering (nothing I have seen
has ever put me off my food), yet there was
a certain unpleasant irony about being
informed that such-and-such a dish was a
traditional delicacy of a country where
ordinary people are often reduced to forag-
ing for grass and herbs to stave off starva-
tion.

The three waitresses smiled and smiled
and smiled, emitted foreshortened peals
of laughter, and danced, sang, and played
the piano between courses for our en-
tertainment. This had evidently been
arranged by someone who knew that hu-
mans like to enjoy themselves but had
never personally experienced enjoyment
and therefore thought it could be planned
like a train timetable, abjuring spontaneity
as the worst of eventualities. There was an
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automatism to their performance that, in
the context, was wholly authentic.

Yet they were accomplished and intel-
ligent young women. How one wanted to
question them, to know about their lives
both in Korea and in Holland! I have
always been interested in the lives when
they are not working of the people who
serve me, for example the Bengali waiter
in my local Indian restaurant: Where does
he live, in what conditions, and what are
his joys and sorrows, his hopes and fears?
I am too tactful to ask, too fearful of seem-
ing intrusive; how much greater were my
inhibitions in the case of these young Ko -
rean women!

How were they selected for the extra-
ordinary mission of serving in the first
North Korean restaurant in the West? Did
they volunteer or were they sent without
choice in the matter? How high up in the

At the very least, it seemed clear to me
that the location of the restaurant had been
chosen for its resemblance to Pyongyang
(the nearest possible in a Western country),
the unattractiveness of the life in it, and its
isolation from the multiple temptations,
including those of freedom, of the city
center. These advantages more than out-
weighed the commercial disadvantage: the
discouragement of all but the most deter-
mined clientele. A North Korean restaurant
is not, in any case, a commercial propo-
sition, or intended as such. It is to promote
the friendship of peoples, in the old-
fashioned Communist sense of that term.

The founder and manager was a Dutch-
man in his forties who glowed with the sat-
isfaction of the religious convert who has
found the Truth. He was a Believer who
wanted to persuade his fellow countrymen
(and others in the Western world) that there

at last was the goose-stepping, rather than
the peony-perpetually-in-bloom, side of
the regime: rockets being driven along the
broad streets of Pyongyang (the only traf-
fic they ever witness, in fact, apart from
parades of hundreds of thousands), the per-
fect formations of men-automata as far as
the eye could see. Again from politeness I
did not laugh when he showed me a picture
of the tribune of the politburo with Kim
Jong 11 in the chair: a row of prune-like
men, the majority military in Soviet-style
caps several sizes too large for them, and
weighed down by medals, and not a smile
between them, only the visages of men
sucking lemons.

“The Kims are only figureheads,” said
the true believer. “The army is the real
power.” And he pointed to the head of the
army.

Then he proudly showed us his Friend-

hierarchy were their families? Who were
the hostages left behind against their de-
fecting? Where did they live in Amster-
dam, and how did they spend their free
time, if any? How were they paid, and did
they control their own money? Were they
allowed to roam free? How often did
they have to report to the North Korean
embassy? What did they think of what
they had seen? What, indeed, did they
think of us, their customers?

Such questions would have caused
embarrassment without resulting in illu-
mination, and we refrained from asking
them. Our delicacy prevented a confronta-
tion and objectively (to use a Stalinist locu-
tion) served the ends of totalitarianism. We
pretend to notice nothing, and they pretend
to believe that we have noticed nothing.
Thus a social virtue—politeness—comes
to serve the ends of evil.
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Service and song at the Pyongyang Restaurant in Amsterdam

was more to North Korea than bellicose
propaganda, the production of nuclear
weapons, military parades, and mass star-
vation: that it was, in fact, some kind of
paradise.

After the meal was over, he kindly
agreed to show us his cultural center
upstairs. The first two rooms were of non-
political art, the same kitsch and sentimen-
tal pictures as in the restaurant, a kind of
tasteless craft rather than art. But then he
took us into his inner sanctum, where, he
said, there was political art as well as liter-
ature. For he conceded that there were
political aspects to North Korea, as there
were to everywhere else.

Here he showed us his posters of angrily
determined North Korean soldiers endless-
ly smashing imperialist aggression, as well
as his collection of photographs, which, he
said, came to him through Moscow. Here

ship Medal. One day he received a tele-
phone call telling him he had better come
to Pyongyang because he was being deco-
rated, so he went. The medal was cheap
even by the standards of the junk sold in
African markets. We asked him whether it
had been presented to him by any of the
politburo. “Oh, no,” he said, with the kind
of modesty of someone who truly believes
in his insignificance by comparison with
God.

There was literature for distribution in
piles (no prizes for guessing the author). I
was tempted by Kim Jong II’s thoughts on
opera—of which, of course, he was a great
composer—but in the end I resisted.

On the way back we did not laugh as we
had expected. It was tragic: tragic the fate
of the young women, tragic the delusion of
the Dutchman who found in Pyongyang
the meaning of his life. NR
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Russia’s Choice

Will it establish a’emocmcy at last or let Viadimir Putin rule for lyfeP

BY DAVID SATTER

N the surface, Moscow has never looked more

prosperous. High-end restaurants are full. Cyclists,

strollers, and rollerbladers crowd Gorky Park. Newly

built skyscrapers give the city a modern skyline, and
streets are clogged with late-model Western cars. But there is a
growing sense of unease. Against the background of plummet-
ing oil prices and vast sums of money being urgently sent
abroad, the capital is now the scene of feverish political activity.
For the first time, Vladimir Putin’s system of one-man rule
appears unstable. No one knows whether it can survive or, if
it doesn’t, what will replace it.

After years when opposition demonstrations typically attract-
ed no more than a few hundred, Moscow since December has
witnessed at least six major demonstrations that have drawn
crowds estimated at 50,000 to 100,000. Nothing like this has
happened in Russia since the fall of the Soviet Union. The pro-

M. Satter is a smiorﬁllow at the Hudson Institute. He is the author of It Was a
Long Time Ago and It Never Happened Anyway: Russia and the
Communist Past and the director of a documentary about the fall of the Soviet

Union, Age of Delirium, which is based on his book of the same title.

testers openly refer to Putin as a “thief,” an explosive charge in
a society where Putin is suspected of massive corruption but the
accusation is typically not made publicly.

The country is now in a state of suspended animation. In a poll
taken in December 2011, after the first demonstrations, by the
Levada Center, a Moscow-based organization that conducts
sociological research, 61 percent of Russians said they were sure
that 2012 would not be a calm year and reported feelings of fore-
boding. This perception derives in part from a belief that the
Putin regime will not leave the scene peacefully. According to
Russian political analyst Lilya Shevtsova, “relinquishing poli-
tical control could mean not only loss of assets but also of free-
dom or even life. Lights burned late in the Kremlin during the
Arab Spring and conclusions were drawn: Lose your grip on
power and you end up like Hosni Mubarak or Muammar
Qadhafi.”

The first event that led to the protests was Putin’s decision to
run for a third term as president. It exposed the presidency of
Dmitri Medvedev in 2008—12 as a sham. Despite his pledges to
fight corruption and his denunciations of “legal nihilism,”
Medvedev achieved only one thing during his tenure: He
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Sailing November 11-18 on
Holland America’s luxurious Nieuw Amsterdam

Post-EF on Cruise

THE NATIONAL REVIEW

2012

.
“‘cﬂ: Jonah Goldberg, Rich Lowry, Bernard Lewis, Victor Davis Hanson, Ralph Reed, John Yoo,

tt Rasmussen, Daniel Hannan, Peter Robinson, James L. Buckley, Ed Gillespie, Cal Thomas,
iott Abrams, Brian Anderson, James Lileks, Mona Charen, John O’Sullivan, Mark Krikorian,
-~ Fund, Bing West, Alan Reynolds, James Pethokoukis, Jay Nordlinger, Michael Walsh,
ob Long, Robert Costa, Ed Whelan, John J. Miller, Ramesh Ponnuru, Roger Kimball,
)w McCarthy, Kevin D. Williamson, Jim Geraghty, Kathryn Jean Lopez, Kevin Hassett,
uttaford, and Anne Bayefsky as we visit the beautiful and sunny Caribbean ports of

g »
Jaa [1C

Grand Cayman, Ocho Rios (Jamaica), Roatan (Honduras), Half Moon Cay, and Ft. Lauderdale
ign up for what’s certain to be one of the most exciting sea-
faring adventures you will ever experience: the National

S Review 2012 Post-Election Cruise. Featuring a cast of all-
star conservative speakers, this affordable tnp—prlces start a

me of the world’s leading cruise
: lmes From politics, the elections, the presidency, and
,_ domestic policy to economics, national security, and
~ foreign affairs, there’s so much to discuss. That’s pre-
cisely what our array of three dozen leading conservative
analysts, writers, and experts will do on the Nieuw Amsterdam,
your floating luxury getaway for scintillating discussion of major
. events, trends, and the 2012 elections.

We'll have a wonderful group of speakers on board to help
make sense of politics, elections, and world affairs. Our stellar
line-up includes Islam scholar Bernard Lewis, historian Victor
Davis Hanson, pollster Scott Rasmussen, former RNC chairman
Ed Gillespie, political guru Ralph Reed, European Parliament
conservative Daniel Hannan, columnists Cal Thomas, James
Lileks, and Mona Charen, military expert Bing West, foreign
affairs experts Elliott Abrams and Anne Bayefsky, Uncommon
Knowledge host Peter Robinson,legal scholars John Yoo and Ed
Whelan, economics experts James Pethokoukis, Alan Reynolds,
Kevin Hassett, and Andrew Stuttaford, City Journal editor Brian

DAY/DATE PORT ARRIVE DEPART
SUN/Now. 11 Ft. Lauderdale, FL 5:00PM
MON/Nov. 12 Half Moon Cay 8:00AM 4:00PM
TUE/Nov. 13 AT SEA

WED/Nov. 14 Ocho Rios (Jamaica) 7:00AM 4:00PM
THU/Nov. 15 Grand Cayman 7:00AM 3:00PM
FRI/Nov. 16 Roatan (Honduras) 9:00AM 3:00PM
SAT/Nov. 17 AT SEA

SUN/Nov. 18 Ft. Lauderdale, FL 8:00AM

> NR editor ]ohn (5 Sulh\cand.on.g Vie

colummst Rob Long, senior editors Jay Nordlinger and Ramb"

Ponnuru, NRO “Exchequer” blogger Kevin Williamson,
NRO editor-at-large Kathryn Jean Lopez, political
reporter Robert Costa, NRO “Campaign Spot” blogger
Jim Geraghty, and national correspondent John J.
Miller. And, as a special treat, our contingent will
include someone who is so close to the history of both
National Review and the conservative movement: former U.S.
Senator, federal judge, and Reagan Administration official James
L. Buckley.

No wonder we've had over 250 cabins booked so far!

The “typical” NR cruise alumnus (there are thousands) has
gone on four of our voyages and knows that NR trips are marked
by riveting political shoptalk, wonderful socializing, intimate
dining with editors and speakers, making new friends, rekindling
old friendships, and grand cruising. That and much more awaits
you on the National Review 2012 Post-Election Cruise.

Here’s our exclusive event program: nine scintillating seminars
featuring NR’s editors and guest speakers; two fun-filled “Night
Owl” sessions; three revelrous pool-side cocktail receptions; a
late-night “smoker” featuring world-class H. Upmann cigars (and
complimentary cognac); and inti-
mate dining on two evenings with a
guest speaker or editor.

The best reason to come is the
luminary line-up. This tremendous
ensemble (we're awaiting RSVDPs
from many more invited guests)
guarantee fascinating and informa-
tive seminar sessions.

SPECIAL EVENT

evening cocktail reception

afternoon seminar
“Night Owl” session

morning/afternoon seminars

afternoon seminar v Some of our primo prior cruise

experiences have been the informed
interchanges between Bernard Lewis
and Victor Davis Hanson on the
brutal, age-old struggle between
Islam and the West.

Watch John Millet, Brian

evening cocktail reception

afternoon seminar
late-night Smoker

afternoon seminar
“Night Owl” session

morning/afternoon seminars v
evening cocktail reception

Debark

Andetrson, Peter Robinson, and
Roger Kimball discuss just how deep
the media is in the liberal tank.




ACT NOW: OVER 250 CABINS BOOKED!

PRICES START AT JUST $1999!
TO BOOK CALL 1-800-707-1634
OR VISIT WWW.NRCRUISE.COM

Superior service, gourmet cuisine, elegant accommodations,
and great entertainment await you on the beautiful Ms Nieuw
Amsterdam. Prices are per-person, based on double occupan-
cy, and include port fees, taxes, gratuities, all meals, enter-
tainment, and admittance to and participation in all NR func-
tions. Per-person rates for third/fourth person (in same cabin
with two full-fare guests) are as follows: Ages infant to 2
years: $586. Ages 2 to 17: $896. Ages 18 and over: $1,446.

DELUXE SUITE Magnificent luxury quarters (528
sq. ft.) features use of exclusive Neptune Lounge
and personal concierge, complimentary laun-
dry, pressing and dry-cleaning service.
Large private verandah, king-size bed
(convertible to 2 twins), whirlpool
bath/shower, dressing room, large sit-
ting area, DVD, mini-bar, and refrigerator.

Category SA
DOUBLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 4,799 P/P
SINGLE OCCUPANCY RATE: $ 7,499

SUPERIOR SUITE Grand stateroom (392 sq.
ft.) features private verandah, queen-size bed
(convertible to 2 twin beds), whirlpool
bath/shower, large sitting area, DVD, mini-
bar, refrigerator, floor-to-ceiling windows, 4
and much more.

Category SS
DOUBLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 3,599 P/P
SINGLE OCCUPANCY RATE: $ 5,899

DELUXE OUTSIDE Spacious cabin (241 sq. ft.)
features private verandah, queen-size bed (convert-
ible to 2 twin beds), bath with shower, sitting
area, mini-bar, tv, refrigerator, and floor-to-
ceiling windows.

Categories VA/ VB /VC
DOUBLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 2,999 P/P
SINGLE OCCUPANCY RATE: $ 4,499

LARGE OCEAN VIEW Comfortable quarters (190 sqg.
ft.) features queen-size bed (convertible to 2 twin
beds), bathtub with shower, sitting area, tv, large
ocean-view windows.

Category D
DOUBLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 2,499 P/P
SINGLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 2,999

LARGE INSIDE Cozy but ample cabin quarters (152 sq. ft.)
features queen-size bed (convertible to 2 twin beds),
bathtub with shower, sitting area, tv.

Category J
DOUBLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 1,999 P/P
SINGLE OCCUPANCY RATE:  $ 2,499

v |

v Legal experts John Yoo and Andy McCatthy will provide
razor-sharp insights on national security, and will join Ed Whelan
to score judicial decisions and Justice Department hijinx.

v Our hilarious post-dinner “Night Owls” will showcase
Jonah Goldberg, James Lileks, Michael Walsh, Rob Long et al.
vent,ing ruminating, and joshing about the things which tickle
their fancies, yank their chains, and everything in between.

v DPollster Scott Rasmussen will analyze the numbers and
explains why this candidate won and that one lost, while Ralph
Reed, Mona Charen, Cal Thomas, and John Fund provide expert
analyses of the conservative movement and the GOP.

v Picture John O’Sullivan, Bing West, Daniel Hannan, Anne
Bayefsky, and Elliott Abrams discussing military policy and for-
eign affairs, and Mark Krikotian giving you his critical take on
immigration.

v Get your masters in economics as Alan Reynolds, James
Pethokoukis, Andrew Stuttaford, Kevin Hassett, and Kevin
Williamson inspect America’s dilapidated fiscal house.

v They'll be joined in all the world-class elucidating and ana-
lyzing by NR’s editorial heavyweights, including Rich Lowry,
Ramesh Ponnuru, Kathryn Jean Lopez, Jim Geraghty, Bob Costa,
and Jay Nordlinger—who will do a very special interview with
conservative great (and WFB sibling) James L. Buckley.

As for the ship: The luxurious Nieuw Amsterdam offers well-
appointed, spacious staterooms and countless amenities, with a
stellar staff providing unsurpassed service and sumptuous cuisine,.
And don'’t forget the fantastic itinerary: Ocho Rios (Jamaica),
Grand Cayman, Roatan (Honduras), and Half Moon Cay (with
its famous must-see-it-to-believe-it blue lagoon)!

Our Post-Election Cruise will be remarkable, and affordable.
Prices start as low as $1,999 a person (there’s a cabin for every
taste and circumstance).

Take the trip of a lifetime with America’s preeminent intellec-
tuals, policy analysts, and political experts. Sign up now by filling
out and returning the application on the next page, or reserve
your cabin online at our dedicated website, www.nrcruise.com, (it
has complete info on the trip). Or call The Cruise Authority
(M-E 9AM to 5PM EST) at 1-800-707-1634—the good
folks there will be happy to get you into a cabin that
fits your taste and budget. Don’t delay! We'll
see you on the Nieuw Amsterdam
this November!

REGISTER NOW: USE

THE FORM ON THE NEXT PAGE,

VISIT WWW.NRCRUISE.COM, OR CALL
800-707-1634 FOR MORE INFORMATION.




National Review 2012 Post-Election Cruise Application

Mail to: National Review Cruise, The Cruise Authority, 1760 Powers Ferry Rd., Marietta, GA 30067 or Fax to 770-953-1228

Please fill out application completely and mail with deposit check or fax with credit-card information. One application per cabin.
If you want more than one cabin, make copies of this application. For questions call The Cruise Authority at 800-707-1634.

ersonal MAILING AND CONTACT INFORMATION (FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY)

GUEST #1: Name as listed on Passport (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) Date of Birth Wailing address

Passport Number Expiration Date Citizenship Size: S-XXL City / State / Zip

Are you a past Holland America cruiser? D Yes D No

Email Address

GUEST #2: Name as listed on Passport (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) Date of Birth

Daytime Phone Cell phone

iratil Citizenshi Size: S-XXL
Passport Number Expiration Date p CREDENTIALS
Your legal first and last name are required for travel documentation. If you have an informal
PASSPORT INFORMATION Everyone cruising, including children, is required to bring either name you would like reflected on your name badge, please indicate it here:
a valid passport (valid through May 20, 2013) or a certified birth certificate plus a driver’s
license. Failure to provide one of these forms of documentation WILL result in denied
boarding of the Nieuw Amsterdam. For more information visit www.travel.state.gov. Guest #1 Guest #2

Cabins, Air Travel, & Other Information IV. AIR