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Glenn Reynolds posted on the two Watergate-era heroes who died last week;  
...Howard Baker, who famously asked “what did the President know and when did he know it?” and 
Johnnie Walters, the IRS Commissioner who refused to go along with Nixon’s efforts to target his 
enemies. Both were Republicans who stood up for the rule of law. 

Where are the Democrats willing to stand up for it under this Administration? 

  

  
More on Johnnie Walters from Jim Taranto.  
In the scandal involving the Internal Revenue Service, the IRS commissioner refused to play along 
with a corrupt administration, the New York Times reports. A White House aide handed him a list of 
200 political "enemies" the president wanted investigated. In response, the commissioner asked: 
"Do you realize what you're doing?" Then, he answered his own rhetorical question: "If I did what 
you asked, it'd make Watergate look like a Sunday school picnic."  

The White House aide's reply was "emphatic," according to the Times: ""The man I work for 
doesn't like somebody to say 'no.' " 

The commissioner went to his boss, the Treasury secretary, "showed him the list and 
recommended that the I.R.S. do nothing." The secretary "told him to lock the list in his safe." Later, 
he retrieved the list and turned it over to congressional investigators. 

It's enough to restore your trust in the government--except that it happened more than 40 years 
ago. The corrupt order was delivered by John Dean in September 1972. The commissioner, 
Johnnie Walters, eventually "testified to various committees investigating alleged Nixon misdeeds," 
the Times reports. "He left office in April 1973." He died Tuesday; the Times article we've been 
quoting is his obituary. ... 

... Four decades ago, during a Republican administration that was brought down by corruption, the 
IRS turned out to be a bulwark of government integrity. Today the possibility remains that the IRS 
itself is the source of the corruption. As we've repeatedly argued, that would be even worse than 
an IRS that follows corrupt orders from the president. A corrupt administration can be replaced, as 
Nixon's was. It's harder to see what can be done if a vital and permanent institution of the 
administrative state has been corrupted. 

  
  
Even the liberals on the Supreme Court cannot countenance presidential power plays. 
John Fund posts on the 12th and 13th unanimous ruling in the last two and a half 
years.   
Did you know the Obama administration’s position has been defeated in at least 13 – thirteen — 
cases before the Supreme Court since January 2012 that were unanimous decisions? It continued 
its abysmal record before the Supreme Court today with the announcement of two unanimous 
opinions against arguments the administration had supported. First, the Court rejected the 
administration’s power grab on recess appointments by making clear it could not decide when the 
Senate was in recess. Then it unanimously tossed out a law establishing abortion-clinic “buffer 



zones” against pro-life protests that the Obama administration argued on behalf of before the Court 
(though the case was led by Massachusetts attorney general Martha Coakley). 

The tenure of both President Obama and Attorney General Eric Holder has been marked by a 
dangerous push to legitimize a vast expansion of the power of the federal government that 
endangers the liberty and freedom of Americans. They have taken such extreme position on key 
issues that the Court has uncharacteristically slapped them down time and time again. Historically, 
the Justice Department has won about 70 percent of its cases before the high court. But in each of 
the last three terms, the Court has ruled against the administration a majority of the time. ... 

  
  
Kimberley Strassel writes on the president's enablers.  
... In the history of this country, there was one thing on which Republicans and Democrats, House 
and Senate, could regularly agree: Nobody messes with Congress's powers. Political parties were 
happy to rally votes for a president's agenda, to slam his opponents, to excuse his failings. But 
should that president step on Congress's size 12 toes, all partisan bets were off. ... 
  
... Name a prominent Democrat—name any Democrat—who has said boo about the president's 23 
unilateral rewrites of ObamaCare. Or of immigration law. Name any who today are defending 
constituents in their districts against the abuses of the Obama IRS. A few congressional 
Democrats got their backs up with the White House over possible Syria action, but they are 
dwarfed by the majority who've gone silent over Mr. Obama's national-security policies—which 
they once berated George W. Bush for pursuing as an "imperial" president. 

The main culprits here are Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, and Ms. Pelosi, who've put 
themselves and their caucuses at the disposal of the White House. Winning political battles—
sticking it to the GOP—is their priority, not constitutional balance. Mr. Reid has made himself White 
House gatekeeper, sitting on thorny votes, earning Congress public scorn for dysfunction. His 
members are meanwhile happy for Mr. Obama to pervert the law, since it saves them taking tough 
votes.  

It hasn't helped that much of the institutional memory of the Democratic Party has retired or died 
this past decade. Nearly half of today's Democratic Senate was elected with or since Mr. Obama 
and has never known institutional leadership. ... 

  
  
Philip Klein explains how the recess appointments ruling bolsters Boehner's suit for 
presidential usurpation.  
A unanimous ruling by the Supreme Court on Thursday invalidating three of President Obama's 
recess appointments to the National Labor Relations Board bolsters House Speaker John 
Boehner's effort to sue Obama over his abuse of executive power. 

Liberals have consistently dismissed as political posturing any charges by Republicans that 
Obama has violated the U.S. Constitution by frequently bypassing Congress. But the decision in 
the NLRB v. Noel Canning case shows that there’s more to the GOP’s claims than liberals care to 
acknowledge. 



The case goes back to January 2012 when Obama, frustrated by his inability to get his pro-union 
nominees to the NLRB confirmed, made three appointments to the board tasked with adjudicating 
labor disputes – even though the U.S. Senate said it was still in session. 

In a 9-0 decision authored by liberal Justice Stephen Breyer, the court held that, “the Senate is in 
session when it says it is” and thus, Obama “lacked the power to make the recess appointments 
here at issue.” ... 

  
  
WSJ reports we've been voting for butter.  
Changing views of nutrition are turning butter into one of the great comeback stories in U.S. food 
history. 

Americans this year are expected to eat an average of 5.6 pounds of butter, according to U.S. 
government data—nearly 22.5 sticks for every man, woman and child. That translates to 892,000 
total tons of butter consumed nationwide, an amount not seen since World War II. 

Americans in 2013 for the third straight year bought more butter than margarine, spending $2 
billion on products from Land O'Lakes Inc., Organic Valley and others, compared with $1.8 billion 
on spreads and margarines, according to IRI, a market-research firm.  

The revival flows in part from new legions of home gourmets inspired by celebrity chefs and 
cooking shows with butter-rich recipes. Butter makers have encouraged the trend, using food 
channels and websites to promote what they say is their products' natural simplicity. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
Instapundit 
SO TWO WATERGATE-ERA HEROES DIED TODAY, 
by Glenn Reynolds 
  
Howard Baker, who famously asked “what did the President know and when did he know it?” and 
Johnnie Walters, the IRS Commissioner who refused to go along with Nixon’s efforts to target his 
enemies. Both were Republicans who stood up for the rule of law. 

Where are the Democrats willing to stand up for it under this Administration? 

  
  
WSJ 
Johnnie Walters, RIP 
Remembering when the IRS had integrity. 
by James Taranto 
  
In the scandal involving the Internal Revenue Service, the IRS commissioner refused to play along 
with a corrupt administration, the New York Times reports. A White House aide handed him a list of 
200 political "enemies" the president wanted investigated. In response, the commissioner asked: 



"Do you realize what you're doing?" Then, he answered his own rhetorical question: "If I did what 
you asked, it'd make Watergate look like a Sunday school picnic."  

The White House aide's reply was "emphatic," according to the Times: ""The man I work for 
doesn't like somebody to say 'no.' " 

The commissioner went to his boss, the Treasury secretary, "showed him the list and 
recommended that the I.R.S. do nothing." The secretary "told him to lock the list in his safe." Later, 
he retrieved the list and turned it over to congressional investigators. 

It's enough to restore your trust in the government--except that it happened more than 40 years 
ago. The corrupt order was delivered by John Dean in September 1972. The commissioner, 
Johnnie Walters, eventually "testified to various committees investigating alleged Nixon misdeeds," 
the Times reports. "He left office in April 1973." He died Tuesday; the Times article we've been 
quoting is his obituary. 

Walters wasn't the first IRS commissioner to resist President Nixon's political pressure. His 
predecessor, Randolph Thrower, was fired "for resisting White House pressure to punish political 
opponents," as the Times notes. Thrower died this March at 100. When Walters took office in 
1971, "his stated goals were simplifying the tax process and catching tax cheats," but his job "had 
grown more complex" when Nixon imposed wage-and-price controls in an economically ignorant 
effort to curb inflation. 

  
Johnnie Walters testifies before  
a Senate subcommittee, March 1973 

But the obituarist dryly notes that "Mr. Walters had not been told of Nixon's other job 
requirements," which surfaced in a recorded Oval Office conversation: "I want to be sure he is a 
ruthless son of a bitch, that he will do what he's told, that every income-tax return I want to see I 
see, that he will go after our enemies and not go after our friends." When Nixon learned that 
Walters had refused to follow the wrongful order, he asked: "Why the hell did we promote him?" 

Later, he told the aforementioned White House aide, John Dean: "You've got to kick Walters's ass 
out first and get a man in there." He added that the Treasury secretary, George Shultz, "needed to 
make sure that Mr. Walters left if he wanted to keep his own job," in the Times's paraphrase. 
Shultz remained in office until May 1974, three months before Nixon's resignation, and later served 
as President Reagan's secretary of state. He's still alive at 93. 

This Wednesday, as Mediaite.com notes, Barack Obama's Treasury secretary, Jack Lew, testified 
before the Senate Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Committee. Sen. David Vitter, a Louisiana 
Republican, pressed him about the purported harmonic convergence of crashed computers that 



caused seven IRS employees' emails to go missing. "Sometimes a broken hard drive is just a 
broken hard drive," Lew said. 

As far as we know, even Bill Clinton never said, "Sometimes a cigar is just a cigar." 

One group of experts, the International Association of Information Technology Asset Managers, 
apparently disagrees with Lew and the current IRS commissioner, John Koskinen, as The Weekly 
Standard's Jim Swift reports: 

IAITAM administers internationally accepted certifications for information technology professionals. 
According to the group's standards, if Lerner's supposedly malfunctioning hardware was properly 
destroyed, there would be records of it.  
Dr. Barbara Rembiesa, president of IAITAM, questions whether there is documentation of the 
destruction of the files. Who performed the work, says Rembiesa, is important because not all IT 
professionals are IAITAM certified.  
"The notion that these emails just magically vanished makes no sense whatsoever. That is not how 
IT asset management at major businesses and government institutions works in this country. 
When the hard drive in question was destroyed, the IRS should have called in an accredited IT 
Asset Destruction (ITAD) professional or firm to complete that process, which requires extensive 
documentation, official signoffs, approvals, and signatures of completion. If this was done, there 
would be records. If this was not done, this is the smoking gun that proves the drive or drives were 
destroyed improperly – or not at all." 

Also on Wednesday, the House Ways and Means Committee released an eyebrow-raising email 
exchange from December 2012 (that is, postdating the alleged computer crashes). It seems that 
Lois Lerner, the IRS's since-ousted head of tax-exempt organizations, and Sen. Chuck Grassley, a 
Republican member of the Senate Finance Committee, were invited to appear together at a 
conference. 

Lerner turned down the invitation, emailing Matthew Giuliano, a lawyer then employed as a 
manager at the IRS: "Don't think I want to be on stage with Grassley on this issue." (The "issue" 
and the identity of the conference sponsor are redacted from the email exchange.) But she 
observed: "Looked like they were inappropriately offering to pay for [Grassley's] wife. Perhaps we 
should refer to Exam?" 

"We have seen a lot of unbelievable things in this investigation, but the fact that Lois Lerner 
attempted to initiate an apparently baseless IRS examination against a sitting Republican United 
States Senator is shocking," Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp said in a press release. "At 
every turn, Lerner was using the IRS as a tool for political purposes in defiance of taxpayer rights." 

Giuliano gingerly replied to Lerner that he was "not sure we should send to exam. I think the offer 
to pay for Grassley's wife is income to Grassley, and not prohibited on its face." 

There's no indication that Lerner pressed the matter further, and the email exchange alone is 
consistent with the hypothesis that she was an overzealous enforcer but not a partisan one. That is 
the claim administration apologists have been making, though when you stop and think about it, 
that means their defense is that the IRS is indiscriminate in opportunistically snooping on private 
correspondence. 

Anyway, everything else we know about Lerner and Obama-era IRS practices argues against that 
defense. "If this were a Republican administration," former Clinton aide Lanny Davis tells radio host 
Larry O'Connor, who quotes him in the Washington Free Beacon, "I'd be saying when hard drives 



have been obliterated and this recent Lois Lerner--I think very inappropriate, maybe innocent but 
completely inappropriate--'maybe we should look at Mr. Grassley' . . . there's no Democrat that I 
know of that wouldn't be asking a Republican administration to conduct an independent 
investigation." 

Four decades ago, during a Republican administration that was brought down by corruption, the 
IRS turned out to be a bulwark of government integrity. Today the possibility remains that the IRS 
itself is the source of the corruption. As we've repeatedly argued, that would be even worse than 
an IRS that follows corrupt orders from the president. A corrupt administration can be replaced, as 
Nixon's was. It's harder to see what can be done if a vital and permanent institution of the 
administrative state has been corrupted. 

  
  
The Corner 
Supreme Court Rules Unanimously Against Obama for 12th and 13th Time Since 
2012 
by John Fund  

Did you know the Obama administration’s position has been defeated in at least 13 – thirteen — 
cases before the Supreme Court since January 2012 that were unanimous decisions? It continued 
its abysmal record before the Supreme Court today with the announcement of two unanimous 
opinions against arguments the administration had supported. First, the Court rejected the 
administration’s power grab on recess appointments by making clear it could not decide when the 
Senate was in recess. Then it unanimously tossed out a law establishing abortion-clinic “buffer 
zones” against pro-life protests that the Obama administration argued on behalf of before the Court 
(though the case was led by Massachusetts attorney general Martha Coakley). 

The tenure of both President Obama and Attorney General Eric Holder has been marked by a 
dangerous push to legitimize a vast expansion of the power of the federal government that 
endangers the liberty and freedom of Americans. They have taken such extreme position on key 
issues that the Court has uncharacteristically slapped them down time and time again. Historically, 
the Justice Department has won about 70 percent of its cases before the high court. But in each of 
the last three terms, the Court has ruled against the administration a majority of the time.  

So even the liberal justices on the Court, including the two justices appointed by President Barack 
Obama — Elena Kagan and Sonia Sotomayor — have disagreed with the DOJ’s positions. As 
George Mason University law professor Ilya Somin told the Washington Times last year, “When the 
administration loses significant cases in unanimous decisions and cannot even hold the votes of its 
own appointees . . . it is an indication that they adopted such an extreme position on the scope of 
federal power that even generally sympathetic judges could not even support it.” 

Those decisions are very revealing about the views of President Obama and Eric Holder: Their 
vision is one of unchecked federal power on immigration and environmental issues, on presidential 
prerogatives, and the taking of private property by the government; hostility to First Amendment 
freedoms that don’t meet the politically correct norms; and disregard of Fourth Amendment 
protections against warrantless government intrusion. These are positions that should alarm all 
Americans regardless of their political views, political-party affiliations, or background. 

While yesterday’s Supreme Court decision unanimously rejecting the administration’s argument 
that a search warrant wasn’t required for the government to look at cell-phone records and data 



got a lot of attention, it’s not the first time the Obama administration has taken an anti–civil liberties 
stance. In last year’s case of U.S. v. Jones, the Justice Department essentially tried to convince 
the Supreme Court that the Fourth Amendment’s protections against search and seizure should 
not prevent the government from tracking any American at any time without any reason. 

Justice argued that the police should be able to attach a GPS device to your car without a search 
warrant or even any reason to believe you committed a crime. Fortunately for those who fear the 
ever-growing power of the federal government, particularly its abuse of new technology, all nine 
justices agreed that the Fourth Amendment prevents the government from attaching a GPS to your 
car without getting a warrant.  

Even Justice Sotomayor, President Obama’s own nominee to the Court, agreed that the 
government had invaded “privacy interests long afforded, and undoubtedly entitled to, Fourth 
Amendment protection.” But Eric Holder wanted to ignore the Bill of Rights and believed that his 
agents should be able to track all of your movements in public by attaching a GPS device to your 
car without permission from a judge. This is a frightening view of government power enhanced by 
new surveillance technology that would have directly threatened our liberty. When will liberals 
wake up to the fact that this administration takes positions on executive power that would make 
Richard Nixon and John Mitchell, his attorney general, blush? 

— John Fund is co-author, with Hans von Spakovsky, of a new book Obama’s Enforcer: Eric 
Holder’s Justice Department. 

 
 
  
  
WSJ 
All the President's Enablers 
by Kimberley A. Strassel 

Congressional Democrats profess themselves scandalized that Speaker John Boehner will sue 
President Obama on behalf of the House. The only scandal is that congressional Democrats 
allowed it to come to this.  

Mr. Obama does bear responsibility for an "aggressive unilateralism"—as Mr. Boehner puts it—that 
has stripped legislators of their constitutional role. But he has been indulged in his every excess by 
legislators of his own party. Call it wimpy, call it the Stockholm syndrome, call it what it is: 
Congressional Democrats watch supinely as the president treads on their powers. Separate 
branch of government? Who, us? 

Call it too another disturbing reality of the Obama era. In the history of this country, there was one 
thing on which Republicans and Democrats, House and Senate, could regularly agree: Nobody 
messes with Congress's powers. Political parties were happy to rally votes for a president's 
agenda, to slam his opponents, to excuse his failings. But should that president step on 
Congress's size 12 toes, all partisan bets were off.  

Andrew Johnson was impeached by nearly two-thirds of the House for the "high crimes and 
misdemeanors" of violating a controversial law that the House had passed. Theodore Roosevelt's 
regulatory reaches were bitterly opposed by conservatives in his party. The Republican speaker, 
Joseph Gurney Cannon, famously complained of the Rough Rider: "That fellow at the other end of 



the avenue wants everything from the birth of Christ to the death of the devil." When FDR 
announced his court-packing plan, it was a Democrat, Henry Ashurst, who labeled it a "prelude to 
tyranny" and delayed the bill in the Senate for 165 days, contributing to its defeat.  

This institutional cantankerousness was alive and well through the Bush era. In May 2006, the FBI 
raided the office of then-Democratic Rep. William Jefferson. Republican Speaker Denny Hastert 
and Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi issued a blistering joint statement denouncing it as a violation of 
the separation of powers. Republicans and Democrats spent much of the Bush years jointly 
attempting to force the president to give Congress more say in his wars and detention policies. 

Scholars can and do argue over the constitutional merits of these episodes. What's clear is a long 
history of Congress vigorously slapping back at any intrusion on its perceived powers. Indeed, 
congressional touchiness has encouraged White Houses throughout U.S. history to think carefully 
about what powers to exercise.  

Mr. Obama has not needed to think, carefully or otherwise. Name a prominent Democrat—name 
any Democrat—who has said boo about the president's 23 unilateral rewrites of ObamaCare. Or of 
immigration law. Name any who today are defending constituents in their districts against the 
abuses of the Obama IRS. A few congressional Democrats got their backs up with the White 
House over possible Syria action, but they are dwarfed by the majority who've gone silent over Mr. 
Obama's national-security policies—which they once berated George W. Bush for pursuing as an 
"imperial" president. 

The main culprits here are Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, and Ms. Pelosi, who've put 
themselves and their caucuses at the disposal of the White House. Winning political battles—
sticking it to the GOP—is their priority, not constitutional balance. Mr. Reid has made himself White 
House gatekeeper, sitting on thorny votes, earning Congress public scorn for dysfunction. His 
members are meanwhile happy for Mr. Obama to pervert the law, since it saves them taking tough 
votes.  

It hasn't helped that much of the institutional memory of the Democratic Party has retired or died 
this past decade. Nearly half of today's Democratic Senate was elected with or since Mr. Obama 
and has never known institutional leadership.  

West Virginia Democrat Robert Byrd —onetime Senate majority leader and fierce defender of 
congressional power—would have laid down on train tracks to protest Mr. Obama's recess 
appointments when the Senate was not in recess. The current Senate Democrats cheered the 
president on. It was left to Republicans and a unanimous Supreme Court on Thursday to restore 
the Senate's constitutional rights.  

Yet it is probably asking too much of Senate Democrats to protest the president's diminution of 
their powers when they won't protest Mr. Reid's. Alaska's Mark Begich has yet to have a vote on a 
single one of his amendments in six years. Louisiana's Mary Landrieu now runs the "powerful" 
Senate Energy Committee, but as Mr. Reid has neutered committees, she has as much luck 
getting a vote on the Keystone XL pipeline as she does if she were running the Senate cafeteria. 
The majority leader last year stripped the Senate of filibuster powers. The Obama senators 
cheered the dismantling of their institutional power.  

Mr. Boehner's lawsuit was put down by some as a cynical attempt to rally his midterm voters. What 
this misses is that the Boehner lawsuit, if successful, would reassert the rights of all members of 
Congress—regardless of party, position or president in power. Democrats might consider thanking 
him for doing their job. 



  
  
Examiner 
Supreme Court ruling on recess appointments bolsters John Boehner's effort to 
sue President Obama 
by Philip Klein  

A unanimous ruling by the Supreme Court on Thursday invalidating three of President Obama's 
recess appointments to the National Labor Relations Board bolsters House Speaker John 
Boehner's effort to sue Obama over his abuse of executive power. 

Liberals have consistently dismissed as political posturing any charges by Republicans that 
Obama has violated the U.S. Constitution by frequently bypassing Congress. But the decision in 
the NLRB v. Noel Canning case shows that there’s more to the GOP’s claims than liberals care to 
acknowledge. 

The case goes back to January 2012 when Obama, frustrated by his inability to get his pro-union 
nominees to the NLRB confirmed, made three appointments to the board tasked with adjudicating 
labor disputes – even though the U.S. Senate said it was still in session. 

In a 9-0 decision authored by liberal Justice Stephen Breyer, the court held that, “the Senate is in 
session when it says it is” and thus, Obama “lacked the power to make the recess appointments 
here at issue.” 

Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., had signed on to the Noel Canning suit and hired 
the experienced lawyer, Miguel Estrada, to help argue the case before the Supreme Court. But 
what enabled it to get a hearing by the high court in the first place was that there was a clear path 
to meeting the legal requirement known as standing. 

Anybody who wants to bring suit must be able to show some sort of injury to establish “standing” 
before a court will even consider the merits of the case. With Noel Canning, the standing issue was 
fairly straightforward, because an adverse ruling from the NLRB harmed the business, a Pepsi 
distributor. And because Obama illegally appointed members of the board, that decision is no 
longer valid. 

Obama has usurped congressional authority on a number of matters, but even though they may be 
unconstitutional, it doesn't necessarily mean that there's a party that can meet the standing test. 

For instance, take Obama’s decision to unilaterally delay the health care law’s employer mandate. 
Though there are a litany of examples of Obama abusing his executive authority, this is the one on 
which he is likely the most legally vulnerable. 

First, in July 2013, the Obama administration delayed until 2015 the enforcement of Obamacare's 
fines on larger businesses that do not offer health insurance deemed acceptable. This directly 
contradicts the text of Obamacare, which clearly reads that the fines "shall apply to months 
beginning after December 31, 2013." 

The House passed a bill that would have delayed the employer mandate legislatively, but Obama 
threatened to veto it, deeming it unnecessary due to his executive action. 



Then, this February, the administration delayed the implementation of the mandate again, only this 
time they went even further by effectively rewriting the law without Congress. 

Under the new rules, in 2015, the penalties will only hit employers who have 100 or more workers - 
not 50, as clearly specified by the law. In addition, in an attempt to avoid negative headlines about 
businesses scaling back workers to get under the mandate threshold, employers will be forced to 
sign, under penalty of perjury, a statement attesting to the fact that any such layoffs were for other 
economic reasons and not due to the mandate. 

No matter how blatantly illegal this appears, it isn’t clear who could sue. Businesses, now relieved 
of the mandate, would certainly have difficulty showing in court that they were harmed by the fact 
that the Obama administration is no longer fining them. So as a result, Obama has been hiding 
behind the standing complications to boldly flout Congress. 

That's where Boehner enters. According to a legal theory developed by Baker Hostetler lawyer 
David Rivkin and Florida International University law professor Elizabeth Price Foley, “courts 
should permit congressional standing as a last resort to enforce the basic constitutional 
architecture.” 

In other words, though Boehner couldn’t sue as an individual, if the theory holds up in court, it 
would mean that he could sue on behalf of the House of Representatives, because its 
constitutional role has been usurped by Obama’s lawlessness. 

Even if such a lawsuit weren’t decided until late into Obama’s presidency, it would send an 
important signal about the limits of presidential power. And with the Noel Canning decision, the 
Supreme Court has signaled a willingness to push back. 

  
  
WSJ 
Butter Makes Comeback as Margarine Loses Favor 
I Can't Believe It's Not Butter and Country Crock Try New Approach as Natural Products 
Gain in Popularity 
by Kelsey Gee  

    
Americans are expected to eat an average of 5.6 pounds of  
butter this year. Shown, packaged butter on the production  
line at Grassland Dairy in Greenwood, Wis.  



Changing views of nutrition are turning butter into one of the great comeback stories in U.S. food 
history. 

Americans this year are expected to eat an average of 5.6 pounds of butter, according to U.S. 
government data—nearly 22.5 sticks for every man, woman and child. That translates to 892,000 
total tons of butter consumed nationwide, an amount not seen since World War II. 

Americans in 2013 for the third straight year bought more butter than margarine, spending $2 
billion on products from Land O'Lakes Inc., Organic Valley and others, compared with $1.8 billion 
on spreads and margarines, according to IRI, a market-research firm.  

The revival flows in part from new legions of home gourmets inspired by celebrity chefs and 
cooking shows with butter-rich recipes. Butter makers have encouraged the trend, using food 
channels and websites to promote what they say is their products' natural simplicity. 

 

Butter's shifting fortunes also reflect the vicissitudes of thinking on healthy eating that rattle the 
national diet. Families for decades opted for vegetable spreads because of concerns about butter's 
high concentration of saturated fat, only to be told more recently that the trans fats traditionally 
contained in margarine are just as unhealthy. Many Americans also have altered their thinking on 
how important reducing all fat is for controlling weight. 

Vegetable spreads have struggled recently with the perception that the products are "more 
manufactured and processed, and less wholesome and natural," said Douglas Balentine, director 



of nutrition science at Unilever North America, a unit of Unilever PLC, the biggest seller of non-
butter spreads. 

Courtney Shanower, a 33-year-old pizza-restaurant owner in Sugarcreek, Ohio, said she grew up 
in a family that bought tub margarine. "I didn't use butter for a long time because I was weight 
conscious," said Ms. Shanower, a mother of two. "When I turned 30 I started thinking about 
osteoporosis and calcium and thought I'm not getting the nutrition I need. So I stopped counting 
calories, and started thinking about nutrition." (See how you score on a quiz to select the smarter 
choices among these packaged-food match-ups.)  

Similar oscillations have roiled other products. Diet Coke, Diet Pepsi and other no-calorie sodas 
became big sellers in the 1990s and early 2000s as Americans tried to cut sugar consumption, but 
their sales have fallen sharply in the U.S. recently as consumers increasingly worry about artificial 
sweeteners. 

In May 2013, the Institute of Medicine, a government panel, said there is a lack of evidence that 
very low-salt diets prevent heart disease, raising questions about national dietary guidelines on 
sodium intake. A committee appointed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Department of 
Health and Human Services is reviewing scientific literature, but the agencies haven't issued new 
sodium recommendations. 

Humans have been eating butter for millennia, valuing its ability to store longer than most meat 
and its utility as a flavoring. In the early 1900s, U.S. butter consumption averaged more than 18 
pounds a person per year. 

A French chemist invented margarine in 1869 in response to Napoleon III's call for a butter 
alternative. Initially it used fat from slaughtered animals that was cheaper than milk used for butter. 
Modern varieties using plant oils arose in the first half of the 20th century, when brands like Blue 
Bonnet and Parkay flourished. It gained more popularity around World War II, when butter was 
rationed. 

Technically, both butter and margarine contain at least 80% fat. Butter alternatives made from 
vegetable-based oils, such as products from Smart Balance, are often referred to as "spreads" and 
tend to contain less fat. Typical margarine components, like soybean and corn oils, tend to be 
liquid at room temperature. To solidify them, manufacturers change their chemical structures using 
hydrogen. Partial hydrogenation can also produce trans fats, which have been shown to increase 
levels of harmful cholesterol in humans. 

As butter consumption fell to a nadir of 4.1 pounds per capita in 1997, scientists increasingly were 
emphasizing that trans fats could pose greater risks than other fats for heart disease. 

"The battle has been back and forth," said professor and food scientist Sean O'Keefe at Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University. "In the 60s and 70s, before trans fats were really thought 
to be bad, we looked at margarine and said it was healthier because it didn't have as much 
saturated fat. The opposite is the case today." 

Margarine companies emphasize that their softer spreads today generally don't contain trans 
fats—although many stick margarines still do—and say their product is healthier because it 
typically contains less saturated fat and calories than butter. "Nutrition experts encourage intake of 
soft spread margarines over butter," the National Association of Margarine Manufacturers says on 
its website. 



Trevor Wuethrich, vice president of butter producer Grassland Dairy Products Inc., in Greenwood, 
Wis., said he could sense the tide was starting to turn when margarine executives approached it in 
the 1990s about trying to develop a softer butter product that could spread easily like tub 
margarines. It turned out to be too expensive. 

Grassland Dairy's sales doubled in the past decade as it increased output and acquired other 
butter makers, said Mr. Wuethrich, 40, whose great-grandfather founded the company. "For the 
first time in my life we are at a point where the demand for butter is so good around the world that 
we're not looking for new business," he said. 

Butter companies leveraged the growing interest in home cooking and in the Food Network, 
launched in 1993, and its 2010 spinoff, the Cooking Channel. 

"The explosion of food television culture has shown consumers many new chefs who are all 
trained to use butter," said Heather Anfang, vice president of marketing in the dairy-foods division 
of Land O'Lakes. The Arden Hills, Minn.-based cooperative is the nation's largest butter producer 
with about a quarter of total sales by volume.  

Among Land O'Lakes' marketing partners is Pioneer Woman, a home-cooking site run by 
Oklahoma-based Ree Drummond, who also has a series on the Food Network. 

Sales at Land O'Lakes' dairy-foods division—which also sells cheese, milk powder and some 
vegetable-oil spreads—rose 8% last year to $4.5 billion, outpacing the cooperative's overall 
growth. 

Average U.S. consumption of butter in 2005 passed that of margarine, whose use fell to 3.5 
pounds a person in 2010, the last year for which the USDA has data. Sales of margarine fell to 
$1.5 billion in the year ended May 10, 2014, down 11% from four years earlier, according to 
research firm Nielsen. Butter sales rose by a third to $2.3 billion in the same period. 

Fighting back, Unilever, recently launched products for its I Can't Believe It's Not Butter and 
Country Crock brands that are made using yogurt, canola oil and salt and have "simple" in their 
names. 

"Spreads are a mainstay of what Americans use to eat and cook, and we're making a major 
change to using simple ingredients to align with that trend," said Mike Faherty, a vice president of 
marketing at Unilever North America. "Consumers believe that butter is a simpler product that feels 
more natural, without understanding that it's an indulgence made from animal fats." 

Some nutrition experts agree that the butter resurgence may not be healthy—nor likely to continue. 
"When you've been in the field long enough," said Alice Lichtenstein, nutrition researcher at Tufts 
University, "you know that if the pendulum swings in one direction, it can swing back in the other." 

  
  
  



 
  

 
  
  

 
  



 
  

 
  
 


