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Scott Walker's administration in Wisconsin has succeeded in bringing to heel the 
teacher's unions, and that has created for him the undying enmity of the left. Where 
they have some residual power they have become gangsters.  George Will takes a 
look at the state's upcoming election.   
The early-morning paramilitary-style raids on citizens’ homes were conducted by law enforcement 
officers, sometimes wearing bulletproof vests and lugging battering rams, pounding on doors and 
issuing threats. Spouses were separated as the police seized computers, including those of 
children still in pajamas. Clothes drawers, including the children’s, were ransacked, cellphones 
were confiscated and the citizens were told that it would be a crime to tell anyone of the raids.  

Some raids were precursors of, others were parts of, the nastiest episode of this unlovely political 
season, an episode that has occurred in an unlikely place. This attempted criminalization of politics 
to silence people occupying just one portion of the political spectrum has happened in Wisconsin, 
which often has conducted robust political arguments with Midwestern civility. 

From the progressivism of Robert La Follette to the conservatism of Gov. Scott Walker (R) today, 
Wisconsin has been fertile soil for conviction politics. Today, the state’s senators are the very 
conservative Ron Johnson (R) and the very liberal Tammy Baldwin (D). Now, however, Wisconsin, 
which to its chagrin produced Sen. Joe McCarthy (R), has been embarrassed by Milwaukee 
County’s Democratic district attorney, John Chisholm. He has used Wisconsin’s uniquely odious 
“John Doe” process to launch sweeping and virtually unsupervised investigations while imposing 
gag orders to prevent investigated people from defending themselves or rebutting politically 
motivated leaks. ... 
  
  
Pajamas Media has more from Wisconsin.  
A document dump attempts to create an impression of scandal around Scott Walker, though none 
exists. 

In order to understand the latest turn of events in embattled Wisconsin, it is necessary to review 
recent history. 

Before running for the governorship in 2010, Scott Walker served two terms as Milwaukee County 
executive. Milwaukee County is a Democratic Party stronghold, one of the three most resolutely 
Democratic of the state’s 72 counties (the other two: Dane, the seat of state capital Madison and 
main campus of the University of Wisconsin; and Menomonee, populated almost entirely by 
Menomonee Indians). In 2009, one of Walker’s staffers reported some apparent financial 
irregularities to him concerning a veterans’ charity which he ran, and Walker asked the county 
district attorney to look into them. 

What is called a “John Doe” probe was launched, and indeed an aide was caught embezzling 
funds from the charity, prosecuted, and convicted. But in the course of the investigation, two other 
staffers (including, ironically, the one who had reported the irregularities in the first place) were also 
caught engaging in non-official tasks on government time using government computers. These are 
technical violations of state law concerning political activities whose enforcement is often 
controversial and widely believed to be highly partisan. In this case, there were again prosecutions. 
... 

  



  
Fresh from gangster government in Wisconsin, we turn for a look at the gangster in DC. 
Seth Mandel writes on the presidency.   
It is rare that several seemingly unconnected stories on quite different topics can turn out, when 
read together, to make a cohesive and profound point on the nature the American presidency. But 
that is the case today. The first story is Jeff Shesol’s piece in the New Yorker on the newfound 
humility of the followers of President Obama, once the lightbringer and redeemer but now, 
astonishingly to them, human. And although there is a point hidden in this tale of political woe, it is 
a point Shesol misses. 

The piece is headlined “Obama and the End of Greatness.” The story is a close relative of the 
“America the ungovernable” narrative, in which failed Democratic presidents inspire liberal 
commentators to decide that if someone like Obama can’t succeed, the job is too difficult for one 
man. That narrative is false, of course; Obama is simply not very good at his job and has 
personality traits that compel him to lash out and blame others instead of changing course. The 
Shesol conceit is similar: Obama turned out not to be a great president but perhaps we don’t need 
or can’t have or shouldn’t expect great presidents at all. 

This, too, is wrong. But it’s wrong in an interesting way. Obama was the one who raised 
expectations, and his followers merely echoed his vainglorious messianic pronouncements. 
Nonetheless, it is hard to imagine the country agreeing on a “great” modern president if only 
because the two major parties have moved so far apart that they now view governing in completely 
different ways. ... 

  
  
Peter Wehner says the Dems are trying to hide from the president, but the vain man 
will not let them.   
One of the more amusing things to observe as we get closer to the midterm elections is the great 
push-and-pull that’s going on between Democratic candidates and the president. 

A nearly endless number of Democrats are distancing themselves from Mr. Obama, including 
those who have voted with him 99 percent of the time. Perhaps the most comical performance so 
far was by Alison Lundergan Grimes, the Democrat in Kentucky who’s challenging Mitch 
McConnell. Ms. Grimes has repeatedly refused to say whether she voted for Mr. Obama in 2008 
and 2012, including invoking a high constitutional principle to keep her sacred little secret. 

It’s now gotten to the point where even the chairwoman of the DNC, Debbie Wasserman Schultz, 
distanced herself from the president of her own party. And here’s what really wonderful about this: 
Mr. Obama won’t let Democrats run from him. He’s like their hound of heaven. ... 

  
  
Wehner also posts on the "madder than hell" president.  
What we have here is a chief executive who obsessively blames others (through planned leaks or 
public statements, or both) for failures that occur on his watch. In the case of our intelligence 
agencies, they made it crystal clear after the 60 Minutes interview that the president had been 
warned about ISIS but simply ignored those warnings. So the fault was his, not theirs. 

Beyond that, though, it doesn’t seem to have dawned on Mr. Obama that he’s the chief executive, 
that agencies and individuals answer to him and to his White House. And that when these failures 



occur, it’s actually his responsibility. It’s part of the job description of being president. But Mr. 
Obama doesn’t seem to get it. When things go wrong, he reverts to a most peculiar habit, in which 
he speaks almost as if he’s an outside observer of his own administration. He complains about 
things going wrong as if he has no capacity to correct them. He seems to defer to others rather 
than exercise control over them, and then he seethes when things aren’t done right. As a result, 
Mr. Obama has spent much of his presidency madder than hell. See for yourself. ... 

  
  
Power Line posts on the hapless help offered to the Dem senate candidate in Iowa.  
... Michelle is an amateur politician. Before President Obama’s presidency sank, she was a natural 
at stirring up friendly crowds with rants on behalf of her husband. This skill doesn’t easily translate 
into boosting the candidacy of strangers. In short, her mistakes, though embarrassing, were 
excusable. 

By contrast, Obama’s press operation is staffed by professionals. Yet it too can’t do right by Braley. 
Yesterday, it released via email a transcript of Michelle Obama’s appearance in Iowa on behalf 
Braley. Unfortunately for the beleaguered candidate, the subject line of the e-mail referred to him 
as the “Democratic candidate for governor.” 

The White House’s subliminal message seems to be: Bruce Bailey, won’t you please come home. 

Senate Democrats aren’t amused. One senior aide told the National Journal that “the ineptitude of 
the White House political operation has sunk from annoying to embarrassing.” Another Senate 
official told the Washington Post that Obama’s comments thrusting himself into the election were 
“not devised with any input from Senate leadership.” No kidding. ... 

  
  
Jennifer Rubin posts on Axelrod's latest excuse for the president's latest fail.  
President Obama’s former adviser David Axelrod is quoted as explaining Obama’s chronic 
emergency-response failure thusly: “There’s no doubt that there’s a theatrical nature to the 
presidency that he resists. Sometimes he can be negligent in the symbolism.”  I don’t buy it. 

The candidate who modeled his presidency on Abraham Lincoln, who accepted the Democratic 
nomination in Denver beside Greek columns and who ran on “Hope and Change” knows a thing or 
two about theatrics and symbolism. Axelrod would have us believe Obama is just too smart and 
too methodical for his own good. (“He responds in a very rational way, trying to gather facts, rely 
on the best expert advice, and mobilize the necessary resources.”) Oh, puleez. 

Let’s look at three other explanations that correspond to reality. 

First, Obama has surrounded himself with sycophants who won’t tell him he is wrong. As Ron 
Fournier pointed out, “What of the two advisers without a specific portfolio: Valerie Jarrett and Dan 
Pfeiffer? They’re blindly loyal to Obama, gatherers of power, shielded from blame, and 
accountable to nobody but the president. Their biggest admirers acknowledge privately that 
Obama won’t change course unless Jarrett and Pfeiffer change work addresses.” If you don’t know 
trouble is coming, your closest aides say reaction is just carping from Republicans and you have 
an exaggerated sense of your own skills, you tend not to expect trouble or take it seriously when it 
comes. ... 



  
And Rubin wonders if he is trying to sink fellow Dems.  
It is a measure of President Obama’s unbridled ego that in an election in which he is dragging his 
party down to defeat, he insists on reminding voters that those struggling to swim against the tide 
and away from him are really his supporters. In an interview with Al Sharpton (apparently the 
MSNBC audience and a sycophantic host provide the president a safe venue — or so he thought), 
Obama proclaimed: “A lot of the states that are contested this time are states that I didn’t win. And 
so some of the candidates there — it is difficult for them to have me in the state because the 
Republicans will use that to try to fan Republican turnout. The bottom line though is, these are all 
folks who vote with me, they have supported my agenda in Congress. . .  . This isn’t about my 
feelings being hurt, these are folks who are strong allies and supporters of me.” He is absolutely 
correct; these are people who supported every major initiative and dutifully stuck with their majority 
leader. But why say it? 

Not only does Obama thereby remind everyone in those red states that, as he said earlier, his 
policies are “on the ballot,” but he also impugns the candidates’ honesty, essentially telling voters 
that these candidates are running on a false claim of independence. Surely he must know all this, 
and yet he apparently can’t bear to see fellow Democrats disclaiming their association with him. 

You can see a mile away the rationalization for a big loss: These Democrats shouldn’t have run 
from the president. ... 

  
  
Charles Cooke has more on Dem mishaps.  
... Were an alien visitor to have descended from the heavens in order to survey this election 
season, he would likely have concluded that the American Left struggles to find proficient 
representatives. In Montana, the Democratic party lost its first candidate to a plagiarism scandal 
and, inexplicably, chose as his replacement an erratic Communist sympathizer whose idea of a fun 
afternoon is to record and post rambling black-and-white videos of herself to her YouTube page. In 
the course of her many “vlogs,” Amanda Curtis has mocked women who believe that they will be 
given a chance against sexual predators if they are armed; disdained “the family,” “natural law,” 
and “Christians”; and confessed how difficult she finds it not to “punch” fellow lawmakers in the 
face. She is currently losing by 19 points, and it is only by the grace of pronounced media bias that 
she has not been transformed into the public face of the entire party. 

In Massachusetts, meanwhile, poor old Martha Coakley has doggedly continued to be . . . well, to 
be Martha Coakley, with all that that entails. Whatever it was that inspired the Democratic party in 
one of the bluest states in the country to give the woman who almost sank Obamacare a second 
shot, the powers-that-be will almost certainly now be bitterly regretting their choice. Republican 
Charlie Baker is winning by nine points. 

Even in the closer races, it is Democrats, and not Republicans, who have injured themselves. 
Iowa’s Bruce Braley kicked off his campaign insulting the voters of his state by loftily informing a 
room full of trial lawyers that Senator Chuck Grassley was just “a farmer from Iowa who never went 
to law school.” ... 

  
 
 
 



Washington Post 
The nastiest political tactic this year 
by George Will 

The early-morning paramilitary-style raids on citizens’ homes were conducted by law enforcement 
officers, sometimes wearing bulletproof vests and lugging battering rams, pounding on doors and 
issuing threats. Spouses were separated as the police seized computers, including those of 
children still in pajamas. Clothes drawers, including the children’s, were ransacked, cellphones 
were confiscated and the citizens were told that it would be a crime to tell anyone of the raids.  

Some raids were precursors of, others were parts of, the nastiest episode of this unlovely political 
season, an episode that has occurred in an unlikely place. This attempted criminalization of politics 
to silence people occupying just one portion of the political spectrum has happened in Wisconsin, 
which often has conducted robust political arguments with Midwestern civility. 

From the progressivism of Robert La Follette to the conservatism of Gov. Scott Walker (R) today, 
Wisconsin has been fertile soil for conviction politics. Today, the state’s senators are the very 
conservative Ron Johnson (R) and the very liberal Tammy Baldwin (D). Now, however, Wisconsin, 
which to its chagrin produced Sen. Joe McCarthy (R), has been embarrassed by Milwaukee 
County’s Democratic district attorney, John Chisholm. He has used Wisconsin’s uniquely odious 
“John Doe” process to launch sweeping and virtually unsupervised investigations while imposing 
gag orders to prevent investigated people from defending themselves or rebutting politically 
motivated leaks.  

According to several published reports, Chisholm told subordinates that his wife, a teachers union 
shop steward at her school, is anguished by her detestation of Walker’s restrictions on government 
employee unions, so Chisholm considers it his duty to help defeat Walker.  

In collaboration with Wisconsin’s misbegotten Government Accountability Board, which exists to 
regulate political speech, Chisholm has misinterpreted Wisconsin campaign law in a way that looks 
willful. He has done so to justify a “John Doe” process that has searched for evidence of 
“coordination” between Walker’s campaign and conservative issue advocacy groups. 

On Oct. 14, much too late in the campaign season to rescue the political-participation rights of 
conservative groups, a federal judge affirmed what Chisholm surely has known all along: Since a 
U.S. Supreme Court ruling 38 years ago, the only coordination that is forbidden is between 
candidates and independent groups that go beyond issue advocacy to “express advocacy” — 
explicitly advocating the election or defeat of a particular candidate. 

But Chisholm’s aim — to have a chilling effect on conservative speech — has been achieved by 
bombarding Walker supporters with raids and subpoenas: Instead of raising money to disseminate 
their political speech, conservative individuals and groups, harassed and intimidated, have gone 
into a defensive crouch, raising little money and spending much money on defensive litigation. 
Liberal groups have not been targeted for their activities that are indistinguishable from those of 
their conservative counterparts. 

Such misbehavior takes a toll on something that already is in short supply: belief in government’s 
legitimacy. The federal government’s most intrusive and potentially punitive institution, the IRS, 
unquestionably worked for Barack Obama’s reelection by suppressing activities by conservative 
groups. Would he have won if the government he heads had not impeded political participation by 
many opposition groups? We will never know. 



Would the race between Walker and Democrat Mary Burke be as close as it is if a process 
susceptible to abuse had not been so flagrantly abused to silence groups on one side of 
Wisconsin’s debate? Surely not. 

Gangster government — Michael Barone’s description of using government machinery to punish 
political opponents or reward supporters — has stained Wisconsin, illustrating this truth: The 
regulation of campaigns in the name of political hygiene (combating “corruption” or the 
“appearance” of it) inevitably involves bad laws and bad bureaucracies susceptible to abuse by 
bad people. 

Because of Chisholm’s recklessness, the candidate he is trying to elect, Burke, can only win a 
tainted victory, and if she wins she will govern with a taint of illegitimacy. No known evidence 
demonstrates any complicity in Chisholm’s scheme, but in a smarmy new ad she exploits his 
manufactured atmosphere of synthetic scandal in a manner best described as McCarthyite. 
Indeed, one probable purpose of Chisholm’s antics was to generate content for anti-Walker ads.  

Wisconsin can repair its reputation by dismantling the “John Doe” process and disciplining those 
who have abused it. About one of them, this can be said: Having achieved political suppression by 
threatening criminal liability based on vague theories of “coordination,” Chisholm has inadvertently 
but powerfully made the case for deregulating politics.  

  
Pajamas Media 
More Dirty Tactics in Wisconsin Governor’s Race 
by Avner Zarmi 
  
A document dump attempts to create an impression of scandal around Scott Walker, though none 
exists. 

In order to understand the latest turn of events in embattled Wisconsin, it is necessary to review 
recent history. 

Before running for the governorship in 2010, Scott Walker served two terms as Milwaukee County 
executive. Milwaukee County is a Democratic Party stronghold, one of the three most resolutely 
Democratic of the state’s 72 counties (the other two: Dane, the seat of state capital Madison and 
main campus of the University of Wisconsin; and Menomonee, populated almost entirely by 
Menomonee Indians). In 2009, one of Walker’s staffers reported some apparent financial 
irregularities to him concerning a veterans’ charity which he ran, and Walker asked the county 
district attorney to look into them. 

What is called a “John Doe” probe was launched, and indeed an aide was caught embezzling 
funds from the charity, prosecuted, and convicted. But in the course of the investigation, two other 
staffers (including, ironically, the one who had reported the irregularities in the first place) were also 
caught engaging in non-official tasks on government time using government computers. These are 
technical violations of state law concerning political activities whose enforcement is often 
controversial and widely believed to be highly partisan. In this case, there were again prosecutions. 

Nothing was found suggesting that Walker had any knowledge of these activities (a bit more on 
that later). However, the same district attorney’s office considered these minor incidents evidence 
of possible higher-level shenanigans, and a judge was persuaded to permit the launching of a 
second “John Doe” investigation after Walker was elected governor. This was based on the rather 



bizarre theory that any level of communication between third-party advocacy groups (such as 
Americans for Prosperity [AFP]) and a candidate for office was illegal under state law. 

Four years and hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars later, no evidence of any wrongdoing 
whatsoever has surfaced about Walker. Two judges — one state and one federal — have ruled 
against the probe. The federal judge found the theory unconstitutional; appeals are pending 
however, and the federal judge’s ruling was overturned by the federal appeals court in Chicago. 

The Wisconsin head of AFP has filed a countersuit against the district attorney for unconstitutional 
search, seizure, and harassment after police broke into his home in the middle of the night and 
confiscated not only his electronic devices but those of his children, searching for “evidence.” 

In the wake of the countersuit, a whistleblower has come forward from the DA’s office to report on 
record that the probe has largely been fueled by political animus and personal spite: the DA’s wife 
is an official of the teachers’ union who has been terribly upset ever since Walker’s administration 
passed the “Act 10” legislation, which curtailed public employee union power and was a major tool 
in balancing the state’s budget. 

Walker’s successor as county executive — Chris Abele, a long-time activist and advocate of leftist 
causes and Democratic politics — has proven a fairly able administrator, better than most 
conservatives expected, hut nonetheless a bitter partisan. His politics are a matter of record: he 
has so far contributed over $63,000 to Walker’s opponent, Mary Burke, and previously he was a 
generous supporter of Milwaukee Mayor Tom Barrett, who ran against Walker in the union-
engineered gubernatorial recall election of 2011 (Walker made American political history by being 
the first governor of a U.S. state to survive a recall election). 

On October 21, Abele made a data dump of 16,000 pages of e-mails sent and received by Walker 
as county executive, thus reigniting interest in the old investigations a mere two weeks before the 
general election. Needless to say, political motives are suspected. 

Beyond creating a headline in the immediate run-up to the election, there are no new revelations in 
the e-mails. They had all been gone over with a fine-tooth comb. And amongst them is Walker’s e-
mail concerning one of the staffers accused of improper activities, whom he said was to be 
suspended pending the outcome of the investigation. 

A mere two hours before the data dump took place, Burke’s campaign released a new ad 
impugning Walker’s integrity, containing the line: “Four years of political fistfights, criminal 
convictions, and secret donations. We can’t afford four more years of Scott Walker and we don’t 
have to.” (As of this writing, no support for the allegations of “secret donations” has been offered). 

In a subsequent press conference, reported in the Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel, Burke — of course 
— denied any prior discussion or coördination with Abele: “The timing is that people, when they go 
to the polls, need to consider Governor Walker’s entire record over the past four years when 
looking at the next four years. Part of that … [is] certainly the scandal around his administration.” 

Television ads, of course, are routinely produced overnight without prior discussion or 
coördination, and four years are easily expandable to twelve, n’est-ce pas? 

Yes, that is sarcasm. You may now shake your head in cynical wonderment. 

  
  



Contentions 
“Greatness,” Humility, and the Presidency 
by Seth Mandel 

It is rare that several seemingly unconnected stories on quite different topics can turn out, when 
read together, to make a cohesive and profound point on the nature the American presidency. But 
that is the case today. The first story is Jeff Shesol’s piece in the New Yorker on the newfound 
humility of the followers of President Obama, once the lightbringer and redeemer but now, 
astonishingly to them, human. And although there is a point hidden in this tale of political woe, it is 
a point Shesol misses. 

The piece is headlined “Obama and the End of Greatness.” The story is a close relative of the 
“America the ungovernable” narrative, in which failed Democratic presidents inspire liberal 
commentators to decide that if someone like Obama can’t succeed, the job is too difficult for one 
man. That narrative is false, of course; Obama is simply not very good at his job and has 
personality traits that compel him to lash out and blame others instead of changing course. The 
Shesol conceit is similar: Obama turned out not to be a great president but perhaps we don’t need 
or can’t have or shouldn’t expect great presidents at all. 

This, too, is wrong. But it’s wrong in an interesting way. Obama was the one who raised 
expectations, and his followers merely echoed his vainglorious messianic pronouncements. 
Nonetheless, it is hard to imagine the country agreeing on a “great” modern president if only 
because the two major parties have moved so far apart that they now view governing in completely 
different ways. Liberals would measure a great president according to how much legislation he 
passed giving himself and the government he leads, essentially, more power. Conservatives aren’t 
opposed to governing–as the left often accuses them of being–but rather see good governance 
from the executive in terms of devolving power back to the people. 

Yet as humble as we should be about presidential greatness, a couple of other stories today 
indicate that letting Obama off the hook requires some sleight of hand. One story is on former U.S. 
ambassador to Israel Daniel Kurtzer’s interview with the Times of Israel on the U.S.-Israel 
relationship under Obama and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. Although each is only 
one person overseeing a government that tends to get along quite well most of the time with the 
other, Kurtzer said: 

The bad blood between Obama and Netanyahu “informs the entire relationship because 
bureaucracies and political systems tend to take their energy from the leadership,” Kurtzer told The 
Times of Israel on Tuesday in Jerusalem. “And if the two leaders are not getting along, as they 
don’t, then you’ve got a problem.” 

This can be seen quite clearly in the case of the Obama-Netanyahu relationship, as Obama 
personally intervened in what are usually lower-level interactions in order to suspend weapons 
transfers to Israel during wartime. But the point is a more general one: despite the media’s disdain 
for this particular criticism of Obama, there really is such a thing as leadership, and it really does 
affect the energy and attitude of other public servants. If anything this is even more the case under 
a Democrat, since–as we’ve seen with the IRS targeting and the manifold shenanigans of Eric 
Holder’s Justice Department, among others–the federal bureaucracy tends to share the left’s 
worldview and takes its cues from the top. 

And the other story that brings all this together is Eliana Johnson’s preview of Rand Paul’s major 
foreign-policy speech tonight. Johnson was given an advance text of the speech, and writes about 



the realism Paul hopes to inject into American foreign policy. This is a familiar tune, but it’s 
understandable that Paul feels the need to address it again, since he still finds himself accused of 
isolationism that he vigorously denies. It will probably help–and is unlikely to hurt–to spell out in 
detail (if that’s what he intends to do) just how his policy instincts can be applied to specific threats. 

But this part of Johnson’s story jumped out: “In the realm of foreign policy, however, Paul paints 
himself as hardheaded and rational. His lodestars are the Cold War strategist George F. Kennan 
and the Reagan-era secretary of defense Caspar Weinberger.” I would say, first of all, that 
Republicans unnerved by what they see as Bakerite instincts will probably not be overjoyed by 
references to Caspar Weinberger. But more important was the context Johnson provided to 
Kennan’s belief in prioritizing vital over peripheral interests: 

At times, however, he found it difficult to distinguish between them, initially opposing the Truman 
Doctrine to aid free people resisting Communist expansion because the strategy was too 
universalistic, then changing his mind, saying he had underestimated the importance of 
psychological warfare, of pushing back against the Soviets even when vital American interests 
were not under attack. 

This is a good example of something that is often overlooked. Kennan has achieved a kind of 
mythical stature, and it’s true he made important contributions to American diplomacy in the early 
Cold War years. However, Harry Truman was the visionary (perhaps along with Acheson), not 
Kennan. Truman’s understanding of how to build a stable, democratic postwar order was superior 
to Kennan’s, and it isn’t even close (this is perhaps because democracy wasn’t exactly Kennan’s 
guiding principle). Kennan may have been a distinguished intellectual, but Truman ran circles 
around him. Had Kennan’s vision been followed instead of Truman’s, we would be living in a far 
different, and more troublesome, world. 

Which brings us back around to the question of presidential greatness, and gives us a fuller picture 
of why Obama is inspiring such defeatism among his fans and pessimism among the political 
class. Presidents govern the country they’ve inherited, and navigate the world as it is. Few faced 
greater challenges or disorder than Truman, and few acquitted themselves so superbly. The 
lesson for Obama, his fans, and those who seek to succeed him isn’t that greatness is impossible, 
but that it only seems that way when you’re looking for it in all the wrong places. 

  
  
Contentions 
Obama’s Gift to Republicans 
by Peter Wehner 

One of the more amusing things to observe as we get closer to the midterm elections is the great 
push-and-pull that’s going on between Democratic candidates and the president. 

A nearly endless number of Democrats are distancing themselves from Mr. Obama, including 
those who have voted with him 99 percent of the time. Perhaps the most comical performance so 
far was by Alison Lundergan Grimes, the Democrat in Kentucky who’s challenging Mitch 
McConnell. Ms. Grimes has repeatedly refused to say whether she voted for Mr. Obama in 2008 
and 2012, including invoking a high constitutional principle to keep her sacred little secret. 



It’s now gotten to the point where even the chairwoman of the DNC, Debbie Wasserman Schultz, 
distanced herself from the president of her own party. And here’s what really wonderful about this: 
Mr. Obama won’t let Democrats run from him. He’s like their hound of heaven. 

Earlier this month, in a speech to Northwestern University, the president said, “I am not on the 
ballot this fall. Michelle’s pretty happy about that. But make no mistake: These policies are on the 
ballot. Every single one of them.” And just in case that message was lost on folks, earlier this 
week, in an interview on Al Sharpton’s radio show, Mr. Obama said this: 

some of the candidates there, you know, it is difficult for them to have me in the state because the 
Republicans will use that to try to fan Republican turnout. The bottom line is, though, these are all 
folks who vote with me — they have supported my agenda in Congress. 

And this: 

This isn’t about my feelings being hurt. These are folks who are strong allies and supporters of me. 
And I tell them, I said, you know what, you do what you need to win. I will be responsible for 
making sure that our voters turn up. 

Now in this case, the president is absolutely right; every one of the Democratic incumbents on the 
ballot this November is a stalwart supporter of the Obama agenda. But they’re frantically trying to 
pretend they’re not; and the president, in denying them this fiction, is complicating their lives 
immeasurably. 

Surely Mr. Obama knows all this. But the man senior aides referred to as the “black Jesus” during 
the 2008 campaign–a person who sees himself as a world-historical figure, healer of the planet, 
the symbol of the possibility of America returning to our best traditions, and all the rest–isn’t going 
to go gently into the good night. No siree. His vanity won’t allow it. 

As a result, Mr. Obama is, for Republicans, the gift that keeps on giving. And giving. And giving. 

  
  
  
Contentions 
The President Is Madder than Hell. Again. 
by Peter Wehner 

A few days ago the New York Times published an article saying this: 

Beneath the calming reassurance that President Obama has repeatedly offered during the Ebola 
crisis, there is a deepening frustration, even anger, with how the government has handled key 
elements of the response. 

Those frustrations spilled over when Mr. Obama convened his top aides in the Cabinet room after 
canceling his schedule on Wednesday. Medical officials were providing information that later 
turned out to be wrong. Guidance to local health teams was not adequate. It was unclear which 
Ebola patients belonged in which threat categories. 

“It’s not tight,” a visibly angry Mr. Obama said of the response, according to people briefed on the 
meeting. He told aides they needed to get ahead of events and demanded a more hands-on 



approach, particularly from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. “He was not satisfied 
with the response,” a senior official said. 

This reminded me of this recent exchange with Steve Kroft of 60 Minutes: 

Steve Kraft: I understand all the caveats about these regional groups. But this is an army of 40,000 
people, according to some of the military estimates I heard the other day, very well-trained, very 
motivated. 

President Obama: Well, part of it was that… 

Steve Kroft: What? How did they end up where they are in control of so much territory? Was that a 
complete surprise to you? 

President Obama: Well I think, our head of the intelligence community, Jim Clapper, has 
acknowledged that I think they underestimated what had been taking place in Syria. 

Not “we,” but “they.” 

What we have here is a chief executive who obsessively blames others (through planned leaks or 
public statements, or both) for failures that occur on his watch. In the case of our intelligence 
agencies, they made it crystal clear after the 60 Minutes interview that the president had been 
warned about ISIS but simply ignored those warnings. So the fault was his, not theirs. 

Beyond that, though, it doesn’t seem to have dawned on Mr. Obama that he’s the chief executive, 
that agencies and individuals answer to him and to his White House. And that when these failures 
occur, it’s actually his responsibility. It’s part of the job description of being president. But Mr. 
Obama doesn’t seem to get it. When things go wrong, he reverts to a most peculiar habit, in which 
he speaks almost as if he’s an outside observer of his own administration. He complains about 
things going wrong as if he has no capacity to correct them. He seems to defer to others rather 
than exercise control over them, and then he seethes when things aren’t done right. As a result, 
Mr. Obama has spent much of his presidency madder than hell. See for yourself. 

In this respect, Mr. Obama is the antithesis of President Kennedy. After the Bay of Pigs fiasco, 
Kennedy didn’t publicly blame his intelligence agencies (although there were arguably some 
grounds for him to do so). Nor did he refer to those intelligence agencies as “they.” Rather, JFK 
declared “I’m the responsible officer of the government.” He didn’t point fingers at others. And he 
learned from his error in judgment. 

How much different, and how much worse, this Democratic president is from the one who 
governed a half-century ago. 

  
  
  
Power Line 
“Bruce Bailey” for “governor of Iowa” 
by Paul Mirengoff 

With control of the Senate at stake, Barack Obama can’t quite stand the thought of remaining on 
the sidelines. This, perhaps, is why he keeps injecting himself into the race by telling people that 



his policies are on the ballot and that endangered Democratic incumbents are “folks who vote with 
me.” 

Obama’s desire to participate may also explain why Michelle Obama went to Iowa not long ago to 
campaign for Rep. Bruce Braley, an inept candidate who, by some accounts, is trailing Republican 
Joni Ernst in each of the state’s congressional districts including the one he represents. 

The First Lady’s visit didn’t go well, though. She called the Democratic Senate nominee “Bruce 
Bailey” and referred to him as a Marine veteran, even though Braley never served in the Corps.  

Michelle is an amateur politician. Before President Obama’s presidency sank, she was a natural at 
stirring up friendly crowds with rants on behalf of her husband. This skill doesn’t easily translate 
into boosting the candidacy of strangers. In short, her mistakes, though embarrassing, were 
excusable. 

By contrast, Obama’s press operation is staffed by professionals. Yet it too can’t do right by Braley. 
Yesterday, it released via email a transcript of Michelle Obama’s appearance in Iowa on behalf 
Braley. Unfortunately for the beleaguered candidate, the subject line of the e-mail referred to him 
as the “Democratic candidate for governor.” 

The White House’s subliminal message seems to be: Bruce Bailey, won’t you please come home. 

Senate Democrats aren’t amused. One senior aide told the National Journal that “the ineptitude of 
the White House political operation has sunk from annoying to embarrassing.” Another Senate 
official told the Washington Post that Obama’s comments thrusting himself into the election were 
“not devised with any input from Senate leadership.” No kidding. 

To drive home the point, Senate Democrats are complaining that the White House political team is 
behaving like a junior varsity operation. My take is that, like their narcissistic boss, the White House 
operatives are geniuses when Obama’s electoral skin is at stake and bunglers when the fate of 
other Democrats is on the line. 

  
  
Right Turn 
David Axelrod’s bogus excuse for Obama’s poor crisis-management skills 
by Jennifer Rubin  

President Obama’s former adviser David Axelrod is quoted as explaining Obama’s chronic 
emergency-response failure thusly: “There’s no doubt that there’s a theatrical nature to the 
presidency that he resists. Sometimes he can be negligent in the symbolism.”  I don’t buy it. 

The candidate who modeled his presidency on Abraham Lincoln, who accepted the Democratic 
nomination in Denver beside Greek columns and who ran on “Hope and Change” knows a thing or 
two about theatrics and symbolism. Axelrod would have us believe Obama is just too smart and 
too methodical for his own good. (“He responds in a very rational way, trying to gather facts, rely 
on the best expert advice, and mobilize the necessary resources.”) Oh, puleez. 

Let’s look at three other explanations that correspond to reality. 



First, Obama has surrounded himself with sycophants who won’t tell him he is wrong. As Ron 
Fournier pointed out, “What of the two advisers without a specific portfolio: Valerie Jarrett and Dan 
Pfeiffer? They’re blindly loyal to Obama, gatherers of power, shielded from blame, and 
accountable to nobody but the president. Their biggest admirers acknowledge privately that 
Obama won’t change course unless Jarrett and Pfeiffer change work addresses.” If you don’t know 
trouble is coming, your closest aides say reaction is just carping from Republicans and you have 
an exaggerated sense of your own skills, you tend not to expect trouble or take it seriously when it 
comes. 

Second, as Joshua Green points out, Obama’s ideology leads to crises and keeps them from 
being solved expeditiously. “It didn’t require extraordinary foresight to anticipate the public freakout 
once the [Ebola] infection spread beyond [Thomas Eric] Duncan. Obama, who’s better acquainted 
with Washington dysfunction than anybody, should have anticipated the partisan acrimony. The 
crisis required more of him than he seemed to recognize. But he was hampered by the same 
things that have plagued him all along: a liberal technocrat’s excess of faith in government’s ability 
to solve problems and an unwillingness or inability to demonstrate the forcefulness Americans 
expect of their president in an emergency.” The guy loves government, and when it fails, he is at a 
loss. Likewise on foreign policy, Obama’s excessive belief in “soft power” leads him to ignore sage 
advice, make moves that signal weakness and react with amazement when things go wrong. In 
short, he is a prisoner of liberal ideology that doesn’t work in the real world and therefore he does 
not assess risks, make adjustments or see the world for what it is. 

And lastly, he can’t stand to be associated with failure. He blames the Iraqi government for his 
troop pullout. He blames the CIA for the Islamic State’s rise. He denies he promised that people 
could keep their health-care plan. It is a long list of excuses and blame casting. He reflects on 
problems (inequality, poverty, anything really) as if someone else had been president for the past 
six years. In other words, he hides from blame. Hence, we see his refusal to go to the Texas 
border to see the immigration surge for himself. Much of crisis management is accepting 
responsibility and laying out the solution; you can’t do that if you deflect blame and don’t have a 
clue as to what to do when government bureaucracy doesn’t work as designed. 

Obviously, it is better from a public relations standpoint to insist that Obama’s staff is competent, 
he has sound ideas and intellectual flexibility and is courageous in accepting blame — but he just 
doesn’t do the “theatrics.” The problem is: That isn’t true. Next time we need a president who is 
prepared for the job, is experienced in problem-solving, is willing to hire smart people and is 
personally courageous. 

  
  
  
Right Turn 
Is Obama trying to sink fellow Democrats? 
by Jennifer Rubin 
It is a measure of President Obama’s unbridled ego that in an election in which he is dragging his 
party down to defeat, he insists on reminding voters that those struggling to swim against the tide 
and away from him are really his supporters. In an interview with Al Sharpton (apparently the 
MSNBC audience and a sycophantic host provide the president a safe venue — or so he thought), 
Obama proclaimed: “A lot of the states that are contested this time are states that I didn’t win. And 
so some of the candidates there — it is difficult for them to have me in the state because the 
Republicans will use that to try to fan Republican turnout. The bottom line though is, these are all 
folks who vote with me, they have supported my agenda in Congress. . .  . This isn’t about my 



feelings being hurt, these are folks who are strong allies and supporters of me.” He is absolutely 
correct; these are people who supported every major initiative and dutifully stuck with their majority 
leader. But why say it? 

Not only does Obama thereby remind everyone in those red states that, as he said earlier, his 
policies are “on the ballot,” but he also impugns the candidates’ honesty, essentially telling voters 
that these candidates are running on a false claim of independence. Surely he must know all this, 
and yet he apparently can’t bear to see fellow Democrats disclaiming their association with him. 

You can see a mile away the rationalization for a big loss: These Democrats shouldn’t have run 
from the president. Yes, if only they had defended Obamacare, the stimulus, defense cuts, the 
president’s handling of everything from the Department of Veterans Affairs to the Islamic State, 
then . . . then what, exactly? I suppose the argument would be that the Democratic base would 
have turned out to support these things. But these are Democrats who can’t win relying on the 
base. They are running in red states where election depends on assuring conservative Democrats, 
independents and some Republicans that the Democratic candidate is moderate, independent and 
listens to the people back home, not the liberal leaders of the Democratic Party. 

And speaking of the liberal base, Obama didn’t exactly carry his weight in motivating these voters. 
Hispanics, many analysts predict, will sit home. They are rightly annoyed that the president for six 
years (two with a Democratic House and Senate and four with an exaggerated sense of executive 
authority to act unilaterally) has promised immigration reform and consistently put it below other 
priorities. 

Now, Democrats on the ballot can’t blame the president entirely. Ultimately, they voted for his 
policies that were unpopular back home. They put Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) at 
the helm and supported his do-nothing approach. They defended the defense cuts and backed the 
president’s about-face on Syria on the red line and premature pullout from Iraq. Their real 
complaint is that Obama won’t let the voters forget it. 

  
  
National Review 
Democrats in Disarray 
This year, it’s Democrats shooting themselves in the foot — again and again.  
By Charles C. W. Cooke  

Missouri’s Republican senator Roy Blunt spoke for the angels earlier this week when he observed 
that his party is remarkably adept at screwing things up. Responding to widespread reports that 
the GOP has a better than 50 percent chance of taking control of the Senate next January, Blunt 
quipped that “if anybody can mess this up, my side has the total capacity to.” 

One imagines that tens of millions of heads started to nod in agreement. When, last year, it 
became clear that 2014 should by rights be a good year for conservatives, the more cynical among 
them began to imagine that it was therefore about time for the party’s leadership to scour the 
country in search of the most unlikeable, inadequate, unpredictable figures that they could possibly 
find. Somewhere, I supposed acidly, there was a farm that specialized in raising registered 
Republicans with incurable Tourette’s and a penchant for ventilating on the subjects of rape and 
armed revolution. From the latest litter would the party draw its candidates and, as in years past, 
the rest would be history. 



And yet, in this cycle, it has been the Democrats who have repeatedly erred and the Republicans 
who have stayed happily out of trouble. Thus far at least, there has been no Todd Akin to sully the 
GOP’s efforts, nor have any of the party’s other aspirants served as lightning rods for controversy 
or as exemplars of the asinine. If 2014 has taught observers of the political scene anything at all, it 
should be that however ideologically polarized the country may seem, candidates still matter — on 
both sides of the aisle. In recent years, Bloomberg’s David Weigel has taken a wry delight in 
appending an inappropriate hashtag to instances of conservative deficiency and Republican 
dissension, sardonically marking the movement’s most egregious mistakes with the words 
“#demsindisarray.” Now, however, many “Dems” really are in “disarray” — the party’s candidates 
having stepped of late onto rake after rake after rake. That, despite the frequency of their missteps, 
Democrats are still in such a healthy position should worry the Right and thrill the Left — if 
Republicans do end up taking the Senate, they will likely do so by a whisker, and they will be 
unlikely to hold onto it in 2016 — but it should also tell us that there is nothing written in the stars 
that guarantees that conservatives must be incompetent and ineloquent. Maybe, just maybe, the 
messenger matters? 

Were an alien visitor to have descended from the heavens in order to survey this election season, 
he would likely have concluded that the American Left struggles to find proficient representatives. 
In Montana, the Democratic party lost its first candidate to a plagiarism scandal and, inexplicably, 
chose as his replacement an erratic Communist sympathizer whose idea of a fun afternoon is to 
record and post rambling black-and-white videos of herself to her YouTube page. In the course of 
her many “vlogs,” Amanda Curtis has mocked women who believe that they will be given a chance 
against sexual predators if they are armed; disdained “the family,” “natural law,” and “Christians”; 
and confessed how difficult she finds it not to “punch” fellow lawmakers in the face. She is currently 
losing by 19 points, and it is only by the grace of pronounced media bias that she has not been 
transformed into the public face of the entire party. 

In Massachusetts, meanwhile, poor old Martha Coakley has doggedly continued to be . . . well, to 
be Martha Coakley, with all that that entails. Whatever it was that inspired the Democratic party in 
one of the bluest states in the country to give the woman who almost sank Obamacare a second 
shot, the powers-that-be will almost certainly now be bitterly regretting their choice. Republican 
Charlie Baker is winning by nine points. 

Even in the closer races, it is Democrats, and not Republicans, who have injured themselves. 
Iowa’s Bruce Braley kicked off his campaign insulting the voters of his state by loftily informing a 
room full of trial lawyers that Senator Chuck Grassley was just “a farmer from Iowa who never went 
to law school.” Later, visiting the state in support of Braley, First Lady Michelle Obama repeatedly 
introduced her comrade as “Bruce Bailey” — even going so far as to send attendees to the wrong 
campaign website — and then suggested admiringly that Braley had been a former Marine. He has 
never served.  

The hits have kept coming. Colorado’s Senator Mark Udall has served primarily as a salutary 
reminder that too much of a good thing can be fatal, his obsessive reliance on the “war on women” 
set piece having provoked friends and critics alike to christen him “Mark Uterus,” and the usually 
left-leaning Denver Post to have not only endorsed his opponent, Cory Gardner, but to have 
accused the “obnoxious” Udall of lying, of “trying to frighten voters,” and of running a campaign that 
represents “an insult to those he seeks to convince.” His supporters have done little better. A hit-
job on Gardner put out by the sports website Deadspin in October was quickly picked up by an 
array of progressive journalists and Democratic power players, all of whom were forced to eat crow 
just a few hours later when the dispatch was discovered to be downright false. Michelle Obama’s 
trip to Colorado, meanwhile, was not a great deal more successful than her foray into Iowa. 
Stumping for Udall, the first lady described the Democrat as a “fifth-generation Coloradan,” and 



explained to the crowd that this gave him a particular insight into the state. Alas, Obama had mixed 
up Udall with his opponent. Udall is from Arizona, went to college in Massachusetts, and moved to 
Colorado as an adult; Gardner’s family, by contrast, has lived in Colorado since 1886. The flub was 
evidently contagious. Yesterday, Udall told his supporters that, in America “at our best, we judge 
people by the content of their color.” Gardner is now winning by four points. 

Over in Arkansas, Mark Pryor has stumbled from mistake to shining mistake. In the course of his 
bid, Pryor, who won his Senate seat after his father retired in 2002, has accused his Iraq-veteran 
opponent of feeling “entitled” to be sent to Washington because of his military service; has proven 
incapable of answering simple questions about Ebola, despite having made the disease a live 
issue in the race; and, rather oddly, averred during a debate that the term “middle class” covers 
anyone whose income is under $200,000 per year. (Not only is this definitionally incorrect, the 
median household income in Arkansas is $39,919.) In and of itself, this lattermost claim does not 
greatly matter. But mistakes tend to gain traction when they confirm the preexisting conceptions of 
the electorate, and when they tie into current lines of attack. As the scion of a family of politicians 
that has been involved in Arkansas politics for more than half a century, one suspects that Pryor 
could have done without the error. Similarly afflicted has been Louisiana’s Mary Landrieu, whose 
description of Louisiana’s parishes as “counties” was innocuous enough in a vacuum, but, 
nevertheless, played into the effective Republican charge that she lives in Washington D.C. and 
has lost touch with the state she represents. 

Unforced errors have been routine. This week, North Carolina’s Senator Kay Hagan simply refused 
to turn up for a debate with her opponent, prompting mockery on both left and right. Awkwardly, 
the debate went ahead anyway, broadcasting, in the acrid words of MSNBC’s Rachel Maddow, an 
“hour-long conversation with just the Republican candidate on TV for an hour, uncontested so [he] 
can tell you what he thinks without any time constraints and without anybody rudely interrupting.” 
In her own unchallenged sit-down with the Louisville Courier-Journal, Kentucky’s Alison Lundergan 
Grimes three times refused to answer whether she had voted for Barack Obama, simultaneously 
pretending that to inform voters whether she had cast her ballot for the man she served as a 
delegate would undermine the “sanctity of the ballot box” and informing viewers that she had voted 
for Hillary Clinton in the 2008 primary. Quite the trick! 

And then there is Wendy Davis, the Elmer Fudd of the 2014 cycle. As it has dawned on Davis that 
the excitement of the social-justice-and-elective-eugenics crowd is not heavily represented in a 
state such as Texas, she has become increasingly unhinged, not only drawing gratuitous attention 
to her opponent’s physical disability, but refusing to answer whether or not he was “exploiting” that 
injury for electoral gain. At times, Davis has given in to rank desperation, stopping short of 
accusing Abbott of wishing to bring back slavery — but only just. “What’s at stake in this election,” 
Davis claimed earlier in the week, is an “interracial marriage ban” and a “poll tax” — the former 
because Greg Abbott refused to answer whether he would have felt obliged to defend one had he 
been attorney general in the 1960s; the latter because Abbott supports the state’s voter-ID law. 
Previously, Davis had rendered her candidacy somewhat pointless, caving on the question of open 
carry, ruling out the tax increase that her supporters believe is necessary to fund increased 
education spending, and even deciding late in the game that she would have supported the law 
she rose to prominence opposing if it had been superficially different. 

To make matters even worse, this display has been set against the backdrop of a president who 
will not — and perhaps cannot — remain tactfully quiet for the good of his party. This has been a 
midterm season that has lacked any substantial political debate whatsoever, the single theme that 
has united the Democrats’ effort being, “I am not President Obama,” which collective disavowal 
has evidently proven to be too much for our vainglorious commander-in-chief. Repeatedly, Obama 
has injected himself into the fracas, running behind the naysayers shouting, tears streaming down 



his face, that “whatever they say, it is about me.” Reacting to his party’s insistence that their 
Senate candidates were not running on the president’s policies, Obama told a crowd in Illinois that 
they should “make no mistake,” because his “policies are on the ballot, every single one of them.” 
Equally wounded by the current crop’s desire to distance themselves from him personally, Obama 
assured voters that, really, his party’s nominees were all “strong allies and supporters of me,” “folks 
who vote with me,” and people who “have supported my agenda in Congress.” And, earlier in the 
week, Obama explained that a Michelle Nunn victory in Georgia would mean that Democrats would 
“keep control of the Senate and that means that we can keep on doing some good work.” 

With friends like these . . .  

  

 
  
  

 
  



  
  

 
 


