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NOBEL SPEECH

The Reluctant Warrior
WASHINGTON

A
fter Barack Obama’s Nobel Peace
Prize speech, anyone still questioning
whether he is really a Christian, rather

than a Muslim aligned with fanaticism,
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needs to seek therapy forth-
with.

Anyone still unconvinced
that Obama is really an
American committed to his
nation’s values, rather than
an imposter who doesn’t
pledge allegiance to his crit-
ics’ satisfaction, should prob-
ably surrender to the asylum.

Obama’s speech, an artful balance of real-
ism and idealism, was both a Judeo-Christian
epistle, conceding the moral necessity of war,
and a meditation on American exceptional-
ism. He was, in other words, the unapologetic
president of the United States and not some
errant global villager seeking affirmation.

The speech was a signal moment in the
evolution and maturation of Obama, from
ambivalent aspirant to reluctant leader.

Rising to the occasion, he managed to re-
deem himself at a low point in his popularity
by reminding Americans of what is best
about themselves.

Paying homage to champions of nonvio-
lence, Martin Luther King Jr. and Mahatma
Gandhi, he nonetheless acknowledged that as
commander-in-chief charged with protecting
a nation, he couldn’t follow their examples
alone.

“For make no mistake: Evil does exist in
the world. A nonviolent movement could not
have halted Hitler’s armies. Negotiations
cannot convince al-Qaida’s leaders to lay
down their arms. To say that force may
sometimes be necessary is not a call to cyni-

cism — it is a recognition of history, the im-
perfections of man, and the limits of reason.”

With those words, Obama aligned himself
with conservatives, who believe in both the
fallibility of human nature and in an enduring
moral order. At the same time, he left room
for moral conundrum: the difficulty of recon-
ciling two seemingly irreconcilable truths —
“that war is sometimes necessary, and war at
some level is an expression of human folly.”

Obama didn’t mention his favorite philoso-
pher, Reinhold Niebuhr, but Niebuhr’s
thoughts were woven throughout. In just one
example, Obama said, “We must begin by ac-
knowledging the hard truth: We will not
eradicate violent conflict in our lifetimes.”
Niebuhr said, “Nothing that is worth doing
can be achieved in our lifetime.”

Like Niebuhr, who during World War II
abandoned his pacifist-liberal roots to be-
come an advocate for war, Obama has left the
comfortable world of consensus-building to
become a war president, recently deciding to
send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan. His
journey undoubtedly has been painful as he
arrived at this unfamiliar destination: “Some
will kill. Some will be killed.”

No presidential candidate can ever fully
anticipate the burden of the office he seeks
until he sends his first troops to battle. Obama
has joined the procession of others who have
suffered in advance of the coming death toll.
The moral conflict he expressed in words soon
enough will find expression in his face.

Though the Oslo speech follows others
that have inspired even his critics, this was
Obama’s most presidential. This one marked
the moment when Obama became a leader,
defined as an individual who chooses the hard
road because he believes it is the right one.

Some of the machinations of Obama’s own
justifications were evident in the text. He
made a point, for example, of implying that
his Afghanistan war is more justified than
George W. Bush’s Iraq war. Speaking of the
two engagements, he said: “One of these
wars is winding down. The other is a conflict
that America did not seek.”

He took pains to note that other wars, es-
pecially “holy wars,” are never justified. And
finally, “war itself is never glorious, and we
must never trumpet it as such.”

And so the reluctant warrior, who set out
to save the world from pestilence, plague, and
global warming, now must also wage war
against both an ideological foe as well as his own
temperament. Leadership is not for cowards.

Of the 4,000 or so words Obama uttered,
those most soothing to American ears, if not
so much to those sitting in closer proximity,
were Obama’s paean to the sacrifices and
gifts of his countrymen. He reminded the
world that, whatever mistakes we’ve made,
the U.S. has shed its blood and spent its treas-
ure to enable democracy, and to promote peace
and prosperity around the world.

There is much about Obama’s administra-
tion to criticize. But at certain moments, the
president articulates our problems in ways
that elevate us beyond our pettier differ-
ences. His Nobel Prize may have been all the
things critics have listed, but Obama’s re-
sponse was a triumphant expression of
American values and character.
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U.S. President Barack Obama is applauded by Nobel Committee Chairman
Thorbjorn Jagland after receiving the Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo, Norway, Dec. 10.

INFRASTRUCTURE

On the Move With High-Speed Passenger Rail
F

rom Main Street Station to Union Sta-
tion in D.C. in 90 minutes. Who would
not support that? Well, almost every-

one does.
Virginia’s entire congressional delega-
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tion recently informed the
Secretary of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation of its
unanimous support of Vir-
ginia’s funding application
for the extension of high-
speed rail from Washington,
D.C., to Petersburg. Sens.
Mark Warner and Jim Webb
earlier sent a similar letter of

support to the secretary.
Linking existing high-speed passenger rail

in the Northeast Corridor to Richmond and
Petersburg has the backing of local chambers
of commerce, the regional planning commis-
sion, business and civic groups, as well as lo-
cal and state politicians led by Gov. Tim
Kaine. The project has support in Hampton
Roads to the east, and in Charlotte and Ra-
leigh, N.C., to the south. Amtrak, CSX, Nor-
folk Southern, and Virginia Railway Express
are “on board.”

So, what is the reason for this unprece-

dented level of community support for an in-
frastructure project in Virginia?

In April of this year, the Obama adminis-
tration announced that $9.3 billion would be
allocated in the federal stimulus package for
expansion of high-speed rail in the United
States. Another $5 billion would be set aside
in the president’s budget. The stated goals
are: creating jobs, reducing congestion on
our highways and interstates, and stimulat-
ing economic growth.

In response, the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia submitted funding applications totaling
$1.8 billion to bring high-speed passenger
rail service to Central Virginia. Rep. Eric
Cantor, in explaining the congressional dele-
gation’s bipartisan support for Virginia’s
funding applications, said it best: “High-
speed rail will expand Virginia’s economic
horizons.”

A reliable high-speed passenger rail serv-
ice would link businesses in the Richmond re-
gion with D.C. and business centers in the
Northeast Corridor. That in turn would
promote economic growth and create job op-
portunities in Central Virginia. For commut-
ers and business travelers, reliable high-

speed rail would offer a cost-effective alterna-
tive to fighting the all-too-familiar traffic
snarl on I-95.

Reliability (not necessarily speed) is the
key factor. The projected top speed between
Richmond and D.C. is 90 mph. Currently, the
top speed is 79 mph, but the average speed is
only 50 mph. That accounts, in part, for an
average travel time well in excess of two
hours. The projected travel time is only 90
minutes. But the really good news is the pro-
jected on-time service of 90 percent, as op-
posed to the current on-time service of
roughly 50 percent. Reliable travel time and
on-time service are what commuters and
business travelers demand.

If commuters and business travelers are of-
fered passenger train service that runs on
time, and is 30 minutes faster than traveling
by automobile, they will flock to it. As the rid-
ership increases, so will the cost-effective-
ness of the investment in and operation of
high-speed rail.

Locally, Richmond could capitalize on its
heavy investment in Main Street Station, fi-
nally making it the transportation hub for the
region. That facility will foster economic op-

portunities and revitalization efforts already
under way in Shockoe Bottom. Hence, a win-
win situation.

But the outpouring of support comes from
beyond Richmond and Petersburg. Leaders
in Hampton Roads have a vested interest in
Virginia’s funding application as a necessary
first step to linking high-speed passenger
service to their region. Likewise, North Caro-
lina has a stake in the success of Virginia’s
application. The extension of high-speed rail
to Petersburg is indispensable to North Caro-
lina’s application for linkage to Charlotte and
Raleigh. In this sense, Virginia is in a unique
position to be the gateway to the Southeast-
ern Corridor.

Funding high-speed rail could and should
be the 21st century’s version of last century’s
investment in the interstate highway system.
Creating jobs. Spurring economic growth.
Reducing highway congestion. Improving
the environment. It is no wonder that high-
speed rail has received an outpouring of sup-
port from all quarters.
• Stephen E. Baril serves on the Board of Directors of the
Greater Richmond Chamber and its High-Speed Rail Task
Force and is a partner with the law firm of Williams Mullen in
Richmond. Contact him at sbaril@williamsmullen.com.

NOT IN COPENHAGEN

Global Warming, Flying Saucers — Take Your Pick
Y

ou’re not in Copenhagen.

No — and for a lot of good
reasons. Let’s just say the landscape
there is too tricky and treacherous.

So you don’t embrace the con-
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sensus about man-
kind’s major con-
tribution to the
staggering recent
rise in tempera-
tures around the
globe, and man-
kind’s obligation to
do something about
it?

There’s a personal sense that
winter temperatures in places
where I spend time are warmer
than 30 years ago. But the world-
wide scientific data are inconclu-
sive. The globe may be not warm-
ing at all, but cooling. And that
raises unanswerable questions
about mankind’s role.

Still, there’s a consensus among
thousands of scientists that global
warming is real and caused by man.
Al Gore got the Nobel Peace Prize
for saying so, sharing it in 2007
with the United Nations’ Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC). Both Gore and the IPCC de-
clared the evidence “unequivocal.”

The IPCC is not a research en-
tity, but a compiler of research by
others. It has reached many of its
conclusions relying heavily on data
and conclusions from climate scien-
tists at the Climate Research Unit
(CRU) at England’s University of
East Anglia. The recent online pub-
lishing of 1,000 CRU e-mails, plus
3,500 related files, has done two
things. It has (1) shown the CRU
crew to have manipulated its con-

clusions from data it perhaps crimi-
nally destroyed, and so has (2) dev-
astated the warmist argument —
left it blithering in the dust.

Yet you’re denying abundant evi-
dence screaming at you and at the
world. Thus Copenhagen. We, par-
ticularly the industrialized nations,
have to do something. Otherwise
life as we know it will end.

You sound like those sandwich-
board people parading around with
signs screaming, “Repent before it’s
too late! The end is near!”

You can’t deny the facts!

The Internet appearance of East
Anglia’s CRU e-mails is a fatal blow
to warmism. The e-mails and re-
lated files show CRU scientists,
central to the warmist cause, ma-
nipulated the numbers to support
their own predetermined outcomes.
They excluded contrary data from
peer-review publications. For years
they stonewalled on Freedom of In-
formation requests to see the num-
bers. They faked, fudged, and em-
broidered. And they destroyed the
data from which they purportedly
drew their conclusions.

Those are heavy words.

For heavy offenses. Given the
East Anglia e-mails, there may be
no more truth to the global warm-
ing hysteria than there is to flying
saucers — unidentified flying ob-
jects (UFOs). Remember them?
After 50 years, Britain’s Defense
Ministry has shut down its UFO
hotline. Investigation of 12,000 re-
ported “sightings” evidenced no se-
curity threat to Britain and no sub-
stantive proof of extraterrestrials.
So in Britain, no one is listening
anymore.

And you’re not going to listen
anymore to arguments about global
warming, either — and that’s why
you’re not in Copenhagen?

That might be one way to put it.
Look. On global warming,

there’s a lot going around in the
dark besides Santa Claus. The in-
ventor of the Internet, the
generator of Love Story, likely is
blowing hot air about warming as
well. Earth has had countless heat-
ing and cooling cycles, probably
grounded in internal global convul-
sions and solar cycles. Tempera-
tures in the 500 years between 800
and 1300 were considerably higher
than temperatures now. Norse voy-
agers named Greenland not be-
cause it was covered with ice and
snow but because —

It was green.

You’re a quick study.

Do you have any theories as to
why we warmists (in your word)

are so alarmed and so insistent
about immediate remedy?

Ideology and power. Central to
your ideology is redistribution. As
you seek to redistribute wealth in
the U.S. (the push for socialized
medicine being the current shining
example), so you seek to redistrib-
ute it from industrialized nations to
poorer ones. That’s what Copenha-
gen is fundamentally about — hav-
ing rich nations pay poor nations
for rich-nation wealth and guilt.

Cap-and-trade, if we ever get it,
will mean penalizing companies
that put carbon into the air. The
Environmental Protection Agency’s
proclamation that carbon dioxide,
essential to life, is somehow a
death-causing (and temperature-
raising) pollutant, will penalize
heavy industries, refineries, and
power plants — possibly shut down
those unable to afford retrofitting
and bagging their stacks. By mid-
century, Barack Obama wants air
pollution levels here approximating
those of 200 years earlier. Wel-

come to America the cabbage
patch.

And power?
Perpetuate the power of those

wielding it now. Tell the people
loudly enough and long enough
there’s a consensus, even unanim-
ity, on something like global warm-
ing, and throw in skewed data not
only from CRU but also from our
own NASA (as more and more
seems likely) — and sooner or later
they’ll begin to believe it. They’ll
thank you for making them pay,
through higher costs and higher
taxes, to combat it. And they’ll keep
re-electing you for fixing something
that wasn’t broken. Call it yet an-
other aspect of The Chicago Way.

It’s similar to socialized med-
icine. The government that gave us
the Postal Service, Amtrak, and
countless dismal programs from
contemporary public education to
Medicaid — now says it will de-
liver, through Obamacare, higher-
quality medical coverage to more
people for less money. All to re-
elect the leftists who provided it
(but who emphatically will not par-
ticipate in it themselves).

So, again, that’s why you’re not
in Copenhagen?

There has to be a compelling rea-
son to spend two weeks at a U.N.
conference that is nothing more
than a malign charade to address a
fake crisis based on insidiously ma-
nipulated data. Maybe that’s why
Copenhagen’s prostitutes have
heightened the allure of the trip by
offering free tricks to conference
delegates needing to relieve their
stress.
• Ross Mackenzie is the retired editor of the
Editorial Pages. Contact him at
rmackenzie@tribune.com.


