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Mark Steyn posts on the president who never calls.  
There was an odd moment during Tuesday's White House press briefing when Ed Henry of Fox 
News noted that the President was spending three out of five days this week fundraising for his 
party, and wondered, in effect, whether he still did any work. Press Secretary Josh Earnest 
responded: 

"Well, I will hazard a guess that a significant portion of the President's time each of those days will 
be dedicated to participating in the presidential daily briefing, getting updates from his national 
security team about the situation on the ground, making phone calls to world leaders, consulting 
with his national security officials who are traveling across the world..." 

Well, I will "hazard a guess" that he's actually making very few "phone calls to world leaders". Bush 
may have been loathed by large numbers of Europeans and Arabs, but he had very cordial 
relationships with their leaders, from Blair and Merkel to the brace of Abdullahs in Jordan and 
Saudi. Obama's too cool to work the phones. Which helps explain that photograph above. With 
regard to what's happening in Gaza, the US president has no relationships with anybody in the 
region who matters. To define American "allies" as broadly as possible, name one who has any 
reason to trust Obama or his emissaries. In Cairo, General Sisi regards Obama as a Muslim 
Brotherhood sympathizer; in Riyadh, King Abdullah regards him as the enabler of the Shia Persian 
nuclear program; and in Amman, the other King Abdullah regards him as the feckless bungler 
who's left the Jordanians with the world's wealthiest terrorist group on their eastern border. 

Shuttle diplomacy, of the kind the vainglorious Kerry is attempting, only works if you already have a 
relationship. ... 

  
  
Charles Krauthammer defends President Vacant. Sort of.   
The president’s demeanor is worrying a lot of people. From the immigration crisis on the Mexican 
border to the Islamic State rising in Mesopotamia, Barack Obama seems totally detached from the 
world’s convulsions. When he does interrupt his endless rounds of golf, fundraising and photo ops, 
it’s for some affectless, mechanical, almost forced public statement. 

Regarding Ukraine, his detachment — the rote, impassive voice — borders on dissociation. His 
U.N. ambassador, Samantha Power, delivers an impassioned denunciation of Russia. Obama 
cautions that we not “get out ahead of the facts,” as if the facts of this case — Vladimir Putin’s 
proxies shooting down a civilian airliner — are in doubt. 

The preferred explanation for the president’s detachment is psychological. He’s checked out. 
Given up. Let down and disappointed by the world, he is in withdrawal.  

Perhaps.  

But I’d propose an alternate theory, less psychological than intellectual, that gives him more credit: 
... 

  
  



Jennifer Rubin posts on the tiresome passive-aggressive behavior of the 
administration towards Israel. Perhaps that is Valerie Jarrett's specialty.  
Chalk up a win for former New York mayor Michael Bloomberg and for Sen. Ted Cruz (R-Tex.). 
Both attacked the Obama administration for the Federal Aviation Administration ban on flights to 
Israel, Bloomberg by flying there himself and proclaiming it perfectly safe to fly into Ben Gurion and 
Cruz from the Senate floor in labeling it an economic boycott of Israel and demanding details about 
the FAA’s action. AIPAC, which is becoming increasingly vocal in its objections to U.S. policy on 
Gaza and on the Iran nuclear talks, went public as well, releasing a statement that called the ban 
“overly harsh and excessive.” The statement argued that the ban “could have the unintended effect 
of encouraging terrorists to become even more committed to make civil aviation a target.” 

The administration bristled at the suggestion that it was, as was widely perceived, using the ban as 
a means of pressuring Israel. In any event, by quickly pulling the ban just hours after it was 
announced and the backlash ensued, the administration wound up reinforcing the conclusion that 
this had been a strong-arm maneuver. An administration now infamous for its passive-aggressive 
behavior once again was left looking feckless. ... 

  
Ed Klein, author of Blood Feud, writes on the disintegration of our foreign policy.  
Wherever we look today—from the Fertile Crescent in the Middle East to the post-Cold War frontier 
in Ukraine to the South China Sea to our border with Mexico— our world appears to be falling 
apart.  

This naturally raises a serious question in the minds of many people: If America, the indispensable 
nation, had been doing its job of holding the global system together, couldn’t this chaos and 
anarchy have been avoided?  

The simple answer is, yes.  

But if you listen to Hillary Clinton, the unraveling of the international order was inevitable under the 
leadership—or lack of leadership—of Barack Obama. As I reported in my book “Blood Feud,” 
Hillary places the blame for the sorry state of the world squarely on the man in the Oval Office.  

“The thing with Obama is that he can’t be bothered, and there is no hand on the tiller half the time,” 
she complained to a group of friends shortly after she left her post as secretary of state. “That’s the 
story of the Obama presidency. No hand on the f******g tiller.” ... 

... Just before Caroline Kennedy took up her post as ambassador to Japan, she invited Bill and 
Hillary Clinton to lunch at her Park Avenue apartment in New York City. Caroline wanted to know 
from Hillary, the former secretary of state, what she could expect from the Obama administration.  

“Don’t expect to get your real marching orders from State,” Hillary said. “The way the Obama 
government works, everything important in foreign policy comes from the White House. And 
Valerie [Jarrett] pretty much runs the show down there. You’ll feel Valerie breathing down your 
neck all the way to Tokyo. She’s going to have a lot to say about how you represent our country in 
Japan, and believe me, she won’t be shy about it.”  

According to the Clintons, who later described their lunch with friends, Caroline was stunned by 
this news.  

It should come as a sobering wakeup call to the rest of us. 



John Hinderaker says even the left in Israel sees our president as an enemy.  
Haaretz is Israel’s establishment, liberal newspaper. Scott once described it to me in shorthand as 
the New York Times of Israel. So the paper is a natural ally of a Democratic U.S. administration.  

That is what makes this article by Barak Ravid remarkable. It is titled Kerry’s latest cease-fire plan: 
What was he thinking? ... 

... Hamas alone is responsible for the bloodshed, and it was never realistic to think that the Obama 
administration could end the fighting; not as long as Netanyahu remains determined to secure his 
people’s safety. Nevertheless, it is newsworthy that even Israelis on the left have come to see 
Obama’s foreign policy as coming from outer space. 

  
  
Telegraph, UK says obama "has already checked out of his job."  
President Obama has emotionally checked out of his job a couple of years early, it seems. How 
can one tell?  

Candidates for president who brazenly assume they are the inevitable victor are sometimes 
accused of “measuring the drapes” for the White House.  

Obama, conversely, seems to be prematurely packing his bags in hopes for an early departure.  

Just last week, for example, the Los Angeles Times reported that “The First Family is believed to 
be in escrow on a contemporary home in a gated community where entertainers Frank Sinatra, 
Bob Hope and Bing Crosby once maintained estates”. George Santayana observed that 
“Americans don’t solve problems, they leave them behind”. Perhaps the president is taking this to 
heart.  

For rumours to catch fire, an element of truth must typically be involved.  

The fact that the press would find relevance in speculating on Obama’s post-White House 
residence – and identify California as the kind of scene the future ex-president would want to hang 
out in when he leaves office – is perhaps telling. ... 

 
 

Steyn On Line 
The Man Who Never Calls 
by Mark Steyn 

There was an odd moment during Tuesday's White House press briefing when Ed Henry of Fox 
News noted that the President was spending three out of five days this week fundraising for his 
party, and wondered, in effect, whether he still did any work. Press Secretary Josh Earnest 
responded: 

"Well, I will hazard a guess that a significant portion of the President's time each of those days will 
be dedicated to participating in the presidential daily briefing, getting updates from his national 
security team about the situation on the ground, making phone calls to world leaders, consulting 
with his national security officials who are traveling across the world..." 



Well, I will "hazard a guess" that he's actually making very few "phone calls to world leaders". Bush 
may have been loathed by large numbers of Europeans and Arabs, but he had very cordial 
relationships with their leaders, from Blair and Merkel to the brace of Abdullahs in Jordan and 
Saudi. Obama's too cool to work the phones. Which helps explain that photograph above. With 
regard to what's happening in Gaza, the US president has no relationships with anybody in the 
region who matters. To define American "allies" as broadly as possible, name one who has any 
reason to trust Obama or his emissaries. In Cairo, General Sisi regards Obama as a Muslim 
Brotherhood sympathizer; in Riyadh, King Abdullah regards him as the enabler of the Shia Persian 
nuclear program; and in Amman, the other King Abdullah regards him as the feckless bungler 
who's left the Jordanians with the world's wealthest terrorist group on their eastern border. 

Shuttle diplomacy, of the kind the vainglorious Kerry is attempting, only works if you already have a 
relationship. You can't start trying to build one after the shooting's started. And in this case the 
regional leaders' crude self-interest outweighs whatever value they might place on staying on the 
right side of President Fundraiser and Secretary Windsurfer. General Sisi wants to destroy the 
Brotherhood in Egypt, to which Hamas has significant ties. The Saudis are Israel's new best friend 
and see them as their last chance to scuttle Iran's nuclear ambitions. So we are in a bizarre 
situation where the Arab leaders are more hostile to Hamas than Washington is. 

I'm often asked why I don't write more about the Palestinian situation, and the reason I don't is 
because the central fact of the dispute - the Palestinians' Jew hatred - never changes. So I said 
what I had to say about it many years ago, and there's very little to add. For example, in The 
National Post on April 18th 2002 I quoted an old Colonial Office hand: 

"All British officials tend to become pro-Arab, or, perhaps, more accurately anti-Jew," wrote Sir 
John Hope-Simpson in the 1920s wrapping up a stint in the British Mandate of Palestine. 
"Personally, I can quite well understand this trait. The helplessness of the fellah appeals to the 
British official. The offensive assertion of the Jewish immigrant is, on the other hand, repellent." 
Progressive humanitarianism, as much as old-school colonialism, prefers its clientele "helpless," 
and, despite Iranian weaponry and Iraqi money and the human sacrifice of its schoolchildren, the 
Palestinians have been masters at selling their "helplessness" to the West. 

In Europe, colonialism may be over, but colonialist condescension endures as progressive 
activism, and the Palestinians are the perfect cause. Everywhere else, from Nigeria to Nauru, at 
some point the natives say to the paternalist Europeans, "Thanks very much, but we'll take it from 
here." But the Palestinians? Can you think of any other "people" who'd be content to live as UN 
"refugees" for four generations? They're the only "people" with their own dedicated UN agency, 
and its regime has lasted almost three times as long as Britain's Palestine mandate did. To quote 
again from that 2002 Post column: 

This is only the most extreme example of how the less sense the Arabs make the more the debate 
is framed in their terms. For all the tedious bleating of the Euroninnies, what Israel is doing is 
perfectly legal. Even if you sincerely believe that "Chairman" Arafat is entirely blameless when it 
comes to the suicide bombers, when a neighbouring jurisdiction is the base for hostile incursions, a 
sovereign state has the right of hot pursuit. Britain has certainly availed herself of this 
internationally recognized principle: In the 19th century, when the Fenians launched raids on 
Canada from upstate New York, the British thought nothing of infringing American sovereignty to 
hit back -- and Washington accepted they were entitled to do so. But the rights every other 
sovereign state takes for granted are denied to Israel. "The Jews are a peculiar people: things 
permitted to other nations are forbidden to the Jews," wrote America's great longshoreman 
philosopher Eric Hoffer after the 1967 war. "Other nations drive out thousands, even millions of 
people and there is no refugee problem ... But everyone insists that Israel must take back every 



single Arab ... Other nations when victorious on the battlefield dictate peace terms. But when Israel 
is victorious it must sue for peace. Everyone expects the Jews to be the only real Christians in 
this world." 

Thus, the massive population displacements in Europe at the end of the Second World War are 
forever, but those in Palestine a mere three years later must be corrected and reversed. On the 
Continent, losing wars comes with a territorial price: The Germans aren't going to be back in 
Danzig any time soon. But, in the Middle East, no matter how often the Arabs attack Israel and 
lose, their claims to their lost territory manage to be both inviolable but endlessly transferable. 

And so land won in battle from Jordan and Egypt somehow has to be ceded to Fatah and Hamas. 

As I said, this is all the stuff that never changes, and the likelihood that it will change lessens with 
every passing half-decade. I wrote the above column at the time Jenin and the other Palestinian 
"refugee camps" were celebrating their Golden Jubilee. That's to say, the "UN Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees" is older than most African, Caribbean or Pacific states. What sort 
of human capital do you wind up with after four generations have been born as "refugees"? If 
you've ever met a charming, urbane Palestinian doctor or lawyer in London or Paris, you'll know 
that anyone who isn't a total idiot - ie, the kind of people you need to build a nation - got out long 
ago. The nominal control of the land has passed from Jordan and Egypt to Israel to Arafat to 
Abbas to Hamas, but the UNRWA is forever, runnning its Mister Magoo ground operation and, 
during the periodic flare-ups, issuing its usual befuddled statements professing complete shock at 
discovering that Hamas is operating rocket launchers from the local kindergarten. 

But, like I said, that's all the stuff that never changes, decade in, decade out. The problem this time 
round is that everything else in the region is changing. Jordan's population has swollen by 25 per 
cent, refugees from the Syrian civil war. Does anyone seriously think the UN has plans to set up a 
refugee agency to minister to them until the year 2090 and beyond? ISIS have destroyed the 
Christian churches in Mosul and chased the entire Christian community out of town. Does anyone 
seriously think the Europeans will be championing Iraqi Christians' "right of return" for the next 
three-quarters of a century? 

ISIS is doing what winners do in war: It's shaping the facts on the ground. It wants no Christians in 
Iraq, and it's getting on with it. General Sisi wants to kill the Muslim Brotherhood: He's getting on 
with it. The wilier Brothers have slipped over into a collapsing Libya to make common cause with 
various al-Qaeda affiliates, as the Libyan state implodes: Its would-be successors are getting on 
with it. In the new Middle East, everyone and his uncle has an Obama-Clinton "Reset" button and 
they've pressed it. 

But they're not Jews. So nobody minds, and no preening Botoxicated buffoon of an American 
emissary comes to lecture them. 

Kerry, as Obama's plenipotentiary, is a paradox - the physical presence of a geopolitical absence: 

Yesterday, upon the stair, 
I met a man who wasn't there. 
He wasn't there again today, 
I wish, I wish he'd go away... 

Thus John Kerry, in Jerusalem and Cairo and beyond. 

  



Washington Post 
The vacant presidency 
by Charles Krauthammer 

The president’s demeanor is worrying a lot of people. From the immigration crisis on the Mexican 
border to the Islamic State rising in Mesopotamia, Barack Obama seems totally detached from the 
world’s convulsions. When he does interrupt his endless rounds of golf, fundraising and photo ops, 
it’s for some affectless, mechanical, almost forced public statement. 

Regarding Ukraine, his detachment — the rote, impassive voice — borders on dissociation. His 
U.N. ambassador, Samantha Power, delivers an impassioned denunciation of Russia. Obama 
cautions that we not “get out ahead of the facts,” as if the facts of this case — Vladimir Putin’s 
proxies shooting down a civilian airliner — are in doubt. 

The preferred explanation for the president’s detachment is psychological. He’s checked out. 
Given up. Let down and disappointed by the world, he is in withdrawal.  

Perhaps.  

But I’d propose an alternate theory, less psychological than intellectual, that gives him more credit: 
Obama’s passivity stems from an idea. When Obama says Putin has placed himself on the wrong 
side of history in Ukraine, he actually believes it . He disdains realpolitik because he believes that, 
in the end, such primitive 19th-century notions as conquest are self-defeating. History sees to their 
defeat. 

“The arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice,” said Obama in June 2009 (and 
many times since) regarding the Green Revolution in Iran. 

Ultimately, injustice and aggression don’t pay. The Soviets saw their 20th-century empire dissolve. 
More proximally, U.S. gains in Iraq and Afghanistan were, in time, liquidated. Ozymandias lies 
forever buried and forgotten in desert sands. 

Remember when, at the beginning of the Ukraine crisis, Obama tried to construct for Putin “an 
offramp” from Crimea? Absurd as this idea was, I think Obama was sincere. He actually imagined 
that he’d be saving Putin from himself, that Crimea could only redound against Russia in the long 
run. 

If you really believe this, then there is no need for forceful, potentially risky U.S. counteractions. 
Which explains everything since: Obama’s pinprick sanctions; his failure to rally a craven Europe; 
his refusal to supply Ukraine with the weapons it has been begging for. 

The shooting down of a civilian airliner seemed to validate Obama’s passivity. “Violence and 
conflict inevitably lead to unforeseen consequences,” explained Obama. See. You play with fire, it 
will blow up in your face. Just as I warned. Now world opinion will turn against Putin. 

To which I say: So what? World opinion, by itself, is useless: malleable, ephemeral and, unless 
mobilized by leadership, powerless. History doesn’t act autonomously. It needs agency.  

Germany’s Angela Merkel still doesn’t want to jeopardize trade with Russia. France’s François 
Hollande will proceed with delivery of a Mistral-class attack-helicopter carrier to Russia. And 



Obama speaks of future “costs” if Russia persists — a broken record since Crimea, carrying zero 
credibility.  

Or did Obama think Putin — a KGB thug who rose to power by turning Chechnya to rubble — 
would be shamed into regret and restraint by the blood of 298 innocents? On the contrary. Putin’s 
response has been brazen defiance: denying everything and unleashing a massive campaign of 
lies, fabrications and conspiracy theories blaming it all on Ukraine and the United States. 

Putin doesn’t give a damn about world opinion. He cares about domestic opinion, which has 
soared to more than 80 percent approval since Crimea. If anything, he’s been emboldened. On 
Wednesday, his proxies shot down two more jets — a finger to the world and a declaration that his 
campaign continues. 

A real U.S. president would give Kiev the weapons it needs, impose devastating sectoral sanctions 
on Moscow, reinstate our Central European missile- 
defense system and make a Reaganesque speech explaining why.  

Obama has done none of these things. Why should he? He’s on the right side of history. 

Of course, in the long run nothing lasts. But history is lived in the here and now. The Soviets had 
only 70 years, Hitler a mere 12. Yet it was enough to murder millions and rain ruin on entire 
continents. Bashar al-Assad, too, will one day go. But not before having killed at least 100,000 
people. 

All domination must end. But after how much devastation? And if you leave it to the forces of 
history to repel aggression and redeem injustice, what’s the point of politics, of leadership, in the 
first place? 

The world is aflame and our leader is on the 14th green. The arc of history may indeed bend 
toward justice, Mr. President. But, as you say, the arc is long. The job of a leader is to shorten it, to 
intervene on behalf of “the fierce urgency of now.” Otherwise, why do we need a president? And 
why did you seek to become ours? 

  
Right Turn 
Backlash blows away FAA’s Israel flight ban 
by Jennifer Rubin  

Chalk up a win for former New York mayor Michael Bloomberg and for Sen. Ted Cruz (R-Tex.). 
Both attacked the Obama administration for the Federal Aviation Administration ban on flights to 
Israel, Bloomberg by flying there himself and proclaiming it perfectly safe to fly into Ben Gurion and 
Cruz from the Senate floor in labeling it an economic boycott of Israel and demanding details about 
the FAA’s action. AIPAC, which is becoming increasingly vocal in its objections to U.S. policy on 
Gaza and on the Iran nuclear talks, went public as well, releasing a statement that called the ban 
“overly harsh and excessive.” The statement argued that the ban “could have the unintended effect 
of encouraging terrorists to become even more committed to make civil aviation a target.” 

The administration bristled at the suggestion that it was, as was widely perceived, using the ban as 
a means of pressuring Israel. In any event, by quickly pulling the ban just hours after it was 
announced and the backlash ensued, the administration wound up reinforcing the conclusion that 



this had been a strong-arm maneuver. An administration now infamous for its passive-aggressive 
behavior once again was left looking feckless. 

That wasn’t the only revolt against Obama’s foreign policy shenanigans. In the Senate, a group of 
GOP senators announced: “Senators Bob Corker (R-Tenn.), Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), Marco 
Rubio (R-Fla.), John McCain (R-Ariz.) and James Risch (R-Idaho) introduced legislation today 
requiring congressional review of any final agreement with Iran. The bill also would prevent further 
extensions of the negotiations, strictly enforce Iran’s compliance, and prevent implementation of a 
final agreement if a veto-proof majority of Congress disapproves of the deal.” The bill contains the 
following: 

Congressional Review: The president must submit any comprehensive nuclear agreement with 
Iran to Congress within three days of concluding such an agreement. After a 15-day review period, 
Congress has another 15 days to introduce a joint resolution of disapproval, which would have 
expedited consideration in both the House and Senate. If the president fails to submit any final 
agreement to Congress or a joint resolution of disapproval is enacted into law, any sanctions that 
had been temporarily lifted would be re-imposed 

Making Sure Iran Doesn’t Cheat: Within 10 days of the intelligence community receiving evidence 
that Iran has failed to comply with the terms of an agreement or cooperate with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the Director of National Intelligence must determine whether the 
information is credible and accurate and notify Congress. A determination that Iran has cheated 
would re-impose all sanctions that had been temporarily lifted. 

No More Extensions: If the president does not submit a comprehensive final agreement to 
Congress, all sanctions relieved under the interim agreement would be immediately restored on 
November 28, 2014, four days after the end of the extension period. This allows the president to 
negotiate while ensuring the Iranians do not use the negotiations as a delaying tactic or a cover for 
advancing their program. 

While the bill is relatively modest in its aims and embraces positions many Democrats have 
embraced, it remains to be seen whether any of them will join the effort. If they won’t, it will only 
highlight the degree to which the Senate majority leader has become the White House’s puppet 
and obstructionist when it comes to bipartisan actions to toughen the administration and exert 
pressure on Iran. 

Taken together, the backlash on the flight ban and the reaction to the extension of the Iran interim 
deal (with another $2.8 billion in sanctions relief) can be seen as a reflection of the complete loss 
of credibility the administration is undergoing. Time and again, its foreign policy moves have 
proved insincere and its judgment entirely wrong; now it earns no deference. To the contrary, each 
move is seen as political and/or part of the president’s efforts to appease enemies, even at the 
expense of close allies and U.S. security. 

Meanwhile, one has to wonder what Hillary Clinton thinks of all this. She is hiding behind a phalanx 
of handlers, so we don’t really know. Is she outraged by the FAA ban, as Bloomberg is? Does she 
see the folly in extending the interim deal, or does she think “gaps are narrowing” (the telltale John 
Kerry description of a situation in which he has been played by the other side)? She has not been 
a profile in courage during the Gaza war and controversy over the Iran interim deal extension. 

The president commands little respect in an arena in which the commander in chief is usually given 
free rein. Experience now tells members of both parties that Congress needs to engage 
strenuously and regularly to keep him from going off the rails. These days, that’s a full-time job. 



Townhall 
How Our World Fell Apart 
by Ed Klein 
  

 
  

Wherever we look today—from the Fertile Crescent in the Middle East to the post-Cold War frontier 
in Ukraine to the South China Sea to our border with Mexico— our world appears to be falling 
apart.  

This naturally raises a serious question in the minds of many people: If America, the indispensable 
nation, had been doing its job of holding the global system together, couldn’t this chaos and 
anarchy have been avoided?  

The simple answer is, yes.  

But if you listen to Hillary Clinton, the unraveling of the international order was inevitable under the 
leadership—or lack of leadership—of Barack Obama. As I reported in my book “Blood Feud,” 
Hillary places the blame for the sorry state of the world squarely on the man in the Oval Office.  

“The thing with Obama is that he can’t be bothered, and there is no hand on the tiller half the time,” 
she complained to a group of friends shortly after she left her post as secretary of state. “That’s the 
story of the Obama presidency. No hand on the f******g tiller.”  

That may be true as far as it goes. But it begs the larger question: what about Hillary herself? 
Doesn’t she share culpability for our botched foreign policy?  

After all, she was our chief diplomat from 2009 to 2013, and as such, she was present at the 
creation of the Obama foreign policy. She logged nearly a million miles roaming the world as the 
person in charge of American diplomacy. And now she wants to cash in those frequent flier miles 
for a trip to the White House in 2016.  

In the view of most foreign policy experts to whom I have spoken, Hillary has little or nothing to 
show for her million-mile sprint as secretary of state.  



“The simple consensus about Hillary Clinton’s tenure at state is: Meh,” said Danielle Pletka, vice 
president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute. “By her own 
standards she accomplished little, and in the areas she highlighted as most important to her—
rights for women and religious minorities, Israeli-Palestinian peace and halting Iran’s nuclear 
weapons program—she batted zero…. And Iran is now closer to a nuclear weapon than ever 
before.”  

During Hillary’s time at Foggy Bottom, Bill Clinton urged her to create a legacy of major 
accomplishments, such as brokering a peace settlement between the Palestinians and Israel. 
However, Hillary is essentially a detail person, not a big thinker, and therefore she never became a 
strong influence in the strategic management of foreign policy.  

What’s more, Hillary had a dysfunctional relationship with the White House. The small cabal 
around Barack Obama—particularly political strategist David Axelrod and consigliere Valerie 
Jarrett—weren’t about to let Hillary make grand strategy.  

“Obama’s three most important foreign policy advisers were David Axelrod, Valerie Jarrett, and 
John Brennan, deputy national security adviser for homeland security and counterterrorism 
[Brennan has since been appointed director of the CIA]," said Vali Reza Nasr, dean of the Johns 
Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies. “…Whenever Hillary went on a trip to, say, 
Saudi Arabia, Brennan would go along, and the Saudis treated him as the person who really 
mattered, not Hillary.”  

The current triumvirate that runs foreign affairs—Valerie Jarrett, Susan Rice, the former U.N. 
ambassador who is now Obama’s national security adviser, and Secretary of State John Kerry—
are widely dismissed as lightweights by foreign policy experts. And yet, these three people are 
currently calling the shots in Obama’s leading-from-behind style of non-leadership.  

Just before Caroline Kennedy took up her post as ambassador to Japan, she invited Bill and 
Hillary Clinton to lunch at her Park Avenue apartment in New York City. Caroline wanted to know 
from Hillary, the former secretary of state, what she could expect from the Obama administration.  

“Don’t expect to get your real marching orders from State,” Hillary said. “The way the Obama 
government works, everything important in foreign policy comes from the White House. And 
Valerie [Jarrett] pretty much runs the show down there. You’ll feel Valerie breathing down your 
neck all the way to Tokyo. She’s going to have a lot to say about how you represent our country in 
Japan, and believe me, she won’t be shy about it.”  

According to the Clintons, who later described their lunch with friends, Caroline was stunned by 
this news.  

It should come as a sobering wakeup call to the rest of us.  

  
Power Line 
When You’ve Lost Haaretz… 
by John Hinderaker 

Haaretz is Israel’s establishment, liberal newspaper. Scott once described it to me in shorthand as 
the New York Times of Israel. So the paper is a natural ally of a Democratic U.S. administration.  



That is what makes this article by Barak Ravid remarkable. It is titled Kerry’s latest cease-fire plan: 
What was he thinking? It is behind a subscription wall, but the link goes to Haaretz’s mobile site 
and should be accessible: 

The press conference U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry convened together with UN Secretary-
General Ban Ki-moon and Egyptian Foreign Minister Sameh Shukry was one of Kerry’s most 
embarrassing incidents since taking office. And there were quite a few in the last year and a half. 

A few hours before the press conference began, the Israeli security cabinet ministers unanimously 
rejected Kerry’s cease-fire plan draft. Kerry, as is his wont, seemed and sounded as if he came 
from a parallel universe. He claimed to have never presented Israel with a formal offer for a cease-
fire, slammed the Israeli media’s “mischievous reports” and promised that Netanyahu’s office will 
issue a clarification. 

As if that wasn’t enough, Kerry claimed he made significant progress in the cease-fire talks and 
said, deadpan, that the disagreements with Israel are purely on matters of terminology. Reality, of 
course, was completely different. If anything happened on Friday it was another deep crisis in trust 
between Israeli senior cabinet members and the American secretary of state. 

“Another deep crisis in trust.” That is what conservative critics of Obama’s foreign policy have been 
saying. 

The draft Kerry passed to Israel on Friday shocked the cabinet ministers not only because it was 
the opposite of what Kerry told them less than 24 hours earlier, but mostly because it might as well 
have been penned by Khaled Meshal. It was everything Hamas could have hoped for. 

The document recognized Hamas’ position in the Gaza Strip, promised the organization billions in 
donation funds and demanded no dismantling of rockets, tunnels or other heavy weaponry at 
Hamas’ disposal. The document placed Israel and Hamas on the same level, as if the first is not a 
primary U.S. ally and as if the second isn’t a terror group which overtook part of the Palestinian 
Authority in a military coup and fired thousands of rockets at Israel. 

But that is entirely consistent with Barack Obama’s world view and, as far as we know, with John 
Kerry’s. If anything, I suspect that Obama has a bit more regard for Hamas than for Israel. 

The secretary of state’s draft empowered the most radical and problematic elements in the region 
– Qatar, Turkey, and Hamas – and was a slap on the face to the rapidly forming camp of Egypt, 
Israel, the Palestinian Authority, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates, who have 
many shared interests. 

But that is typical–building up our enemies while selling out our friends has been the core of 
Obama’s foreign policy since 2009. 

It’s not clear what Kerry was thinking when he presented this draft. It’s unclear what he had in mind 
when he convened the Paris summit. It can only be seen as surreal. 

Yes, well, welcome to our world. Some of us have been living with the surreal Obama 
administration for nearly six years now. 

Kerry isn’t anti-Israeli; on the contrary, he’s a true friend to Israel. 



I doubt that. But, in any event, his boss isn’t. 

But his conduct in recent days over the Gaza cease-fire raises serious doubts over his judgment 
and perception of regional events. It’s as if he isn’t the foreign minister of the world’s most powerful 
nation, but an alien, who just disembarked his spaceship in the Mideast. 

That is how he often struck Americans during the 2004 presidential campaign. 

What is significant about these harsh words is that they come from the heart of the Israeli left. The 
author actually wants a cease fire with Hamas, and is disheartened because Kerry did such an 
ineffective job of bringing one about: 

If Kerry did anything on Friday it was to thwart the possibility of reaching a cease-fire in Gaza. 
Instead of promoting a cease-fire, Kerry pushed it away. If this failed diplomatic attempt leads 
Israel to escalate its operation in Gaza, the American secretary of state will be one of those 
responsible for every additional drop of blood that is spilled. 

Nonsense. Hamas alone is responsible for the bloodshed, and it was never realistic to think that 
the Obama administration could end the fighting; not as long as Netanyahu remains determined to 
secure his people’s safety. Nevertheless, it is newsworthy that even Israelis on the left have come 
to see Obama’s foreign policy as coming from outer space. 

  
Telegraph,UK 
Barack Obama has already checked out of his job  
The degree to which Barack Obama is now phoning it in – sleepwalking perfunctorily 
through his second term, amid golf rounds and dinner parties – is astonishing  
by Matt K. Lewis 
  

 
                                   A round of golf in Hawaii 
  
President Obama has emotionally checked out of his job a couple of years early, it seems. How 
can one tell?  



Candidates for president who brazenly assume they are the inevitable victor are sometimes 
accused of “measuring the drapes” for the White House.  

Obama, conversely, seems to be prematurely packing his bags in hopes for an early departure.  

Just last week, for example, the Los Angeles Times reported that “The First Family is believed to 
be in escrow on a contemporary home in a gated community where entertainers Frank Sinatra, 
Bob Hope and Bing Crosby once maintained estates”. George Santayana observed that 
“Americans don’t solve problems, they leave them behind”. Perhaps the president is taking this to 
heart.  

For rumours to catch fire, an element of truth must typically be involved.  

The fact that the press would find relevance in speculating on Obama’s post-White House 
residence – and identify California as the kind of scene the future ex-president would want to hang 
out in when he leaves office – is perhaps telling.  

And, indeed, this comes on the heels of multiple reports from outlets such as The New York Times 
and Politico, detailing how Obama has increasingly been spending his time at trendy restaurants 
and fancy, late-night dinner parties with celebrities and various intellectuals.  

Rubbing elbows with the rich and elite is fine enough. Unfortunately, the work suffers. The degree 
to which he is now phoning it in – sleepwalking perfunctorily through his second term – is 
astonishing.  

And based on his recent handling of situations much more serious than a possible post-
presidential move to sunny California, it seems as if “No Drama Obama” is no longer even worried 
about keeping up appearances; he doesn’t care enough to fake it.  

Consider this: In recent days, a) Malaysia Airlines Flight 17 was shot down, apparently by Russian 
separatists in Ukraine, b) In the Gaza strip, the numbers killed continued to mount as Israelis and 
Palestinians exchange rocket fire, c) a huge influx of children fleeing Central American poverty and 
gang warfare swamped America’s southern border, creating a humanitarian crisis. And, oh yeah, 
d) Christians living in Mosul were given the choice to either convert to Islam or flee the area they 
have inhabited for nearly two thousand years.  

You know what else has happened during this time? a) Obama played many rounds of golf, b) he 
attended numerous fund-raisers, c) he dined on barbecue in Texas and burgers in Delaware, and 
d) he almost appeared on the comedian Jimmy Kimmel’s late-night television show in Hollywood.  

I say “almost” because the White House finally relented. “We ultimately elected not to have the 
president do that interview over the course of this trip,” the White House press secretary, Josh 
Earnest, conceded. “And that is at least in part related to the challenges of doing a comedy show 
in the midst of some of these other more serious matters that the president’s dealing with in the 
international scene.”  

The irony is that Obama won election in 2008, partly based on his ability to demonstrate leadership 
(at least, rhetorically).  

And, despite a less-than-perfect first term, the public believed enough in his “hope and change” 
mantra to return him to office - a move reminiscent of Samuel Johnson’s observation about second 
marriages being “a triumph of hope over experience”.  



But today, one wonders if Obama even has the energy left to summon some of the old magic that 
got him elected. A souffle, as they say, doesn’t rise twice.  

While we tend to think of them as polar opposites, Obama’s predecessor had been similarly 
excoriated for similarly botching a few big moments where he should have been on the job. For 
President George W Bush, the images of Hurricane Katrina continue to haunt his legacy. He later 
regretted not going to there immediately after the hurricane hit.  

“I should have touched down in Baton Rouge, met with the governor, and walked out and said, 'I 
hear you. We understand. And we’re going to help the state and help the local governments with 
as much resources as needed’,” he confessed in 2010.  

Woody Allen famously said, 80 per cent of life is just showing up. He wasn’t wrong. But, in lieu of 
showing up, there is an even easier way to avoid looking quite so out of touch. If Obama were 
worried about bad optics – about appearing out of touch – he might play a bit less golf (another 
lesson he could have learned from his predecessor).  

During one unfortunate event caught on tape, and featured in the Fahrenheit 9/11 film trailer, the 
then President Bush was unfortunately filmed saying: “I call upon all nations to do everything they 
can to stop these terrorist killers. Thank you.” Then, holding up a golf club, he added: “Now, watch 
this drive.”  

This was a brutal blow. Fair or not, playing golf has a way of making one look simultaneously elitist 
and aloof. Obama tends to dismiss such cautionary tales.  

For example, the suggestion that while in Texas he should have gone to the border and addressed 
the growing humanitarian crisis (instead of attending fund-raisers) was dismissed as the 
suggestion he do a theatrical “photo-op”.  

This is at best unromantic, and, at worst, cynical. Words matter.  

Showing up matters. Was it a “photo-op” when Ronald Reagan spoke in front of the Brandenburg 
Gate and declared: “Tear down this wall!”?  

I suppose one could have made that argument.  

Obama’s not dumb, and he’s clearly capable of marshalling an effective propaganda campaign 
when he wants to. So what explains this series of bad optics, which might be described by PR 
professionals as political malpractice?  

The only thing that makes sense is that he is exhausted and, perhaps, has checked out of the job 
early.  

If Nero fiddled while Rome burned, then Obama is dining out, golfing, and raising money while the 
world collapses.  

  
  
  
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
  
 
  



 
  

 
  



 
  

 
  



 
  Is this not the greatest pic ever showing what the Israeli  
       government thinks of the Obama Administration? 
  

 
  
 


