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We still have to bring items on the fools running our governments. John Fund writes on 
the administration's chaos and says Washington folks are beginning to believe a lot of 
the disaster comes from Valerie and Michelle.   
Are significant chunks of the mainstream media in despair over Barack Obama? This past week, 
Obama used 60 Minutes to attempt to shift blame for the failure to anticipate the rise of ISIS, 
endured a cover-up of White House security disasters by the Secret Service, and saw a 
government-agency report that he had skipped nearly 60 percent of his intelligence briefings.  

The reaction from some longtime Obama defenders was swift and harsh. “President Obama this 
week committed professional suicide,” wrote former CNN host Piers Morgan, now an editor-at-
large for Britain’s Daily Mail. 

He called Obama’s throwing of the intelligence community under the bus a “shameless, 
reprehensible display of buck-passing” that will result in some analysts’ exacting “cold-blooded 
revenge on Obama by drip-feeding negative stories about him until he’s gone.” As for the Secret 
Service fiasco, Morgan said it was “no wonder the Secret Service gets complacent when The Boss 
exudes complacency from every pore.” 

Chris Matthews of MSNBC, the former White House speechwriter who once rapturously recounted 
that he “felt this thrill going up my leg” as Obama spoke, didn’t hold back on Wednesday’s 
Hardball. “Let’s get tough here,” Matthews began, as he lambasted Obama for being “intellectually 
lazy” and “listening to the same voices all the time.” He even named names, saying that Obama 
had become “atrophied into that little world of people like Valerie Jarrett and Mrs. Obama.” ... 

  
  
  
Law prof David Bernstein writes in Commentary on the administration's constitutional 
violations.  
During his first presidential run, Barack Obama repeatedly promised to roll back the imperial 
presidency that had grown inexorably over the past half century. “The biggest problems that we’re 
facing right now,” he explained, “have to do with George Bush trying to bring more and more power 
into the executive branch and not go through Congress at all. And that’s what I intend to reverse 
when I’m president of the United States of America.” 

Then he was elected. Since 2009, Obama has claimed unprecedented power for himself while 
advancing a novel argument about his duty as president to ignore the separation of powers and act 
unilaterally to overcome congressional gridlock. “We can’t wait,” was his refrain—though he has, of 
course, been unable to cite a “we can’t wait” clause in the Constitution in defense of his actions. ... 

  

... The rule of law has suffered in many other ways under Obama, with his administration’s 
repeatedly having shown contempt for the norms of our legal and political process, including an 
extraordinary refusal to cooperate with congressional committees charged with overseeing various 
parts of the executive branch. The perpetrators of the IRS scandal, one of the most egregious 
misuses of government authority in recent times, have escaped not only punishment but also, for 
the most part, investigation by the Justice Department. Various government bodies have advanced 



radical theories of government authority and have been reversed 9–0 in an embarrassing series of 
Supreme Court defeats. ... 

... Ideology aside, another reason that President Obama has been especially aggressive in 
pursuing initiatives of dubious legality or even near-certain illegality is that he’s been able to get 
away with it. Previous presidents who engaged in wrongdoing have had members of their own 
political party who were willing to stand up and say so. Many Republicans turned on Richard Nixon 
as the Watergate scandal unfolded. More recently, Democratic Senator Joseph Lieberman strongly 
criticized Bill Clinton for carrying on an affair in the White House and then lying under oath about it. 
... 

... The traditional media establishment—newspapers such as the New York Times and the 
Washington Post, National Public Radio, the network news operations—could have served as a 
check on the Obama administration’s abuses. But they have largely given up their role as an 
independent watchdog, having been utterly tamed by the felt need to support the political agenda 
of coastal liberalism. ... 

... One also can’t discount arrogance as a factor in the Obama administration’s lawlessness. Of 
course, all presidents are arrogant; you have to be to think that you should lead the wealthiest and 
most powerful country the world has ever seen. Obama certainly is not exempt from this 
generalization. In 2006, he told a staffer: “I think that I’m a better speechwriter than my 
speechwriters. I know more about policies on any particular issue than my policy directors. And I’ll 
tell you right now that I’m gonna’ think I’m a better political director than my political director.” 

But the arrogance I’m talking about goes well beyond Obama’s personality. It pervades the 
administration. As a leading (but anonymous) left-wing activist told the Huffington Post’s Sam 
Stein: “These guys are stunningly arrogant. They really believe that their s—doesn’t smell, that 
they have all the answers. And that arrogance continues to hurt them.” 

The source of this arrogance lies, at least in part, in the attitudes of post-1970s graduates of elite 
universities. The Obama generation of liberals, including many of the president’s top aides and 
appointees, believe in meritocracy, but a meritocracy based not solely on demonstrated 
achievement, but on where one went to college and graduate school as well. 

The cult of the academic overachiever turned up early in the Obama administration. In early 2009, 
the New York Times profiled Brian Deese, a 31-year-old Obama appointee. As the Times put it, 
Deese found himself in his first government job in charge of “dismantling General Motors and 
rewriting the rules of American capitalism.” As the article pointed out, Deese had no prior 
experience with the auto industry, was “neither a formally trained economist nor a business school 
graduate,” and had “never spent much time flipping through the endless studies about the future of 
the American and Japanese auto industries.” 

So what made him qualified for such an important position? Well, he was a not-quite-graduate of 
the elite Yale Law School and had impressed a lot of people in the Obama campaign and 
Democratic policy circles with his quick mind. While Deese is surely very bright, it’s hard even in 
retrospect to understand why anyone would think that he was competent to make life-or-death 
decisions for the auto industry—unless you understand that in today’s elite East Coast culture, just 
being very smart and impressing the right people with your intellect and credentials means you are 
unofficially qualified to do just about anything. But only, of course, if you share the prevailing set of 
political and cultural values. ... 



... President Obama and many of his advisers are part of a liberal intellectual class whose 
members typically consider respect for the Constitution and the rule of law as anachronisms at 
best and racist, patriarchal, and reactionary at worst. Obama came into office with a huge 
congressional majority, and what he and his supporters thought was a mandate to fundamentally 
move American society to the progressive left. Conservatives, however, have thwarted this 
ambition, especially after they took over the House in 2010. These same conservatives, 
meanwhile, are held in contempt by elite progressives. Faced with the prospect of compromising 
with conservatives, or “triangulating” as Bill Clinton did, Obama instead chose to unilaterally pursue 
as many of his policy goals as possible—and the Constitution and rule of law be damned. 

  
  
Jonathan Tobin posts on a little mistake by Biden and a six year long mistake by the 
president.  
For most casual observers, it will be filed under the category of “Biden being Biden.” But the story 
of the apology to Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan tells us more about the Obama 
administration’s dysfunctional foreign policy than it does about the vice president’s predilection for 
saying embarrassing things. But rather than apologizing to Erdoğan for telling the truth about the 
Turks facilitating the rise of ISIS by letting Islamists enter Syria, it is Biden’s boss, President 
Obama, who should admit that it was his foolish decisions that did more to create the disaster in 
Iraq and Syria that allowed the rise of Islamist terrorists. ... 
  
... while the president blamed U.S. intelligence for failing to anticipate ISIS gaining strength—
something that is a blatant lie since it warned Obama of the dangers of the course he was 
following—it is more than obvious that the administration chose to let the Turks run amok because 
of its reluctance to face up to the need for America to lead in the region. By ignoring the advice of 
his more sober senior advisers like Leon Panetta and Robert Gates, and pulling out of Iraq and 
dithering on Syria while he was cozying up to Erdoğan, it was Obama who created the power 
vacuum that gave ISIS its opportunity. ... 
  
  
  
The president says the elections are all about his policies so Scott Brown puts that in an 
ad. Jennifer Rubin with the post.  
... “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. This isn’t a political speech, and I’m not going 
to tell you who to vote for — even though I suppose it is kind of implied.” 

No doubt they are high-fiving one another in GOP Senate campaign offices around the country. 
There is more than a month to go, and the GOP by no means has the Senate majority locked up. 
But thanks to Obama, the party’s job just got a whole lot easier. 

  
  
Another reporter is man-handled by the Dems. Story from Power Line.  
Meg Kissinger, a veteran reporter for the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, was assigned to cover 
Michelle Obama’s speech in Milwaukee on behalf of Mary Burke, the Democratic candidate for 
governor of Wisconsin. As she has done for the past 35 years, Kissinger tried to talk to people in 
the crowd.  

She was not allowed to do so. Kissinger stated on her Facebook page:  



"Assigned to cover Michelle Obama’s speech today and was told by a Mary Burke aide and one for 
the White House that I could not speak to the people in the crowd.  

To say that I was creeped out is an understatement. ..." 

  
Andrew Malcolm with late night humor.  
Fallon: More bad news for the president. Chicago reverses its plan to name a high school after 
President Obama, because it received multiple complaints from people in the community. I guess 
parents were afraid their kids would spend eight years at the school and STILL not get anything 
done. 
  
SNL: New grandmother Hillary Clinton said she couldn't be any happier about daughter Chelsea’s 
new baby unless the baby was a Latina in a swing state.  

Fallon: Obama says he will “degrade and ultimately destroy” the terror group ISIS. Asked how, he 
said, "I’m gonna build their website." 

  
 
 
 

  
National Review 
Obama’s Éminence Grise 
As the Obama administration crashes and burns, insiders begin to blame Valerie Jarrett.  
by John Fund  
  
Are significant chunks of the mainstream media in despair over Barack Obama? This past week, 
Obama used 60 Minutes to attempt to shift blame for the failure to anticipate the rise of ISIS, 
endured a cover-up of White House security disasters by the Secret Service, and saw a 
government-agency report that he had skipped nearly 60 percent of his intelligence briefings.  

The reaction from some longtime Obama defenders was swift and harsh. “President Obama this 
week committed professional suicide,” wrote former CNN host Piers Morgan, now an editor-at-
large for Britain’s Daily Mail. 

He called Obama’s throwing of the intelligence community under the bus a “shameless, 
reprehensible display of buck-passing” that will result in some analysts’ exacting “cold-blooded 
revenge on Obama by drip-feeding negative stories about him until he’s gone.” As for the Secret 
Service fiasco, Morgan said it was “no wonder the Secret Service gets complacent when The Boss 
exudes complacency from every pore.” 

Chris Matthews of MSNBC, the former White House speechwriter who once rapturously recounted 
that he “felt this thrill going up my leg” as Obama spoke, didn’t hold back on Wednesday’s 
Hardball. “Let’s get tough here,” Matthews began, as he lambasted Obama for being “intellectually 
lazy” and “listening to the same voices all the time.” He even named names, saying that Obama 
had become “atrophied into that little world of people like Valerie Jarrett and Mrs. Obama.” 

Jonathan Alter, a columnist for Bloomberg News and the author of a sympathetic book on 
Obama’s first term, reported that Jarrett is an unusual presence in the White House: “Staffers 



feared her, but didn’t like or trust her. At meetings she said little or nothing, instead lingering 
afterwards to express her views directly to the President, creating anxiety for her underlings and 
insulting them by saying, ‘I don’t talk just to hear myself talking.’” 

Everyone expects a presidential spouse to weigh in on issues, but the reference to Valerie Jarrett, 
the White House senior adviser who mentored both the president and the first lady at the start of 
their careers in Chicago, is telling. Her outsize role in many presidential decisions is known to 
insiders, but she remains resolutely behind the scenes. So when Jarrett does enter the news, it’s 
significant, because it may provide a window into how the Obama White House really works.  

This week, Greg Hinz of Crain’s Chicago Business noted that President Obama was back visiting 
Chicago but “having to share headlines with Valerie Jarrett.” She began the week with a cameo 
appearance on CBS’s highly rated show The Good Wife. Then a column by Michael Sneed in the 
Chicago Sun-Times reported that Jarrett “may be the worst abuser” of any executive-branch official 
with a Secret Service detail, using guards “round the clock” even while she was shopping, at the 
gym, or visiting friends in Chicago. 

At a time when a government report shows the Secret Service is more than 550 agents below its 
optimal strength, Sneed bluntly asked, “Is this expense justifiable or is it an abuse of power?” 
Sneed quoted a source close to the White House: “Jarrett is treated as a member of the Obama 
family, but she’s had no real death threats requiring the constant use of the Secret Service that I 
know of.” 

When Mark Leibovich of the New York Times tried to trace how Jarrett obtained Secret Service 
protection, he was told by someone close to her that she found such questions “ridiculous and 
offensive.” 

Hinz of Chicago Business has covered Jarrett for years and has decided to offer her some quick 
advice: “Do whatever it takes to get your name out of the papers. And just watch TV for a while. 
OK?” He then joked that if Jarrett really wanted “to have some fun, try to figure out who dropped 
the dime on you.”  

I wouldn’t bet against Jarrett finding out. As I wrote last year, White House aides “went to 
extraordinary lengths to uncover the identity of a senior official who was using Twitter to make 
snarky comments about Jarrett and other White House staffers. . . . The official had gone so far as 
to tweet ‘I’m a fan of Obama, but his continuing reliance and dependence upon a vacuous cipher 
like Valerie Jarrett concerns me.’” 

When the bloodhounds uncovered Jofi Joseph, the point man on nuclear nonproliferation at the 
National Security Council, as the offending official, he was fired — not for revealing any secrets but 
for making disparaging comments about thin-skinned administration players such as Jarrett. 

On Capitol Hill, members of both parties are more and more mystified at Obama’s apparent 
disengagement from parts of his job. Months before he dropped the ball on ISIS, he failed to keep 
himself properly apprised of the problems with Obamacare’s website. Jarrett appears to exercise 
such extraordinary influence that in some quarters on Capitol Hill she is known as “Rasputin,” a 
reference to the mystical monk who held sway over Russia’s Czar Nicholas as he increasingly lost 
touch with reality during World War I. 

No one suggests that Jarrett is solely responsible for the administration’s slow response to the 
crises, contradictory communication, and labored political calculation that have become its 



hallmarks. But many do think that she has failed to encourage the president to bring in new people 
with fresh ideas.  

So how has she survived? Not only has she been close to the first couple for nearly a quarter-
century, but she clearly makes the president feel even better about himself than he would anyway. 
Consider this quote from her interview with New Yorker editor David Remnick for his book The 
Bridge (2010): 

I think Barack knew that he had God-given talents that were extraordinary. He knows exactly how 
smart he is. . . . He knows how perceptive he is. He knows what a good reader of people he is. 
And he knows that he has the ability — the extraordinary, uncanny ability — to take a thousand 
different perspectives, digest them and make sense out of them, and I think that he has never 
really been challenged intellectually. . . . So what I sensed in him was not just a restless spirit but 
somebody with such extraordinary talents that had to be really taxed in order for him to be 
happy. . . . He’s been bored to death his whole life. He’s just too talented to do what ordinary 
people do. 

Journalists who contacted the White House this week and asked to speak with Jarrett didn’t get 
very far. Maybe she’s decided to follow the advice of Greg Hinz and lie low for a while. But if 
journalists really want a fuller explanation for how the Obama administration has reached its 
current low ebb, perhaps they should continue to follow the threads of the Jarrett string that were 
revealed this week and see where those lead. 

  
Commentary 
Obama’s Con Law  
by David Bernstein 

During his first presidential run, Barack Obama repeatedly promised to roll back the imperial 
presidency that had grown inexorably over the past half century. “The biggest problems that we’re 
facing right now,” he explained, “have to do with George Bush trying to bring more and more power 
into the executive branch and not go through Congress at all. And that’s what I intend to reverse 
when I’m president of the United States of America.” 

Then he was elected. Since 2009, Obama has claimed unprecedented power for himself while 
advancing a novel argument about his duty as president to ignore the separation of powers and act 
unilaterally to overcome congressional gridlock. “We can’t wait,” was his refrain—though he has, of 
course, been unable to cite a “we can’t wait” clause in the Constitution in defense of his actions. 

Consider some of President Obama’s unilateral actions that have violated the Constitution’s 
separation of powers by bypassing Congress—exactly what candidate Obama swore he would not 
do: 

• He has delayed, modified, and ignored various provisions of the Affordable Care Act (commonly 
called ObamaCare) with barely a pretext of the legal authority to do so; 

• used the Constitution’s recess appointments power to appoint officials to high-level government 
positions when the Senate was not, in fact, in recess, as the Constitution requires; 

• granted indefinite amnesty and work permits to hundreds of thousands of illegal aliens, with the 
promise of millions more to come; 



• violated and undermined federal bankruptcy law to benefit the autoworkers’ union (which has 
been detrimental to bondholders, who had priority under the law); 

• appointed high-level “czars” to evade the Constitution’s requirement that high-level government 
officials receive Senate approval; and 

• ignored a law requiring the president to give 30 days notice to Congress before releasing 
prisoners from Guantánamo Bay. 

The rule of law has suffered in many other ways under Obama, with his administration’s repeatedly 
having shown contempt for the norms of our legal and political process, including an extraordinary 
refusal to cooperate with congressional committees charged with overseeing various parts of the 
executive branch. The perpetrators of the IRS scandal, one of the most egregious misuses of 
government authority in recent times, have escaped not only punishment but also, for the most 
part, investigation by the Justice Department. Various government bodies have advanced radical 
theories of government authority and have been reversed 9–0 in an embarrassing series of 
Supreme Court defeats. As Jonathan Turley, a liberal law professor who has been critical of 
Obama’s abuses of executive authority, has observed, “While Obama did not create the uber-
presidency, he has pushed it to a new level of autonomy and authority.” 

When previous American presidents were similarly aggressive, it was usually in response to a 
major domestic or foreign crisis, such as the Civil War, World War I, the Great Depression, World 
War II, or 9/11. Obama’s “we can’t wait” rationale for concentrating more power in the presidency—
the public is suffering, he says, from gridlock in Congress—seems gratuitous by comparison. 

One reason the Obama administration has been so aggressive is that political reality has crushed 
its dreams of a new era of progressive government. Obama was the first candidate to be elected 
as a dove on foreign policy and a liberal on domestic policy since Franklin Roosevelt in his 1940 
campaign—and he and his supporters believed he had a revolutionary mandate. There was 
widespread sentiment among progressives that their moment had finally arrived, that they were 
going to permanently transform the nation and control its politics indefinitely. But their hopes for 
progressive hegemony were dashed by the stunning results of the 2010 midterm elections, in 
which Republicans seized back control of the House of Representatives in what was, by some 
measures, the most lopsided partisan election since 1928. 

Still, Obama had won in a landslide of his own only two years earlier and would win a less 
commanding but still significant reelection two years later. He, his administration, and their 
supporters believe that they have been given the authority by the electorate to institute whatever 
progressive policies they can. They are especially keen on preserving the Affordable Care Act, 
even if it means illegally changing the law on the fly. Obama and his advisers refuse to subordinate 
their short-term political and ideological goals to the long-term goal of preserving the broad 
principles animating the American legal and constitutional system. 

Granted, politicians are hardly known for considering the long-term effects of their actions, but it’s 
still a bit surprising just how much Obama has neglected legal norms. After all, he did repeatedly 
promise to protect the Constitution and enhance the rule of law on the campaign trail, and he does 
have real expertise on the subject, having taught constitutional law for several years at the 
University of Chicago. 

Obama, however, faces a significant ideological barrier in keeping his campaign promise: He 
comes from an intellectual tradition that is very skeptical of traditional notions of the rule of law and 
constitutional fidelity. Liberals and progressives have long argued that there is no objective 



meaning to the Constitution, that theories of interpretation focusing on the Constitution’s original, 
objective meaning are nonsense, and that the Constitution is a “living” document that must evolve 
with the times. This view sometimes seems to merge with a crass legal realism that holds that all 
law is politics. If so, there is little reason to value constitutional fidelity (indeed, the concept itself 
becomes unclear) and the rule of law, or to adhere to a fixed understanding of particular 
constitutional provisions. “Constitutional politics” becomes reduced to politics pure and simple, and 
the meaning of the Constitution becomes whatever can advance the liberal and progressive 
political agenda. 

Consider the contrasting mission statements of two leading ideological organizations for lawyers—
the conservative-libertarian Federalist Society, and the liberal-progressive American Constitution 
Society for Law and Policy (ACS). The Federalist Society focuses on fixed principles: “that the 
state exists to preserve freedom, that the separation of governmental powers is central to our 
Constitution, and that it is emphatically the province and duty of the judiciary to say what the law is, 
not what it should be.” By contrast, the ACS focuses on amorphous and sometimes competing 
“values,” the specific content of which changes with time and the ability of “forward-looking leaders” 
to adapt to the changing needs of society. “[The ACS] promotes the vitality of the U.S. Constitution 
and the fundamental values it expresses: individual rights and liberties, genuine equality, access to 
justice, democracy, and the rule of law. The abiding principles are reflected in the vision of the 
Constitution’s framers and the wisdom of forward-looking leaders who have shaped our law 
throughout American history.” Given this, it’s not entirely surprising that Obama sees himself as a 
wise “forward-looking leader” who is fighting for his understanding of “constitutional principles” 
against congressional reactionaries. 

Note, too, that the ACS doesn’t privilege the rule of law over other priorities like “genuine equality” 
and “access to justice.” This reflects the fact that liberal discomfort with fixed constitutional 
meaning is accompanied by liberal unease with the concept of the rule of law. Legal theorists 
ranging from classical liberals such as F.A. Hayek to progressives such as Ronald Dworkin start 
from the premise that law is supposed to encapsulate a set of propositions that can be applied by 
authorities in a coherent manner, separate from the authorities’ own ideological views, or from their 
biases about the particular case before them. The “rule of law” is maintained by “following the law” 
in ways that promote consistency and stability—and ensure equal treatment of parties. It requires 
both judges and law-enforcement officials to act impartially and to otherwise curb official abuse of 
power. 

When it comes to American constitutional law, a key aspect of the rule of law is the separation of 
powers. The president oversteps his bounds and violates the rule of law when he tries to assume a 
power already given to another branch, most often when he tries to make law rather than simply 
enforce laws passed by Congress. The president also undermines the rule of law when for political 
reasons he neglects his obligation to enforce existing law. ... 

In the interest of brevity we have cut out 1,000 words that didn't seem to help move the 
article forward. Follow the link if you don't believe Pickerhead. David Bernstein 

... It’s hardly news that government officials want to stretch their power as far as they can without 
clearly violating the law. What is news, however, is that top Obama-administration officials, as well 
as the president himself, seem to see this as a desirable way of governing, something to brag 
about rather than do surreptitiously. They believe that promoting progressive political ends is more 
important than adhering to the law not simply as a matter of expediency but as a matter of 
principle. 



Worse yet, as Turley writes, the Obama “administration acts as if anything a court has not 
expressly forbidden is permissible.” In many situations, no one has legal standing to challenge the 
president’s action—which means that no judge can stop the law-breaking. The prevailing attitude is 
that presidential action is legal if you can get away with it and it serves appropriate political ends. 
The president himself has frequently boasted of forging ahead with reforms without Congress’s 
consent, because the American people purportedly “can’t wait” for Congress to do its job, as if 
there is some virtue in a president ignoring the Constitution’s separation of powers so that he can 
enact his own agenda unilaterally. Perhaps this means that law has been reduced to politics, and 
the “crits” have won after all. 

Ideology aside, another reason that President Obama has been especially aggressive in pursuing 
initiatives of dubious legality or even near-certain illegality is that he’s been able to get away with it. 
Previous presidents who engaged in wrongdoing have had members of their own political party 
who were willing to stand up and say so. Many Republicans turned on Richard Nixon as the 
Watergate scandal unfolded. More recently, Democratic Senator Joseph Lieberman strongly 
criticized Bill Clinton for carrying on an affair in the White House and then lying under oath about it. 

But with Washington politics more polarized than they have ever been since the Civil War—in part 
because, unlike for most of American history, the Democrats and Republicans have clearly divided 
into liberal and conservative factions—one cannot count on partisans for one side to criticize their 
own. Few Republicans in Congress criticized George W. Bush’s excesses, and high-level 
Democratic politicians have not only failed to criticize Obama’s lawlessness, they have often 
encouraged it. For example, in his 2014 State of the Union address, Obama promised to 
circumvent Congress to achieve his policy goals. Instead of defending Congress’s institutional 
prerogatives and the separation of powers, the entire House and Senate Democratic caucus gave 
him a standing ovation. 

The traditional media establishment—newspapers such as the New York Times and the 
Washington Post, National Public Radio, the network news operations—could have served as a 
check on the Obama administration’s abuses. But they have largely given up their role as an 
independent watchdog, having been utterly tamed by the felt need to support the political agenda 
of coastal liberalism. Meanwhile, on progressive blogs and pro-Obama sites such as Media 
Matters and Talking Points Memo, just about any issue becomes fodder for partisan and 
ideological warfare. As one former liberal blogger puts it: “The incentives are to play ball, not to 
speak truth to power. More clicks. More action. Partisanship drives clicks.” 

Of course, Obama hasn’t gotten away completely scot-free, as the conservative media—from Fox 
News to Rush Limbaugh and other radio talk shows to hundreds of blogs—have relentlessly 
followed and criticized Obama’s scandals, including the constitutional ones. But the rise of 
conservative media may have had the perverse effect of making “mainstream” liberal reporters 
more hesitant to criticize the president, partly out of fear that they will contribute to a right-wing 
feeding frenzy, and partly because establishment outlets will feel less responsibility to cover a story 
if conservative media are doing so. Joan Walsh, editor at the progressive online magazine Salon, 
has suggested that liberals shouldn’t be too conscientious about pointing out government screw-
ups when the Democrats are in power, lest they “encourage the completely unbalanced and 
unhinged coverage of whatever the problem might be.” 

One also can’t discount arrogance as a factor in the Obama administration’s lawlessness. Of 
course, all presidents are arrogant; you have to be to think that you should lead the wealthiest and 
most powerful country the world has ever seen. Obama certainly is not exempt from this 
generalization. In 2006, he told a staffer: “I think that I’m a better speechwriter than my 



speechwriters. I know more about policies on any particular issue than my policy directors. And I’ll 
tell you right now that I’m gonna’ think I’m a better political director than my political director.” 

But the arrogance I’m talking about goes well beyond Obama’s personality. It pervades the 
administration. As a leading (but anonymous) left-wing activist told the Huffington Post’s Sam 
Stein: “These guys are stunningly arrogant. They really believe that their s—doesn’t smell, that 
they have all the answers. And that arrogance continues to hurt them.” 

The source of this arrogance lies, at least in part, in the attitudes of post-1970s graduates of elite 
universities. The Obama generation of liberals, including many of the president’s top aides and 
appointees, believe in meritocracy, but a meritocracy based not solely on demonstrated 
achievement, but on where one went to college and graduate school as well. 

The cult of the academic overachiever turned up early in the Obama administration. In early 2009, 
the New York Times profiled Brian Deese, a 31-year-old Obama appointee. As the Times put it, 
Deese found himself in his first government job in charge of “dismantling General Motors and 
rewriting the rules of American capitalism.” As the article pointed out, Deese had no prior 
experience with the auto industry, was “neither a formally trained economist nor a business school 
graduate,” and had “never spent much time flipping through the endless studies about the future of 
the American and Japanese auto industries.” 

So what made him qualified for such an important position? Well, he was a not-quite-graduate of 
the elite Yale Law School and had impressed a lot of people in the Obama campaign and 
Democratic policy circles with his quick mind. While Deese is surely very bright, it’s hard even in 
retrospect to understand why anyone would think that he was competent to make life-or-death 
decisions for the auto industry—unless you understand that in today’s elite East Coast culture, just 
being very smart and impressing the right people with your intellect and credentials means you are 
unofficially qualified to do just about anything. But only, of course, if you share the prevailing set of 
political and cultural values. 

Those who reject those values (i.e., conservatives and libertarians) are dismissed as extremists 
who are barely susceptible to reason, if at all, regardless of their educational background. Obama 
and many of his advisers went to top colleges and graduate schools in the 1980s and 1990s. The 
political culture at these schools considered those on the far left to be within mainstream political 
discourse, but run-of-the-mill conservatives (known as “reactionaries”) to be, at best, on the 
extremist fringe. As one Harvard Law School alumnus, who started law school just as Obama was 
leaving, puts it, at Harvard “radical was mainstream and conservative was radical.” 

I was an exact law-school contemporary of Obama’s. He attended Harvard from 1988 to 1991; I 
was at Yale at the same time. If anything, Harvard was considered significantly less friendly to 
right-of-center students than was Yale. Nevertheless, at Yale many politically active left-wing 
students shunned the classmates they deemed to be “reactionaries,” which meant anything to the 
right of moderate liberals. Any politically incorrect remark, even from an otherwise apolitical 
student, could lead to a gossip campaign against a student. Students could be shunned just for 
arguing in Contracts class that contracts should be enforced as written when his leftist colleagues 
thought “social justice” demanded otherwise. 

While only a (significant) minority of students behaved this way, it was an accepted part of life at 
Yale Law School. Even the more fair-minded liberal students who were polite to their conservative 
and libertarian classmates—as Obama is reputed to have been at Harvard—accepted this with a 
shrug as part of the inevitable intellectual landscape at a school with a strongly left-leaning student 



body. Meanwhile, it was perfectly acceptable, socially and otherwise, to be a radical feminist, black 
nationalist, socialist, Communist, or any other type of radical, as long as you were on the left. 

In short, attending an elite Ivy League college like Columbia, Obama’s alma mater, working in left-
wing community activism, as Obama did, and then studying at Harvard Law School in the late 
1980s and early 1990s was likely to give Obama a rather skewed perspective of the political 
spectrum. The same is true for his advisers of similar background. This perhaps explains how 
Obama, the most liberal president in decades, someone whose intellectual influences were all 
liberals and leftists, could tell supporters, with a straight face, “I’m not a particularly ideological 
person.” After all, at Harvard Law School, he was a centrist—meaning, in that context, a very 
liberal Democrat. 

With this background in mind, we can begin to understand Obama’s ties to the unrepentant, 
extremely leftist domestic terrorist Bill Ayers and to the radical Afro-centric minister Jeremiah 
Wright. Obama did not find anything especially obnoxious about Wright’s radicalism, anti-
Americanism, ties to Louis Farrakhan, and so on, or about Ayers’s lack of regret for his terrorist 
past. More than that, it seems as though Obama did not expect that anyone would find their 
actions and beliefs hard to stomach. If Obama had considered how the majority of Americans 
would respond to Wright and Ayers, he would have disassociated himself from them before they 
became campaign issues. But in the very liberal Hyde Park and Ivy League circles he long 
frequented, people with extreme left “progressive” views are more mainstream than, say, the 
average conservative evangelical Christian. And even revolutionary violence doesn’t discredit an 
individual like Ayers, as evidenced by the ubiquitous Che Guevara T-shirts on liberal campuses. 

Obama’s views about conservatives can be extrapolated from his own words. During the 2008 
campaign, ABC’s George Stephanopoulos asked Obama about his connection to Ayers. Obama 
rejoined: “I’m also friendly with Tom Coburn, one of the most conservative Republicans in the 
United States Senate, who, during his campaign, once said that it might be appropriate to apply 
the death penalty to those who carried out abortions.” So from Obama’s ideological perspective, 
being a conservative who once suggested he might want to promote legislation making abortion 
legally akin to murder is at least as problematic as being a radical leftist terrorist who tried to get 
his views adopted through violence. It’s no wonder he prefers to govern unilaterally rather than 
deal with such “extremists” as Senator Coburn. 

President Obama and many of his advisers are part of a liberal intellectual class whose members 
typically consider respect for the Constitution and the rule of law as anachronisms at best and 
racist, patriarchal, and reactionary at worst. Obama came into office with a huge congressional 
majority, and what he and his supporters thought was a mandate to fundamentally move American 
society to the progressive left. Conservatives, however, have thwarted this ambition, especially 
after they took over the House in 2010. These same conservatives, meanwhile, are held in 
contempt by elite progressives. Faced with the prospect of compromising with conservatives, or 
“triangulating” as Bill Clinton did, Obama instead chose to unilaterally pursue as many of his policy 
goals as possible—and the Constitution and rule of law be damned. 

David E. Bernstein, a new contributor, is a professor at the George Mason University School of 
Law. He is writing a book on the Obama administration, the Constitution, and the rule of law. 

  
  
  
 



Contentions 
Obama Should Apologize, Not Biden 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

For most casual observers, it will be filed under the category of “Biden being Biden.” But the story 
of the apology to Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan tells us more about the Obama 
administration’s dysfunctional foreign policy than it does about the vice president’s predilection for 
saying embarrassing things. But rather than apologizing to Erdoğan for telling the truth about the 
Turks facilitating the rise of ISIS by letting Islamists enter Syria, it is Biden’s boss, President 
Obama, who should admit that it was his foolish decisions that did more to create the disaster in 
Iraq and Syria that allowed the rise of Islamist terrorists. 

Biden’s statement at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government was the textbook 
definition of a gaffe: telling an embarrassing truth. He was quoted as saying that Erdoğan admitted 
to him that Turkey had erred by letting Islamists flood over the border when it was aiding Syrian 
rebels against the Assad regime and that they are now trying to be more selective about the 
people that are allowed to cross into the war zone. Since Turkey was willing to aid anyone who 
said they were willing to fight Assad, they deserve some blame for allowing ISIS to be armed and 
giving them the time and the space needed to begin their offensive that ultimately brought much of 
Syria and Iraq under the control. 

That hit a little too close to the truth for Erdoğan, who demanded an apology and the always 
biddable Biden complied even though he also wrongly praised the Turks for their belated decision 
to join the anti-ISIS alliance, something that our Michael Rubin pointed out didn’t mean exactly 
what Biden thought it did. 

Turkey’s status as a NATO ally and their geo-strategic position means that Washington will always 
need to tread carefully around Ankara’s interests even though it is clear that the goals of Erdoğan’s 
Islamist government are antithetical to those of the United States. 

But if high-ranking Obama administration officials are so eager to apportion blame for ISIS’s 
ongoing strength they should look at a mirror rather than at Turkey. 

Erdoğan’s desire to overthrow the Assad regime was no secret and led Turkey to make common 
cause with many undesirable elements. Indeed, as Michael Rubin noted, the authorization of the 
use of force in Syria by Turkey is about their desire to suppress Kurds, not to battle ISIS. 

But Turkey’s unchecked mischief making in Syria was only made possible by Erdoğan’s erstwhile 
best buddy Barack Obama, who stood by and did nothing about Syria when U.S. intervention early 
on would have toppled Assad more easily while also making it far less likely that ISIS would have 
arisen in this fashion. 

More to the point, while the president blamed U.S. intelligence for failing to anticipate ISIS gaining 
strength—something that is a blatant lie since it warned Obama of the dangers of the course he 
was following—it is more than obvious that the administration chose to let the Turks run amok 
because of its reluctance to face up to the need for America to lead in the region. By ignoring the 
advice of his more sober senior advisers like Leon Panetta and Robert Gates, and pulling out of 
Iraq and dithering on Syria while he was cozying up to Erdoğan, it was Obama who created the 
power vacuum that gave ISIS its opportunity. 



But as we survey the unfolding tragicomedy of the administration’s relations with Turkey, we’d also 
do well to ponder what the loose-lipped vice president will be saying about our current problems a 
year or two from now. If President Obama sticks to his current policy of desultory bombing of ISIS 
with no effective ground forces opposing the Islamists, the threat from these terrorists will grow 
rather than recede. Since the president is still more interested in withdrawing from the region and 
striking deals with its more dangerous actors such as Iran rather than in backing our endangered 
moderate Arab allies or Israel, before too long it will be necessary to construct another cover story 
to account for the disasters that will follow. 

When Biden is asked in late 2015 or in 2016 who or what created the disaster in Iraq and Syria or 
the next domino to fall, there’s no telling who the scapegoat will be. But no matter which country 
receives the veep’s inevitable apology, the real answer will always be Barack Obama. 

  
  
Right Turn 
Yes, the 2014 elections are all about Obama 
by Jennifer Rubin 
  
Well, that certainly didn’t take long. Expect ads like this from candidate Scott Brown to be in 
virtually every state where there is a competitive Senate seat: 

Given that President Obama’s approval ratings are in the low 40s, the percentage of Americans 
who say the country is on the wrong track is consistently above 60 percent, Obamacare is 
unpopular (wildly so in swing states, with 55 percent opposing) and a flock of vulnerable Senate 
Democrats have voted with him more than 90 percent of the time, it is remarkable that the 
president would make the midterms all about him. But that’s exactly what he did by declaring: “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. This isn’t a political speech, and I’m not going to tell 
you who to vote for — even though I suppose it is kind of implied.” 

No doubt they are high-fiving one another in GOP Senate campaign offices around the country. 
There is more than a month to go, and the GOP by no means has the Senate majority locked up. 
But thanks to Obama, the party’s job just got a whole lot easier. 

  
  
Power Line 
Michelle Obama event “creeps out” veteran reporter 
by Paul Mirengoff 

Meg Kissinger, a veteran reporter for the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, was assigned to cover 
Michelle Obama’s speech in Milwaukee on behalf of Mary Burke, the Democratic candidate for 
governor of Wisconsin. As she has done for the past 35 years, Kissinger tried to talk to people in 
the crowd.  

She was not allowed to do so. Kissinger stated on her Facebook page:  

Assigned to cover Michelle Obama’s speech today and was told by a Mary Burke aide and one for 
the White House that I could not speak to the people in the crowd.  



To say that I was creeped out is an understatement. This is what reporters do in America: we 
speak to people. At least that’s how I’ve been doing things — at all kinds of political events — 
since 1979.  

In her story for the newspaper, Kissinger reported that, initially, there weren’t enough chairs for 
everyone in attendance and that an elderly woman using two canes complained that she couldn’t 
find a place to sit.  

Is this why the Burke and Obama staffs didn’t want reporters talking to the crowd? 

It doesn’t matter. This isn’t Gaza. In America, as Kissinger says, the political class has never been 
able to tell reporters with whom they can talk.  

It is creepy, indeed, that Team Obama’s efforts to “transform” America apparently extends to 
limiting press access to the American public.  

  
 
  
IBD 
Late Night Humor 
by Andrew Malcolm 

Fallon: More bad news for the president. Chicago reverses its plan to name a high school after 
President Obama, because it received multiple complaints from people in the community. I guess 
parents were afraid their kids would spend eight years at the school and STILL not get anything 
done.  

SNL: A new study shows that Beaumont, Texas is the least educated city in the country. Oh man, 
wait until they don’t read about this. 

SNL: President Obama is so desperate to get Muslim countries on board his fight against ISIS that 
he's started using his middle name again. 

SNL: New grandmother Hillary Clinton said she couldn't be any happier about daughter Chelsea’s 
new baby unless the baby was a Latina in a swing state.  

Conan: The Federal prison population has dropped by almost 5,000 people. It’s expected to go 
back up once the NFL season ends. 

Conan: Obama’s White House announces it will now start locking the front door. Also they're going 
to start asking, “Who’s there?” when somebody knocks. 

Conan: New Secret Service measures to keep people from trying to get into the White House. The 
first thing they’re going to do to keep people out is put a sign up that says, “Blockbuster Video.” 

Meyers: A new report finds Congress has worked a full week just 14% of the time since 1978. 
Congress plans to address the report next week because “it’s already Tuesday.” 

Conan: A Michigan funeral home is offering a “drive-thru” viewing option. Or as they’re calling it, 
“Jack Actually In the Box.” 



Conan: It's the Jewish New Year, year 5775. Jewish scholars keep track of the number by counting 
the candles on Larry King’s birthday cake. 

Meyers: This week the Supreme Court returns to work and is expected to decide if statements 
made on social media should be enough to put someone in jail. And if your mom is on Facebook, 
you know the answer is yes. 

SNL: Detroit Lions linebacker Stephen Tulloch is out for the year after tearing a knee ligament 
while celebrating a sack against the Green Bay Packers. It’s a horrific on-field incident that the NFL 
is calling “our best news in weeks.” 

Meyers: A man was arrested when a human head fell from his garbage bag. If convicted, the man 
could receive a two-week suspension from the NFL.  

Conan: Cosmopolitan magazine is endorsing political candidates this year. Next month it'll feature 
an article called, “Ten Ways to Drive Rand Paul Wild in Bed!” 

Conan: First, Nike suspended Ray Rice’s endorsement contract, then it suspended Adrian 
Peterson’s contract. Now Nike is down to Oscar Pistorius and Kim Jong Un. 

Conan: A new report says most Americans are unable to name the three branches of government-
-Judicial, Executive and Legislative. To help out, the government is renaming them: Kim, Khloe 
and Kourtney.  

Conan: German Chancellor Angela Merkel was named the world's most powerful woman. In a 
related story, Jay-Z has left Beyoncé for Angela Merkel. 

Fallon: Kanye West is facing criticism after he called out two fans for not standing up during his 
concert last week. He didn’t realize they were disabled. But Kanye says he has other things to 
worry about — like why Stevie Wonder never waves back. 

Conan: Experts say the California heat wave could last until late October. The good news is— that 
means LA Halloween costumes will be sluttier than ever. 

Fallon: Obama says 40 countries have offered to join the fight against ISIS. But it's really just the 
same as friends promising to help you move. "Yeah, yeah, just call me… you know if I'm around." 

Meyers: Rolling Stones guitarist Keith Richards has written a new children’s book. It’s called “Oh, 
The Places You’ll Wake Up.” 

Conan: An English-speaking man went into a coma and came out only speaking Mandarin 
Chinese. On the bright side, now he can find work. 

Meyers: Iraq's new prime minister is Haider al-Abadi. Al-Abadi was made Prime Minister of Iraq 
when he was the last one to shout “Not it!” 

Meyers: An IT worker in China was arrested after accidentally uploading his personal porn stash 
onto a stadium jumbo-tron. If you think he was confused, you should’ve seen the couple they put 
on the Kiss Cam after that.  



Conan: The latest 'Happiest Countries' list out. The U.S. is No. 14. Canada is way ahead at No. 9. 
However, rankings reverse whenever Justin Bieber’s back in Canada. 

Conan: Fallout from the NFL scandal. The principal of Ray Rice’s high school cuts ties with its 
famous alum. The principal said, “Those are not the values we espouse here at OJ Simpson High.” 

Meyers: People who purchased Olive Garden’s seven-week unlimited pasta pass must show an ID 
in the restaurant to prevent fraud. Unfortunately, by Week 5 none of them look anything like their 
ID’s. 

Meyers: Al Qaeda has issued an online message denying allegations that the organization is in 
decline. Although I don’t think it helped that it posted the message on MySpace. 

Conan: President Obama made a speech about dealing with violent extremists and their sickening 
behavior. When done talking about the NFL, he addressed the ISIS threat. 

Fallon: Obama says he will “degrade and ultimately destroy” the terror group ISIS. Asked how, he 
said, "I’m gonna build their website." 

Conan: The New York Times had to issue a correction after an article referred to Dick Cheney as 
President of the United States. The Times apologized to Dick Cheney, and changed his title to 
Former President of the United States. 

Conan: South African sports officials rule that Oscar Pistorius can run competitively again after his 
trial. Shortly after the announcement, Pistorius was signed by the NFL. 

  
  

 
  



  

 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
 


