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The mendacity capacity of the president and his minions comes through in the latest 
from Caroline Glick. She deals with the preposterous claim by Prez Trainwreck that the 
murders of four in the Paris deli was some sort of random violence. Caroline has some 
strong words.  
US President Barack Obama is mainstreaming anti-Semitism in America. 
 
This week, apropos of seemingly nothing, in an interview with Mathew Yglesias from the Vox.com 
website, Obama was asked about terrorism. In his answer the president said the terrorism threat is 
overrated. And that was far from the most disturbing statement he made. 
 
Moving from the general to the specific, Obama referred to the jihadists who committed last 
month’s massacres in Paris as “a bunch of violent vicious zealots,” who “randomly shot a bunch of 
folks in a deli in Paris.” 
 
In other words, Ahmedy Coulibaly, the terrorist at Hyper Cacher, the kosher supermarket he 
targeted, was just some zealot. The Jews he murdered while they were shopping for Shabbat were 
just “a bunch of folks in a deli,” presumably shot down while ordering their turkey and cheese 
sandwiches. 
 
No matter that Coulibaly called a French TV station from the kosher supermarket and said he was 
an al-Qaida terrorist and that he chose the kosher supermarket because he wanted to kill Jews. ... 
  
  
... As subsequent statements from administration spokespeople made clear, Obama’s statement 
was not a gaffe. When questioned about his remarks, both White House spokesman Josh Earnest 
and State Department spokeswoman Jen Psaki doubled down on Obama’s denial of the anti-
Semitic nature of the massacre at Hyper Cacher. Earnest said that the Jews who were murdered 
were people who just “randomly happened to be” at the supermarket. 
 
Psaki said that the victims didn’t share a common background or nationality, pretending away the 
bothersome fact that they were all Jews. 
 
Just as bad as their denials of the anti-Jewish nature of the attack on Hyper Cacher, were Psaki’s 
and Earnest’s belated revisions of their remarks. After coming under a storm of criticism from 
American Jews and from the conservative media, both Psaki and Earnest turned to their Twitter 
accounts to walk back their remarks and admit that indeed, the massacre at Hyper Cacher was an 
anti-Semitic assault. 
 
Their walk back was no better than their initial denial of the anti-Jewish nature of the Islamist 
attack, because it amplified the very anti-Semitism they previously denied promoted attack. 
 
As many Obama supporters no doubt interpreted their behavior, first Obama and his flaks stood 
strong in their conviction that Jews are not specifically targeted. Then after they were excoriated for 
their statements by Jews and conservatives, they changed their tune. 
 
The subtext is clear. The same Jews who are targeted no more than anyone else, are so powerful 
and all controlling that they forced the poor Obama administration to bow to their will and parrot 
their false and self-serving narrative of victimization. ... 
  



  
...Today, the most outstanding example of Obama’s exploitation of anti-Semitic tropes to diminish 
US support for Israel is his campaign to delegitimize Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu ahead of 
his scheduled speech before the joint houses of Congress on March 3. 
  
As we belatedly learned from a small correction at the bottom of a New York Times article on 
January 30, contrary to the White House’s claim, Netanyahu did not blindside Obama when he 
accepted Speaker of the House John Boehner’s invitation to address the Congress. He informed 
the White House of his intention to accept Boehner’s offer before he accepted it. 
 
Netanyahu did not breach White House protocol. 
 
He did not behave rudely or disrespectfully toward Obama. 
 
The only one that behaved disrespectfully and rudely was Obama in his shabby and slanderous 
treatment of Netanyahu. It was Obama who peddled the lie that Netanyahu was using the speech 
not to legitimately present Israel’s concerns regarding the prospect of a nuclear armed Iran, but to 
selfishly advance his political fortunes on the back of America’s national security interests and the 
independence of its foreign policy. 
 
It was Obama and Vice President Joe Biden who spearheaded efforts to coerce Democratic 
lawmakers to boycott Netanyahu’s speech by announcing that they would refuse to meet with the 
leader of the US’s closest ally in the Middle East during his stay in Washington. ... 

  
Victor Davis Hanson posts on President Snark.  
Snark is a popular word used for a particular sort of off-putting sarcasm. Snarkiness can manifest 
itself as adolescent cheap shots, snide condescension, or simple ad hominem patronizing — a sort 
of “I know you are, but what am I?” schoolyard name-calling. Its incessant use is typically 
connected with a peevishness born out of juvenile insecurity, and sometimes fed by an 
embarrassing envy. All politicians are snarky at times; but few obsessively so, given the wages of 
monotony and insecurity that the snark earns. 

President Obama is well known both for ad hominem dismissals of his supposed enemies — 
everyone from Fox News to the Tea Party to Rush Limbaugh and Sean Hannity — and for his 
evocations of nefarious straw men who, he claims, if left unchecked, would uninsure the poor, 
pollute the environment, hurt the illegal immigrant, and wage perpetual war abroad. But Obama’s 
snarky putdowns and condescending afterthoughts are a particularly disturbing subset of these 
rhetorical devices, used by him in the grand world of diplomacy as well as in often petty domestic 
contexts. 

Vladimir Putin is the dangerous autocrat of a nuclear-armed superstate. He has trampled on the 
rights of his own people while trying to bully the former Soviet republics back into a czarist 
Orthodox version of the Soviet Empire. So Putin is many disturbing things, but for Obama he is 
reduced to some archetypal high-schooler to be snarked at: “My sense is that’s part of his shtick 
back home politically as wanting to look like the tough guy.” Putin, in Obama’s putdown, has “got 
that kind of slouch, looking like the bored kid at the back of the classroom.” Gratuitously reducing 
Putin’s aggression to the work of an adolescent rival show-off may be dangerous when combined 
with the past six years of Obama’s mostly seeming indifferent to that aggression. Snarking loudly 
while carrying a tiny stick is particularly unwise. ... 



... Obama is supposedly friends with basketball legend Michael Jordan. But the latter made a 
terrible mistake when he chided the golf-obsessive Obama as in fact a “hack” and a “sh***y” golfer. 
Obama quickly fired back that Jordan “was not well informed.” He then went after Jordan himself 
as the less than successful basketball-team owner: “He might want to spend more time thinking 
about the Bobcats — or the Hornets.” Snark is now exemplified by the president of the United 
States stooping to engage in a kindergarten tit-for-tat over relative golf skills with an ex-NBA 
player: “But there is no doubt that Michael is a better golfer than I am. Of course if I was playing 
twice a day for the last 15 years, then that might not be the case.” Note the “He might want” and “If 
I was playing twice a day . . .” ... 

  
  
Seth Mandel thinks it is time we discuss the president's ignorance.   
In the wake of the controversy over President Obama’s offensive labeling of anti-Semitic violence 
as “random,” it became clear that regardless of whether he chose his words carefully, he certainly 
chose his audience carefully. He was not challenged by his interviewer at Vox for his undeniably 
false characterization of the Paris attacks. And now, having given an interview to BuzzFeed’s Ben 
Smith, he has continued exposing his own ignorance in the hope that he would continue not to be 
called on it by his interviewers. He was in luck yet again. 

BuzzFeed has posted the transcript of the interview, and when the subject turns to Russia, Obama 
said this: 

"You know, I don’t want to psychoanalyze Mr. Putin. I will say that he has a foot very much in the 
Soviet past. That’s how he came of age. He ran the KGB. Those were his formative experiences. 
So I think he looks at problems through this Cold War lens, and, as a consequence, I think he’s 
missed some opportunities for Russia to diversify its economy, to strengthen its relationship with its 
neighbors, to represent something different than the old Soviet-style aggression. You know, I 
continue to hold out the prospect of Russia taking a diplomatic offering from what they’ve done in 
Ukraine. I think, to their credit, they’ve been able to compartmentalize and continue to work with us 
on issues like Iran’s nuclear program." 

As people pointed out immediately, Obama is wrong about Putin and the KGB. Ben Judah, a 
journalist who recently wrote a book on Putin’s Russia, responded: “The interesting and 
informative thing about Obama’s view on Putin is how uninsightful and uniformed it is.” ... 

  

... it’s a comprehensive historical ignorance. And on matters of great significance–the major world 
religions, the Middle East, Russia. And the president’s unwillingness to grasp the past certainly 
gives reason for concern with Iran as well–a country whose government has used the façade of 
negotiations to its own anti-American ends for long enough to see the pattern. 

They’re not just minor gaffes or verbal blunders. They serve as a window into the mind of a 
president who acts as if a history of the world before yesterday could fit on a postcard. We talk a lot 
about the defects of the president’s ideology, but not about his ignorance. The two are related, but 
the latter is lately the one causing a disproportionate amount of damage. ... 

  
  
  



John Hinderaker of Power Line posts on the disasters hidden in the unconstitutional 
amnesty executive order. It's lies all the way down.   
As the implications of President Obama’s illegal executive amnesty orders come into focus, more 
adverse consequences are being identified on almost a daily basis. Here are two that have 
recently come to light. 

First, illegals who are given Social Security cards under Obama’s amnesty will be eligible for 
billions of dollars in cash payments from the federal government. That’s right: we will reward them 
for coming here illegally, and encourage others to do the same: ... 

  

... Then there is the matter of citizenship and voting rights. From the Democrats’ perspective, the 
key benefit of opening the immigration floodgates and legalizing millions of illegal aliens is that 
these actions will create a large pool of Democratic voters. That is contemplated by Obama’s 
executive orders, too. Senator Jeff Sessions says: 

"We’ve learned that illegal immigrants will be given billions in free cash tax credits. We’ve learned 
that illegal immigrants will be given trillions in lifetime federal entitlement benefits through Social 
Security and Medicare. We’ve learned that illegal immigrants will be given driver’s licenses, 
creating new avenues for voter fraud. We’ve learned that the President’s edict will allow companies 
to replace American workers with illegal workers instead. 

Our laws have been dismantled, stripped bare. 

Now today House Judiciary Committee Chairman Bob Goodlatte has unearthed a new scandal. In 
his executive decree, the President has opened up the possibility that hundreds of thousands of 
individuals illegally in the United States will be “paroled” and given U.S. citizenship. Such a policy 
extends birthright citizenship to the foreign-born who unlawfully set their feet upon American soil. 

It is an offense to the very idea of citizenship as something sacred, precious, and treasured." ... 

  
What are we to make of a country so dumb that it returned this vast criminal enterprise 
to office for four more years? 
  
  

 
 
 

  
  
Jerusalem Post 
Obama's Mainstreaming Jew Hatred in America 
by Caroline Glick 
  
US President Barack Obama is mainstreaming anti-Semitism in America. 
 
This week, apropos of seemingly nothing, in an interview with Mathew Yglesias from the Vox.com 
website, Obama was asked about terrorism. In his answer the president said the terrorism threat is 
overrated. And that was far from the most disturbing statement he made. 



 
Moving from the general to the specific, Obama referred to the jihadists who committed last 
month’s massacres in Paris as “a bunch of violent vicious zealots,” who “randomly shot a bunch of 
folks in a deli in Paris.” 
 
In other words, Ahmedy Coulibaly, the terrorist at Hyper Cacher, the kosher supermarket he 
targeted, was just some zealot. The Jews he murdered while they were shopping for Shabbat were 
just “a bunch of folks in a deli,” presumably shot down while ordering their turkey and cheese 
sandwiches. 
 
No matter that Coulibaly called a French TV station from the kosher supermarket and said he was 
an al-Qaida terrorist and that he chose the kosher supermarket because he wanted to kill Jews. 
 
As far as the leader of the free world is concerned, his massacre of four Jews at the market can 
teach us nothing about anything other than that some random people are mean and some random 
people are unlucky. 
 
And anyway, Obama explained, we’re only talking about this random act of senseless violence 
because as he said, “If it bleeds, it leads.” The media, desperate for an audience, inflates the 
significance of these acts of random violence, for ratings. 
 
Obama’s statement about the massacre of Jews in Paris is notable first and foremost for what it 
reveals about his comfort level with anti-Semitism. 
 
By de-judaizing the victims, who were targets only because they were Jews, Obama denied the 
uniqueness of the threat jihadist Islam and its adherents pose to Jews. By pretending that Jews 
are not specifically targeted for murder simply because they are Jews, he dismissed the legitimate 
concerns Jews harbor for their safety, whether in Diaspora communities or in Israel. 
 
If nothing distinguished Coulibaly’s massacre at Hyper Cacher from a mugging or an armed 
robbery gone bad, then Jews have no right to receive unique consideration – whether for their 
community’s security in London or Paris, or San Francisco – or for Israel’s security. 
 
As subsequent statements from administration spokespeople made clear, Obama’s statement was 
not a gaffe. When questioned about his remarks, both White House spokesman Josh Earnest and 
State Department spokeswoman Jen Psaki doubled down on Obama’s denial of the anti-Semitic 
nature of the massacre at Hyper Cacher. Earnest said that the Jews who were murdered were 
people who just “randomly happened to be” at the supermarket. 
 
Psaki said that the victims didn’t share a common background or nationality, pretending away the 
bothersome fact that they were all Jews. 
 
Just as bad as their denials of the anti-Jewish nature of the attack on Hyper Cacher, were Psaki’s 
and Earnest’s belated revisions of their remarks. After coming under a storm of criticism from 
American Jews and from the conservative media, both Psaki and Earnest turned to their Twitter 
accounts to walk back their remarks and admit that indeed, the massacre at Hyper Cacher was an 
anti-Semitic assault. 
 
Their walk back was no better than their initial denial of the anti-Jewish nature of the Islamist 
attack, because it amplified the very anti-Semitism they previously denied promoted attack. 
 
As many Obama supporters no doubt interpreted their behavior, first Obama and his flaks stood 



strong in their conviction that Jews are not specifically targeted. Then after they were excoriated for 
their statements by Jews and conservatives, they changed their tune. 
 
The subtext is clear. The same Jews who are targeted no more than anyone else, are so powerful 
and all controlling that they forced the poor Obama administration to bow to their will and parrot 
their false and self-serving narrative of victimization. 
 
The administration’s denial of the unique threat Jews face from jihadists is not limited to its anti-
Semitic characterizations of the attack at Hyper Cacher. 
 
It runs as well through Obama’s treatment of Israel and its actions to defend itself against its 
jihadist enemies from Hamas to Hezbollah to Iran. 
 
Today, the most outstanding example of Obama’s exploitation of anti-Semitic tropes to diminish US 
support for Israel is his campaign to delegitimize Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu ahead of his 
scheduled speech before the joint houses of Congress on March 3. 
  
As we belatedly learned from a small correction at the bottom of a New York Times article on 
January 30, contrary to the White House’s claim, Netanyahu did not blindside Obama when he 
accepted Speaker of the House John Boehner’s invitation to address the Congress. He informed 
the White House of his intention to accept Boehner’s offer before he accepted it. 
 
Netanyahu did not breach White House protocol. 
 
He did not behave rudely or disrespectfully toward Obama. 
 
The only one that behaved disrespectfully and rudely was Obama in his shabby and slanderous 
treatment of Netanyahu. It was Obama who peddled the lie that Netanyahu was using the speech 
not to legitimately present Israel’s concerns regarding the prospect of a nuclear armed Iran, but to 
selfishly advance his political fortunes on the back of America’s national security interests and the 
independence of its foreign policy. 
 
It was Obama and Vice President Joe Biden who spearheaded efforts to coerce Democratic 
lawmakers to boycott Netanyahu’s speech by announcing that they would refuse to meet with the 
leader of the US’s closest ally in the Middle East during his stay in Washington. 
 
So far only 15 members of the House and three Senators have announced their intention to 
boycott Netanyahu’s speech. But even if all the other Democratic lawmakers do attend his speech, 
the impact of Obama’s campaign to defame Netanyahu will long be felt. 
 
First of all, if all goes as he hopes, the media and his party members will use his demonization of 
Netanyahu’s character as a means to dismiss the warnings that Netanyahu will clearly sound in his 
address. 
 
Second, by boycotting Netanyahu and encouraging Democrats to do the same, Obama is 
mainstreaming the anti-Semitic boycott, divestment and sanctions movement to isolate Israel. 
 
Moreover, he is mobilizing Democratic pressure groups like J Street and MoveOn.org to make it 
costly for Democratic politicians to continue to support Israel. 
 
There is another aspect of the Hyper Cacher massacre, which was similarly ignored by the White 
House and that bears a direct relationship to Obama’s attempt to destroy the credibility of 



Netanyahu’s warnings about his Iran policy. 
 
Whereas the journalists murdered at Charlie Hebdo magazine were killed because their 
illustrations of Muhammad offended Muslim fascists, the Jews murdered at Hyper Cacher were 
targeted for murder because they were Jews. In other words, the Islamist hatred of Jews is 
inherently genocidal, not situational. 
 
If Islamists have the capacity to annihilate the Jews, they will do so. And this brings us back to 
Obama’s statement to Vox.com. As is his habit, Obama refused to use the term Islamic to describe 
the “violent, vicious zealots” who randomly targeted Jews at the Hyper Cacher. 
 
Since the outset of his presidency, Obama has vigilantly denied the connection between Islamism 
and terrorism and has mischaracterized jihad as peaceful self-reflection, along the lines of 
psychotherapy. Last week his denial of the Islamist nature of jihadist assaults worldwide rose to 
new heights when in his remarks at the National Prayer Breakfast he compared today’s jihadists to 
the Crusaders from a thousand years ago. And whereas he identified the Crusaders as Christians, 
he refused to acknowledge that today’s mass murdering zealots act in the name of Islam. 
 
Obama’s stubborn, absurd and dangerous refusal to mention the word Islam in connection with the 
war being waged worldwide by millions in its name, coupled with his eagerness to always compare 
this unnamed scourge to the past evils of Western societies, indicates that his defense of Islamic 
supremacism is not merely a policy preference but rather reflects a deeper ideological 
commitment. The perception that Obama either does not oppose or embraces Islamic extremism is 
strengthened when coupled with his appalling attempts to ignore the fact of Islamic Jew-hatred and 
its genocidal nature and his moves to demonize Netanyahu for daring to oppose his policy toward 
Iran. 
 
It is in this policy and in Obama’s wider Middle East strategy that we find the real world 
consequences of Obama’s denial of the unique victimization and targeting of Jews and the Jewish 
state by Islamic terrorists and Islamist regimes. 
 
Loopholes in Obama’s interim nuclear framework deal with Iran from November 2013 have allowed 
Iran to make significant advances in its nuclear weapons program while still formally abiding by its 
commitments under the agreement. Iran has stopped enriching uranium to 20 percent purity levels, 
and sufficed with enriching uranium to 3.5% purity. But at the same time it has developed and 
begun using advanced centrifuges that enrich so quickly that the distinction between 3.5% and 
20% enrichment levels becomes irrelevant. Iran has made significant advances in its ballistic 
missile program, including in its development of intercontinental ballistic missiles designed to carry 
nuclear warheads. It has continued its development of nuclear bombs, and it has enriched 
sufficient quantities of uranium to produce one to two nuclear bombs. 
 
According to leaked reports, the permanent nuclear deal that Obama seeks to convince Iran to 
sign would further facilitate Iran’s ascension to the nuclear club. Among other things, the deal will 
place a time limit on the already ineffective inspections regime, thus blinding the world entirely to 
Iran’s nuclear activities. 
 
At the same time that Obama is facilitating Iran’s emergence as a nuclear power, he is doing 
nothing to stop its regional empowerment. Today Iran controls Syria, Iran and Yemen and holds 
sway over Lebanon and Gaza. It threatens Saudi Arabia, and its Muslim Brotherhood allies 
threaten Egypt and Jordan. 
 
As for Obama’s allied campaign against Islamic State in Syria and Iraq, the largest beneficiary to 



date of the US-led campaign has been Iran. Since the US-led campaign began last fall, Iran has 
achieved all but public US support for its control over the Iraqi military and for the survival of the 
Assad regime in Syria. 
 
The trajectory of Obama’s policies is taking the region is obvious. He is clearing the path for a 
nuclear armed Iran that controls large swathes of the Arab world through its proxies. 
 
It is also clear that Iran intends to use its nuclear arsenal in the same way that Coulibaly used his 
Kalashnikov – to kill Jews, as many Jews as possible. 
 
Perhaps Obama is acting out of anti-Semitism, perhaps he acts out of sympathy for Islamic 
fascism. 
 
Whatever the case may be, what is required from Israel, and from Netanyahu, is clear. Speaking to 
Congress may be a necessary precondition for that action, but it is not the action itself. 

  
  
  
National Review 
Snarker-in-Chief 
No one — least of all the American people — is exempt from our president’s snark.  
by Victor Davis Hanson  

Snark is a popular word used for a particular sort of off-putting sarcasm. Snarkiness can manifest 
itself as adolescent cheap shots, snide condescension, or simple ad hominem patronizing — a sort 
of “I know you are, but what am I?” schoolyard name-calling. Its incessant use is typically 
connected with a peevishness born out of juvenile insecurity, and sometimes fed by an 
embarrassing envy. All politicians are snarky at times; but few obsessively so, given the wages of 
monotony and insecurity that the snark earns. 

President Obama is well known both for ad hominem dismissals of his supposed enemies — 
everyone from Fox News to the Tea Party to Rush Limbaugh and Sean Hannity — and for his 
evocations of nefarious straw men who, he claims, if left unchecked, would uninsure the poor, 
pollute the environment, hurt the illegal immigrant, and wage perpetual war abroad. But Obama’s 
snarky putdowns and condescending afterthoughts are a particularly disturbing subset of these 
rhetorical devices, used by him in the grand world of diplomacy as well as in often petty domestic 
contexts. 

Vladimir Putin is the dangerous autocrat of a nuclear-armed superstate. He has trampled on the 
rights of his own people while trying to bully the former Soviet republics back into a czarist 
Orthodox version of the Soviet Empire. So Putin is many disturbing things, but for Obama he is 
reduced to some archetypal high-schooler to be snarked at: “My sense is that’s part of his shtick 
back home politically as wanting to look like the tough guy.” Putin, in Obama’s putdown, has “got 
that kind of slouch, looking like the bored kid at the back of the classroom.” Gratuitously reducing 
Putin’s aggression to the work of an adolescent rival show-off may be dangerous when combined 
with the past six years of Obama’s mostly seeming indifferent to that aggression. Snarking loudly 
while carrying a tiny stick is particularly unwise. 

Mitt Romney was not just wrong in his views, but, to Obama in his snark mode as psychoanalyst, 
apparently ill: “[Romney is] changing up so much and backtracking and sidestepping we’ve got to 
name this condition he’s going through. I think it’s called . . . Romnesia. I’m not a medical doctor, 



but I do want to go over some of the symptoms with you because I want to make sure nobody else 
catches it.” Note the “I want to go over some of the symptoms.” 

The reason Obama lost the Pennsylvania primary of 2008 was not just that the state’s Democratic 
voters preferred Hillary Clinton; he was sabotaged by an ignorant subset of the working-class 
population that lacked his own perspective, good taste, and calm analytical mind. Not appreciating 
Obama’s talents was analyzed as the equivalent of Neanderthalism: “It’s not surprising then they 
get bitter, they cling to guns or religion or antipathy toward people who aren’t like them or anti-
immigrant sentiment or anti-trade sentiment as a way to explain their frustrations.” Note the “It’s not 
surprising . . .” 

Obama would follow that pop psychology by analyzing the police as acting “stupidly” and 
stereotyping by race. In his unfortunate National Prayer Breakfast riff, he snarked at American 
Christians, advising them not to get on their “high horse,” given the moral equivalence between the 
millennium-old Crusades and the present epidemic of radical Islamic terrorism. Snarkers usually 
project, masking their own high-horse moralizing by alleging bastard forms of it in others. 

Snarkers also don’t discriminate in their targets. Sometimes Obama’s snark has been directed at 
his own Democratic rivals. Hillary Clinton was not just someone Obama ran against and beat in the 
primaries, but comes off as a frumpy nice girl in his famous quip, “You’re likeable enough, Hillary.” 
Note the “enough.” 

By all accounts Obama has had a loyal and competent staff; in any event, it ran two winning 
campaigns. But Obama snarked at them too: “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.” Note 
the “I’ll tell you right now.” As far as Washington culture goes, Obama is the parent, it the child: 
“What Washington needs is adult supervision.” 

Obama is supposedly friends with basketball legend Michael Jordan. But the latter made a terrible 
mistake when he chided the golf-obsessive Obama as in fact a “hack” and a “sh***y” golfer. 
Obama quickly fired back that Jordan “was not well informed.” He then went after Jordan himself 
as the less than successful basketball-team owner: “He might want to spend more time thinking 
about the Bobcats — or the Hornets.” Snark is now exemplified by the president of the United 
States stooping to engage in a kindergarten tit-for-tat over relative golf skills with an ex-NBA 
player: “But there is no doubt that Michael is a better golfer than I am. Of course if I was playing 
twice a day for the last 15 years, then that might not be the case.” Note the “He might want” and “If 
I was playing twice a day . . .” 

Sometimes presidential snark is just mean-spiritedness displayed through gratuitous smart-
aleckiness. So when Obama once was asked about consulting past presidents, he replied of 
Ronald Reagan, “I didn’t want to get into a Nancy Reagan thing about, you know, doing any 
séances” — a reference to decades-old rumors that Mrs. Reagan, octogenarian and widowed by 
the time Obama snarked at her, had supposedly consulted an astrologer. Note “a Nancy Reagan 
thing.” 

When Obama talks of his bowling skills, it is by way of deprecating the handicapped: “No, no. I 
have been practicing. . . . I bowled a 129. It’s like — it was like Special Olympics, or something.” 
Note the “or something.” 

The grandmother who worked overtime to raise him when his mother would not, and who saved to 
put him through a tony prep school, is psychoanalyzed away as little more than an ignorant racist 



stereotyper — a useful foil to contextualize and excuse the demonstrable abject racism of his own 
pastor, the Reverend Jeremiah Wright: “But she is a typical white person, who, if she sees 
somebody on the street that she doesn’t know, there’s a reaction that’s been bred in our 
experiences that don’t go away.” Note the “typical.” 

Snark can also be a sort of smart-ass caricature in which the statesman devolves into the silliness 
of popular culture: “I’m presenting a fair deal, the fact that they don’t take it means that I should 
somehow do a Jedi mind-meld with these folks and convince them to do what’s right.” Note “mind-
meld.” To dismiss his opponents in his reelection campaign, Obama returned to popular-culture 
snark, “And you can pretty much put their campaign on . . . a tweet and have some characters to 
spare.” 

When Mitt Romney criticized Obama for deep defense cuts and reducing the navy to its smallest 
fleet size since World War II, Obama offered snark instead of a counter-argument: “Well, governor, 
we also have fewer horses and bayonets, because the nature of our military’s changed. . . . We 
also have things called aircraft carriers that planes land on and submarines that go under water.” 
Note the snark “that planes land on” and “that go under water.” 

In the months before the Crimea and Ukraine crises, Romney presciently reminded Obama that 
Putin’s Russia in 2012 was America’s chief worry. Obama snarked back, “The 1980s — they’re 
now calling to ask for their foreign policy back because, you know, the Cold War’s been over for 20 
years.” 

When some Republicans at Obama’s recent State of the Union address clapped when he noted he 
had no more campaigns to run, Obama left his teleprompter to interject the schoolyard tit-for-tat, “I 
know. Because I won both.” Touché! 

To Senator Jon Kyl, who once questioned the newly inaugurated Obama about the proper mix 
between tax hikes and budget cuts, Obama offered the gloat, “I won.” To his Republican House 
opponents of his agenda, Obama snarked, “Middle-class families can’t wait for Republicans in 
Congress to do stuff. So sue me.” 

Snarkiness, as stated, is a sort of straw-man zinger, an adolescent cheap-shot one-liner to put off 
critics as losers. As for those who wanted the Keystone Pipeline built to enhance North American 
energy independence, jobs, and prosperity, Obama reduced them to obsessed one-issue zealots: 
“Let’s set our sights higher than a single oil pipeline.” Note of the vast Keystone project the 
adjective “single” — perhaps as in a single Hoover Dam or a single Golden Gate Bridge. 

Critics used to say they opposed Obama’s redistributionist programs, but conceded that he must 
be a pleasant guy. Supporters lamented Obama’s frequent inattention to detail but reminded 
everyone how charismatic the president was. Both diagnoses are probably mistaken. Snarkery is a 
character flaw of thin-skinned insecurity and juvenile mean-spiritedness — and embarrassing in a 
president. 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 



Contentions 
We Have to Talk About Obama’s Ignorance 
by Seth Mandel 

In the wake of the controversy over President Obama’s offensive labeling of anti-Semitic violence 
as “random,” it became clear that regardless of whether he chose his words carefully, he certainly 
chose his audience carefully. He was not challenged by his interviewer at Vox for his undeniably 
false characterization of the Paris attacks. And now, having given an interview to BuzzFeed’s Ben 
Smith, he has continued exposing his own ignorance in the hope that he would continue not to be 
called on it by his interviewers. He was in luck yet again. 

BuzzFeed has posted the transcript of the interview, and when the subject turns to Russia, Obama 
said this: 

You know, I don’t want to psychoanalyze Mr. Putin. I will say that he has a foot very much in the 
Soviet past. That’s how he came of age. He ran the KGB. Those were his formative experiences. 
So I think he looks at problems through this Cold War lens, and, as a consequence, I think he’s 
missed some opportunities for Russia to diversify its economy, to strengthen its relationship with its 
neighbors, to represent something different than the old Soviet-style aggression. You know, I 
continue to hold out the prospect of Russia taking a diplomatic offering from what they’ve done in 
Ukraine. I think, to their credit, they’ve been able to compartmentalize and continue to work with us 
on issues like Iran’s nuclear program. 

As people pointed out immediately, Obama is wrong about Putin and the KGB. Ben Judah, a 
journalist who recently wrote a book on Putin’s Russia, responded: “The interesting and 
informative thing about Obama’s view on Putin is how uninsightful and uniformed it is.” 

Putin ran the FSB–the successor agency to the KGB–and the difference matters. But what also 
matters is the emerging pattern for Obama’s view of the world: he has no idea what he’s talking 
about. The president, as Sam Cooke sang, don’t know much about history. And it’s evident in each 
major area of conflict the president seeks to solve and ends up only exacerbating. 

It is not my intention to run down a list of all Obama’s flubs. Everybody makes mistakes, and any 
politician whose words are as scrutinized as the president’s is going to have their share of slip-ups. 
Yes, Obama is a clumsy public speaker; but that’s not the problem, nor is it worth spending much 
time on. 

The problem is that Obama tends to make mistakes that stem from a worldview often at odds with 
reality. Russia is a good example. Does it matter that Obama doesn’t know the basics of Vladimir 
Putin’s biography and the transition of post-Soviet state security? Yes, it does, because Obama’s 
habit of misreading Putin has been at the center of his administration’s failed Russia policy. And it 
matters with regard not only to Russia but to his broader foreign policy because Obama has a 
habit of not listening to anyone not named Jarrett. Obama appointed among the most qualified 
American ambassadors ever to represent the U.S. abroad in sending Michael McFaul to Moscow. 
But with or without McFaul, Obama let his own naïveté guide him. 

Obama has also run into some trouble with history in the Middle East, where history is both 
exceedingly important and practically weaponized. The legitimacy of the Jewish state is of 
particular relevance to the conflict. So Obama was criticized widely for undermining that legitimacy 
in his famous 2009 Cairo speech, puzzling even Israel’s strident leftists. The speech was harder to 
defend than either his remarks to BuzzFeed or Vox because such speeches are not off the cuff; 



they are carefully scrutinized by the administration. When Obama could say exactly what he meant 
to say, in other words, this is what he chose to say. 

It wasn’t the only time Obama revealed his ignorance of the Middle East and especially Israeli 
history, of course. And that ignorance has had consequences. Obama has learned nothing from 
the history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, a fact which was reflected quite clearly in his 
disastrous mishandling of the negotiations and their bloody aftermath. He didn’t understand 
Palestinian intentions, Israeli political reality, or the lessons from when the U.S. has played a 
beneficial role in the conflict in the past. The president can simply move on, but Israelis and 
Palestinians have to pay the price for his learning curve. 

And the Vox errors echo throughout the president’s mishandling of the other great security 
challenge: Islamic terrorism. Such terrorism has contributed a great deal to the undoing of many of 
the gains in Iraq and the international state system. Here, for example, is a map tweeted out last 
week by Ian Bremmer, which shows, in his words, “Statelessness overlapping with radical Islam.” 
We can certainly argue over the chicken-or-egg quality to such an overlap, but the threat radical 
Islamic violence poses to global order is fairly obvious. 

Yet it’s not just the history of Islam and of anti-Semitism that the president gets wrong when trying 
to spin away the threat of Islamist terror. He also created a firestorm with his faux history of the 
Crusades in order to draw a false moral equivalence that only obscures the threat. 

In other words, it’s a comprehensive historical ignorance. And on matters of great significance–the 
major world religions, the Middle East, Russia. And the president’s unwillingness to grasp the past 
certainly gives reason for concern with Iran as well–a country whose government has used the 
façade of negotiations to its own anti-American ends for long enough to see the pattern. 

They’re not just minor gaffes or verbal blunders. They serve as a window into the mind of a 
president who acts as if a history of the world before yesterday could fit on a postcard. We talk a lot 
about the defects of the president’s ideology, but not about his ignorance. The two are related, but 
the latter is lately the one causing a disproportionate amount of damage. 

  
  
  
Power Line 
Obama’s Amnesty: It’s Even Worse Than You Thought 
by John Hinderaker 

As the implications of President Obama’s illegal executive amnesty orders come into focus, more 
adverse consequences are being identified on almost a daily basis. Here are two that have 
recently come to light. 

First, illegals who are given Social Security cards under Obama’s amnesty will be eligible for 
billions of dollars in cash payments from the federal government. That’s right: we will reward them 
for coming here illegally, and encourage others to do the same: 

Obama’s November announcement paves the way for up to 4 million illegal immigrants to obtain 
Social Security numbers and work permits. After some initial confusion, IRS Commissioner John 
Koskinen told Congress this week that this would make them eligible for what’s known as the 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) provided they’ve been working. 



“If you get a Social Security number, you can then file for this year if you’re working, and if you 
earned income in the three years before that and filed, you’ll be eligible,” Koskinen told a House 
oversight committee hearing. 

Further, he said, they would likely be able to get that credit even if they hadn’t filed for three years. 
According to some estimates, the tax credit combined with others could add up to billions over the 
next decade. 

The Earned Income Tax Credit is what’s known as a refundable tax credit, intended for working 
people who have low to moderate incomes. The average credit varies based on their number of 
children, but can be worth over $6,000 per year. … 

“These are not tax ‘refunds’ but direct, free cash payments from the U.S. treasury to low-income 
illegal immigrants who owe no taxes,” Sen. Jeff Sessions, R-Ala., said in a statement. “It is a 
dramatic cash transfer from lawful residents to unlawful residents, required by the president’s 
imperial amnesty. … 

During a Senate Finance Committee hearing earlier this month, Sen. Chuck Grassley, R-Iowa, 
noted that a top IRS official determined as far back as 2000 that individuals granted what’s known 
as “deferred action” — which is the term for what Obama is using — would “be able to amend 
returns for the previous years to claim the EITC for years they worked illegally in the United States 
once they obtain their Social Security number.” 

In other words, illegal immigrants granted de facto legal status by the Obama administration in the 
coming months could qualify for credits this year, and even retroactively for past years, whether 
they paid taxes or not. 

In a letter sent last week to Treasury inspector general, Sens. Ben Sasse, R-Neb., and Ron 
Johnson, R-Wis., noted that “under EITC rules, anyone eligible for the program can also ask for 
payments to cover the three prior years as well. This means that an illegal alien with a new Social 
Security Number can get a payment of more than $24,000 for years they were working illegally.” 

Even if they paid no taxes in any of those years. This is one more kick in the teeth of America’s 
middle class by the Obama administration. 

Then there is the matter of citizenship and voting rights. From the Democrats’ perspective, the key 
benefit of opening the immigration floodgates and legalizing millions of illegal aliens is that these 
actions will create a large pool of Democratic voters. That is contemplated by Obama’s executive 
orders, too. Senator Jeff Sessions says: 

We’ve learned that illegal immigrants will be given billions in free cash tax credits. We’ve learned 
that illegal immigrants will be given trillions in lifetime federal entitlement benefits through Social 
Security and Medicare. We’ve learned that illegal immigrants will be given driver’s licenses, 
creating new avenues for voter fraud. We’ve learned that the President’s edict will allow companies 
to replace American workers with illegal workers instead. 

Our laws have been dismantled, stripped bare. 

Now today House Judiciary Committee Chairman Bob Goodlatte has unearthed a new scandal. In 
his executive decree, the President has opened up the possibility that hundreds of thousands of 
individuals illegally in the United States will be “paroled” and given U.S. citizenship. Such a policy 
extends birthright citizenship to the foreign-born who unlawfully set their feet upon American soil. 



It is an offense to the very idea of citizenship as something sacred, precious, and treasured. 

… Maintaining and enforcing borders, and the rules of entry and departure, are not partisan fodder 
but the pillars of sovereignty; at its most basic level, the question for the nation is whether we 
wish to remain one.” 

Despite all of the disastrous effects of the president’s amnesty orders that have been documented, 
the GOP leadership in the Senate appears strangely ambivalent about whether it wants to do 
anything to block their implementation. 

  
  
  

 



 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  

 



 
  
  

 



 
  

 
  
  
  



 
  
  
 


