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Ron Fournier, liberal journalist, is still after Clinton.  
Hillary Clinton doesn't play by the rules. 
  
That's not a partisan attack. It's not a talking point. It's not a fantasy. It's a fact—an agonizing 
truth to people like me who admire Clinton and her husband, who remember how Bill Clinton 
rose from a backwater governorship to the presidency on a simple promise: He would fight for 
people who "work hard and play by the rules." 
  
The evidence is overwhelming and metastasizing: To co-opt a William Safire line, Hillary Clinton 
is a congenital rule-breaker. 
In the three days since my last column on Clinton, the headlines are revealing: 
 
"More than 180 Clinton Foundation donors lobbied her State Department." "That's not 
illegal," writes Vox reporter Jonathan Allen, "but it is scandalous." The coauthor of a fair-minded 
Clinton biography, Allen notes that while there's no evidence of illegal corruption, "The size and 
scope of the symbiotic relationship between the Clintons and their donors is striking." He adds, 
"The Clintons have shown they can't police themselves." 
  
"Clinton Foundation failed to disclose 1,100 foreign donations." The cofounder of the 
Clinton Foundation's Canadian affiliate revealed to Joshua Green of Bloomberg Politics that 
1,100 donors to the foundation had never been disclosed. "The reason this is a politically 
explosive revelation is because the Clinton Foundation promised to disclose its donors as a 
condition of Hillary Clinton becoming secretary of State," writes Green, a widely respected 
political reporter. 
  
"Clinton charity never provided foreign data." A spokeswoman for the Clinton Health Access 
Initiative, which makes up nearly 60 percent of the Clinton charitable network, told The Boston 
Globe that CHAI never submitted information on foreign donations to State Department lawyers 
for review during Clinton's tenure as secretary of State. The reviews were required as a 
condition of her joining President Obama's Cabinet, the Globe reported. ... 
  
  
 
Jonathan Tobin asks if the Clinton Foundation is really a charity.  
One of the mantras one must invoke when discussing the Clinton Cash controversy is to say 
that whatever one might think of the pay-to-play aspects of the former first family’s charitable 
endeavors, the Clinton Foundation does a lot of good work around the world. But now that more 
of the press is finally asking tough questions about the Clintons’ activities, it appears that their 
charity may not pass the basic question donors ask of any philanthropy: how much of the money 
raised is actually spent on the causes you are supposed to be aiding? Though the foundation 
has claimed that 88 percent of its expenditures are spent on good deeds, their own tax filings 
reveal that the real number is about ten percent. But far from being an unrelated, albeit 
embarrassing, sidebar to the allegations about influence peddling, this data is a reminder that 
the main point of the Bill, Hillary and Chelsea Clinton Foundation is to support its namesakes in 
a lavish fashion and to allow wealthy donors access to them. 

Sean Davis highlighted the discrepancy between the 88 percent figure and the reality of the 
Clinton Foundation spending ten percent on charity in a recent Federalist article. He followed up 



with another, skewering a claim by the left-wing Punditfact site that this claim was “mostly false.” 
As he wrote, the only way to come to such a conclusion was to simply ignore facts, including, 
most importantly, the filings of the Clinton Foundation that made it clear that it spent very little of 
its money on good deeds. ... 

  
  
And Jennifer Rubin points out two more headaches for Clinton.   
At a time when she is reeling from multiple scandals, the foreign policy debacles she helped 
create and a political talent deficit, Hillary Clinton got two more pieces of bad news. Since she is 
firmly adhering to the White House, running for essentially a third Obama term, she will have to 
bear the burden of not only the president’s foreign policy but also his domestic track record. 

The Post reports: “The U.S. economy ground nearly to a halt in the first three months of the 
year, according to government data released Wednesday morning, as exports plunged and 
severe winter weather helped keep consumers indoors. The gross domestic product grew 
between January and March at an annualized rate of 0.2 percent, the U.S. Commerce 
Department said, adding to the picture of an economy braking sharply after accelerating for 
much of last year. The pace fell well shy of the 1 percent mark anticipated by analysts and 
marked the weakest quarter in a year.” This is symptomatic of the puniest economic recovery in 
memory, one in which the economy has never truly taken off. Clinton has few ideas to juice 
economic growth because her view of the United States is so government-centric. President 
Obama has ladled on a host of regulations (including Environmental Protection Agency 
regulations, Obamacare and Dodd-Frank), is only now getting to a significant new free-trade 
deal (about which Clinton sounds unenthusiastic) and nixed tax reform that doesn’t include a tax 
hike. It is no wonder the economy is anemic. 

The second data point today comes from Gallup poll: “Americans are considerably less likely 
now than they were in 2008 and years prior to identify themselves as middle class or upper-
middle class, while the percentage putting themselves in the working or lower class has risen. ... 

  
  
  
Switching subjects from the proposed presidential disaster of Hillary, Karl Rove points 
out that barry's present presidential disaster leaves behind problems in domestic 
policy as large as his serial goofs in foreign affairs.  
... Regardless of what items Mr. Obama checks off, he will leave to his successor a staggering 
array of domestic problems, some he ignored and many he made worse.  

Slow economic growth will be at the top of the list of problems. The pattern of American history 
has been that the more severe the recession, the stronger the recovery. Until now. In Mr. 
Obama’s recovery, average annual growth has been the slowest since the U.S. began compiling 
reliable economic statistics near the 20th century’s beginning—a feeble 2.9%. This year is off to 
an even slower start, with GDP growing 0.2% in the first three months. 

The number of jobs also will be on that list. It took from June 2009 to April 2014—nearly five full 
years—to get back to having the same number of people working as when the recession began 
in December 2007. That’s a longer period of time to return to the starting point than in any 
recession in U.S. history. Meantime, roughly 14.7 million people came of age without a job 
available. The last time the job participation rate was this low was 1978. A third of Americans 



between 18 and 31 last year were living with their parents, the highest percentage in at least 
four decades. 

The quality of jobs available will be another topic on that list. ... 

  
  
Erick Erickson of Red State wishes the president was not black. Then maybe he'd 
figure our why he is disliked.  
Over the weekend, most of the worst people in the world gathered together in Washington, D.C. 
as a circle of jerks to sing each other’s praises. Sadly, there was no Samson to tear down the 
columns and collapse the roof on the Philistines of Washington. But there was a President of the 
United States willing to make jokes about the “F-word” and an Imperial Court to worship him. 

Byron York notes that much of President Obama’s speech to the White House Correspondents 
Dinner centered around “black anger.” In other words, President Obama let loose over the 
weekend that he has concluded all the opposition to him is because he is black. ... 

... If only President Obama weren’t black, maybe he would realize that people don’t dislike him 
because he is black, they dislike him because he is a self-absorbed ass. 

  
  
 
Kevin Williamson rode on Amtrak's Acela with Joe (Man of the People) Biden. He 
calls Biden"Herr Gropenfuhrer" and that is why we read Kevin Williamson.  
... And then came Herr Gropenführer himself. Biden’s biography alleges that he is six feet tall, 
and maybe he is, but he scurried into the train in a thoroughly rodential fashion, looking tiny and 
terrified, like a very old man who has wandered out of a dementia ward. 

The entourage on the train wasn’t all of it, of course. At each station, the forward door of our 
train car was guarded on the platform by additional agents, whose job it was to prevent people 
from using the door the vice president used. Whatever additional unseen security was deployed 
beyond this I cannot guess. Drones circling overhead, I suppose, with agents in some 
underground black-site bunker intoning into headseats: “Creepy is on the move! Creepy is 
entering Sector 4!” 

At Union Station, the sub-imperial entourage was met with yet more security, and the train’s 
passengers were prevented from exiting until the vice president had meandered to the end of 
the platform toward whatever it is he pretends to do all day. 

One understands that security measures are necessary — there are more people who wish to 
do harm to the vice president of the United States than to Finland’s minister of education (who 
but a monster could wish harm to Krista Kiuru?). My neighborhood Starbucks apparently 
generates enough cash to justify a Brink’s pickup. We conservatives believe in nothing if not 
caution. 

But in Biden’s case, all of this is done for the sake of theater — so that Joe Biden can continue 
doing his ordinary-guy shtick. Ordinary people have to be inconvenienced so that Joe Biden can 
pretend to be an ordinary guy. The serfs have to be forcibly reminded of their serfdom — no, 



you cannot just get off a train in our nation’s capital, willy-nilly and whenever you like, and here’s 
a man with a gun to make sure! — so that the lords can show us that they’re just like us. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
National Journal 
Hillary Clinton: Congenital Rule-Breaker. 
It's past time she come clean for the sake of "restoring trust in our politics." 
by Ron Fournier 
 
Hillary Clinton doesn't play by the rules. 
  
That's not a partisan attack. It's not a talking point. It's not a fantasy. It's a fact—an agonizing 
truth to people like me who admire Clinton and her husband, who remember how Bill Clinton 
rose from a backwater governorship to the presidency on a simple promise: He would fight for 
people who "work hard and play by the rules." 
  
The evidence is overwhelming and metastasizing: To co-opt a William Safire line, Hillary Clinton 
is a congenital rule-breaker. 
In the three days since my last column on Clinton, the headlines are revealing: 
 
"More than 180 Clinton Foundation donors lobbied her State Department." "That's not 
illegal," writes Vox reporter Jonathan Allen, "but it is scandalous." The coauthor of a fair-minded 
Clinton biography, Allen notes that while there's no evidence of illegal corruption, "The size and 
scope of the symbiotic relationship between the Clintons and their donors is striking." He adds, 
"The Clintons have shown they can't police themselves." 
  
"Clinton Foundation failed to disclose 1,100 foreign donations." The cofounder of the 
Clinton Foundation's Canadian affiliate revealed to Joshua Green of Bloomberg Politics that 
1,100 donors to the foundation had never been disclosed. "The reason this is a politically 
explosive revelation is because the Clinton Foundation promised to disclose its donors as a 
condition of Hillary Clinton becoming secretary of State," writes Green, a widely respected 
political reporter. 
  
"Clinton charity never provided foreign data." A spokeswoman for the Clinton Health Access 
Initiative, which makes up nearly 60 percent of the Clinton charitable network, told The Boston 
Globe that CHAI never submitted information on foreign donations to State Department lawyers 
for review during Clinton's tenure as secretary of State. The reviews were required as a 
condition of her joining President Obama's Cabinet, the Globe reported. 
In March, Reuters reported that CHAI didn't disclose any donors to the public, as required. The 
Washington Post reported that a donation from Switzerland to the group was not reviewed. 
While digging deeper into the review process, the Globe was told by a Clinton spokeswoman, 
"The charity deemed it unnecessary." 
  
Just like that, the Clintons deemed an ethics rule unnecessary. 
  



This was not an insignificant mandate. It was part of a "memorandum of understanding" 
between the White House and Clinton to soothe senators' concerns about known conflicts of 
interest within the Clinton family charities. 
 
"Transparency is critically important here, obviously, because it allows the American people, the 
media, and those of us here in Congress ... to be able to judge for ourselves that no conflicts—
real or apparent—exist,'' John Kerry said during a Senate floor speech on January 21, 2009, 
according to the Globe. 
  
Kerry replaced Clinton as secretary of State. Clinton is now the likely Democratic presidential 
nominee. She spoke with great passion Wednesday about the importance of institutional 
integrity in the wake of Baltimore's riots. 
  
"We must urgently begin to rebuild the bonds of trust and respect among Americans—between 
police and citizens, yes, but also across society. Restoring trust in our politics, our press, our 
markets," she said. "Between and among neighbors and even people with whom we disagree 
politically." 
Restoring trust in our politics? Let's remember who and what's behind this controversy: 
Hillary Clinton seized all emails pertaining to her job as secretary of State and deleted an 
unknown number of messages from her private server. Her family charity accepted foreign and 
corporate donations from people doing business with the State Department—people who hoped 
to curry favor. 
She violated government rules designed to protect against corruption and perceptions of 
corruption that erode the public's trust in government. She has not apologized. She has not 
made amends: She withholds the email server and continues to accept foreign donations. 
It's past time Clinton come clean. Return the foreign donations. Hand over the email server. 
Embrace an independent investigation that answers the questions and tempers the doubts 
caused by her actions. Repeat: Her actions. 
  
This is not the fault of a vast right-wing conspiracy, sexism, or unfair media coverage. It's the 
result of actions taken by an experienced and important public servant whose better angels are 
often outrun by her demons—paranoia, greed, entitlement, and an ends-justify-the-means 
sense of righteousness. 
  
Can she still be president? Absolutely. 
  
Even if she continues to duck and dissemble? Perhaps. But only because somebody has to 
win—and the GOP might nominate a candidate even less trustworthy. 
  
But why be president, if only by default? 
  
Clinton should rather be totally honest and transparent, true to her word, and a credible force for 
restoring trust in our politics. 
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 



Contentions  
Is the Clinton Foundation Really a Charity? 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

One of the mantras one must invoke when discussing the Clinton Cash controversy is to say 
that whatever one might think of the pay-to-play aspects of the former first family’s charitable 
endeavors, the Clinton Foundation does a lot of good work around the world. But now that more 
of the press is finally asking tough questions about the Clintons’ activities, it appears that their 
charity may not pass the basic question donors ask of any philanthropy: how much of the money 
raised is actually spent on the causes you are supposed to be aiding? Though the foundation 
has claimed that 88 percent of its expenditures are spent on good deeds, their own tax filings 
reveal that the real number is about ten percent. But far from being an unrelated, albeit 
embarrassing, sidebar to the allegations about influence peddling, this data is a reminder that 
the main point of the Bill, Hillary and Chelsea Clinton Foundation is to support its namesakes in 
a lavish fashion and to allow wealthy donors access to them. 

Sean Davis highlighted the discrepancy between the 88 percent figure and the reality of the 
Clinton Foundation spending ten percent on charity in a recent Federalist article. He followed up 
with another, skewering a claim by the left-wing Punditfact site that this claim was “mostly false.” 
As he wrote, the only way to come to such a conclusion was to simply ignore facts, including, 
most importantly, the filings of the Clinton Foundation that made it clear that it spent very little of 
its money on good deeds. But Punditfact says we should ignore these basic facts because of 
“the unusual business model” of the foundation which causes it to spend the lion’s share of the 
vast sums raised on its behalf on conferences, travel, and staffing. 

The two largest items on its list of charitable expenditures are support for the Clinton 
Presidential Library and paying for the Clinton Global Initiative. 

The Library is, like those edifices built to house the papers and glorify the memory of other 
presidents, a not-altogether-worthless endeavor. But it is a monument to the vanity and the 
legacy of the Clintons, not the sort of “good work” helping the impoverished of the Third World, 
as well as the women and the girls, Hillary Clinton is always telling us she’s out to save. It may 
be a non-profit institution but it is not a charity. 

The Clinton Global Initiative is also not a charity. According to the New York Times, it’s a “glitzy 
annual gathering of chief executives, heads of state and celebrities.” Those who attend it may 
do charitable work. But their main purpose in attending is to see and be seen talking about 
being charitable. The same can be said of the event itself. 

The foundation’s “business model” is that rather than raise money to give to those helping the 
poor on the ground, its alleged charitable acts are done by those on its payroll. Fair enough. But 
the controversy here is that the foundation and its liberal apologists want us to think that when 
the Clintons and their staff scurry around the world talking about helping the poor that amounts 
to charity. 

This is not a made-up argument about how to characterize expenditures. The Clintons don’t 
feed the hungry or clothe the poor. They are conveners of famous and smart people who 
supposedly brainstorm about how to do those things. They call this “life-changing” work and no 
doubt it does some good. But the only ones whose lives we can be certain have been “changed” 
are the Clintons, their cronies, and their staff. Most of the hundreds of millions of dollars raised 
by the foundation yearly is spent on salaries, travel, offices, and other perks. The Clinton 



Foundation is the ultimate “Lifestyles of the Rich and Famous” reality show cloaked in a veneer 
of good intentions and charitable rhetoric. But it is not much of a charity. 

What makes this relevant to the Clinton Cash allegations is that most of the money spent by the 
foundation is geared toward providing access for the donors to the Clintons via the annual 
celebrity conference and events at the Library. The business model here is all about the show of 
charity and, as our Abe Greenwald wrote on Monday, primarily interested in lauding a “class of 
global VIP celebrating its good works.” That doesn’t help many poor people, but it did aid the 
Clintons in their effort to attract wealthy, self-interested donors who preferred to give to a 
foundation that could advance their personal political and economic agendas rather than aid the 
poor. 

Technically speaking this isn’t a scam, since the Clintons’ donors know exactly what they are 
getting. Indeed, many of them may well have gotten their money’s worth of influence by giving 
money to the ex-president and a sitting secretary of state and would-be president. If so, that is a 
scandal and one that ought to disqualify Hillary Clinton for consideration for the presidency. 

But though it may not be illegal, it is not quite the noble cause to which we’re all supposed to 
pay homage. What’s more, the “mistakes” the foundation has made in its filings are leading to 
reasonable suspicions that we have just started to scratch the surface of its questionable 
dealings. Those liberals that are dedicating themselves to rationalizing and apologizing for the 
foundation may find that they have taken on a task that is in the process of becoming a full-time 
and increasingly impossible job. 

  
  
Right Turn 
More headaches for Hillary Clinton 
by Jennifer Rubin 

At a time when she is reeling from multiple scandals, the foreign policy debacles she helped 
create and a political talent deficit, Hillary Clinton got two more pieces of bad news. Since she is 
firmly adhering to the White House, running for essentially a third Obama term, she will have to 
bear the burden of not only the president’s foreign policy but also his domestic track record. 

The Post reports: “The U.S. economy ground nearly to a halt in the first three months of the 
year, according to government data released Wednesday morning, as exports plunged and 
severe winter weather helped keep consumers indoors. The gross domestic product grew 
between January and March at an annualized rate of 0.2 percent, the U.S. Commerce 
Department said, adding to the picture of an economy braking sharply after accelerating for 
much of last year. The pace fell well shy of the 1 percent mark anticipated by analysts and 
marked the weakest quarter in a year.” This is symptomatic of the puniest economic recovery in 
memory, one in which the economy has never truly taken off. Clinton has few ideas to juice 
economic growth because her view of the United States is so government-centric. President 
Obama has ladled on a host of regulations (including Environmental Protection Agency 
regulations, Obamacare and Dodd-Frank), is only now getting to a significant new free-trade 
deal (about which Clinton sounds unenthusiastic) and nixed tax reform that doesn’t include a tax 
hike. It is no wonder the economy is anemic. 

The second data point today comes from Gallup poll: “Americans are considerably less likely 
now than they were in 2008 and years prior to identify themselves as middle class or upper-



middle class, while the percentage putting themselves in the working or lower class has risen. 
Currently, 51% of Americans say they are middle class or upper-middle class, while 48% say 
they are lower class or working class. In multiple surveys conducted from 2000 through 2008, 
an average of more than 60% of Americans identified as middle or upper-middle class.” 

In short, under this president the middle class got walloped. Is this a record Clinton is proud of 
and wants to run on? Those Republicans running on a message of upward mobility (Jeb Bush 
and Sen. Marco Rubio) have a searing indictment of the Obama years’ effect on wage 
stagnation, inequality and upward mobility. To the extent they and others can recognize what 
most Americans know — the middle class is getting “squeezed”– and put forth an agenda to 
remedy it, they will have a leg up on Clinton, who must simultaneously admit the middle class is 
getting crushed and then refuse to chart a different course from Obama. 

The numbers make it even more critical for Republicans to understand and direct policy 
solutions to real people. You want a 17 percent flat tax? You’re clobbering the middle class. You 
want to pander to the anti-immigrant types and oppose efforts to grab high-skilled workers who, 
in turn, create more jobs? You’re sticking it to workers. You want to get rid of Obamacare with 
no alternative? Explain that to the family with four kids. 

And let’s not forget that while the middle class was struggling, Clinton was essentially selling 
access and making millions from speeches she and her husband gave to Wall Street high-
rollers. She used her status as wife of an ex-president and a potential future president to get 
rich. Aside from the legality, it is the behavior that makes ordinary hard-working people detest 
government elites. 

In short, Clinton has some real challenges, but Republicans have to make the most of the 
opportunity. Didn’t someone once say an economic crisis is a terrible thing to waste? 

  
  
WSJ 
The Messes Obama Will Leave Behind 
The list of unsolved problems is long and growing—and that’s not counting foreign 
policy. 
by Karl Rove 

At last Saturday’s White House Correspondents’ Dinner, President Obama declared he was 
determined to “make the most of every moment” left in office, saying he had been working on a 
“bucket list” that included executive action on immigration and climate regulation. Aware that his 
critics believe he’s often acted lawlessly, Mr. Obama joked that the title for his list rhymes with 
“bucket.”  

Regardless of what items Mr. Obama checks off, he will leave to his successor a staggering 
array of domestic problems, some he ignored and many he made worse.  

Slow economic growth will be at the top of the list of problems. The pattern of American history 
has been that the more severe the recession, the stronger the recovery. Until now. In Mr. 
Obama’s recovery, average annual growth has been the slowest since the U.S. began compiling 
reliable economic statistics near the 20th century’s beginning—a feeble 2.9%. This year is off to 
an even slower start, with GDP growing 0.2% in the first three months. 



The number of jobs also will be on that list. It took from June 2009 to April 2014—nearly five full 
years—to get back to having the same number of people working as when the recession began 
in December 2007. That’s a longer period of time to return to the starting point than in any 
recession in U.S. history. Meantime, roughly 14.7 million people came of age without a job 
available. The last time the job participation rate was this low was 1978. A third of Americans 
between 18 and 31 last year were living with their parents, the highest percentage in at least 
four decades. 

The quality of jobs available will be another topic on that list. The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
says 4.5 million Americans were working part time for economic reasons in December 2007, 
meaning they could not find full-time work. Last month the number was 6.6 million—a 46% 
increase. More part-time workers are getting fewer than 30 hours a week, in part probably 
because of ObamaCare. 

Then there is the size of Americans’ paychecks. Inflation-adjusted median household income 
has dropped, from $54,059 in 2009 to $51,939 in 2013 (the latest year available), the only time 
this has happened during an economic recovery. The president who harps on inequality as a 
“defining issue of our time” has demonstrated that the middle class fares badly under 
progressive economic policies. 

Mr. Obama will also leave behind a difficult economic climate in which to start a business. 
According to a recent Brookings Institution study, every year of his presidency more American 
businesses have died—closed, merged or gone bankrupt—than have been created.  

The national debt has risen to 74.1% today from 40.8% the month he took office. This is the 
largest increase in a six-year period since World War II. The Congressional Budget Office says 
that within 25 years the public debt will exceed 100% of GDP unless Washington changes its 
policies.  

The ballooning debt reflects the administration’s—and the Democratic Party’s—deficit spending. 
Mr. Obama compliments himself on reducing the deficit to 2.8% of GDP in fiscal year 2014, 
down from 8.7%, 8.5%, 6.8%, and 4.1% in the proceeding fiscal years. But 2.8% only matches 
the average deficit for the last 50 years, and the decline is attributable in large part to 
Republicans’ controlling the House since the 2010 midterms and slowing spending.  

Also left for his successor are entitlement programs that will go bust: the Social Security 
disability trust fund in 2016, the Medicare hospital trust fund in 2030 and Social Security’s Old 
Age and Survivor’s trust fund in 2032. The president squandered six years by refusing to make 
modest reforms to hold down growth in entitlement spending while giving people time to adjust.  

Mr. Obama likes to claim credit for the slower growth in health spending, but economists 
suggest that is more likely because of the recession and the success of his predecessor’s 
Medicare reform, which helped seniors with prescription drug costs, resulting in fewer expensive 
hospital procedures and stays.  

This is only a partial list of the domestic challenges Mr. Obama will pass on to the next president 
and doesn’t include the long roster of international problems he has created, ignored or messed 
up. 

After this president’s six years in the White House the country is adrift, thanks to leadership that 
has been mistaken, insufficient or absent. While this is nothing to joke about, it is also a 



challenge to Republicans to share their own presidential bucket lists—on how they will clean up 
the mess Mr. Obama will leave.  

  
  
Red State 
If Only President Obama Weren't Black ... 
By Erick Erickson, RedState.com 

Over the weekend, most of the worst people in the world gathered together in Washington, D.C. 
as a circle of jerks to sing each other’s praises. Sadly, there was no Samson to tear down the 
columns and collapse the roof on the Philistines of Washington. But there was a President of the 
United States willing to make jokes about the “F-word” and an Imperial Court to worship him. 

Byron York notes that much of President Obama’s speech to the White House 
Correspondents Dinner centered around “black anger.” In other words, President Obama let 
loose over the weekend that he has concluded all the opposition to him is because he is black. 

It must be comfortable and convenient for President Obama to assume the opposition to him is 
because of his race. He can negotiate a bad deal with Iran and conclude the public hates it 
because he is black. He can tell people they can keep their doctors then take their doctors away 
from them and console himself that the anger of the public is just racist. He can see a solid 
position in Iraq and Afghanistan squandered as ISIS overruns us and, when people point it out, 
conclude it’s just because of his skin color. People can drop out of the workforce because they 
can’t find jobs and when their stomachs rumble and their mouths grumble, President Obama 
can look himself in the mirror and think it’d all be different if he were not a black man. 

If only President Obama weren’t black, maybe he would realize that people don’t dislike him 
because he is black, they dislike him because he is a self-absorbed ass. 

  
  
  
National Review 
Biden ‘among’ We the People  
Riding the rails with the vice president  
by Kevin D. Williamson 
  
I wonder how much it costs for Joe Biden to pretend that he’s an ordinary guy? 

On Thursday, I took the Acela from New York to National Review’s 2015 Ideas Summit in 
Washington. (If you weren’t there, you really missed some very interesting conversation.) After 
doing the usual thing — enduring the septic horrors of Penn Station and vowing to travel in the 
future by private dirigible or not at all — I trucked on down to the end of the platform to the least 
populated end of a very busy train. I popped in and began looking for a seat, preferably not next 
to some member of the general public looking too general, but found about a third of the seats in 
the car cordoned off as “Reserved for Group.” 

You don’t see famous-famous people on the Acela; you see politics-famous people, with the 
ushers cheerfully showing CNN anchors to their first-class seats. There are perks to be had for 
the high and mighty, if “perk” is what you want to call that dodgy quesadilla. But seats cordoned 



off for a group? On Amtrak, where the employees are so open in their hatred for the American 
people, corporately and individually, that you expect to be forced into an orange jumpsuit? 

Of course it was going to be the vice president. Amtrak doesn’t reserve blocks of seats for 
ordinary citizens — not you, sucker! — and Biden is famous for riding the rails like a handsy 
hobo. As vice presidents go, I much prefer Dick Cheney, but the people have spoken. I found a 
seat, opened Charles Murray’s new We The People: Rebuilding Liberty without Permission (I 
recommend it) and idly wondered when the Sage of Delaware, the man who makes John Nance 
Garner’s description of the vice presidency (“not worth a bucket of warm piss”) seem strangely 
optimistic, would join us. He didn’t, of course. Not for a bit. 

There was an unexplained change of plans: The Amtrak ushers told passengers hunting seats 
that they could sit in the special reserved section if they were getting off before Philadelphia, 
and then, without explanation, they pulled the “Reserved for Group” signs off the seats and 
declared them fair game. A dozen or more commuting hearts were cheered. 

For a minute, anyway. Biden and his entourage did in fact show up in Philadelphia, and there 
was some confusion about whether the vice president’s people had requested the first car or the 
first-class car. (Those of you who receive Jack Fowler’s fund-raising letters can guess which I 
was in.) Tense words were exchanged: The vice president was being — angels and ministers of 
grace defend us! — kept waiting while the agents of a state-subsidized monopoly debated with 
agents of the state security apparatus precisely how to go about affording No. 2 a convenience 
afforded no ordinary citizen. There was some shooing, though I myself was not shooed, and in 
marched a sort of sad, commando-looking fellow with resplendent tattoos on his forearms, a 
phalanx of Secret Service agents in ill-fitting suits and pigtail-cord earpieces carrying 
approximately P90-sized luggage, flat and black and submachinegunish. Men with aviator 
sunglasses and dogs on leashes patrolled outside. 

A lumbering agent of vice-presidential security seated himself next to me and fiddled with his 
BlackBerry, because apparently they still make BlackBerrys and the Secret Service uses them, 
God help us all. 

And then came Herr Gropenführer himself. Biden’s biography alleges that he is six feet tall, and 
maybe he is, but he scurried into the train in a thoroughly rodential fashion, looking tiny and 
terrified, like a very old man who has wandered out of a dementia ward. 

The entourage on the train wasn’t all of it, of course. At each station, the forward door of our 
train car was guarded on the platform by additional agents, whose job it was to prevent people 
from using the door the vice president used. Whatever additional unseen security was deployed 
beyond this I cannot guess. Drones circling overhead, I suppose, with agents in some 
underground black-site bunker intoning into headseats: “Creepy is on the move! Creepy is 
entering Sector 4!” 

At Union Station, the sub-imperial entourage was met with yet more security, and the train’s 
passengers were prevented from exiting until the vice president had meandered to the end of 
the platform toward whatever it is he pretends to do all day. 

One understands that security measures are necessary — there are more people who wish to 
do harm to the vice president of the United States than to Finland’s minister of education (who 
but a monster could wish harm to Krista Kiuru?). My neighborhood Starbucks apparently 
generates enough cash to justify a Brink’s pickup. We conservatives believe in nothing if not 
caution. 



But in Biden’s case, all of this is done for the sake of theater — so that Joe Biden can continue 
doing his ordinary-guy shtick. Ordinary people have to be inconvenienced so that Joe Biden can 
pretend to be an ordinary guy. The serfs have to be forcibly reminded of their serfdom — no, 
you cannot just get off a train in our nation’s capital, willy-nilly and whenever you like, and here’s 
a man with a gun to make sure! — so that the lords can show us that they’re just like us. 

But of course they don’t live like us. 

Biden often is praised for the environmental impact of his train habit. The emissions math is not 
entirely straightforward, but my guess is that all those buzzcuts who showed up at every single 
stop between Philadelphia and Washington to stand at a closed door and look menacing did not 
get there on unicycles: I’d bet they came in SUVs burning copious amounts of fossil fuel. Is this 
about saving the taxpayers a few dimes, then? The cumulative financial impact of all that would 
be very difficult to calculate, but we can safely assume that it’s rather more than a business-
class ticket from 30th Street to Union Station. Not environmentalism, not thrift — just theater. 

I went back and forth between Charles Murray’s book — a call for civil disobedience — and the 
vice-presidential entourage, gliding through Baltimore as though the city hadn’t just seen a race 
riot. My attention was drawn in both directions at once. The people who love American politics 
love it for the give-and-take, for the exchange of ideas, for the sport of it. The people who hate 
American politics hate it because of the lie at its heart: that this is still the self-governing republic 
created by Jefferson, Madison, et al., instead of a new, different kind of regime that is something 
new in the world but immediately familiar, something dishonest, something gaudy and 
contemptible. 

  
  
  
 
  

 
  



 
  

 
  
  
  



 
  

 
  



 
  
 


