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INTRODUCTION

This One’s for You



HEY, YOU! YOU, THE AMERICAN! You who believe in life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. This book is about you. No spin.

In this age of Obama, all that you take for granted is changing, yet many Americans have no clue. So I’ve decided to fix that. After reading the following pages, you will know precisely what’s going on in the United States. Then you can plan exactly how to deal with the massive shift in the way our country is being run. Trust me, you need to know what is really happening so that you can make effective decisions for yourself.

These changes are not all bad, but they’re not all good, either. Many will hurt you and your family. Most media people and politicians won’t tell you that because they don’t care about you. But I do.

Why? It’s very simple: you guys have made me rich and famous. I worked hard to position myself to succeed, but you made it happen. Without you watching me on TV and reading my books, I would be just another energetic bloviator—perhaps teaching school in Miami or reporting the news in Dallas. I appreciate the fact that millions of you have contributed to my success, so now it’s payback time: I will vividly chronicle the changes occurring in an America that your great-grandparents would never recognize today, because knowing the facts is how you can preserve the things you love about this country most—the things they loved, too.

As you must know by now, it has been a great adventure for me to write five consecutive bestselling nonfiction books over the years, and again, I’m grateful that you were there right along with me on those adventures.

My previous book, A Bold Fresh Piece of Humanity, was considered my most personal to date. It is about how my life overlapped with your life and how my upbringing and experiences brought me to a place where I can speak to millions of folks every day. We had a lot of fun in Bold and we’ll have some laughs in P & P, too, but this effort is completely different. Again, this book is about your life in America. And there is no more important time to talk about you than right now.

As you may know, each episode of my TV program, The O’Reilly Factor, ends with a segment called “Pinheads and Patriots,” in which I call out both people who are doing good things (Patriots), and those who are doing awful, dumb, or evil things (Pinheads). Although the expositions range from the banal (dealing with Snoop Dogg) to the deadly serious (addressing the actions of world leaders), they are always about influencers—individuals whose actions, good or bad, affect you. Research shows that this segment has become a hit with the Factor audience for this very reason.

To break it down so that even Nancy Pelosi can understand it, there are basically two kinds of people in the world: those whose thoughts and actions say “me first,” and those whose primary goal is to look out for others the same way they would look out for themselves (a Judeo-Christian philosophy). Generally speaking, the Patriots come from the second category.

Sure, it’s true that most of us are self-centered, at least some of the time. But how we deal with that reality defines whether we are a Pinhead or a Patriot. As always, free will prevails.

Sometimes, the evaluation of these people’s actions gets complicated. For example, President John F. Kennedy did some great things for poor Americans, and he also handled the Russian threat in Cuba with admirable courage. But JFK was also needlessly ruthless at times and used people in deceitful ways. So the President was both a Pinhead and a Patriot. As you can see, defining his short life in consistent terms is very difficult to do because he was capable of both extraordinary good and incredible callousness.

Similarly, President George W. Bush is a challenge to define. He did a number of truly noble things, especially during his first term. His ferocity against murderous members of al-Qaeda likely saved thousands of American lives. His generosity in fighting disease in Africa also saved millions of lives, and that important humanitarian work continues to this day.

Unfortunately, the Pinhead factor exists for him as well, because the Iraq War was not only poorly planned but most likely unnecessary. Also, Mr. Bush’s failure to aggressively oversee the economy led to rampant speculation and financial con games galore. The results were obviously catastrophic; the recession damaged the lives of countless people all over the world.

But this book is not about past Presidents per se.

In fact, much of it will be devoted to discussing the present occupant of the Oval Office. President Barack Obama is, perhaps, the most polarizing chief executive since Abraham Lincoln. Yes, opinions about Bill Clinton and Bush the Younger divided the country, but not in the way views about Mr. Obama have. Some Americans sincerely believe he is trying to change the fundamental core of the United States. You hear this critical refrain all the time: “When do I get my country back?”

The Obama factor is, of course, fluid. It is being played out every day in thousands of ways. For this reason, it is imperative that you, the loyal American, continue to watch and understand its impact on your place in America. Thus, the subtitle of this book—Where You Stand in the Age of Obama—and my mandate to take a hard look at the President.

On June 9, 2010, the world’s most influential newspaper, the Wall Street Journal, printed an op-ed piece by Dorothy Rabinowitz, a member of the paper’s editorial board.

The article, entitled “The Alien in the White House,” made a devastating case that Barack Obama has little in common with working, everyday Americans. Ms. Rabinowitz put forth the view that the President simply has no understanding of you and your life. As a result, his leadership is based on theory, not reality. She also asserted that Americans are beginning to notice the emotional distance between them and their leader.

The op-ed was provocative and damaging to the President, especially in the midst of a brutal economy and the oil spill catastrophe in the Gulf of Mexico. The polls show Mr. Obama losing the support of independent voters and even some liberal voters. Is the President detached from your reality? Is he a man who lives primarily within himself? We will try to answer those questions in the following pages.

But this much can be said with absolute certainty about all national leaders: sometimes they are Pinheads and sometimes they are Patriots, as we cited with the examples of JFK and W. But when the stakes are as high as they are right now in America—with historical debt and a war against crazy Islamic jihadists, some of whom are seeking nuclear weapons—leadership becomes amazingly important. Let’s be blunt: a Pinhead making a national security mistake could very well get thousands of Americans killed. And a continuation of out-of-control spending could shatter the entire economy.

Therefore, I have a responsibility to provide you, the reader, with an honest appraisal of your situation in this age of Obama. I can’t embrace ideology, myth, or propaganda. I’ve got to cut through the fog and define whether socialism, corruption, incompetence, and yes, even evil are in the air.

So determining the roster of Pinheads and Patriots is a complicated business, as you can see, and I do not make these designations lightly. Nobody’s perfect, but, in most cases, a pattern of behavior does emerge. And we’ll be looking for the pattern together in this book. To get us started, I have two clear examples of how I determine P&P status: say hello to Congressman Barney Frank, and please consider the late Tony Snow.









CHAPTER 1

Essential Examples of a Pinhead and a Patriot



LET’S BEGIN WITH THE DEFINITION of Pinhead as put forth in the book A Dictionary of Slang and Unconventional English, compiled by Eric Partridge. “Pinhead—A simple fellow, a fool. So small a head can contain but few brains.”

Then there’s the definition that Urban Dictionary drops on us: “One who lacks the intelligence of the ‘normal’ sector of the human population; [one who]cannot handle the most mundane tasks due to lack of common sense and intelligence.”

And, finally, it may be worth noting that popular music spells the meaning out as D-U-M-B. Just listen to the lyrics of punk rocker Dee Dee Ramone’s popular song “Pinhead” to see what I mean.

I’m also aware that there is a song called “Pinheads Are Everywhere” by Dan Hiatt and No Sisters, but since I already know that Pinheads are everywhere and I have written this book to prove it, I have not sought out that song.

Obviously, my personal definition of a Pinhead is much broader than the slang term implies. Some very intelligent people can be Pinheads and often are. It applies to individual actions. As you will read, you can be a Pinhead one day and a Patriot the next. But Pinhead status is a slippery slope. Get in with the wrong crowd, get taken by your own success, or get some bad advice, and all of that can lead to residence in Pinheadville, a place you should avoid if you can.

On the Patriot front the definition is a lot easier. I like this description of Patriotism by Adlai Stevenson, the liberal politician who ran for President twice against Dwight Eisenhower and got his butt kicked both times: “Patriotism is not short, frenzied outbursts of emotion, but the tranquil and steady dedication of a lifetime.”

Throughout my life, I’ve been fortunate enough to know many American Patriots. For our purposes here, let’s spotlight one you might well remember.

COURAGE IN THE FACE OF ADVERSITY

My friend Tony Snow was the bravest man I ever met. When he died of cancer in July 2008, I was not surprised. I had watched him fight the insidious disease for years. He was my colleague at Fox News and later, of course, the chief spokesman for the Bush White House.

As you may know, I called him “Snow,” and we energetically debated public policy on both radio and TV. Even though I was angrier about stuff than he was a lot of the time, our philosophies were similar, with the exception of party politics—he was a committed Republican; I am a registered Independent.

Because we had good on-air chemistry, Westwood One signed Tony as my primary substitute for The Radio Factor. The guy was brilliant, honest, and really cared about the welfare of his country. Snow was a better man than I am. He was a guy to emulate.

Born in Berea, Kentucky, on June 1, 1955, Tony Snow was raised in a working-class community in the Cincinnati area. After graduating from Davidson College and continuing his studies at the University of Chicago, Snow took a journalism job in Greensboro, North Carolina, in 1979 and worked his way up from there to national prominence.

He did what I did. He started small and ultimately made it big.

In April 2006 President Bush selected Tony Snow to replace Scott McClellan as the primary White House spokesperson. He was great at it—disarming the partisan Left press corps with quips and good-natured teasing. But all the while, Snow was fighting a disease that relentlessly attacked his colon.

Before he took the political job, he ran it by me, weighing the pros and cons. I told him this: “Snow, you will have a window to the world that few other human beings ever have. You believe Bush is a force for good, and you can help him. So you have no choice—you have to take the job.”

He did, of course. And truthfully, I could hear in his voice that he had made that decision even before we finished our conversation.

But by the summer of 2007, I sensed Snow was having a tough time with the cancer treatments, and I feared he would not make it. He never said that, but I knew he felt his situation was precarious. Even then, his primary motivation was not for his own well-being. It was for that of others. He was concerned about his wife, Jill, and his three children. He wanted to protect their financial futures, so, knowing that the end was coming, Tony resigned from the White House in September 2007 and used his last days to make money in the private sector. Racing against time, he took as many paid speaking engagements as he could. I watched as he flew around the country, all the while suffering tremendous pain. It was heartbreaking, but Snow never once complained.


When we spoke, I’d always begin with the question: “Snow, how you doing?”

He always replied, “I’m doing great!” But he wasn’t.

His funeral was held at Washington’s National Cathedral on Thursday, July 17, 2008. It was a beautiful day, and the Catholic ceremony was packed with many of the country’s most powerful people, including President and Mrs. Bush and Vice President and Mrs. Cheney. Tony’s family sat in the first pew in front of the altar. I was one row behind them on the right, flanked by a number of my Fox News colleagues.

After receiving communion, I was able to squeeze Jill Snow’s hand. It was all I could do. Everything had been said in the days before Tony’s death. I saw the President, and he nodded at me. Again, what more could be said?

[image: image]

Patriot and former White House Press Secretary Tony Snow waves good-bye as he departs the White House on his final day at the office.
 REUTERS
 Photographed by Ho New

The Washington Post covered Tony Snow’s funeral with dignity. The New York Times ignored it. Just thought you’d like to know that. As the years go by, Tony Snow will be remembered by his friends as a great man and as a Patriot. There is no higher accolade on this planet. Tony was just fifty-three when he died.

THE COWARDLY LION

Now let’s head over to Pinheadville, a place where I assign folks if they do something extremely stupid, or wind up damaging other people by their actions. As we’ve discussed before, being a Pinhead does not have to be a lifelong designation. There is always the prospect of redemption for Pinheads if the dopey stuff stops. Sometimes someone can be both a Patriot and a Pinhead in a short period of time. But for our purposes here, it is important to define clearly what a Pinhead is. And for that we turn to the vivid example of my pal Congressman Barney Frank.

After serving almost thirty years in the House of Representatives, Barney Frank has earned some Patriotic credentials, no doubt about it. The Massachusetts liberal is a force in Congress, and you have to give him credit for his public service. But after that, things get murky, and the dreaded Pinhead label comes into play.

As chairman of the House Financial Services Committee, Frank had a front-row seat from which to watch the economy collapse. Even worse, Barney directly oversaw the two federal mortgage houses, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which were so poorly run they made Somalia look like Switzerland.

But if you ask Frank about any of this, as I did, you get outrageous spin and blatant denials of any fault. According to Barney, he was a victim of the economic chaos. None of it had anything to do with him. He’s quick to say that Bush did it or to offer some other lame defense.

So let’s look at the record to see whether or not Frank falls into the Pinhead category.


On July 14, 2008, less than two months before the American public became aware that the economy was headed south fast, Barney Frank said this on CNBC:


I think this is a case where Fannie and Freddie are fundamentally sound, that they are not in danger of going under. They’re not the best investments these days from the long-term standpoint going back. [But] I think they are in good shape going forward…their prospects going forward are very solid.



Clear and straightforward, right? The top guy overseeing Fannie and Freddie is sounding the all-clear down the road. Good news!

Well, as you know, two months later Fannie, Freddie, and the entire American housing industry tanked. The reason: bad loans made by both government and private banks. Frank was clueless, even though he was in a position of oversight. The folks were depending on him to protect them from financial fools. Frank let us down.

But instead of admitting his appalling mistake and apologizing to those who may have invested in Fannie and Freddie because of him, Barney came on the Factor and lied. On October 2, 2008, I ran the CNBC clip and then confronted the congressman:

 

Bill O’Reilly: Shouldn’t everybody in the country be angry with you right now?

 

Barney Frank: No. You’ve misrepresented this consistently. I became chairman of the [finance] committee on January 31, 2007. Less than two months later, I did what the Republicans hadn’t been able to do in twelve years—get through the committee a very tough regulatory bill. And it passed the House in May. I’ve always said two things about Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, that they have an important role to play, but that regulations need to be improved.

 

O’Reilly: That’s swell, but you still went out in July and said everything was great. And off that, a lot of people bought stock and have lost everything they had.

 

Frank: Oh, no.

 

O’Reilly [voice rising]: Oh, yes!

 

Frank: I said it wasn’t a good investment.

 

O’Reilly: Don’t give me any of that. We just heard your own words. You want me to play them again for you?

 

Frank: You didn’t listen to it…. I said it wasn’t a good investment.

 

O’Reilly: You said going forward it was going to be swell…. Let’s stop the crap, stop the BS.

 

Frank: You know, that’s the problem with your show.

 

O’Reilly: Under your tutelage the [housing] industry has declined 90 percent.

 

Frank: Yes, but—

 

O’Reilly: And none of this was your fault? Oh, no. People lost millions of dollars, but it wasn’t your fault? Come on, you coward, say the truth.

 

Frank: What do you mean, “coward”?

 

O’Reilly: You’re a coward. You blame everybody else.

 

Frank: Bill, here’s the problem with your show. You start ranting and the only way to respond is almost to look as boorish as you. But here are the facts. I specifically said in the quote you just played that I didn’t think it was a good investment. I wasn’t telling anybody to buy stock. Secondly, I wasn’t presiding idly over this. I was trying to get regulations adopted.

 

O’Reilly: Bottom line is, the stock [Fannie Mae] drops 90 percent.

 

Frank: Yes.

 

O’Reilly: In any private industry, you’re out.

 

Frank: No.

 

O’Reilly: But not in the federal government. You can come in here and make every excuse in the world.

 

Frank: I’m not going to be bullied by your ranting. You can rant all you want, you’re not going to shut me up! The problem was, we passed a bill in 1994—

 

O’Reilly: Now we’re back to 1994. This is bull. This is why Americans don’t trust their government.

 

Frank: No, this is why your stupidity gets in the way of rational discussion.

 

The shoot-out went on for a few more minutes, but you get the picture. Barney Frank, who had a clear window to the banking industry’s effect on the economy, warned no one that the loan situation was out of control. Why? Because he didn’t know. What he said on CNBC was pathetically true. He thought things would be fine “going forward.”

Now, there’s nothing wrong with making an honest mistake. But when our elected leaders will not admit their failings and they play the blame game instead, you, the loyal American, get hurt two times over. First, the pols screw up whatever policy they’re associated with. Then, they deceive those who have been hammered by their ineptitude with lame excuses designed to avoid accountability. Not acceptable.

Barney Frank can bamboozle most interviewers. Not this one. Based on the facts, Frank played a major role in the collapse of the mortgage market. The fact that he won’t admit that makes him a classic Pinhead.

Any questions?
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House Financial Services Committee Chairman Barney Frank (D-MA) wonders what went wrong at a July 2008 committee hearing on the state of the economy.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Susan Walsh

In May 2010 a ridiculous footnote was added to the Barney saga. Congress passed new financial oversight legislation. Guess who was out front telling Americans that the tough new law would protect us from further shenanigans in the money industry? Hey, Barney, this Bud’s for you. It was unbelievable.









CHAPTER 2

Barack Hussein Obama—Who Exactly Is This Guy?



MY COLLEAGUE GLENN BECK thinks that the forty-fourth President of the United States is a subversive, a man bent on changing America into some kind of socialistic nanny state that might, God help us, actually resemble France. Beck passionately believes that Barack Obama is a danger to everything Beck values. So Glenn has moved aggressively to challenge the President by using his daily radio and television programs to illustrate the radical stuff he believes is being promoted by the Obama administration.

Rush Limbaugh and many other conservative radio commentators believe pretty much the same thing: that the President is a force for pernicious change, a committed socialist in a two-thousand-dollar suit.

These guys pound President Obama into pudding just about every day, and millions of Americans are spooning up the dessert. But I’m not so sure this scorched-earth strategy aimed at the President is good for the country. I favor a more surgical approach.

Yes, Mr. Obama can be a Pinhead, as we will illustrate, but all Presidents, as I stated, can be assigned a place in that category from time to time. Exactly what Barack Obama’s big-picture vision is remains to be seen. It is entirely possible he doesn’t even have a big-picture scenario. It seems to me that the President is certainly a committed left-wing guy who thrives on power and attention, but I don’t see him as Karl Marx reincarnated.

I could be wrong.

[image: image]

T-shirts bearing slogans popularized by Glenn Beck in his fight against President Obama’s perceived socialism are a hot commodity these days.
 T-shirt Artwork by www.FreeSignArtwork.com

Whenever a journalist like me tries to define a President, the situation gets complicated. Accurate analysis is challenging because outsiders (that’s us) can never get all the facts about what goes on in the Oval Office. I mean, I get interesting intelligence information because of my visibility on the Factor, but confirming the validity of it is simply impossible. In other words, I hear and see things, but sometimes context is elusive. Why did Obama do that? How could he have hired this guy? Those are questions that are often asked but rarely answered.

It is soooooo boring to hear Obama supporters bleating out approval no matter what the President does. And it is equally dull to hear the man bashed even for getting up in the morning. That kind of blind partisanship does you no good at all. The good news is, dishonest media like the New York Times and MSNBC are failing. People are simply walking away. The United States needs tough, fair reporting about President Obama because the man’s vision for the country is so different from what he put forth during the campaign. Back in 2008 when Obama was still a senator, he was on the moderate Left. He was a guy who sought reform but not radical change. Since becoming President, however, Obama has emerged as a crusader for “social justice” and has rejected unilateralism overseas. His record spending and softer approach on jihad (he won’t even say the word) have caused deep angst in many quarters. But there is definitely a method to the President’s alleged madness, a central reason for what he is putting out there. A core mission of this book is to define that reason and put a Pinhead or Patriot label on it.

By the book’s end, you’ll have a pretty good idea into which category the President belongs. But be forewarned—while we will be brutally honest, we will also be totally fair to the man. It would not be Patriotic to cheap-shot the commander in chief, especially because he’s already staked out some solid positions. Two quick examples are as follows:

Speaking at a Town Hall meeting in the East Room at the White House on Father’s Day 2009, the President said this to American men who father children and leave them:



Just because your own father wasn’t there for you, that’s not an excuse for you to be absent, also—it’s all the more reason for you to be present.

You have an obligation to break the cycle and learn from those mistakes, and to rise up where your own fathers fell short and to do better than they did with your own children.



That statement is not exactly breaking news, but it is correct and badly needed advice in a country where 17 million children are living with their mothers in single-parent households.

The second example of the President taking a strong and necessary stand occurred on June 6, 2009, at the Esperanza National Hispanic Prayer Breakfast and Conference, where the President directly addressed the illegal immigration mess:


The American people believe in immigration, but they also believe that we can’t tolerate a situation where people come to the United States in violation of the law….

For those who wish to become citizens, we should require them to pay a penalty and pay taxes, learn English, go to the back of the line behind those who play by the rules.



In this latter instance, the words are all there, but the deeds may be lacking. At this point in history, the border with Mexico is becoming more secure thanks to the incredibly expensive barrier fence and increased federal patrolling that have been put in place. But as the controversial Arizona law allowing state and local police to detain suspected illegal aliens who are already involved in a police matter demonstrates, the border/alien problem is still a mess, and the federal government must stop the madness or the states themselves will take action.


BORDERLINE PINHEADS

As you may know, the Factor editorialized as far back as the year 2002 that the National Guard be deployed to back up the patrol efforts. President Bush resisted that for years but did, after a series of grisly crimes in the area, finally order about 5,000 guardsmen to the border. Wherever they were stationed, crime and smuggling dropped big-time. I mean, come on, if you’re a drug or people smuggler and you know there’s a chance of running into the U.S. military, are you going to take the risk of being captured and having your illegal cargo seized? Not likely.

After Mr. Bush left office, the Obama administration pulled the National Guard back. Why? I don’t know. No explanation was forthcoming. But then Arizona went wild, and on May 26, 2010, the President finally ordered a small contingent of the guard to return. The announcement said “up to 1,200” troops would be deployed. But that is far too few, is it not?

In making the National Guard announcement, President Obama, like President Bush before him, seemed reluctant. Clearly, his heart was not into having a military presence there.
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U.S. Border Patrol agents (pictured here in Sasabe, Arizona) need more help from the National Guard to deal with the influx of illegal aliens.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Matt York


But why not? The answer has to be politics. Both Obama and Bush believe that many Hispanic Americans resent immigration actions that target their brothers and sisters. And Hispanics are a fast-growing voting bloc, one that gave Barack Obama much support.

So when the President saw his job favorability rating drop 12 points in the first four months of 2010, giant red flags went up. That’s why Mr. Obama will not take dramatic action to seal the border with Mexico even though narcotics and illegal aliens continue to flow into the United States.

On the Republican side, the Grand Old Party needs to win back at least some Hispanic support. President Bush understood the importance of wooing the socially conservative Hispanic voting bloc and did everything he could to mollify that group, including looking the other way as millions of illegal aliens crossed into the United States. President Obama has continued Bush’s policy.

But the rest of America isn’t buying it. Polls say that the majority of American voters support a tough crackdown on the illegal alien intrusion (about 60 percent approved of the Arizona law). President Obama sided with the Far Left, however, and condemned the Arizona legislature, explaining that he believes the Arizona authorities might practice “racial profiling” in enforcing the law. That, of course, is speculation, but the President has fully embraced the anti-Arizona point of view and ordered the Justice Department to sue the state—a boneheaded political move if there ever was one. The President and his lawyers apparently believe that states are prohibited from passing laws dealing with immigration enforcement because that is the sole responsibility of the federal government. In fact, just as this book was going to print, and hours before the new immigration law was to go into effect, one of Arizona’s own courts, under U.S. District Court Judge Susan Bolton, sided with the Justice Department’s position, placing an injunction on provisions of the law stating that they “would impose a ‘distinct, unusual, and extraordinary’ burden on legal resident aliens that only the federal government has the authority to impose.” This is the crux of the Obama lawsuit.

Fox News anchor and attorney Megyn Kelly believes that there is legal precedent for allowing Arizona to better protect itself against the invasion it is experiencing. But Ms. Kelly also points out that the lawsuit is heavily ideological and federal judges are likely to rule on what they believe, not what the Constitution says and what previous courts have upheld. Like the Bush v. Gore case, which was decided in the Supreme Court along ideological lines, this lawsuit will most likely produce an obviously partisan split. But just the fact that President Obama is once again at odds with the American people makes the story extremely important and compelling.

Realizing that he was lining up against the will of most Americans, Mr. Obama knew he had to do something, so he pulled out the National Guard card and gently put it on the table. As stated before, though, his heart isn’t into sending the guardsmen there, no matter how small the number.

The blunt truth is that both President Obama and President Bush are Pinheads when it comes to securing the southern border of the United States. The federal government’s primary constitutional responsibility is to protect the rights of Americans and keep them safe from foreign intrusion. Certainly, more than 10 million illegal aliens running around the country basically unsupervised is an intrusion. Ten thousand guardsmen stationed on the border would dramatically reduce the smuggling of drugs and human beings into our homeland. The soldiers would protect American citizens under siege down there and would prevent the brutal exploitation of the aliens themselves. It is flat-out disgraceful that the U.S. border with Mexico has been a sieve for decades. There is absolutely no excuse for that other than a lack of will on the part of our Presidents.

Sooner or later, a tough but fair assessment of illegal aliens already in the USA is going to happen, but nothing will be accomplished on that front until Americans are convinced that the border is under control. That could be a major problem for Mr. Obama going forward. Like President Bush before him, Obama seems squeamish on border security. Even taking into account the Hispanic American vote, I could never understand why our leaders simply will not do the right thing for the country. It’s insane. Allowing illegal alien chaos is one of the biggest Pinhead policies ever designed, and the vast majority of the American people, including Hispanics, know it. Our prisons are full of aliens who have committed violent crimes against Americans. Just that awful fact alone should compel a strict illegal alien policy. So the President is caught between Barack and a hard place on this one. Yes, he’s his own biggest obstacle here. He’s playing to his Far Left base, who essentially want open borders. In the meantime, the majority of the American people want security and order. Along with national health care (which illegal aliens will receive, you watch), the immigration issue could wind up badly damaging Mr. Obama’s political future.

WHEN EVERYTHING STARTED TO TANK

In addition to having their ideology and hypothetical wish lists tested, all Presidents have to contend with the problem-solving factor. And it is here that Barack Obama took a terrible beating in the spring of 2010—a hammering that might limit him to one term in office.

On April 20 a British Petroleum deepwater oil rig exploded and sank one mile to the bottom of the Gulf of Mexico. In the disaster, which took place forty-two miles off the coast of Louisiana, eleven workers were killed. Two days after the explosion destroyed the $560 million Horizon rig, a five-mile-long oil slick was sighted. BP announced that the equivalent of about 1,000 barrels of oil a day was seeping into the Gulf, but the company confidently stated it would soon have things under control. Sure. I don’t know about you, but I was skeptical from the jump about BP’s honesty. Also, I knew damn well that the federal government was counting on the oil company to fix the problem, and in life, whenever you count on someone else you’re often disappointed. By the way, about those 1,000 barrels a day? The true number was more than eight times that, and there has since been documentation suggesting that the number could be as high as 100,000 barrels a day!

Five days after the explosion, the U.S. Coast Guard approved various plans to cap the leak. Four days after that, with the oil still gushing 24/7 in front of underwater cameras, President Obama finally began visibly taking charge. He ordered a variety of federal agencies to take action, mostly exploratory, and sternly told the world that the United States would hold BP completely responsible.

By early June, with the oil pollution still out of control, the President was under siege. Front-page photos of birds covered with oil, along with scores of TV interviews with folks losing their jobs, brought the situation to a boil. A Quinnipiac poll found that 59 percent of Americans believed Mr. Obama was handling the situation poorly. The liberal media, which had pounded President Bush quickly and unmercifully for slow action after Hurricane Katrina, were finally forced to scrutinize Obama’s reaction to the BP disaster. Things got bloody fast. Speaking on Good Morning America, Democratic pundit James Carville shook up the liberal world when he said:


The President of the United States could have come down here. He could have been involved with the families of these eleven people [who died]. He could have commandeered…research vessels in the Gulf of Mexico.

These people [living on the Gulf Coast] are crying, they’re begging for something down here. And it just looks like he’s not involved in this. Man, you got to get down here and take control of this. Put somebody in charge of this thing and get this thing moving. We’re about to die down here.
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President Barack Obama arrives in Venice, Louisiana, twelve days after the region was affected by the BP oil spill. He’s seen here greeting Coast Guard first responders.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Charles Dharapak

The committed Left was stunned. Carville going after Obama? Then things got even worse. While most of her fellow New York Times columnists continued to make excuses for President Obama, Maureen Dowd wrote the following:


Too often it feels as though Barry [Obama’s childhood name] is watching from a balcony, reluctant to enter the fray until the clamor of the crowd forces him to come down. The pattern is perverse. The man whose presidency is rooted in his ability to inspire withholds that inspiration when it is most needed.



Wow. Remember, those comments were from liberals!

The right-wing media, of course, went wild. As you might expect, talk radio covered itself in oil. Conservative partisans, angrily remembering the Bush-Katrina media coverage, hit hard. Right-wing intellectuals, some of whom were not Obama-bashers, predicted doom for the President. Writing in the Wall Street Journal, columnist Peggy Noonan summed up that point of view:


The disaster in the Gulf may well spell the political end of the President and his administration…. It’s not good to have a President in this position—weakened, polarizing and lacking broad public support—less than halfway through his term.



From my perch on television, I clearly observed the “nuts-r-us” brigades swinging into action. On the Far Left, the loons began blaming Bush and Cheney for the spill. On the Far Right, there were cries of conspiracy, the theory being that the President intentionally let the disaster get out of control so that he could damage the oil companies beyond repair.

So what is the truth here? Well, like many things, it’s complicated. No President could have prevented that oil spill. Deep-well offshore drilling is here to stay, and obviously there is risk involved. Realizing almost immediately that he had no solutions to the spill and staggering pollution, Mr. Obama gambled and allowed BP to take the lead. That decision cost the President valuable time, as BP failed dismally to stop the leak or prevent the rapidly spreading oil from staining mainland America.

The governor of Louisiana, Bobby Jindal, watched all this with horror. Early on, his people had wanted the federal government to approve a massive sand barrier installation project to protect Louisiana’s vital wetlands. But the feds dithered, citing environmental concerns. And that was legitimate. If you build a barrier in front of wetlands, there will be unintended consequences. The Army Corps of Engineers knows that, so there was big-time tension between the feds and the state of Louisiana.


What makes the situation even more fascinating is that exactly the same thing happened after Hurricane Katrina slammed New Orleans. The state was telling the feds to do one thing, but the Bush administration had other ideas. It was chaos. And the press harpooned Mr. Bush.

Would those oil-blocking barriers that Governor Jindal wanted have worked? Nobody knows. But once again, the American people were subjected to watching a terrible disaster careen out of control on the Gulf Coast. I mean, it was eerie. President Bush lost a ton of credibility after Hurricane Katrina’s force caused massive and visible human suffering for weeks, and now the identical thing was happening to President Obama, who, by the way, had hammered Bush over Katrina while campaigning for the presidency. As I’ve said, karma can be a bitch and make anyone look like a Pinhead, even though the press generally gave Mr. Obama an easier time than they did with George W. Bush.

At the moment, it is impossible to assess exactly how much the oil disaster has hurt the President. But it is clear that his credibility as a problem-solver was gravely damaged. Also, as political heat generated by the oil slick rose, the President’s famously cool demeanor raised questions once again about his leadership style. In times of crisis, “slick” doesn’t usually cut it. Pardon the pun.

THE PEACE SURPRIZE

At this point it may be worth taking a deep breath to clear our heads and change direction. Let’s be fair and define some of Mr. Obama’s Patriotic credentials. They begin on the personal side of his life. The rise of Barack Obama has been well chronicled and is truly an amazing story. Both Mr. Obama and Bill Clinton have demonstrated that humble beginnings can motivate people to accomplish just about anything. In Obama’s case, his achievement is even more astonishing, since his upbringing without a father was extremely chaotic.

Although that story has already been told, it warrants mention again as it is, indeed, a Patriotic one. Only in America, I believe, can a boy as disadvantaged as Barry Obama once was grow up to become the leader of a great nation.

However, the question going forward is this: Will the man Barack Obama has become achieve greatness with the opportunity the voters have given him? Right now the tea leaves (some covered with oil) seem to be saying no, but the President does have substantial time left in office.

What else are those tea leaves saying? Let’s begin our microanalysis of Obama’s fortunes with the Nobel Peace Prize. On October 9, 2009, the Norwegian Nobel Committee, consisting of five guys wearing heavy woolen sweaters, announced that the President had won the prestigious award that carries with it a $1.4 million cash prize.

The Nobel Committee chairman, Thorbjørn Jagland (Thorby for short), told the world that the President won for “extraordinary efforts to strengthen international diplomacy and cooperation between peoples.”

Thorby, the former prime minister of Norway, went on to explain that Mr. Obama’s desire to reduce the world’s stock of nuclear arms had also impressed the committee.

The President himself was caught off guard. After deliberating for a few hours, he said this about the peace prize:


Let me be clear: I do not view it as a recognition of my own accomplishments, but rather as an affirmation of American leadership on behalf of aspirations held by people in all nations. To be honest, I do not feel that I deserve to be in the company of so many of the transformative figures who’ve been honored by this prize.




That would be folks like Jimmy Carter, Al Gore, and Yasser Arafat, to name a few—the latter of whom, you will remember, amassed millions of dollars by siphoning off foreign aid intended for the beleaguered Palestinian people. Wouldn’t you have loved to witness old Yasser’s face when that Nobel check rolled in? That bounty certainly made his day, even if he did have to share it with the other winners, Israelis Shimon Peres and Yitzhak Rabin.

Anyway, some conservatives hooted at the Nobel situation and derided the President, even though he had nothing to do with the process. He was simply a beneficiary of a decision by some guys from Norway who apparently respect style over substance. I hear that eating a lot of herring leads to that.

As for the peace concept, the truth is that Barack Obama is conducting the war on terror pretty much the same way President Bush did. He’s sending Predator drones into Pakistani villages to kill al-Qaeda big shots (sometimes killing civilians in the process). He’s maintaining the U.S. troop presence in Iraq. He sent 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan. And, perhaps most controversial, Obama still allows the CIA to send captured terrorists to countries like Egypt, where they can get free root canals even if they don’t need them.

As far as nukes are concerned, is there any sane person who wants more nuclear weapons? Just about everybody, with the possible exceptions of Kim Jong II and the nutty Iranian mullahs, would like to get rid of the doomsday weapons. Call me cynical, but giving a speech about downsizing nukes isn’t exactly a bold statement about peace. Or am I wrong?

Nevertheless, most of the world greeted Barack Obama’s peace prize with rapture. French President Nicolas Sarkozy said it marked “America’s return to the hearts of the world’s peoples.” German chancellor Angela Merkel called it an “incentive to the President and to us all to do more for world peace.”

By the way, Merkel would not allow German troops to aggressively fight the terrorists in Afghanistan, thereby ensuring more violence from the Muslim killers, who are not exactly known for giving peace a chance, with apologies to John Lennon.

Ideological propaganda aside, the real reason President Obama won the Nobel Peace Prize is a Pinheaded one: he made a series of speeches, including the famous address to the Muslim world in Cairo, in which he ate humble pie on behalf of we the American people. The Norwegians loved that. They loved it better than North Sea oil, better than reindeer burgers.

In fact, most of the world likes Barack Obama primarily because he is the antithesis of George W. Bush. While Bush didn’t give a fig what the world thought of his war on terror, Obama is apologizing for much of it, and that is a Pinheaded move. President Bush largely destroyed al-Qaeda’s operational abilities, and the record shows no further foreign attacks on American soil during his watch. Mr. Obama should respect that achievement. Apparently, he does not.

My take on the Nobel Prize saga was tepid. I saw the absurdity of the decision, but unlike the hard Right, I chalked it up as a positive for America. I mean, if folks overseas like us better because they think President Obama is a peacemaker, what’s the downside? In my opinion, the more people who like the USA, the better.

But some of my viewers dissented. Judy Robinson, who lives in Richmond, Indiana, wrote: “The Nobel people are a bunch of socialists. Don’t give them any credence, Bill. I would be embarrassed to accept an award from them.”

Shirley Venente from Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, opined: “O’Reilly, you are wrong. The award is not good for our country because it is based on a lie. Is that what we want, a lie?”

What lie, Shirley? I know for sure that the Nobel committee believes that Barack Obama is a force for peace. So no lie is involved on their part. The difficulty that some are having with the President being honored is that he had not done anything to earn it. But, hey, who really cares? Mr. Obama donated the money to charity, a Patriotic move, and again, having America associated with peace is not a negative, unless we back away from confronting danger. More on that coming up.

Summing up the Nobel deal: The committee people are Pinheads, committed liberals who want peace at any price. The President is blameless. Those who criticized him for being honored? Kind of petty, don’t you think?

By the way, I would like to win the Nobel Peace Prize some day, so if you run into Thorby, please tell him that even though I’ve done nothing directly to promote world peace, I do want fewer nukes and have some Muslim friends. Should be enough.

THE GREAT RATINGS WAR

As we all know, life is a series of ups and downs, and shortly after winning the Nobel Peace Prize, President Obama entered a stunning downward cycle that damaged his administration perhaps beyond repair. There is no doubt that the autumn of 2009 was a terrible time for Barack Obama, and much of the carnage was of his own making.

The insanity began when the Obama people suddenly declared war on Fox News. By the way, shouldn’t the President return the peace prize for such an aggressive action? After all, the Fox News Channel is a nonviolent enterprise with no standing army. The declaration of war from the White House came as a complete surprise to those of us who toil at FNC. You know, it was kind of like a symbolic Pearl Harbor.

But unlike America after the Japanese attack, Fox News almost immediately declared victory, because our ratings went through the roof. Folks who would never consider watching a cable news channel tuned in to see what the fight was all about. As the White House launched their verbal Predator drone missiles, my colleagues and I gleefully debated what the heck was going on.

On October 11, 2009, the Washington newspaper The Hill reported the opening salvo: “Fox News is simply ‘a wing of the Republican Party,’ a top White House aide said today…. ‘Fox News operates almost as either the research arm or the communications arm of the Republican Party,’ [White House communications director Anita] Dunn said.”

The article went on to quote some Fox News executives as saying Ms. Dunn’s contention was bull and ended this way: “‘The best analogy is probably baseball,’ White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told Time [magazine]. ‘The only way to get somebody to stop crowding the plate is to throw a fastball at them. They move.’”

Or, they throw one right back at you.

Which is what FNC did.

Predictably, the left-wing media tried to come to the rescue of the Obama administration. The crazy Left New Yorker magazine printed this kooky analysis:


Half the people who watch Fox News were over sixty-three, which is the oldest demographic in the cable-news business, and, according to a poll, the majority of the ones who watch the most strident programs, such as Sean Hannity’s or Bill O’Reilly’s shows, were men. All that chesty fulminating apparently functions as political Cialis. Fox News shows should probably carry a warning: Contact your doctor if you have rage lasting more than four hours.



Ho, ho, ho. Memo to the New Yorker: People who declare war are usually the ones experiencing rage, are they not?

The Pinheads at that magazine neglected to tell their readership two basic facts of the trade. First, since every news program skews older, the age differences in audience are minuscule. Second, according to a Pew Research Center study, the Factor’s audience is 48 percent female, a very high percentage for a news program.

Also, the Factor has more young (twenty-five to fifty-four) viewers than CNN, MSNBC, CNBC, and Headline News combined. So much for the New Yorker giving its readers the truth.

To be fair, the magazine did print one honest paragraph:


Fox News has had a robust 2009 so far, and the recent decision by the White House to declare war on the channel is not likely to put a dent in the ratings. That decision has dispirited some of the President’s well-wishers [like the New Yorker]. It has also puzzled them.



Indeed. It also puzzled me.

If you want to be a Patriot, you have to look at the country honestly. So let’s do that vis-à-vis President Obama and Fox News. Two of my colleagues, Sean Hannity and Glenn Beck, do not like the President’s policies. There is no question about that. In the morning, Fox & Friends guy Steve Doocy is also not a fan. But that’s about it, as far as routinely hammering Mr. Obama goes. Then there is business guy Neil Cavuto, a free-market capitalist who does not accept Obama’s enthusiastic spending as an effective way to juice the economy.

As for FNC’s highest-rated program, The O’Reilly Factor: we’ve been very fair to the President. The folks in his administration have a standing offer to come on my program if they have a beef about anything. Anytime.

By all legitimate accounts, I conducted a probing interview of the future President in September of 2008. He said it was very fair, and it was. I’ve posted that interview in the last chapter of this book. Based on what has happened since, the transcript makes for interesting reading.

But back to FNC. Fox News anchorman Shepard Smith likes the President. So does Greta Van Susteren. Bret Baier is very fair to Mr. Obama, as are our political team covering the White House. No fair-minded person really disputes that.


So this charge of promoting Republican stuff is a complete myth. You may remember that John McCain did not really want to appear on the Factor during the campaign. And his staff actually kept Sarah Palin off the program because they feared tough questioning.

Does that sound like a GOP alliance to you?

So I do remain puzzled by the White House allegation and must enter the world of speculation for a moment to put forth an opinion on the matter. As you all know, I don’t really like the theoretical world, but here goes: I believe Obama chief of staff Rahm Emanuel was the architect of the war against Fox News. The former congressman from Illinois is a left-wing ideologue who simply loathes FNC. Also, the President himself doesn’t like criticism. I can identify. I don’t like criticism, either, especially when it’s unfair.

The problem is that reportedly the President doesn’t watch much television and receives his information about cable news secondhand. From guys like Rahm Emanuel. So he’s teed off at Fox News. He might not be if he actually watched us, although, to be fair, the hours from 5:00 to 6:00 P.M. and 9:00 to 10:00 P.M. would not exactly soothe Mr. Obama.

And so, there is no question that there is an animus between the Obama people and Fox News.

Quick story: After doing the aforementioned interview with then-Senator Obama in York, Pennsylvania, my staff and I had pictures taken with him. Shortly after he won the election, we sent the pictures to Obama spokesman Robert Gibbs and asked if the President would be kind enough to sign them. By the way, many of my staff voted for Obama, and mindful of the growing deficit, we included return postage.

The pictures did not come back.

So I called Gibbs and threatened to visit his house if the photos weren’t returned. A few weeks later, back they came.

They were signed by autopen. We took them to Christie’s auction house in New York City for verification. The writing expert we consulted actually laughed.

Thanks a lot, Robert Gibbs.

Several more weeks passed before I saw Gibbs at the White House Correspondent’s dinner in Washington and gave him some grief. He said it was a terrible mistake and asked me to please resend the pictures, which I did.

Months later, President Obama wrote this note on the picture of him and me: “To Bill—I enjoyed our conversation and look forward to more in the future.”

Then he signed it. Very nice, don’t you think?
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Yours truly with then-Senator Barack Obama in a photograph that took almost as many months to sign as the health care bill!
 Author’s Collection

When I told my colleague Glenn Beck about the signed photo, he said I should put it alongside the one President Andrew Jackson personalized for me. Beck loves age jokes.


The whole signed picture deal is a small thing, to be sure, but it is somewhat telling and speaks to the matter of respect. I am betting big money that NBC’s Brian Williams has a signed photo of him and the President hanging on his office wall, and that he did not wait more than a year to get it. Anyone care to take that wager?

Now I have a prediction: in order to demonstrate how petty I am toward the Obama administration, a number of left-wing book reviewers will pick up on the anecdote you just read and decry my “ego.” They’ll ignore the contextual message of the picture story and harp on my “bitterness.” After writing eight books, I know these people very well. Sadly, many book reviewers are ideological Pinheads, and readers are often deceived or driven away from worthy books by their biased remarks.

But back to reality. The White House war on Fox News lasted just short of two weeks. Then other events overtook the nonsense. But it was fun while it lasted, and very profitable. Fox News increased its lead over CNN and MSNBC by even wider margins. One CNN guy told me he asked Gibbs to declare war on Larry King. I mean, why not?

Let me put one final nail in the war-on-Fox-News coffin and offer a postscript that is fascinating. By doing battle with FNC, the Obama administration attacked some Democrats and Independents as well. According to a Pew Research Center study done in 2008, the Fox News audience breaks down this way:


39 percent Republican

33 percent Democrat

22 percent Independent



So the Obama administration must not have considered the “friendly fire” factor before launching the first missile. The administration also did not count on the ultimate unintended consequence. Ready? This is really sweet.


On January 14, 2010, the Public Policy Polling organization, a company that usually works for Democrats, issued a press release with the headline: “Fox the Most Trusted Name in News?”

Here’s the first part of the dispatch:



FOX THE MOST TRUSTED NAME IN NEWS?

Raleigh, N.C.—A new poll asking Americans whether they trust each of the major television news organizations in the country finds that the only one getting a positive review is Fox News. CNN does next best followed by NBC News, then CBS News, and finally ABC News.

 

49% of Americans say they trust Fox News to 37% who [do not]…. 39% say they trust [CNN] compared to 41% who do not…. 35% trust NBC News, 44% do not….

 

[For CBS News the trust percentage was 32%, with 46% not trusting. ABC News clocked in at just 31% trusting, 46% not trusting.]




The release went on to say: “PPP conducted a national survey of 1,151 registered voters on January 18th and 19th. The survey’s margin of error is plus or minus 2.8%.”

Can you imagine the White House reaction to that poll? And it gets even worse for them. Men and women trust FNC equally. Fifty-three percent of Hispanic Americans trust Fox News, and African Americans are split: 38 percent trust us, 38 percent don’t. The rest aren’t sure.

The liberal media would have you believe the only people who trust FNC are angry old white guys. Apparently not. The poll says 61 percent of Americans ages eighteen to twenty-nine are confident FNC is telling them the straight story.

The Public Policy Polling exposition was a huge win for Fox News and embarrassed the other networks, all of which have been in the news business far longer than FNC.

The culmination of all this brouhaha came during the same week, January 18–24. Stunningly, Fox News was the highest-rated cable network—not news channel—in the United States. We beat USA, ESPN, the Caterpillar Channel, everybody. Thanks again, Obama administration! And I mean that.

My hypothetical interpretation is that only one TV news network did not outwardly root for Barack Obama: Fox. Therefore, when things began to go south for the President, voters were reminded of that, especially after the brief “war” between us. Again, it’s not that FNC is anti-Obama, it’s that we are not in the proverbial tank for him, as so many other news networks and commentators are. That is why viewers are coming to us and apparently trusting us.

MAJOR GAFFE

The disastrous shoot-out with Fox News was the first in a series of events that scorched the President’s cool image. On November 5, 2009, an act of terrorism rocked the country when an army psychiatrist, Major Nidal Malik Hasan, went on a rampage, murdering thirteen people and wounding twenty-nine others at Fort Hood, Texas. Almost immediately, a debate erupted over the description of the massacre: Why weren’t the media and the administration calling Hasan what he obviously was, a Muslim crazy with jihad?

As each day passed, evidence that the killer was a vicious terrorist mounted. Hasan had e-mailed a top al-Qaeda recruiter in Yemen eighteen times and had a history of making jihadist statements. He also carried a business card with the letters SOA: Soldier of Allah. But some politically correct folks, mainly in the media, simply refused to describe Hasan as a Muslim terrorist, making themselves look ridiculous.


President Obama’s reaction was interesting as well. Here’s how the conservative Washington Times described it:


Hours after the Fort Hood massacre, a grieving nation looked to the President for consolation and leadership. Instead, it got light banter and a “shout out” before President Obama read a perfunctory statement.

Mr. Obama was scheduled to speak at the Tribal Nations Conference hosted by the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Indian Affairs. Rather than canceling the photo op or addressing the tragedy from another venue, the President chose to open with the kind of obligatory thanks and recognition that would be appropriate in any other circumstance but not this one. The emotional shift was jarring and confusing. It was as though he were an actor switching scripts heedless of the emotional content of the event he was addressing.

[President] Bush also suffered his critics’ ire for reading The Pet Goat to a group of schoolchildren…after he was informed of the aircraft hitting the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001.

[This] was Mr. Obama’s Pet Goat moment.



Only it wasn’t.

The national media quickly buried the story, leaving it to the conservative ideologues on talk radio. Although a few liberal organizations like the Boston Globe did criticize the President’s initial remarks, the media largely protected him.

So was the Fort Hood gaffe really that big a deal? The answer is no. Mr. Obama made a mistake, as Presidents often do. He also urged the nation to avoid “jumping to conclusions” about Major Hasan—nothing wrong with a call for temperance when emotions are running high. No, the President’s reactions to the Fort Hood horror were not a big deal. But his failure to confront the evil involved in the massacre is.
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Major Nidal Hasan (left), the psychiatrist accused of gunning down thirteen people in Fort Hood, Texas, appears at a pretrial hearing.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Pool, Pat Lopez via WFAA

The pattern we are seeing with President Obama is that evil doesn’t really matter all that much; it’s treated as just another bump in the road. We now know that Hasan was a troubled man who got preferential treatment, despite prior instances of disturbing behavior and poor performance reviews, because he’s a Muslim. That insane situation directly led to the deaths of thirteen people.

Did President Obama address that situation? No, he did not. That is not the President’s style. Unlike President Bush the Younger and Ronald Reagan before him, Mr. Obama does not like to confront people with their sins. There is no “Axis of Evil” or “Evil Empire” rhetoric coming out of the Obama White House. That would be too “divisive.” Instead, the President prides himself on keeping cool while dealing with destructive elements. No heated dress-downs for him…unless we’re talking about Fox News personnel.

The problem with that approach is that it goes against the American way. We are a nation that makes value judgments and demands that the bad guys pay a price. Hasan is a terrorist, and that’s that. Most Americans reject nuance when dealing with mass murderers, and they don’t give a fig about political correctness.

Writing in the Wall Street Journal, former CIA officer Reuel Marc Gerecht was blunt about Mr. Obama’s lack of passion in the face of persistent terrorism:


President Barack Obama’s determined effort not to mention Islam in terrorist discussions—which means that we must not suggest Major Hasan’s murderous activities flowed from his faith—will weaken American counterterrorism. Worse, the President’s position is an enormous wasted opportunity to advance an all-critical Muslim debate about the nature and legitimacy of jihad.

[Obama] could ask, as some Muslims have, why is it that Islam has produced so many jihadists? Why is it that Major Hasan’s rampage has produced so little questioning among Muslim clerics about why a man, one in a long line of Muslim militants, so easily takes God’s name to slaughter his fellow citizens?



TRIAL AND ERROR

That analysis leads us to the discussion of one of the most absurd decisions I have ever seen a President make: civilian trials for 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and four of his al-Qaeda thug friends.


As you most likely know, on November 13, 2009, Attorney General Eric Holder announced that KSM would be tried in a New York City federal court and that the government would seek the death penalty. Holder acknowledged that the terrorist could have been placed in front of a military tribunal, which would have protected national security information far better than the civilian system will. Military trials are also much less expensive.

By the way, when Holder made his controversial announcement President Obama was in Asia. Far away. Not close by.

Khalid Sheikh Mohammed is a hard-core al-Qaeda operative who admitted planning the attacks on the World Trade Center and Washington, D.C. He also says he personally beheaded Wall Street Journal reporter Daniel Pearl.

After his capture in Pakistan, KSM was waterboarded and held at Guantánamo Bay for more than three years, so some believe that the Obama administration wanted to allow a full exposition of KSM’s captivity in order to embarrass the Bush administration. That’s speculation, but the initial decision to try the terrorists in New York City makes little sense unless there was indeed some kind of political component.

Anger mounted as reports said the trial was estimated to take years and could cost as much as $800 million, a tab that the taxpayers would have to pick up. Lawyers for the terrorists said openly that they intended to put the United States on trial. It is a foregone conclusion that the thugs are guilty, so the only thing they have to gain is the opportunity to spread al-Qaeda propaganda, which the terrorists would almost certainly do. Just look at how Faisal Shahzad, the Pakistani-born terrorist who admitted trying to set off a bomb in Times Square, used his arraignment hearing as a press op for his anti-American “cause.”

They love this stuff in Islamabad.

The word Pinhead does not even come close to describing what kind of person would support giving these killers more of a worldwide propaganda forum. I am on record as admiring Barack Obama’s intelligence and drive. But the New York City/KSM deal was flat-out stupid, and every poll showed that most Americans realized that. For example, a Gallup poll taken a few days after the KSM announcement showed 59 percent of Americans favoring military justice for old Khalid and his mates. Just 36 percent supported the ridiculous civilian venue.
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Rep. Steve King (R-IA) addresses the impact of bringing Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and other terror suspects to American soil for trial.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Manuel Balce Ceneta

In addition, the Obama administration’s desire to allow these killers another shot at demeaning America brought pain to the families and friends of those murdered on 9/11. In my area on Long Island, hundreds of innocent people woke up that terrible morning, went to work, and never came back. And the President turns around and tells surviving family members that al-Qaeda members captured overseas are entitled to U.S. constitutional protections? What a foolish, foolish decision. And one that hurt the President’s job approval rating. It was just a matter of time before that confounding decision had to be reversed. Unfortunately, the President took his time righting this wrong, the same way he took his time deploying additional troops to Afghanistan. In the interim, the chaos made him look weak.

Remember, Mr. Obama told CNN that he did not personally order the decision to try KSM and the others in New York City but had allowed Holder to make it “based on the law.” The President also said KSM and his pals would be found guilty and executed.

Upon hearing that, ACLU lawyers jotted down these words: “polluted jury.”

A few days later, in a bizarre display in front of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Attorney General Holder seemed befuddled by questions about his decision. He dodged and weaved before Senator Lindsey Graham of South Carolina finally knocked him out.

 

Lindsey Graham: Can you give me one case in United States history where an enemy combatant caught on the battlefield was tried in civilian court?

 

Eric Holder: I don’t know, I’d have to look at that, you know, the determination.

 

Lindsey Graham: We’re making history here, Mr. Attorney General. I’ll answer it for you, and the answer is: None.

 

By the middle of November 2009 Barack Obama’s job approval rating was crashing. The softness he showed on Fort Hood and the mind-boggling Khalid Sheikh Mohammed decision had made a deep impression. Also, the continuing health care chaos weighed heavily on his image, as did his reluctance to make a decision about sending more troops to Afghanistan. On November 18 the Rasmussen daily tracking poll of likely voters had showed 52 percent of Americans disapproving of the President’s job performance. That is a stunning number for a President who took office just ten months earlier with approval numbers in the high 60s because of his pledge to bring change we can believe in.

Roughly four months later, the Obama administration put up a white flag. During the first week in March 2010 unnamed “White House sources” whispered to Fox News and the Washington Post that the President was “rethinking” Holder’s plan to try KSM in New York and most likely would return him and four other al-Qaeda thugs to the military for trial.

You can imagine how that went over in San Francisco, where the liberal ideology reigns.

Actually, for those clear-thinking Americans who want a robust defense against fanatical al-Qaeda members, the Khalid fiasco turned out to be a positive. Because the President had no idea what to do with the man and his cohorts, the prison at Guantánamo Bay remained open far longer than many Obama supporters thought it would. As time marched on, Khalid and his gang continued to cool their heels behind the barbed-wire-ringed facility. Attorney General Holder tried his hardest to give the al-Qaeda members a forum but failed dismally. Have I called Holder a Pinhead yet?

FIRE AND ICE

The presidential election of 2008 is just a distant memory for many of us, but one thing is clear: eighteen months after President Obama’s triumphant inauguration, the country had turned on him. A Gallup poll on June 24, 2010, said that 62 percent of Americans believed the country was heading in the wrong direction. That was the highest number since before Mr. Obama won the election. So what went wrong?

Did the Pinhead factor just kick in? What is the story behind the story? The answer to that question may lie in a committed left-wing ideology or perhaps in hubris, but most likely it is to be found in a different personality trait. President Obama is a loner, a man who lives deep within himself. While many of us feel the pain of others around us, the President is more of a technician, a man slow to respond outwardly to any emotion. It would not be fair to say he doesn’t identify with others, but his public persona is definitely detached.

My analysis explains why the President could be great friends with the Reverend Jeremiah Wright, the America-hater. Obama’s interaction with Wright was all about Obama. Period. Not about the country. The thinking, hypothetically, goes like this: So what if Wright spouted anti-American stuff? Who really cares? He offered spiritual guidance, and the President honored that with a form of friendship. What Wright did or said apart from Obama did not seem to matter to the politician.

In the same way, the President’s personality may explain his take on the subject of Muslim terrorism. The President views it as a major problem to be solved, not an evil to be eradicated. While President Bush took 9/11 personally—as an outrage that must be avenged—President Obama sees it as a catastrophe that must not be allowed to happen again.

It is all about emotion. Americans are largely an emotional people. We feel things deeply. But the President is able to rise above emotion, a skill that has served him well up to now. He survived a childhood that would have emotionally crippled many other children. And he later overcame the powerful Clinton machine to win the presidency. In more than one instance, his cool has won the fight.

But in running the country, the President often appears to be separating himself from the common folks. Many can’t believe that he is not feeling and identifying with their anger and pain. It seems that he is not, as they say in California, “in the moment” with their concerns. Those who pay close attention to Mr. Obama’s actions and words are picking up a kind of coldness. Wrong-headed decisions combined with a lack of passion when dealing with evil could wind up derailing the Obama vision. If, in fact, there actually is a vision.

The oil spill disaster only highlighted the passion problem. As millions of people began suffering from the massive pollution, Mr. Obama remained kind of detached. It took him nearly two months to actually address the problem from the Oval Office, and then when he did, the speech was flat. Even his supporters on MSNBC and CNN laced into him. Why didn’t he do something right away? Why was he not showing more fire?

The answers: (1) He didn’t know what to do, and (2) fire is not his style of governance. Ice is.

Let me repeat: I don’t find him personally cold or unfeeling, as you will see in just a moment. But, for whatever reasons or lessons learned in a lifetime, this man, reportedly a skilled poker player, keeps things close to his chest. Will he change, or will we come to accept his style? One or the other has to happen or he’ll begin working on his memoirs in 2012.

A WARMER CLIMATE

As the year 2009 wound down, I met up with President Obama once again. On December 15 I attended the White House Christmas party for broadcast Pinheads. Actually, I was kind of surprised to be invited. Only a few of the dreaded Fox News crew were. Brit Hume, Bret Baier, Greta Van Susteren, and I each received nifty engraved invitations, and we lined up on a brisk night on Pennsylvania Avenue. After a few minutes, the Secret Service along with White House staffers checked IDs and we entered the White House, which, for me, is always a thrill. I brought along my ten-year-old daughter, Madeline, who tried to feign boredom, but I could see her eyes widening.

I must say the party was “smashing,” to use a term I picked up while living in London. And when my daughter and I were brought in to greet the President and First Lady, they could not have been nicer.

I was very impressed with Michelle Obama, who commands the room with her physical presence and was as welcoming as a person could be. She discussed the pop singer Taylor Swift with Madeline while I gave the President some jazz about his boast that he could beat me one-on-one in basketball by spotting me ten points in an eleven-point game. (That dialogue happened during my interview with him on the campaign trail. See Chapter 10.)

I reminded the President that I was ready to take that bet. He said that I looked to be in better shape than the last time we met. I answered, “That’s because you’re keeping me on my toes, sir.”

Two alpha males circling. I could almost envision Michelle Obama rolling her eyes. I’m sure Madeline was.

I appreciated the warmth and kindness the Obamas showed my daughter. They did not have to go out of their way like that. For them, the party was an exhausting three-hour marathon of greetings and good tidings. It takes discipline and grace to do that well. Perhaps a small thing in the big scheme of life, but the President and First Lady were Patriots on that night.

After I reported on the evening to the Factor audience, I received a few nasty e-mails from the Obama-haters, but not that many. Laura Ingraham gave me some static, but I gave it right back to her. As I said earlier, there is no reason to disrespect the President of the United States. Disagree, fine. But a certain Patriotic respect should be shown. The man is not always wrong.

Still, three days after the party, I had to make fun of the President on the air because of the climate conference he attended in Copenhagen. I mean, come on. That incredible dog-and-pony show cost American taxpayers millions of dollars, and what was accomplished? Some countries said, “Yeah, pollution is bad and we’re going to clean up our acts. Only don’t give us mandates or deadlines, and by the way, we won’t allow any verification of our environmental efforts. Other than that, we are down with combating warming! Please pass the lingonberry sauce.”

President Obama lent his authority to the conference, which is not in itself a bad thing. If people pay more attention to cleaning up the world, that is a positive, whether you believe in global warming or not. But Mr. Obama tried to spin the conference as some kind of breakthrough deal, which it certainly was not. That sleight of verbal hand offended fans of no spin. Little of substance was achieved in Copenhagen. Even the anarchists rioting in the streets did not liven things up.

MERRY CHRISTMAS, MR. PRESIDENT

With all that had occurred by the end of 2009, Barack Obama had to be happy he was set to enjoy Christmas in Hawaii, his birth state. With visions of sugarplums and Diamond Head dancing in his head, he flew west with his family to the beautiful islands. But the happy holiday didn’t last long.

On Christmas Day, a crazy young jihadist named Umar Abdulmutallab tried to blow up a Northwest jetliner flying from Amsterdam to Detroit, Michigan. Umar, whose own father had warned the American embassy in Lagos that his son was hanging with al-Qaeda, somehow boarded the plane with explosives in his underpants. When he tried to ignite them, they fizzled and some passengers jumped him. The plane then landed safely, thanks to those brave civilians.

As you’ll remember, the story was enormous. Despite billions spent on national security, a twenty-three-year-old loon trained in Yemen almost murdered three hundred people on a plane. It took President Obama three days to respond publicly, and when he did, he called the terrorist guy an “isolated extremist.”

Not good enough.

The Right went nuts, and the President was hammered, even though it had taken President Bush six days to comment on Richard Reid, the shoe bomber, back in 2002. At that time, the U.S. antiterror security program was just beginning. That’s not an excuse for Mr. Bush, it’s just a note of interest. But today Americans expect their government to aggressively protect them against al-Qaeda and other killers. This incident embarrassed the entire American intelligence community, and Mr. Obama’s dispassionate response only added to the hysteria.

Finally, under withering pressure, President Obama gave a speech in which he said that the country was at war with al-Qaeda and he would correct the mistakes made. The President looked grave and sounded, for once, severely teed off. But even liberals expressed doubts about the depth of his grasp of the issue.

Writing in the New York Times, we again turn to lefty columnist Maureen Dowd who put it this way:


When [Obama] failed to immediately step up to the microphones in Hawaii after the Christmas terrors and thank the passengers for bravely foiling the plot that his intelligence community had failed to see, President Cool reached the limits of cool.

No Drama Obama is reticent about displays of emotion. The Spock in him needs to exert mental and emotional control. This is why he stubbornly insists on staying aloof and setting his own deliberate pace for responding—whether it’s in a debate or after a debacle. But it’s not okay to be cool about national security when Americans are scared.



Ms. Dowd must be a Factor watcher, because that was the same drum I was beating. To effectively lead the nation in times of crisis, you have to feel what the folks are feeling. As stated, cool may have won the election, but cool is losing the public’s support on the terror front. How about some anger here? Some terrorist tries to wipe out hundreds of civilians on Christmas Day, but our leader doesn’t condemn the action immediately? Come on. If you can’t get worked up about a mass murder attempt and the gross incompetence of those responsible for protecting Americans, what can you get worked up about?

[image: image]

This body scanner at a security checkpoint in Schiphol Airport in the Netherlands might have detected the device used in the Christmas Day attempt to blow up a Detroit-bound airliner, if U.S. authorities hadn’t told Amsterdam’s airport not to use it on United States–bound flights due to privacy concerns.
 Associated Press/AP
 Photographed by Cynthia Boll

No Drama Obama. That image won’t work in the long run. The President has to step up his urgency level if he wants to be two-termer Obama.

Unfortunately, the President had pretty much the same distanced demeanor a few months later when authorities arrested another jihadist nut for trying to blow up Times Square in New York City. Now, I’m not suggesting Mr. Obama go all Lewis Black on us when he speaks about attempted terror attacks, but understating an attempted mass homicide is something only a Pinhead would do. Is it not?


FOURTH-QUARTER GRADES

With so much in play at the end of 2009, let’s give President Obama a P&P report card for the last quarter of that chaotic year:



Fort Hood.

The President was only a minor Pinhead for not forcefully speaking out against violent fanaticism.

The Christmas Day terror attack.

He was a big Pinhead this time for not reacting in a way that folks could identify with. To repeat, Americans are furious that Islamic terrorism continues to threaten the country. The President should reflect on that fact and perhaps change his subdued tone.

Al-Qaeda civilian trials.

No question about it—POTUS was a major Pinhead for allowing this atrocity to take place. Nothing good will come of it, just wait and see. When the underwear guy was taken off the plane on Christmas and sent to a federal prison to see his lawyer, you could hear the gnashing of teeth all the way to Waikiki. Such coddling of terrorists could very well be the undoing of Barack Obama.

Afghanistan.

The commander in chief definitely qualifies as a Patriot for finally giving his field commanders the resources they need to fight the Taliban. Although it was annoying that the decision took so long to be implemented, I understand the complexity of the theater. When I visited Afghanistan in 2007, I was amazed at how primitive the place is. Did you know that life expectancy in Afghanistan is just north of forty years? That ranks among the worst in the world.

Global warming.

On this issue President Cool gets a mixed grade. He is a Patriot for wanting a cleaner planet, but a Pinhead for buying into theoretical nonsense. Worldwide pollution is a dangerous situation that deserves a serious hearing. Al Gore’s scare tactics are not the solution; finding common ground is. Everybody should agree that less pollution is good. Let’s start there and leave the ideological component home.

Energy level.

On this final point our tireless leader is a Patriot. President Obama works extremely hard.




Summing up, 2009 began with great expectations and ended with a country divided and exhausted by a brutal economy, ideological divides, and implacable enemies abroad. The young President got quite a dose of reality throughout his first year in office, and as we know, how a person handles adversity will eventually define his or her ultimate Pinhead or Patriot status.
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U.8. Code. Those provistons authorize the Prestdent, vhen
faced with wuch unlawful obstructionn against the authority
of the United States as extiated in Alabana, to "call fate
Fedoral sorvice such of the militia of any Stato, and use
guch of the amed forces, as ho considors neconsary" (10
U.8.C. §332) and to use "the militta or the armed forces,
or both, or . . . other means” (10 U.5.C. § 333): The
@{lLtla of the Untted States includen the natlonal guard,
meaning the Aray National Guard and the ALr National Cuatd
oF eheweveral ukaten. 10 U.5..'8 311 and § 101 (9, (1),

In furtherance of the Prestdent's order the Secrotary
of Defense {mediately called {nto active milltary sorvics
all of the units and members of the Army National Guard and
ALx Nattonal Guard of the State of Alabama to srve In the
active nilitary service of the United States for an in-
definite period and uncil relfevod by appropriate orders,
This call was transmitted by the Socretary of the Army,
acting by direction of, and undor delogation of muthority
from, the Secrotary of Dofonse. Coplen of the Depariment
Of the Army message (No. D.A. 340638, June 11, 1963) were
furniahed tmedtately to the Governor of Alabama and Lo the
commanding of {icors of the Ay Natfonal Guard and the Alr
National Guard of the State of Alabana.

It {s apparent that the Alabama National Guard was
properly called tnto foderal service pursuanc to 10 U:8.C
§8 3324, and in accordance with th procedure provided

ections. Since the call to fedoral service did not
o the authority of 10 U.S.C. § 1500, referrad to by
Mr. Bowen, the procedure prescribed by that section wan not
uned.

1 trust chat che forogolng (nformation will bo of
asststance to you.
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Dear Senator Ellender:

This is in response to your letter of July 22, 1963,
gnclosing a letter from Hr. Kenneth F. Roven of LaFayetes,
Louistana. Mr. Bowen tnquired as o the legal autharity
under which the President acted recently to call the Aljbama
Natfonal Guard into federal service. In particular, he in
quired why the call to federal service was ot fssued

the Governor of Alabasa as provided fn 10 U.8.C.
§ 3500. This was not done because the national guard units
were called into federal service upon the basis of other.
statutory authority.

The cause for the call and use of the national guard
in Alahana was the obstruction of United States court srders

£or the entry of qualified students into the University of
Alabama. On June 11, 1963, the Prosident {ssucd a procla-

mation (No. 3542, 28 'Fed. Res. 5707) commanding the Governor

of Alabama and all other persons ensaged in the unlawful
obstruction to cease and desist therefrom. When it sppeared

that the commands of that order had not been oheyed and the
obstruction of justice was continuing, the President, on the
same day, {ssued Executive Ocder 11111 (28 Fed. Reg. 5709)
authorizing and directing the Secretary of Defense fo take

all appropriate steps to remove chatructions of Justice in

the State of Alabana. For this purpose he was authorized

and directed inter alia, to call inco the active military

service of the United States, and use, any or all of the

units of the Amy National Guard or the Alr Natfonal Guard

Of the State of Alabama. Both the proclamation and the

executive order were {ssued under, and expressly invoked,

the authority of sections 332, 333, and 33 of Title 10
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ATTITUDES: OUTRAGEOUS

by BILL O'REILLY

Good morning class welcome
to Political Sckence. 203, My
name is Mrs. Land!cft and all l
have Lo sayin; “Power to the
People

“This. semester’s work: will be
very interesting provided you
have the right attitude. I know
there is some talk around
campus to the effect that I do
not give an objective course.
This talk was obviously started
by some disturbed fascists and it
deﬁmtely has racist overtones as
' sure you all s

ispel all of my critics
1 have decided m assign readings
concerning both the left and the
ridiculous right. The first two
books, which will be read by
tomorrow, are the “‘Agony of
the New Left” by Fidel Castro
and “The Danger on the Right”
by Gore Vidal. Right class? Of
course I'm ri

Hey, I just thought of a joke.
This will liven things up. If Fidel
Cmm married Gore Vidal he'd

idel Vidal. Fairly
hun -orous, right class? Of course

l]us! noticed that a few of the
slower ones in the class did not
laugh at that joke. Well, I have
your names, you can be sure of
that. Don’t misunderstand me,
you are under no obligation to
laugh at my jokes or say yes to
everything I say. You are all free
to dissent - no matter how
immature and misguided that
dissent may be. I like people to
dissent, as you know I'm a
revolutionary myself. But keep
in m.ind who has the power here.
The people, right, Mrs.
Land
,y&s who said that? Oh, the
black lad, very good, very good.
I bet you had a hard time
growing up in the ghetto with

the F.B.I. always hounding your
parents?

Not really Mrs. Landleft, you
see I grew up in Hyde Park and
my father is a detective.

On, you can be sure
youl be treated equa]ly in this
class. In fact you get an A.

Well class, let’s get back to the
subject. What is it again - oh
yeah, Political Science., As you
all know Spiro and the C.LA. are
all around us and closing in fast.
Perhaps we should take to the
jungle like Regis Debray. That’s
an idea! The next class will be
held behind Sheahan Hall in the
forest. Everyone wear old army
jackets and berets and we’ll run
around and practice guerrilla
tactics. We might even capture
the new parkmg Tot and blow up
Bro. Donelly’s tractor.

Mrs. Landleft, Mrs.

‘What, What!

Isn’t this supposed to be a
Political Science course?

Landleft.

WEIT*Te have 2 hastion
concerning Political Science.

Oh my God. Well, go ahead.

Why i it that all Communistic
regimes always wind up as
repressive states?

That question is not relevant,
it is the kind of question that
only a neo-nazi would ask. And
besides it’s off the topic and we
must always stay on the topic.

Mrs. Landleft, 1 think that
that question pertains to the
topic.

Foolish Boy, I decide what
pertains to the topic around
here. My class is liberal but I
must have some control, right?
Of course I'm right. Let me
throw this out for discussion. We
all know that here in RACIST

CON'T.P.4-Col. 5
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OOBEICTeray With Bin, T gaiq that not one

ina thousand. knew of ur, Tilson's Fourteen po
Lynch cannot deny tiis, and g Be delsy,
feloifies the truth ang 88y8 that I deny
Amerioan people knew that his was & war
Justice and righteousness ang for worlq ¢

I wish to Tepeat that when r,
Statement he d‘llblrl'lly and wil;
the truth,  He knows 1 never
Again ur, Lynch falsifies the

that 1 advocate huge ‘l‘ll‘lﬁfl-‘
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May 18, 1959

Dear Mrs. Melvia:

Tam sorry that the wpace of a letter 1a not enough
to answer your question fully .

History will tell you, however, that old Buch was
shost on decision, and had he acted with the firmn
of Andrew Jackson, for instance, in his dealing with
the problems of the South, the War between the State
might wel

Sincexely you

Mre. Andrew F. Melvia
931 N. E. Lith Avenue
Gainesville, Florida
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huge militery araasent. For once he is orsest
when he says that I believe in nationalism;
but he deliborately faile to atate thet I have
Potated out that souad nationslisn is the only
basis for internationsl co-operation snd unitys
Mr. Lynoh loubtlsss neither deaires
%0 tel1 the truth nor 1o B capedls of dolng 0,
12 ha 414 he would remsmbos and would state that
it was I who for two and a half years stood for
international justice on behalf of Belgium and
agalnet the foul iniquities of Gormany, when
s, Wilson with evary speoies of miszep
was deluding the Amerioan psople, Was .
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1 am amased at the amount of money that you are able to collect for
Sworthy causes in Bostan; nevertheless, 1 think you have done your
Share and it i time to let someone elas take over.

16 you see Sinny, please do give him my warmest rogard. 1like him
and 1 1ike to talk to him. 1 hope that I might get o see him again
this coming summer.

Two o three things are bothering me very much about the political
Sibuation these days. First, 1 am disgusted at the newspaper accounts
of Kennody's receptions throughout the country, at least in Kansas
and California. It i diffieult for me to see a single qualification that
the man has for the Presidency. 1 think he is shallow, vain and
untrustworthy--on top of which, he is indecisive. Yet, his attraction
for 0 many people is extraordinary. In my opinion, what he would
do to this country, if elected, would be nothing at all o what has
happened to it over these past seven years!

Another thing that puszles me s the Isbels that the writers--and
finally the public--pin wpon various candidates according to the
cuppored nature of their political baliafs. For example, we now find
Dick Nixan canstantly referred o as a conservative or a rightist;
certainly in our eight yoars | knew him as a "modorate” or what you
saight cal a "middle-of-the-xoader. " Now the word moderate is
applied to such individuals as Lindsay, Case, Javitts and others,
including Rockafeller. Yet, in domostic affairs, I have boen able

to make very little differences in the political difforences in the
philorophies of Rockefeller and Nixon. Enough of this.

Mamie joins me in affectionste regard and very best wis

Devotedly,

Brig. Gen. Robert Cutler
41 Beacon Strect
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
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Indio, California
March 26, 1968

Firat of all, 1 am mozo than dolighted to hear from you and even
more delighted to know that you are at last determined to "slow up’"
and take care of yourself. The one thing that amazed me in your
letter was your report from Governor Volpe that Dick Nixon thought
1was vague in my memory of him and of his accomplishments.
Somthing has gone completely haywixe--not only do 1 remember
Volpe distinctly, he is one of the men in political life for whom I
have a great admiration.

1do recall that in my conversation with Dick, some speculation came
a8 to a possible running mate for him, in the event that Dick should
be nominated. While I do not remember the details of the conver-
sation, 1 think the only question mark that was even hinted at con~
corning Volpe was the consideration of geography. 1 think it was
suggested that if Dick were nominated from New York, there might
be some thought in cortain quarters that the other nominee should be
from the Midwest or far West. This is the only possible explanation
1 can give for Dick's fecling that I was somewhat vague in my
reactions to the Governor.

1am back in my office for the first time in more than a week, having
boen laid low by a sudden attack of the flu. 1t has becn several days
now since I have had a temperature, 80 yesterday morning my
doctors let me try out my wings for a couple of hours.
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