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ON OUR CALENDAR 
MEDIA COMMITTEE MEETING – McALISTER’S EVERY  WED AT 5:30PM 
 Everyone is welcome – we ARE the Working Group 
WHERE ARE YOU ON KSU FOOTBALL GAME DAYS?  “YES for 
Liberty” Scholarship are working a Concession Stand at the 
Games at KSU to earn money for the Scholarship.  Can you help?  
YOU are needed!!  Contact Chris Tawney for details!! (785-532-
8618).  If this is impossible for you perhaps you can help with 
$$’s.  It is figured working one game is equal to at least $100 per 
person.  Giving to the Youth of our State should be easy to do. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
John Cusack Interviews Law Professor Jonathan Turley About Obama 
Administration’s War On the Constitution 
Saturday, 01 September 2012 08:28 
By John Cusack, Truthout | Interview 

I wrote this a while back after Romney got the nom. In light of the blizzard of bullshit coming at us in the next 
few months I thought I would put it out now. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 Now that the Republican primary circus is over, I started to think about what it would mean to vote for 
Obama... 
 Since mostly we hear from the daily hypocrisies of Mitt and friends, I thought we should examine "our 
guy" on a few issues with a bit more scrutiny than we hear from the "progressive left", which seems to be little 
or none at all. 
 Instead of scrutiny, the usual arguments in favor of another Obama presidency are made: We must stop 
fanatics; it would be better than the fanatics—he's the last line of defense from the corporate barbarians—and 
of course the Supreme Court. It all makes a terrible kind of sense and I agree completely with Garry Wills who 
described the Republican primaries as " a revolting combination of con men & fanatics— "the current primary 
race has become a demonstration that the Republican party does not deserve serious consideration for public 
office." 
 True enough. 
 But yet... 
 ... there are certain Rubicon lines, as constitutional law professor Jonathan Turley calls them, that 
Obama has crossed. 
 All political questions are not equal no matter how much you pivot. When people die or lose their 
physical freedom to feed certain economic sectors or ideologies, it becomes a zero sum game for me. 
 This is not an exercise in bemoaning regrettable policy choices or cheering favorable ones but to ask 
fundamentally: Who are we? What are we voting for? And what does it mean? 
 Three markers — the Nobel Prize acceptance speech, the escalation speech at West Point, and the recent 
speech by Eric Holder — crossed that Rubicon line for me... 
 Mr. Obama, the Christian president with the Muslim-sounding name, would heed the admonitions of 
neither religion's prophets about making war and do what no empire or leader, including Alexander the Great, 
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could do: he would, he assured us "get the job done in Afghanistan." And so we have our democratic president 
receiving the Nobel Peace Prize as he sends 30,000 more troops to a ten-year-old conflict in a country that's 
been war-torn for 5,000 years. 
 Why? We'll never fully know. Instead, we got a speech that was stone bullshit and an insult to the very 
idea of peace. 
 We can't have it both ways. Hope means endless war? Obama has metaphorically pushed all in with the 
usual international and institutional killers; and in the case of war and peace, literally. 
 To sum it up: more war. So thousands die or are maimed; generations of families and veterans are 
damaged beyond imagination; sons and daughters come home in rubber bags. But he and his satellites get their 
four more years. 
 The AfPak War is more H. G. Wells than Orwell, with people blindly letting each other get fed to the 
barons of Wall Street and the Pentagon, themselves playing the part of the Pashtuns. The paradox is simple: he 
got elected on his anti-war stance during a perfect storm of the economic meltdown and McCain saying the 
worst thing at the worst time as we stared into the abyss. Obama beat Clinton on "I'm against the war and she 
is for it." It was simple then, when he needed it to be. 
 Under Obama do we continue to call the thousands of mercenaries in Afghanistan "general contractors" 
now that Bush is gone? No, we don't talk about them... not a story anymore. 
 Do we prosecute felonies like torture or spying on Americans? No, time to "move on"... 
 Now chaos is the norm and though the chaos is complicated, the answer is still simple. We can't afford 
this morally, financially, or physically. Or in a language the financial community can digest: the wars are 
ideologically and spiritually bankrupt. No need to get a score from the CBO. 
 Drones bomb Pakistani villages across the border at an unprecedented rate. Is it legal? Does anyone 
care? "It begs the question," as Daniel Berrigan asks us, "is this one a "good war" or a "dumb war"? But the 
question betrays the bias: it is all the same. It's all madness." 
 One is forced to asked the question: Is the President just another Ivy League Asshole shredding civil 
liberties and due process and sending people to die in some shithole for purely political reasons? 
 There will be a historical record. "Change we can believe in" is not using the other guys' mob to clean up 
your own tracks while continuing to feed at the trough. Human nature is human nature, and when people find 
out they're being hustled, they will seek revenge, sooner or later, and it will be ugly and savage. 
In a country with desperation growing everywhere, everyday — despite the "Oh, things are getting better" press 
releases — how could one think otherwise? 
 Just think about the economic crisis we are in as a country. It could never happen, they said. The 
American middle class was rock solid. The American dream, home ownership, education, the opportunity to 
get a good job if you applied yourself... and on and on. Yeah, what happened to that? It's gone. 
 The next question must be: "What happened to our civil liberties, to our due process, which are the 
foundation of any notion of real democracy?" The chickens haven't come home to roost for the majority but the 
foundation has been set and the Constitution gutted. 
 Brian McFadden's cartoon says it all. 
 Here's the transcript of the telephone interview I conducted with Turley. 
JONATHAN TURLEY: Hi John. 
CUSACK: Hello. Okay, hey I was just thinking about all this stuff and thought maybe we'd see what we can do 
to bring civil liberties and these issues back into the debate for the next couple of months ... 
TURLEY: I think that's great. 
CUSACK: So, I don't know how you can believe in the Constitution and violate it that much. 
TURLEY: Yeah. 
CUSACK: I would just love to know your take as an expert on these things. And then maybe we can speak to 
whatever you think his motivations would be, and not speak to them in the way that we want to armchair-
quarterback like the pundits do about "the game inside the game," but only do it because it would speak to the 
arguments that are being used by the left to excuse it. For example, maybe their argument that there are things 
you can't know, and it's a dangerous world out there, or why do you think a constitutional law professor would 
throw out due process? 
TURLEY: Well, there's a misconception about Barack Obama as a former constitutional law professor. First of 
all, there are plenty of professors who are "legal relativists." They tend to view legal principles as relative to 
whatever they're trying to achieve. I would certainly put President Obama in the relativist category. Ironically, 
he shares that distinction with George W. Bush. They both tended to view the law as a means to a particular 
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end — as opposed to the end itself. That's the fundamental distinction among law professors. Law professors 
like Obama tend to view the law as one means to an end, and others, like myself, tend to view it as the end 
itself. 
 Truth be known President Obama has never been particularly driven by principle. Right after his 
election, I wrote a column in a few days warning people that even though I voted for Obama, he was not what 
people were describing him to be. I saw him in the Senate. I saw him in Chicago. 
CUSACK: Yeah, so did I. 
TURLEY: He was never motivated that much by principle. What he's motivated by are programs. And to that 
extent, I like his programs more than Bush's programs, but Bush and Obama are very much alike when it 
comes to principles. They simply do not fight for the abstract principles and view them as something quite 
relative to what they're trying to accomplish. Thus privacy yields to immunity for telecommunications 
companies and due process yields to tribunals for terrorism suspects. 
CUSACK: Churchill said, "The power of the Executive to cast a man into prison without formulating any charge 
known to the law, and particularly to deny him the judgment of his peers, is in the highest degree odious and is 
the foundation of all totalitarian government whether Nazi or Communist." That wasn't Eugene Debs speaking 
— that was Winston Churchill. 
And if he takes an oath before God to uphold the Constitution, and yet he decides it's not politically expedient 
for him to deal with due process or spying on citizens and has his Attorney General justify murdering US 
citizens — and then adds a signing statement saying, "Well, I'm not going to do anything with this stuff because 
I'm a good guy."– one would think we would have to define this as a much graver threat than good or bad 
policy choices- correct? 
TURLEY: Well, first of all, there's a great desire of many people to relieve themselves of the obligation to vote 
on principle. It's a classic rationalization that liberals have been known to use recently, but not just liberals. 
The Republican and Democratic parties have accomplished an amazing feat with the red state/blue state 
paradigm. They've convinced everyone that regardless of how bad they are, the other guy is worse. So even with 
11 percent of the public supporting Congress most incumbents will be returned to Congress. They have so 
structured and defined the question that people no longer look at the actual principles and instead vote on this 
false dichotomy. 
 Now, belief in human rights law and civil liberties leads one to the uncomfortable conclusion that 
President Obama has violated his oath to uphold the Constitution. But that's not the primary question for 
voters. It is less about him than it is them. They have an obligation to cast their vote in a principled fashion. It 
is, in my opinion, no excuse to vote for someone who has violated core constitutional rights and civil liberties 
simply because you believe the other side is no better. You cannot pretend that your vote does not constitute at 
least a tacit approval of the policies of the candidate. 
 This is nothing new, of course for civil libertarians who have always been left behind at the altar in 
elections. We've always been the bridesmaid, never the bride. We're used to politicians lying to us. And 
President Obama lied to us. There's no way around that. He promised various things and promptly abandoned 
those principles. 
 So the argument that Romney is no better or worse does not excuse the obligation of a voter. With 
President Obama they have a president who went to the CIA soon after he was elected and promised CIA 
employees that they would not be investigated or prosecuted for torture, even though he admitted that 
waterboarding was torture. 
CUSACK: I remember when we were working with Arianna at The Huffington Post and we thought, well, has 
anyone asked whether waterboarding is torture? Has anyone asked Eric Holder that? And so Arianna had Sam 
Seder ask him that at a press conference, and then he had to admit that it was. And then the next question, of 
course, was, well, if it is a crime, are you going to prosecute the law? But, of course, it wasn't politically 
expedient to do so, right? That's inherent in their non-answer and inaction? 
TURLEY: That's right. 
CUSACK: Have you ever heard a more specious argument than "It's time for us all to move on?" When did the 
Attorney General or the President have the option to enforce the law? 
TURLEY: Well, that's the key question that nobody wants to ask. We have a treaty, actually a number of 
treaties, that obligate us to investigate and prosecute torture. We pushed through those treaties because we 
wanted to make clear that no matter what the expediency of the moment, no matter whether it was convenient 
or inconvenient, all nations had to agree to investigate and prosecute torture and other war crimes. 
 And the whole reason for putting this in the treaties was to do precisely the opposite of what the Obama 
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administration has done. That is, in these treaties they say that it is not a defense that prosecution would be 
inconvenient or unpopular. But that's exactly what President Obama said when he announced, "I won't allow 
the prosecution of torture because I want us to look to the future and not the past." That is simply a rhetorical 
flourish to hide the obvious point: "I don't want the inconvenience and the unpopularity that would come with 
enforcing this treaty." 
CUSACK: Right. So, in that sense, the Bush administration had set the precedent that the state can do anything 
it likes in the name of terror, and not only has Obama let that cement harden, but he's actually expanded the 
power of the executive branch to do whatever it wants, or he's lowered the bar — he's lowered the law — to 
meet his convenience. He's lowered the law to meet his personal political convenience rather than leaving it as 
something that, as Mario Cuomo said, the law is supposed to be better than us. 
TURLEY: That's exactly right. In fact, President Obama has not only maintained the position of George W. 
Bush in the area of national securities and in civil liberties, he's actually expanded on those positions. He is 
actually worse than George Bush in some areas. 
CUSACK: Can you speak to which ones? 
TURLEY: Well, a good example of it is that President Bush ordered the killing of an American citizen when he 
approved a drone strike on a car in Yemen that he knew contained an American citizen as a passenger. Many of 
us at the time said, "You just effectively ordered the death of an American citizen in order to kill someone else, 
and where exactly do you have that authority?" But they made an argument that because the citizen wasn't the 
primary target, he was just collateral damage. And there are many that believe that that is a plausible 
argument. 
CUSACK: By the way, we're forgetting to kill even a foreign citizen is against the law. I hate to be so quaint... 
TURLEY: Well, President Obama outdid President Bush. He ordered the killing of two US citizens as the 
primary targets and has then gone forward and put out a policy that allows him to kill any American citizen 
when he unilaterally determines them to be a terrorist threat. Where President Bush had a citizen killed as 
collateral damage, President Obama has actually a formal policy allowing him to kill any US citizen. 
CUSACK: But yet the speech that Eric Holder gave was greeted generally, by those others than civil libertarians 
and a few people on the left with some intellectual honesty, with polite applause and a stunning silence and 
then more cocktail parties and state dinners and dignitaries, back the Republican Hypocrisy Hour on the 
evening feed — and he basically gave a speech saying that the executive can assassinate US citizens. 
TURLEY: That was the truly other-worldly moment of the speech. He went to, Northwestern Law School (my 
alma mater), and stood there and articulated the most authoritarian policy that a government can have: the 
right to unilaterally kill its citizens without any court order or review. The response from the audience was 
applause. Citizens applauding an Attorney General who just described how the President was claiming the right 
to kill any of them on his sole inherent authority. 
CUSACK: Does that order have to come directly from Obama, or can his underlings carry that out on his behalf 
as part of a generalized understanding? Or does he have to personally say, "You can get that guy and that guy?" 
TURLEY: Well, he has delegated the authority to the so-called death panel, which is, of course, hilarious, since 
the Republicans keep talking about a nonexistent death panel in national healthcare. We actually do have a 
death panel, and it's killing people who are healthy. 
CUSACK: I think you just gave me the idea for my next film. And the tone will be, of course, Kafkaesque. 
TURLEY: It really is. 
CUSACK: You're at the bottom of the barrel when the Attorney General is saying that not only can you hold 
people in prison for no charge without due process, but we can kill the citizens that "we" deem terrorists. But 
"we" won't do it cause we're the good guys remember? 
TURLEY: Well, the way that this works is you have this unseen panel. Of course, their proceedings are 
completely secret. The people who are put on the hit list are not informed, obviously. 
CUSACK: That's just not polite, is it? 
TURLEY: No, it's not. The first time you're informed that you're on this list is when your car explodes, and that 
doesn't allow much time for due process. But the thing about the Obama administration is that it is far more 
premeditated and sophisticated in claiming authoritarian powers. Bush tended to shoot from the hip — he 
tended to do these things largely on the edges. In contrast, Obama has openly embraced these powers and 
created formal measures, an actual process for killing US citizens. He has used the terminology of the law to 
seek to legitimate an extrajudicial killing. 
CUSACK: Yeah, bringing the law down to meet his political realism, his constitutional realism, which is that the 
Constitution is just a means to an end politically for him, so if it's inconvenient for him to deal with due process 
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or if it's inconvenient for him to deal with torture, well, then why should he do that? He's a busy man. The 
Constitution is just another document to be used in a political fashion, right? 
TURLEY: Indeed. I heard from people in the administration after I wrote a column a couple weeks ago about 
the assassination policy. And they basically said, "Look, you're not giving us our due. Holder said in the speech 
that we are following a constitutional analysis. And we have standards that we apply." It is an incredibly 
seductive argument, but there is an incredible intellectual disconnect. Whatever they are doing, it can't be 
called a constitutional process. 
Obama has asserted the right to kill any citizen that he believes is a terrorist. He is not bound by this panel that 
only exists as an extension of his claimed inherent absolute authority. He can ignore them. He can circumvent 
them. In the end, with or without a panel, a president is unilaterally killing a US citizen. This is exactly what the 
framers of the Constitution told us not to do. 
CUSACK: The framers didn't say, "In special cases, do what you like. When there are things the public cannot 
know for their own good, when it's extra-specially a dangerous world... do whatever you want." The framers of 
the Constitution always knew there would be extraordinary circumstances, and they were accounted for in the 
Constitution. The Constitution does not allow for the executive to redefine the Constitution when it will be 
politically easier for him to get things done. 
TURLEY: No. And it's preposterous to argue that. 
CUSACK: When does it become — criminal? 
TURLEY: Well, the framers knew what it was like to have sovereigns kill citizens without due process. They did 
it all the time back in the 18th century. They wrote a constitution specifically to bar unilateral authority. 
James Madison is often quoted for his observation that if all men were angels, no government would be 
necessary. And what he was saying is that you have to create a system of law that has checks and balances so 
that even imperfect human beings are restrained from doing much harm. Madison and other framers did not 
want to rely on the promises of good motivations or good intents from the government. They created a system 
where no branch had enough authority to govern alone — a system of shared and balanced powers. 
So what Obama's doing is to rewrite the most fundamental principle of the US Constitution. The whole point of 
the Holder speech was that we're really good guys who take this seriously, and you can trust us. That's exactly 
the argument the framers rejected, the "trust me" principle of government. You'll notice when Romney was 
asked about this, he said, "I would've signed the same law, because I trust Obama to do the right thing." They're 
both using the very argument that the framers warned citizens never to accept from their government. 
CUSACK: So basically, it comes down to, again, just political expediency and aesthetics. So as long as we have 
friendly aesthetics and likable people, we can do whatever we want. Who cares what the policy is or the 
implications for the future. 
TURLEY: The greatest problem is what it has done to us and what our relative silence signifies. Liberals and 
civil libertarians have lost their own credibility, their own moral standing, with the support of President 
Obama. For many civil libertarians it is impossible to vote for someone who has blocked the prosecution of war 
crimes. That's where you cross the Rubicon for most civil libertarians. That was a turning point for many who 
simply cannot to vote for someone who is accused of that type of violation. 
Under international law, shielding people from war-crime prosecutions is itself a form of war crime. They're 
both violations of international law. Notably, when the Spanish moved to investigate our torture program, we 
now know that the Obama administration threatened the Spanish courts and the Spanish government that they 
better not enforce the treaty against the US This was a real threat to the Administration because these treaties 
allow other nations to step forward when another nation refuses to uphold the treaty. If a government does not 
investigate and prosecute its own accused war criminals, then other countries have the right to do so. That rule 
was, again, of our own creation. With other leading national we have long asserted the right to prosecute people 
in other countries who are shielded or protected by their own countries. 
CUSACK: Didn't Spain pull somebody out of Chile under that? 
TURLEY: Yeah, Pinochet. 
CUSACK: Yeah, also our guy... 
TURLEY: The great irony of all this is that we're the architect of that international process. We're the one that 
always pushed for the position that no government could block war crimes prosecution. 
But that's not all. The Obama administration has also outdone the Bush administration in other areas. For 
example, one of the most important international principles to come out of World War II was the rejection of 
the "just following orders" defense. We were the country that led the world in saying that defendants brought 
before Nuremberg could not base their defense on the fact that they were just following orders. After 
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Nuremberg, there were decades of development of this principle. It's a very important point, because that 
defense, if it is allowed, would shield most people accused of torture and war crime. So when the Obama 
administration – 
CUSACK: That also parallels into the idea that the National Defense Authorization Act is using its powers not 
only to put a chilling effect on whistleblowers, but to also make it illegal for whistleblowers to bring the truth 
out. Am I right on that, or is that an overstatement? 
TURLEY: Well, the biggest problem is that when the administration was fishing around for some way to justify 
not doing the right thing and not prosecuting torture, they finally released a document that said that CIA 
personnel and even some DOJ lawyers were "just following orders," but particularly CIA personnel. 
The reason Obama promised them that none of them would be prosecuted is he said that they were just 
following the orders of higher authority in the government. That position gutted Nuremberg. Many lawyers 
around the world are upset because the US under the Obama administration has torn the heart out of 
Nuremberg. Just think of the implications: other countries that are accused of torture can shield their people 
and say, "Yeah, this guy was a torturer. This guy ordered a war crime. But they were all just following orders. 
And the guy that gave them the order, he's dead." It is the classic defense of war criminals. Now it is a viable 
defense again because of the Obama administration. 
CUSACK: Yeah. 
TURLEY: Certainly part of the problem is how the news media – 
CUSACK: Oscar Wilde said most journalists would fall under the category of those who couldn't tell the 
difference between a bicycle accident and the end of civilization. But why is it that all the journalists that you 
see mostly on MSNBC or most of the progressives, or so-called progressives, who believe that under Bush and 
Cheney and Ashcroft and Alberto Gonzalez these were great and grave constitutional crises, the wars were an 
ongoing moral fiasco — but now, since we have a friendly face in the White House, someone with kind of 
pleasing aesthetics and some new policies we like, now all of a sudden these aren't crimes, there's no crisis. 
Because he's our guy? Go, team, go? 
TURLEY: Some in the media have certainly fallen into this cult of personality. 
CUSACK: What would you say to those people? I always thought the duty of a citizen, and even more so as a 
journalist, had greatly to do with the idea that intellectual honesty was much more important than political 
loyalty. How would you compare Alberto Gonzalez to Eric Holder? 
TURLEY: Oh, Eric Holder is smarter than Gonzalez, but I see no other difference in terms of how they've 
conducted themselves. Both of these men are highly political. Holder was accused of being improperly political 
during his time in the Clinton administration. When he was up for Attorney General, he had to promise the 
Senate that he would not repeat some of the mistakes he made in the Clinton administration over things like 
the pardon scandal, where he was accused of being more politically than legally motivated. 
In this town, Holder is viewed as much more of a political than a legal figure, and the same thing with 
Gonzalez. Bush and Obama both selected Attorney Generals who would do what they wanted them to do, who 
would enable them by saying that no principles stood in the way of what they wanted to do. More importantly, 
that there were no principles requiring them to do something they didn't want to do, like investigate torture. 
CUSACK: So would you say this assassination issue, or the speech and the clause in the NDAA and this signing 
statement that was attached, was equivalent to John Yoo's torture document? 
TURLEY: Oh, I think it's amazing. It is astonishing the dishonesty that preceded and followed its passage. 
Before passage, the administration told the public that the president was upset about the lack of an exception 
for citizens and that he was ready to veto the bill if there was a lack of such an exception. Then, in an 
unguarded moment, Senator Levin was speaking to another Democratic senator who was objecting to the fact 
that citizens could be assassinated under this provision, and Levin said, "I don't know if my colleague is aware 
that the exception language was removed at the request of the White House." Many of us just fell out of our 
chairs. It was a relatively rare moment on the Senate floor, unguarded and unscripted. 
CUSACK: And finally simple. 
TURLEY: Yes. So we were basically lied to. I think that the administration was really caught unprepared by that 
rare moment of honesty, and that led ultimately to his pledge not to use the power to assassinate against 
citizens. But that pledge is meaningless. Having a president say, "I won't use a power given to me" is the most 
dangerous of assurances, because a promise is not worth anything. 
CUSACK: Yeah, I would say it's the coldest comfort there is. 
TURLEY: Yes. This brings us back to the media and the failure to strip away the rhetoric around these policies. 
It was certainly easier in the Bush administration, because you had more clown-like figures like Alberto 
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Gonzalez. The problem is that the media has tended to get thinner and thinner in terms of analysis. The best 
example is that about the use of the term "coerced or enhanced interrogation." I often stop reporters when they 
use these terms in questions. I say, "I'm not too sure what you mean, because waterboarding is not enhanced 
interrogation." That was a myth put out by the Bush administration. Virtually no one in the field used that 
term, because courts in the United States and around the world consistently said that waterboarding's torture. 
Holder admitted that waterboarding's torture. Obama admitted that waterboarding is torture. Even members 
of the Bush administration ultimately admitted that waterboarding's torture. The Bush Administration pushed 
this term to get reporters to drop the word torture and it worked. They are still using the term. 
Look at the articles and the coverage. They uniformly say "enhanced interrogation." Why? Because it's easier. 
They want to avoid the controversy. Because if they say "torture," it makes the story much more difficult. If you 
say, "Today the Senate was looking into a program to torture detainees," there's a requirement that you get a 
little more into the fact that we're not supposed to be torturing people. 
CUSACK: So, from a civil liberties perspective, ravens are circling the White House, even though there's a 
friendly man in it. 
TURLEY: Yeah. 
CUSACK: I hate to speak too much to motivation, but why do you think MSNBC and other so-called centrist or 
left outlets won't bring up any of these things? These issues were broadcast and reported on nightly when John 
Ashcroft and Alberto Gonzalez and Bush were in office. 
TURLEY: Well, there is no question that some at MSNBC have backed away from these issues, although 
occasionally you'll see people talk about – 
CUSACK: I think that's being kind, don't you? More like "abandoned." 
TURLEY: Yeah. The civil liberties perspective is rarely given more than a passing reference while national 
security concerns are explored in depth. Fox is viewed as protective of Bush while MSNBC is viewed as 
protective of Obama. But both presidents are guilty of the same violations. There are relatively few journalists 
willing to pursue these questions aggressively and objectively, particularly on television. And so the result is 
that the public is hearing a script written by the government that downplays these principles. They don't hear 
the word "torture." 
They hear "enhanced interrogation." They don't hear much about the treaties. They don't hear about the 
international condemnation of the United States. Most Americans are unaware of how far we have moved away 
from Nuremberg and core principles of international law. 
CUSACK: So the surreal Holder speech — how could it be that no one would be reporting on that? How could it 
be that has gone by with not a bang but a whimper? 
TURLEY: Well, you know, part of it, John, I think, is that this administration is very clever. First of all, they 
clearly made the decision right after the election to tack heavily to the right on national security issues. We 
know that by the people they put on the National Security Council. They went and got very hardcore folks — 
people who are quite unpopular with civil libertarians. Not surprisingly we almost immediately started to hear 
things like the pledge not to prosecute CIA officials and other Bush policies being continued. 
Many reporters buy into these escape clauses that the administration gives them, this is where I think the 
administration is quite clever. From a legal perspective, the Holder speech should have been exposed as perfect 
nonsense. If you're a constitutional scholar, what he was talking about is facially ridiculous, because he was 
saying that we do have a constitutional process–it's just self-imposed, and we're the only ones who can review 
it. They created a process of their own and then pledged to remain faithful to it. 
While that should be a transparent and absurd position, it gave an out for journalists to say, "Well, you know, 
the administration's promising that there is a process, it's just not the court process." That's what is so clever, 
and why the Obama administration has been far more successful than the Bush administration in rolling back 
core rights. The Bush administration would basically say, "We just vaporized a citizen in a car with a terrorist, 
and we're not sorry for it." 
CUSACK: Well, yeah, the Bush administration basically said, "We may have committed a crime, but we're the 
government, so what the fuck are you going to do about it?" Right? —and the Obama administration is saying, 
"We're going to set this all in cement, expand the power of the executive, and pass the buck to the next guy." Is 
that it? 
TURLEY: It's the same type of argument when people used to say when they caught a criminal and hung him 
from a tree after a perfunctory five-minute trial. In those days, there was an attempt to pretend that they are 
really not a lynch mob, they were following a legal process of their making and their satisfaction. It's just... it's 
expedited. Well, in some ways, the administration is arguing the same thing. They're saying, "Yes, we do believe 
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that we can kill any US citizen, but we're going to talk amongst ourselves about this, and we're not going to do it 
until we're satisfied that this guy is guilty." 
CUSACK: Me and the nameless death panel. 
TURLEY: Again, the death panel is ludicrous. The power that they've defined derives from the president's role 
as Commander in Chief. So this panel – 
CUSACK: They're falling back on executive privilege, the same as Nixon and Bush. 
TURLEY: Right, it's an extension of the president. He could just ignore it. It's not like they have any power that 
exceeds his own. 
CUSACK: So the death panel serves at the pleasure of the king, is what you're saying. 
TURLEY: Yes, and it gives him cover so that they can claim that they're doing something legal when they're 
doing something extra-legal. 
CUSACK: Well, illegal, right? 
TURLEY: Right. Outside the law. 
CUSACK: So when does it get to a point where if you abdicate duty, it is in and of itself a crime? Obama is 
essentially creating a constitutional crisis not by committing crimes but by abdicating his oath that he swore 
before God — is that not a crime? 
TURLEY: Well, he is violating international law over things like his promise to protect CIA officials from any 
prosecution for torture. That's a direct violation, which makes our country as a whole doubly guilty for alleged 
war crimes. I know many of the people in the administration. Some of us were quite close. And they're very 
smart people. I think that they also realize how far outside the lines they are. That's the reason they are trying 
to draft up these policies to give the appearance of the law. It's like a Potemkin village constructed as a façade 
for people to pass through – 
CUSACK: They want to have a legal patina. 
TURLEY: Right, and so they create this Potemkin village using names. You certainly can put the name "due 
process" on a drone missile, but it's not delivering due process. 
CUSACK: Yeah. And what about — well, we haven't even gotten into the expansion of the privatization 
movement of the military "contractors" under George Bush or the escalation of drone strikes. I mean, who are 
they killing? Is it legal? Does anyone care — have we just given up as a country, saying that the Congress can 
declare war? 
TURLEY: We appear to be in a sort of a free-fall. We have what used to be called an "imperial presidency." 
CUSACK: Obama is far more of an imperial president than Bush in many ways, wouldn't you say? 
TURLEY: Oh, President Obama has created an imperial presidency that would have made Richard Nixon 
blush. It is unbelievable. 
CUSACK: And to say these things, most of the liberal community or the progressive community would say, 
"Turley and Cusack have lost their minds. What do they want? They want Mitt Romney to come in?" 
TURLEY: The question is, "What has all of your relativistic voting and support done for you?" That is, certainly 
there are many people who believe – 
CUSACK: Well, some of the people will say the bread-and-butter issues, "I got healthcare coverage, I got 
expanded healthcare coverage." 
TURLEY: See, that's what I find really interesting. When I talk to people who support the administration, they 
usually agree with me that torture is a war crime and that the administration has blocked the investigation of 
alleged war crimes. 
Then I ask them, "Then, morally, are you comfortable with saying, 'I know the administration is concealing war 
crimes, but they're really good on healthcare?'" That is what it comes down to. 
The question for people to struggle with is how we ever hope to regain our moral standing and our high ground 
unless citizens are prepared to say, "Enough." And this is really the election where that might actually carry 
some weight — if people said, "Enough. We're not going to blindly support the president and be played 
anymore according to this blue state/red state paradigm. We're going to reconstruct instead of replicate. It 
might not even be a reinvented Democratic Party in the end that is a viable option. Civil libertarians are going 
to stand apart so that people like Nancy Pelosi and Barack Obama and others know that there are certain 
Rubicon issues that you cannot cross, and one of them happens to be civil liberty. 
CUSACK: Yeah, because most people reading this will sort of say, "Okay, this is all fine and good, but I've got to 
get to work and I've got stuff to do and I don't know what these fucking guys are talking about. I don't really 
care." 
So let's paint a scenario. My nephew, Miles, decides that he wants to grow dreadlocks, and he also decides he's 
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falling in love with the religion of Islam. And he changes his name. Instead of his name being Miles, he changes 
his name to a Muslim-sounding name. 
He goes to Washington, and he goes to the wrong organization or meeting, let's say, and he goes to an Occupy 
Washington protest. He's out there next to someone with a speaker, and a car bomb explodes. He didn't set it 
off, and he didn't do anything. The government can throw him in prison and never try him, right? 
TURLEY: Well, first of all, that's a very good question. 
CUSACK: How do we illustrate the danger to normal people of these massive overreaches and radical changes 
to the Constitution that started under bush and have expanded under Obama? 
TURLEY: I mean, first of all, I know Miles, and – 
CUSACK: Yes. 
TURLEY: –and he is a little dangerous. 
CUSACK: Yes. 
TURLEY: I played basketball with him and you and I would describe him as a clear and present danger. 
CUSACK: I mean, and I know Eric Holder and Obama won't throw him in prison because they're nice guys, but 
let's say that they're out of office. 
TURLEY: Right, and the problem is that there is no guarantee. It has become almost Fellini-esque. Holder 
made the announcement a couple of years ago that they would try some defendants in a federal court while 
reserving military tribunals for others. The speech started out on the high ground, saying, "We have to believe 
in our federal courts and our Constitution. We've tried terrorists before, and therefore we're transferring these 
individuals to federal court." 
Then he said, "But we're going to transfer these other individuals to Guantanamo Bay." What was missing was 
any type of principle. You have Obama doing the same thing that George Bush did — sitting there like Caesar 
and saying, "You get a real trial and you get a fake trial." He sent Zacarias Moussaoui to a federal court and 
then he threw Jose Padilla, who happened to be a US citizen, into the Navy brig and held him without trial. 
Yet, Obama and Holder publicly assert that they're somehow making a civil liberties point, and say, "We're very 
proud of the fact that we have the courage to hold these people for a real trial, except for those people. Those 
people are going to get a tribunal." And what happened after that was remarkable. If you read the press 
accounts, the press actually credits the administration with doing the right thing. Most of them pushed into the 
last paragraph the fact that all they did was split the people on the table, and half got a real trial and half got a 
fake trial. 
CUSACK: In the same way, the demonization, whether rightful demonization, of Osama Bin Laden was so 
intense that people were thrilled that he was assassinated instead of brought to trial and tried. And I thought, if 
the Nuremberg principles were right, the idea would be that you'd want to take this guy and put him on trial in 
front of the entire world, and, actually, if you were going to put him to death, you'd put him to death by lethal 
injection. 
TURLEY: You'll recall reports came out that the Seals were told to kill Osama, and then reports came out to say 
that Osama might not have been armed when the Seals came in. The strong indication was that this was a hit. 
CUSACK: Yeah. 
TURLEY: The accounts suggest that this was an assassination from the beginning to the end, and that was 
largely brushed over in the media. There was never really any discussion of whether it was appropriate or even 
a good idea not to capture this guy and to bring him to justice. 
The other thing that was not discussed in most newspapers and programs was the fact that we violated 
international law. Pakistan insisted that they never approved our going into Pakistan. Think about it — if the 
government of Mexico sent in Mexican special forces into San Diego and captured a Mexican national, or 
maybe even an American citizen, and then killed him, could you imagine what the outcry would be? 
CUSACK: Or somebody from a Middle Eastern country who had their kids blown up by Mr. Cheney's and 
Bush's wars came in and decided they were going to take out Cheney–not take him back to try him, but actually 
just come in and assassinate him. 
TURLEY: Yet we didn't even have that debate. And I think that goes to your point, John, about where's the 
media? 
CUSACK: But, see, that's a very tough principle to take, because everybody feels so rightfully loathsome about 
Bin Laden, right? But principles are not meant to be convenient, right? The Constitution is not meant to be 
convenient. If they can catch Adolf Eichmann and put him on trial, why not bin Laden? The principles are what 
separate us from the beasts. 
I think the best answer I ever heard about this stuff, besides sitting around a kitchen table with you and your 
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father and my father, was I heard somebody, they asked Mario Cuomo, "You don't support the death penalty...? 
Would you for someone who raped your wife?" And Cuomo blinked, and he looked at him, and he said, "What 
would I do? Well, I'd take a baseball bat and I'd bash his skull in... But I don't matter. The law is better than me. 
The law is supposed to be better than me. That's the whole point." 
TURLEY: Right. It is one thing if the president argued that there was no opportunity to capture bin Laden 
because he was in a moving car, for example. And then some people could say, "Well, they took him out 
because there was no way they could use anything but a missile." What's missing in the debate is that it was 
quickly brushed over whether we had the ability to capture bin Laden. 
CUSACK: Well, it gets to [the late] Raiders owner Al Davis' justice, which is basically, "Just win, baby." And 
that's where we are. The Constitution was framed by Al Davis. I never knew that. 
And the sad part for me is that all the conversations and these interpretations and these conveniences, if they 
had followed the Constitution, and if they had been strict in terms of their interpretations, it wouldn't matter 
one bit in effectively handling the war on terror or protecting Americans, because there wasn't anything extra 
accomplished materially in taking these extra leaps, other than to make it easier for them to play cowboy and 
not cede national security to the Republicans politically. Bin Laden was basically ineffective. And our overseas 
intel people were already all over these guys. 
It doesn't really matter. The only thing that's been hurt here has been us and the Constitution and any moral 
high ground we used to have. Because Obama and Holder are good guys, it's okay. But what happens when the 
not-so-good guys come in, does MSNBC really want to cede and grandfather these powers to Gingrich or 
Romney or Ryan or Santorum or whomever — and then we're sitting around looking at each other, like how did 
this happen? — the same way we look around now and say, "How the hell did the middle of America lose the 
American dream? How is all of this stuff happening at the same time?" And it gets back to lack of principle. 
TURLEY: I think that's right. Remember the articles during the torture debate? I kept on getting calls from 
reporters saying, "Well, you know, the administration has come out with an interesting statement. They said 
that it appears that they might've gotten something positive from torturing these people." Yet you've had other 
officials say that they got garbage, which is what you often get from torture... 
CUSACK: So the argument being that if we can get good information, we should torture? 
TURLEY: Exactly. Yeah, that's what I ask them. I say, "So, first of all, let's remember, torture is a war crime. So 
what you're saying is — " 
CUSACK: Well, war crimes... war crimes are effective. 
TURLEY: The thing that amazes me is that you have smart people like reporters who buy so readily into this. I 
truly believe that they're earnest when they say this. 
Of course you ask them "Well, does that mean that the Nuremberg principles don't apply as long as you can 
show some productive use?" We have treaty provisions that expressly rule out justifying torture on the basis 
that it was used to gain useful information. 
CUSACK: Look, I mean, enforced slave labor has some productive use. You get great productivity, you get great 
output from that shit. You're not measuring the principle against the potential outcome; that's a bad business 
model. "Just win, baby" — we're supposed to be above that. 
TURLEY: But, you know, I'll give you an example. I had one of the leading investigative journalists email me 
after one of my columns blasting the administration on the assassin list, and this is someone I deeply respect. 
He's one of the true great investigative reporters. He objected to the fact that my column said that under the 
Obama policy he could kill US citizens not just abroad, but could kill them in the United States. And he said, 
"You know, I agree with everything in your column except that." He said, "You know, they've never said that 
they could kill someone in the United States. I think that you are exaggerating." 
Yet, if you look at how they define the power, it is based on the mere perceived practicality and necessity of 
legal process by the president. They say the President has unilateral power to assassinate a citizen that he 
believes is a terrorist. Now, is the limiting principle? They argue that they do this "constitutional analysis," and 
they only kill a citizen when it's not practical to arrest the person. 
CUSACK: Is that with the death panel? 
TURLEY: Well, yeah, he's talking about the death panel. Yet, he can ignore the death panel. But, more 
importantly, what does practicality mean? It all comes down to an unchecked presidential power. 
CUSACK: By the way, the death panel — that room can't be a fun room to go into, just make the decision on 
your own. You know, it's probably a gloomy place, the death panel room, so the argument from the reporter 
was, "Look, they can... if they kill people in England or Paris that's okay, but they — " 
TURLEY: I also don't understand, why would it make sense that you could kill a US citizen on the streets of 
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London but you might not be able to kill them on the streets of Las Vegas? The question is where the limiting 
principle comes from or is that just simply one more of these self-imposed rules? And that's what they really 
are saying: we have these self-imposed rules that we're only going to do this when we think we have to. 
CUSACK: So, if somebody can use the contra-Nuremberg argument — that principle's now been flipped, that 
they were only following orders — does that mean that the person that issued the order through Obama, or the 
President himself, is responsible and can be brought up on a war crime charge? 
TURLEY: Well, under international law, Obama is subject to international law in terms of ordering any defined 
war crime. 
CUSACK: Would he have to give his Nobel Peace Prize back? 
TURLEY: I don't think that thing's going back. I've got to tell you... and given the amount of authority he's 
claimed, I don't know if anyone would have the guts to ask for it back. 
CUSACK: And the argument people are going to use is,"Look, Obama and Holder are good guys. They're not 
going to use this power." But the point is, what about after them? What about the apparatchiks? You've 
unleashed the beast. And precedent is everything constitutionally, isn't it? 
TURLEY: I think that's right. Basically what they're arguing is, "We're angels," and that's exactly what Madison 
warned against. As we discussed, he said if all men were angels you wouldn't need government. And what the 
administration is saying is, "We're angels, so trust us." 
I think that what is really telling is the disconnect between what people say about our country and what our 
country has become. What we've lost under Bush and Obama is clarity. In the "war on terror" what we've lost is 
what we need the most in fighting terrorism: clarity. We need the clarity of being better than the people that we 
are fighting against. Instead, we've given propagandists in Al Qaeda or the Taliban an endless supply of 
material — allowing them to denounce us as hypocrites. 
Soon after 9/11 we started government officials talk about how the US Constitution is making us weaker, how 
we can't function by giving people due process. And it was perfectly ridiculous. 
CUSACK: Feels more grotesque than ridiculous. 
TURLEY: Yeah, all the reports that came out after 9/11 showed that 9/11 could've been avoided. For years 
people argued that we should have locked reinforced cockpit doors. For years people talked about the gaps in 
security at airports. We had the intelligence services that had the intelligence that they needed to move against 
this ring, and they didn't share the information. So we have this long list of failures by US agencies, and the 
result was that we increased their budget and gave them more unchecked authority. 
In the end, we have to be as good as we claim. We can't just talk a good game. If you look at this country in 
terms of what we've done, we have violated the Nuremberg principles, we have violated international treaties, 
we have refused to accept– 
CUSACK: And you're not just talking about in the Bush administration. You're talking about – 
TURLEY: The Obama administration. 
CUSACK: You're talking about right now. 
TURLEY: We have refused to accept the jurisdictional authority of sovereign countries. We now routinely kill 
in other countries. It is American exceptionalism – the rules apply to other countries. 
CUSACK: Well, these drone attacks in Pakistan, are they legal? Does anyone care? Who are we killing? Do they 
deserve due process? 
TURLEY: When we cross the border, Americans disregard the fact that Pakistan is a sovereign nation, let alone 
an ally, and they insist that they have not agreed to these operations. They have accused us of repeatedly killing 
people in their country by violating their sovereign airspace. And we just disregard it. Again, its American 
exceptionalism, that we – 
CUSACK: Get out of our way or we'll pulverize you. 
TURLEY: The rules apply to everyone else. So the treaties against torture and war crimes, sovereign integrity – 
CUSACK: And this also speaks to the question that nobody even bothers to ask: what exactly are we doing in 
Afghanistan now? Why are we there? 
TURLEY: Oh, yeah, that's the real tragedy. 
CUSACK: It has the highest recorded suicide rate among veterans in history and no one even bothers to state a 
pretense of a definable mission or goal. It appears we're there because it's not convenient for him to really get 
out before the election. So in that sense he's another guy who's letting people die in some shithole for purely 
political reasons. I mean, it is what it is. 
TURLEY: I'm afraid, it is a political calculation. What I find amazing is that we're supporting an unbelievably 
corrupt government in the Karzai administration. 
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Karzai himself, just two days ago, called Americans "demons." He previously said that he wished he had gone 
with the Taliban rather than the Americans. And, more importantly, his government recently announced that 
women are worth less than men, and he has started to implement these religious edicts that are subjugating 
women. So he has American women who are protecting his life while he's on television telling people that 
women are worth less than men, and we're funding – 
CUSACK: What are they, about three-fifths? 
TURLEY: Yeah, he wasn't very specific on that point. So we're spending hundreds of billions of dollars. More 
importantly, we're losing all these lives because it was simply politically inconvenient to be able to pull out of 
Afghanistan and Iraq. 
CUSACK: Yeah. And, I mean, we haven't even touched on the whole privatization of the military and what that 
means. What does it mean for the state to be funding at-cost-plus private mercenary armies and private 
mercenary security forces like Blackwater, or now their names are Xe, or whatever they've been rebranded as? 
TURLEY: Well, the United States has barred various international rules because they would allow for the 
prosecution of war crimes by both military and private forces. The US barred those new rules because we didn't 
want the ability of other countries to prosecute our people for war crimes. One of the things I teach in my 
constitutional class is that there is a need for what's called a bright-line rule. That is, the value for bright-line 
rules is that they structure relations between the branches, between the government and citizens. Bright-line 
rules protect freedom and liberty. Those people that try to eliminate bright-line rules quickly find themselves 
on a slippery slope. The Obama administration, with the Bush administration, began by denying rights to 
people at Guantanamo Bay. 
And then they started to deny rights of foreigners who they accused of being terrorists. And eventually, just 
recently, they started denying rights to citizens and saying that they could kill citizens without any court order 
or review. It is the fulfillment of what is the nightmare of civil liberties. They crossed that bright line. Now 
they're bringing these same abuses to US citizens and changing how we relate to our government. In the end, 
we have this huge apparatus of the legal system, this huge court system, and all of it has become discretionary 
because the president can go ahead and kill US citizens if he feels that it's simply inconvenient or impractical to 
bring them to justice. 
CUSACK: Or if the great O, decides that he wants to be lenient and just throw them in jail for the rest of their 
life without trial, he can do that, right? 
TURLEY: Well, you've got Guantanamo Bay if you're accused of being an enemy combatant. There is the 
concept in law that the lesser is included in the greater. 
So if the president can kill me when I'm in London, then the lesser of that greater is that he could also hold me, 
presumably, without having any court involvement. It'd be a little bizarre that he could kill me but if he held me 
he'd have to turn me over to the court system. 
CUSACK: Yeah. We're getting into kind of Kafka territory. You know, with Bush I always felt like you were at 
one of those rides in an amusement park where the floor kept dropping and you kept kind of falling. But I think 
what Obama's done is we've really hit the bottom as far as civil liberties go. 
TURLEY: Yet people have greeted this erosion of civil liberties with this collective yawn. 
CUSACK: Yeah, yeah. And so then it gets down to the question, "Well, are you going to vote for Obama?" And I 
say, "Well, I don't really know. I couldn't really vote for Hillary Clinton because of her Iraq War vote." Because I 
felt like that was a line, a Rubicon line – 
TURLEY: Right. 
CUSACK: — a Rubicon line that I couldn't cross, right? I don't know how to bring myself to vote for a 
constitutional law professor, or even a constitutional realist, who throws away due process and claims the 
authority that the executive branch can assassinate American citizens. I just don't know if I can bring myself to 
do it. 
If you want to make a protest vote against Romney, go ahead, but I would think we'd be better putting our 
energies into local and state politics — occupy Wall Street and organizations and movements outside the 
system, not national politics, not personalities. Not stadium rock politics. Not brands. That's the only thing I 
can think of. What would you say? 
TURLEY: Well, the question, I think, that people have got to ask themselves when they get into that booth is 
not what Obama has become, but what have we become? That is, what's left of our values if we vote for a 
person that we believe has shielded war crimes or violated due process or implemented authoritarian powers. 
It's not enough to say, "Yeah, he did all those things, but I really like what he did with the National Park 
System." 
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CUSACK: Yeah, or that he did a good job with the auto bailout. 
TURLEY: Right. I think that people have to accept that they own this decision, that they can walk away. I 
realize that this is a tough decision for people but maybe, if enough people walked away, we could finally 
galvanize people into action to make serious changes. We have to recognize that our political system is 
fundamentally broken, it's unresponsive. Only 11 percent of the public supports Congress, and yet nothing is 
changing — and so the question becomes, how do you jumpstart that system? How do you create an 
alternative? What we have learned from past elections is that you don't create an alternative by yielding to this 
false dichotomy that only reinforces their monopoly on power. 
CUSACK: I think that even Howard Zinn/Chomsky progressives, would admit that there will be a difference in 
domestic policy between Obama and a Romney presidency. 
But DUE PROCESS....I think about how we own it. We own it. Everybody's sort of let it slip. There's no 
immediacy in the day-to-day on and it's just one of those things that unless they... when they start pulling kids 
off the street, like they did in Argentina a few years ago and other places, all of a sudden, it's like, "How the hell 
did that happen?" I say, "Look, you're not helping Obama by enabling him. If you want to help him, hold his 
feet to the fire." 
TURLEY: Exactly. 
CUSACK: The problem is, as I see it, is that regardless of goodwill and intent and people being tired of the 
status quo and everything else, the information outlets and the powers that be reconstruct or construct the 
government narrative only as an election game of 'us versus them,' Obama versus Romney, and if you do 
anything that will compromise that equation, you are picking one side versus the other. Because don't you 
realize that's going to hurt Obama? Don't you know that's going to help Obama? Don't you know... and they're 
not thinking through their own sort of self-interest or the community's interest in just changing the way that 
this whole thing works to the benefit of the majority. We used to have some lines we wouldn't cross–some 
people who said this is not what this country does ...we don't do this shit, you had to do the right thing. So it's 
going to be a tough process getting our rights back, but you know Frankie's Law? Whoever stops fighting first – 
loses. 
TURLEY: Right. 
This interview first appeared on Alaska journalist Shannyn Moore's blog. 
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 I have been receiving articles saying “Congress needs to be replaced”.  Nothing could be 
further from the truth.  In the 2010 election we succeeded in putting the Republican Party in control of 
the House.  They have tried and tried to pass bills that would help the countries economy,   The 
Conservative Republicans wrote, passed and sent numerous bills on to the Senate, where Harry 
Reid shelved them.  When the Democratic Senate refused to discuss or vote on any of the bills sent 
to them there was NOTHING members of the House of Representatives or the good Senate 
members could do.  The failure of Congress to accomplish the many things they wanted to was NOT 
their fault.  The leader of the Senate, Harry Reid, would NOT bring bills to the floor or allow them to 
be discussed or voted on.   
 I received the following from another Conservative on this subject.   
The Dirty Secret Behind President Obama’s ‘Do-Nothing Congress’ 
Campaign Theme 
 President Obama and his agenda is vastly unpopular with the majority of Americans.  He's a 
smart and capable politician so he is well aware of this fact.  As a result, to be re-elected he 
accurately assumes he must present himself as an alternative option to a group of people more 
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unpopular than himself: Congress.  But before he can do that, he must find a narative that people 
believe and can be attached to the Congress.  A "do-nothing Congress" fits the bill perfectly.  The 
public sees them as self interested individuals who have no appetite to make tough decisions to get 
things done.  Moreover, due to the highly partisan nature of Washington and the rest of the country 
for that matter, there is very little to agree on.  Thus, Congress isn't doing anything at all. 
 The secret is, Congress is getting things done, it's just that only half of Congress is working.  
And with only half of our bi-cameral legislature doing their jobs, it is impossibe for legislation to be 
passed.  
 The back room deal behind the secret is even more sinister.  President Obama has made a 
deal with Harry Reid to kill any legislation originating from the House of Representatives.  They 
believe that the American public will only see a lack of legislation coming out of Washington and not 
look closer at the reason why.  Instead of seeing the House of Representatives fulfilling their 2010 
election promise to pass the legislation in their Path to Prosperity Plan, they see a void of legislative 
progress.  They see an entire Congress that has failed to pass a budget in more than 3 years (1000+ 
days).  The truth is simple. The Senate has done nothing.  They have not passed nor even presented 
a budget more than 1000+ days.  They have refused to provide alternative legislation to House Jobs 
bills.  And they refuse debate and vote on any legislation passed by the House of Representatives.  
The Senate has cut a deal with President Obama because they think if they were to act, it would hurt 
President Obama's campaign theme and thus his chance for re-election.  This is the ultimate version 
of a political power play and they are making a bet that the American public isn't engaged enough to 
figure it out. 
  While there are hundreds of legislative examples, here is a list just about jobs bills that have 
passed the House of Representatives and have yet to be even debated in the Senate, let alone voted 
upon: 
  
H.R. 4402 
National Strategic and Critical Minerals Production Act of 2012 
  
H.R. 4480 
The Domestic Energy and Jobs Act  
  
H.R. 2578 
Conservation and Economic Growth Act 
 
H.R. 9 
Small Business Tax Cut Act 
  
H.Con.Res. 112 
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2013 
  
H.R. 2087 
To remove restrictions from a parcel of land situated in the Atlantic District, Accomack 
County, Vir 
  
H.R. 2842 
Bureau of Reclamation Small Conduit Hydropower Development and Rural Jobs Act 
  
H.R. 1837 
San Joaquin Valley Water Reliability Act 
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H.R. 1633 
Farm Dust Regulation Prevention Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 10 
Regulations From the Executive in Need of Scrutiny (REINS) Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 3010 
Regulatory Accountability Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 527 
Regulatory Flexibility Improvements Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 3012 
Fairness for High-Skilled Immigrants Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 3094 
Workforce Democracy and Fairness Act 
  
H.R. 1904 
Southeast Arizona Land Exchange and Conservation Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2273 
Coal Residuals Reuse and Management Act 
  
H.R. 2681 
Cement Sector Regulatory Relief Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2250 
EPA Regulatory Relief Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2401 
Transparency in Regulatory Analysis of Impacts on the Nation Act of 2011 (TRAIN Act) 
  
H.R. 2587 
Protecting Jobs From Government Interference Act 
  
H.R. 1938 
North American-Made Energy Security Act 
  
H.R. 1315 
Consumer Financial Protection Safety and Soundness Improvement Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2560 
Cut, Cap, and Balance Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2018 
Clean Water Cooperative Federalism Act of 2011 
  
H.R. 2021 
Jobs and Energy Permitting Act of 2011 
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H.R. 1231 
Reversing President Obama's Offshore Moratorium Act 
  
H.R. 1229 
Putting the Gulf of Mexico Back to Work Act 
  
H.R. 1230 
Restarting American Offshore Leasing Now Act 
  
H.Con.Res. 34 
Establishing the budget for the United States Government for fiscal year 2012 and setting 
forth appr 
  
H.R. 910 
Energy Tax Prevention Act of 2011 
  
H.J.Res. 37 
Disapproving the rule submitted by the Federal Communications Commission with respect to 
regulating 
  
H.R. 872 
Reducing Regulatory Burdens Act of 2011 
  
http://www.gop.gov/indepth/jobs/tracker 
---------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
November’s Decision: Socialism or Americanism  by Giacomo on Aug 31, 2012  
 After listening to Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan at the Republican National Convention and 
reviewing the past three and half years of the Barack Obama and Joe Biden administration, the 
November election boils down to this: socialism or Americanism. 
 American was built upon the back of thousands of men and women who worked hard and 
long to build their own businesses.  They all started small and the vast majority remained small.  
The backbone of the American economy is made up of the millions of small businesses across 
the nation that also supply jobs to millions of people. 
 Under the Obama administration, small businesses have been closing their doors at a 
record pace.  Not only are the owners losing their livelihood, but so are millions of workers, 
other businesses and individuals that rely upon them.  Like a human backbone, it cannot 
continue to support the body if it keeps weakening and losing pieces.  When enough pieces of 
the backbone are removed, the body can no longer support itself and it collapses on the floor. 
 Socialism relies on the collapse of small businesses.  The government assumes the role of 
provider in all areas and aspects of life.  This is the path that the Obama administration is 
actively pursuing.  This is socialism, not Americanism. 
 The Romney/Ryan ticket promises to help small businesses and entrepreneurship to help 
rebuild the economy, create jobs and strengthen America’s backbone.   They’re not going to do 
it by borrowing hundreds of billions of dollars to use on another stimulus package, but by sound 
and reasonable business practices that have worked for years.  This is Americanism, not 
socialism. 
 The hallmark of the Obama/Biden administration is Obamacare.  Obamacare is nothing 
more than socialized healthcare.  The government assumes the role of health provider and they 
will make the decisions on what medical care you do and don’t get.  The cost of Obamacare is 
far greater than you know.  Not only is it going to cost every American family, rich, middle class 
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and poverty level, thousands of dollars in hidden taxes over the next decade starting this coming 
January, but it will also cost lives.  Americans will die for lack of proper care.  Others will die 
because the care dictated to them by the government will not be the right care as in the case 
of Jacob Stieler.  Obamacare is socialism, not Americanism. 
 The Romney/Ryan ticket promises to repeal Obamacare and return ownership of your 
health to you.  They do plan to try to work on a new health plan, but one that will not tax 
American’s into poverty.  In the process, they will restore the money that Obama took from 
Medicare and strengthen the program to help make it last.  This is Americanism, not socialism. 
 Under the Obama/Biden administration, they have reduced the middle class and increased 
the number of families living at or below the poverty level.  A socialistic society does not have a 
middle class.  It has the upper governmental elite and then everyone else.  This is socialism, not 
Americanism. 
 The Romney/Ryan ticket promises to boost the economy, increase jobs and thus help 
bring more Americans out of poverty and back into the middle class.  The middle class helped 
make America strong and will help to strengthen it once again.  This is Americanism, not 
socialism. 
 Under the Obama/Biden administration, government entitlements and dependency has 
increased at an alarming rate.  The administration has made it harder for religious and other 
non-profit organizations to operate and provide charity.  Instead, the government has been 
assuming the role of charity and provider.  This is socialism, not Americanism. 
 The Romney/Ryan ticket has promised to help get many Americans back on their feet so 
that they can provide for themselves and their families and get rid of the government handout 
lists.  They will continue to provide care for those that really need it, while at the same time 
forcing many to take responsibility for their own wellbeing.  This is Americanism, not socialism. 
 The real choice come November is whether you want a socialistic government and country 
or the free America of our past?  If you want America to become like the old Soviet Union 
and Cuba, then cast your vote for Obama/Biden as this is socialism.  If you want to 
save America and restore it to its former greatness and free enterprise system, then 
vote for Romney/Ryan for this is Americanism. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Hello, I hope you are enjoying your Labor Day. 
 Next year this time, I hope we all can say the country is moving in the right direction with more 
people, who desperately need jobs, employed again.  The theme of the Republican National 
Convention was clear: we the people built this great nation and we the people will pull together to 
restore the nation to prosperity out of the depressing grip of debt and failed government policies.  The 
highlighted efforts of many Republican Governors who have restored fiscal responsibility to their 
states gives the rest of the states courage to do the same and adds momentum to push for applying 
these same principles for the nation. 
 Speaker after speaker at the convention told the story of their family coming to the U.S. for the 
freedom to make a better life for their family.  They spoke of their hardships and the perseverance it 
took to establish a business or work several jobs just so the next generation would have a better life. 
 Marco Rubio told of his father bar tending at the back of the room so that some day his son could be 
at the front of the room.  Don't we all have stories of sacrifice in our own families? 
 When Ann Romney told of their first basement apartment, with the ironing board as the kitchen 
table and the door on saw horses for Mitt's desk, it brought back memories of my own past.  I grew up 
in a basement house and began working jobs at age eight.  In high school, one of my many jobs was 
a janitor at the school.  The door on the saw horses also served as my desk in the 10 by 45 trailer 
that Linda and I first called home in the KSU owned trailer park. 
 In America it matters not where you started, but where you are going with your life.  That 
brings me to Condoleezza Rice's moving presentation.  Her parents took a positive attitude and 
absolutely convinced her that even though she could not have lunch at the Woolworth counter, she 
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could one day be President of the United States!  They cherished the freedoms that they did have 
and looked to the future for their daughter. 
 Condoleezza's speech was particularly moving for me because earlier last week I attended the 
150th anniversary of The Beecher Bible and Rifle Church.  Dr. Paul Barkey, a Manhattan pastor, 
historian, and author, spoke at their Old Settlers' Day celebration about the commitment to end 
slavery led by the Beecher family, whom he called the most influential family in America in the 1800's. 
 That family made sure that the Kansas Territory had the necessary resources to come into the nation 
as a free state.  This commitment to freedom has set the tone for Kansas ever since, I believe.  I am 
proud to be a Kansan for numerous reasons, but living close to this famous church that sparked a 
path to freedom for all people makes me especially proud to be a Kansan. 
 So today we think of the hard work that has been done to provide for our family, all the while, 
building the United States of America.  We live in a time when this great nation 
needs renewed commitment from all of us to work to restore her back to greatness. 
 
May God  bless you and your labors, 
Ron Highland 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
"[D]emocracy will soon degenerate into an anarchy, such an anarchy that every man will do what is right in his 
own eyes and no man's life or property or reputation or liberty will be secure, and every one of these will soon 
mould itself into a system of subordination of all the moral virtues and intellectual abilities, all the powers of 
wealth, beauty, wit and science, to the wanton pleasures, the capricious will, and the execrable cruelty of one 
or a very few." --John Adams, An Essay on Man's Lust for Power, 1763 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Before you start reading this article be aware that this is written by a black man who is on radio. I only 
wish that these voices had come out earlier in the past 3 years. They would maybe had more effect.  
 
Mychal Massie.... 
 The other evening on my twitter, a person asked me why I didn't like the Obama's? Specifically I was asked: "I 
have to ask, why do you hate the Obama's? It seems personal, not policy related. You even dissed their Christmas family 
pic." 
 The truth is I do not like the Obamas, what they represent, their ideology, and I certainly do not like his policies 
and legislation. 
 I've made no secret of my contempt for the Obamas. As I responded to the person who asked me the 
aforementioned question, I don't like them because they are committed to the fundamental change of my/our country into 
what can only be regarded as a Communist state. 
 I don't hate them per definition, but I condemn them because they are the worst kind of racialists, they are elitist 
Leninists with contempt for traditional America. They display disrespect for the sanctity of the office he holds, and for 
those who are willing to admit same, Michelle Obama's raw contempt for white America is transpicuous. 
 I don't like them because they comport themselves as emperor and empress. I expect, no I demand respect, for the 
Office of President and a love of our country and her citizenry from the leader entrusted with the governance of same. 
President and Mrs. Reagan displayed an unparalleled love for the country and her people. The Reagans made Americans 
feel good about themselves and about what we could accomplish. His arrogance by appointing 32 leftist czars and 
constantly bypassing congress is impeachable. Eric Holder is probably the MOST incompetent and arrogant DOJ head to 
ever hold the job. Could you envision President Reagan instructing his Justice Department to act like jack-booted thugs? 
 Presidents are politicians and all politicians are known and pretty much expected to manipulate the truth, if not 
outright lie, but even using that low standard, the Obama's have taken lies, dishonesty, deceit, mendacity, subterfuge and 
obfuscation to new depths. They are verbally abusive to the citizenry and they display an animus for civility. 
 I do not like them, because they both display bigotry overtly, as in the case of Harvard Professor Louis Gates, 
when he accused the Cambridge Police of acting stupidly, and her code speak pursuant to now being able to be proud of 
America. I view that statement and that mindset as an insult to those who died to provide a country where a Kenyan, his 
illegal alien relatives, and his alleged progeny, could come and not only live freely, but rise to the highest, most powerful, 
position in the world. Michelle Obama is free to hate and disparage whites, because Americans of every description paid 
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with their blood to ensure her right to do same. 
 I have a saying, that "the only reason a person hides things, is because they have something to hide." No president 
in history has spent over three million dollars to keep his records and his past sealed. 
 And what the two of them have shared has been proved to be lies. He lied about when and how they met, he lied 
about his mother's death and problems with insurance, Michelle lied to a crowd pursuant to nearly $500,000 bank stocks 
they inherited from his family. He has lied about his father's military service, about the civil rights movement, ad nausea. 
He lied to the world about the Supreme Court in a State of the Union address. He berated and publicly insulted a sitting 
Congressman. He has surrounded himself with the most rabidly, radical, socialist academicians today. He has fought for 
abortion procedures and opposed rulings that protected women and children, that even Planned Parenthood did not seek to 
support. He is openly hostile to business and aggressively hostile to Israel. His wife treats being the First Lady, as her 
personal American Express Black Card (arguably the most prestigious credit card in the world). I condemn them because, 
as people are suffering, losing their homes, their jobs, their retirements, he and his family are arrogantly showing off their 
life of entitlement - as he goes about creating and fomenting class warfare. 
 I don't like them, and I neither apologize nor retreat from my public condemnation of them and of his policies. We 
should condemn them for the disrespect they show our people, for his willful and unconstitutional actions pursuant to 
obeying the Constitutional parameters he is bound by, and his willful disregard for Congressional authority. 
 Dislike for them has nothing to do with the color of their skin, it has everything to do with their behavior, 
attitudes, and policies. And I have open scorn for their constantly playing the race card. 
 It is my intention to do all within my ability to ensure their reign is one term. I could go on, but let me conclude 
with this: I condemn in the strongest possible terms the media for refusing to investigate them, as they did President Bush 
and President Clinton, and for refusing to label them for what they truly are. There is no scenario known to man, whereby 
a white president and his wife could ignore laws, flaunt their position, and lord over the people, as these two are permitted 
out of fear for their color. 
 As I wrote in a syndicated column titled "Nero In The White House" - "Never in my life, inside or outside of 
politics, have I witnessed such dishonesty in a political leader. He is the most mendacious political figure I have ever 
witnessed. Even by the low standards of his presidential predecessors, his narcissistic, contumacious arrogance is 
unequalled. Using Obama as the bar, Nero would have to be elevated to sainthood. Many in America wanted to be proud 
when the first person of color was elected president, but instead, they have been witness to a congenital liar, a woman who 
has been ashamed of America her entire life, failed policies, intimidation, and a commonality hitherto not witnessed in 
political leaders. He and his wife view their life at our expense as an entitlement - while America's people go homeless, 
hungry and unemployed." 
Mychal Massie is a respected writer and talk show host in Los Angeles. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

My Bucket List 2013 
HERE IS ALL I WANT!!! 

  
#1 Obama: 

Gone! 
  

#2 Put "GOD" back in America !!! 
  

#3 Borders: 
Closed to illegal immigrants and sent back immediately! Allow ones present that are in 

good standing (No crimes)to get purple card to pay all taxes but no benefits allowed until 
citizenship received and any money sent out of the country is taxed at 25%.   

  
#4 Congress: 

Obey its own laws NOW 
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#5 Language: 
English only 

  
#6 Culture: 

Constitution, and the Bill of Rights! 
  

#7 Drug Free: 
Mandatory Drug Screening before Welfare! 

  
#8 

 NO freebies to Non-Citizens! 
   

#9 All adults receiving welfare having less than 100% total disability must work 
   

We the people are coming! 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
posted on September 4, 2012 by Gary Demar 

You’ll Need an ID to Prove You’re a Democrat but Not to Vote 
Filed under 2012 Election 
Read more: http://politicaloutcast.com/2012/09/youll-need-an-id-to-prove-youre-a-democrat-but-not-to-
vote/#ixzz25Z8MOQxQ 
 You can tell a lot by the motives of someone by looking at how consistent they are. In order to get into 
the Democratic National Convention in Charlotte, NC, you will need an ID. Why can’t Democrat voters be 
trusted to enter a convention that’s for Democrats? Why would they lie about who they are? 
 A Democrat official will most likely say that IDs are necessary because of party crashers. Maybe some 
Republicans, Libertarians, or Independents will try to come in and disrupt the convention. This is a very good 
argument for the necessity of IDs for the convention. But it leaves a couple of things unanswered. 
 First, isn’t it a hardship on some people to get an ID? Isn’t this a standard argument sued by Liberals on 
why it’s unconstitutional improper to ask for an ID at the voting booth? If it’s not a hardship in one place (the 
convention), then it’s not a hardship in another place (the voting booth). 
 Second, the very nature of an election is to get your guy elected. Some people are unscrupulous in that 
they will do anything to ensure their candidate wins. This will mean sabotaging an election by voting multiple 
times or using the names and addresses of dead people to flood the ballot box with extra votes. 
 “An anti-voter fraud group says it has discovered 30,000 dead folks registered to vote across North 
Carolina. The group collected the names by comparing death records from the past decade to voter rolls; it says 
the figure would have been bigger had the group had access to death records in neighboring states.” 
 While not all these dead voters’ names are implicated in voter fraud, it’s not beyond the realm of 
possibilities that they could be. Without a proper ID, how would anyone know if a person was using a deceased 
registered voter as a way to boost the number of votes for one political party over the other? They wouldn’t. 
 The following is from the Charlotte Observer:  “Mainly, what we’re concerned about is the potential [for 
fraud],” said project director Jay DeLancy. “Since there is no voter ID law in North Carolina, anybody can walk 
in and claim to be anyone else.” 
 Liberals are so intent on blocking voter ID requirements because they know that their fellow-liberals 
are some of the biggest voter-cheats. They wouldn’t cash a check given to them by someone claiming to be the 
person the check is made out to, but they’re willing to look the other way for the potential of voter fraud in 
order put people in office who write checks to keep the wealth distributors in office. 
This article really explains the intelligence of those who believe it to be necessary for 
the American people – regardless of Political affiliation!!!! 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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 It’s been said by the Democrats that Mitt Romney is a murderer, felon, and tax cheat. 
Democrats have also maintained that Bain Capital is all about making money and destroying the 
little guy. As it is with Liberals, there are no facts to back up the allegations. People are 
supposed to believe them because the Democrats say they’re true. Here’s a story about Mitt 
Romney that’s been fact checked. 
 “In July 1996, the 14-year-old daughter of Robert Gay, a partner at Bain Capital, had 
disappeared. She had attended a rave party in New York City and gotten high on ecstasy. Three 
days later, her distraught father had no idea where she was. Romney took immediate action. He 
closed down the entire firm and asked all 30 partners and employees to fly to New York to help 
find Gay’s daughter. Romney set up a command center at the LaGuardia Marriott and hired a 
private detective firm to assist with the search. 
“He established a toll-free number for tips, coordinating the effort with the NYPD, and went 
through his Rolodex and called everyone Bain did business with in New York, and asked them to 
help find his friend’s missing daughter. Romney’s accountants at Price Waterhouse Cooper put 
up posters on street poles, while cashiers at a pharmacy owned by Bain put fliers in the bag of 
every shopper. Romney and the other Bain employees scoured every part of New York and 
talked with everyone they could – prostitutes, drug addicts – anyone. 
 “That day, their hunt made the evening news, which featured photos of the girl and the 
Bain employees searching for her. As a result, a teenage boy phoned in, asked if there was a 
reward, and then hung up abruptly. The NYPD traced the call to a home in New Jersey, where 
they found the girl in the basement, shivering and experiencing withdrawal symptoms from a 
massive ecstasy dose. Doctors later said the girl might not have survived another day. Romney’s 
former partner credits Mitt Romney with saving his daughter’s life, saying, ‘It was the most 
amazing thing, and I’ll never forget this to the day I die.’ 
 “So, here’s my epiphany: Mitt Romney simply can’t help himself. He sees a problem, and 
his mind immediately sets to work solving it, sometimes consciously, and sometimes not-so-
consciously. He doesn’t do it for self-aggrandizement, or for personal gain. He does it because 
that’s just how he’s wired. 
 “Many people are unaware of the fact that when Romney was asked by his old employer, 
Bill Bain, to come back to Bain & Company as CEO to rescue the firm from bankruptcy, Romney 
left Bain Capital to work at Bain & Company for an annual salary of one dollar. When Romney 
went to the rescue of the 2002 Salt Lake Olympics, he accepted no salary for three years, and 
wouldn’t use an expense account. He also accepted no salary as Governor of Massachusetts. 
Character counts!! (and yes…that’s worth reading again!)” 
  Read more: http://godfatherpolitics.com/6868/the-story-that-could-win-mitt-romney-the-
presidency/#ixzz25LWMOdLc 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
HURT: Convention security the embodiment of a police state 
By Charles Hurt  Monday, September 3, 2012 
ANALYSIS/OPINION: 
CHARLOTTE, N.C. — Welcome to the police state. 
 Interest in the political conventions has plummeted, approval of politicians has reached historic lows and our 
public treasury is nearly broke. So what does the behemoth bureaucratic government apparatus do? 
 It erects the most impenetrable wall of security ever amassed to protect and promote the political gatherings that 
separate the hyper-elite from those out of power, unimportant and irrelevant. In other words, taxpayers. 
 All in the name of security, the operation protects politicians and party operatives from the wrath of the people 
whose money they spend and whose freedoms are trimmed with every new law they pass. 
 All the speeding SUVs with blacked-out windows, screaming sirens, lines of police in riot gear with long batons 
and choppers whapping overhead also add to the feeling of great importance that already deludes these people. And it 
serves to deepen their sense of entitlement to your money and your freedom. 
 It starts to feel like the last, desperate gasp of a dying power. 
 In Tampa, Fla., and now here in Charlotte, N.C., thousands of troops, police and Secret Service agents flood the 
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city and set up giant perimeters around the convention sites. They close off public land, shut down streets and take over 
private property. 
 Miles of concrete jersey barriers and 14-foot high human cages are linked in dizzying mazes, designed to thwart 
intruders and confuse attendees. 
 In Tampa, some 17 gunboats with blinking lights patrolled a length of waterway about two football fields long. At 
least two at any given moment sported .50-caliber guns mounted on their bows. 
 Entering the perimeter, you get radiated by machines, groped by TSA agents and stared at by Secret Service 
goons who make Vladimir Putin look friendly. Inside the perimeter and in the immediate outskirts, all rights, laws and 
protections are summarily lifted. Traffic laws are reversed, sidewalks rerouted and even the most basic protections 
outlined in the Bill of Rights are suspended. You are searched and seized at every turn. 
 Here, justice is at the whim of the nearest gunman, who now represents every branch of the federal government. 
He is lawmaker, judge and jury. And by the looks of his weaponry, willing executioner, too. 
 If you come armed with a plastic bottle of water, they will strip it from you. One poor fellow on a bicycle stopped 
to ask for directions and was ordered to dismount his bike before addressing a guard and was set upon by a gang of them 
when he hesitated. 
 "Protests" are relegated to some "free-speech zone" — no, not a term from a George Orwell book — so far away 
that there is no danger of someone actually telling these people what they ought to hear. 
 This little taste of totalitarianism is particularly suited for a place like Charlotte, where buttoned-down bankers 
hours and faux-Southern conservatism rule the day. 
 Now let's not get carried away. This is not Orwell's "1984." Not yet, anyway. But it sure makes for a good trial 
run. And tyranny is never too far from hand. 
 Back before the schools quit teaching American history and our Founders became vilified as radicals, every child 
was taught about tyranny. This is what it looked like. And if we are not careful, it is what our future could look like, too. 
• Charles Hurt can be reached at charleshurt@live.com 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The following is taken from the Patriot Action Network with Darla Dawald, National Director of Patriot 
Action Network.  The black print is taken from Michelle Obama’s speech at the National Democratic 
Convention.  The red comments are from Darla.  The green comments are from Sylda. 
DNC Speech - 
 Michelle Obama: 
"I have seen first hand that being President doesn't change who you are it reveals who you 
are" 
(boy howdy) 
Didn’t think I would agree with Michelle Obama on ANYTHING, but on this I do.  She is correct 
being President has not changed Barack H. Obama at all.  He was a lying, cheating, self-
centered, conniving, Muslim before he was President and still is. 
  
"For Barack success is not about how much money you make, it's about the difference you 
make in people's lives." 
(how much money you cost others more like it another vacation Barack?) 
And WOW, has he made a difference!!  No one in the world will ever forget the changes he has 
made in the lives of the United States citizens.   
 
"I love that he has never forgotten how he started" 
From his birth in Kenya to his foreign aid in American colleges to his Government jobs in 
Chicago he has always depended on monies earned by others and paid into the Government. 
 
"I love that for Barack, There is no such thing as us and them ... if you are republican or 
democrat or none of the above he knows we all love our country and he is always ready to 
listen to good ideas he's always looking for the very best in everyone he meets." 
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(right! Of course he works across the aisles, he's a uniter) 
Oh, Yes, that is why he has worked so well with Congress the last 4 years – Producing a yearly 
budget – making decisions for the good benefit of all American citizens – enforcing American 
laws and following the Constitution of the United States of American and passing a health bill 
that will stop medical treatment for the elderly and infirm. 
 
"Doing the impossible is the history of this nation it is how this country was built." (like he 
would know) 
Another correct statement!  We have to give Barack Obama credit he has done what most of 
us had considered impossible things for/to this nation.  In fact, 99% of what he has done since 
becoming President had previously been thought to be impossible.  For instance, stopping the 
oil pipeline from being installed; not working with Congress, at all; being able to arrest U.S. 
citizens and holding them indefinitely without reason; just putting things thru as Executive 
Orders instead of through Congress; ignoring the Constitution whenever it gets in his way.  
Doing the impossible is the history of this nation is how it is being torn down. 
What say you?  
Darla 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 


