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Charles Krauthammer thinks a united Israel is more likely to attack Iran.  
In May 1967, in brazen violation of previous truce agreements, Egypt ordered U.N. 
peacekeepers out of the Sinai, marched 120,000 troops to the Israeli border, blockaded the 
Straits of Tiran (Israel’s southern outlet to the world’s oceans), abruptly signed a military pact 
with Jordan and, together with Syria, pledged war for the final destruction of Israel. 

May ’67 was Israel’s most fearful, desperate month. The country was surrounded and alone. 
Previous great-power guarantees proved worthless. A plan to test the blockade with a Western 
flotilla failed for lack of participants. Time was running out. Forced into mass mobilization in 
order to protect against invasion — and with a military consisting overwhelmingly of civilian 
reservists — life ground to a halt. The country was dying. 

On June 5, Israel launched a preemptive strike on the Egyptian air force, then proceeded to 
lightning victories on three fronts. The Six-Day War is legend, but less remembered is that, four 
days earlier, the nationalist opposition (Menachem Begin’s Likud precursor) was for the first time 
ever brought into the government, creating an emergency national-unity coalition. 

Everyone understood why. You do not undertake a supremely risky preemptive war without the 
full participation of a broad coalition representing a national consensus. 

Forty-five years later, in the middle of the night of May 7-8, 2012, Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu shocked his country by bringing the main opposition party, Kadima, into a national 
unity government. Shocking because just hours earlier, the Knesset was expediting a bill to call 
early elections in September. 

Why did the high-flying Netanyahu call off elections he was sure to win? ... 

  
  
More on Netanyahu's moves from Lazar Berman at American.com.  
Benjamin Netanyahu continues to confound opponents, surprise experts, and consolidate 
political power. Through a series of unconventional moves since 2009, Bibi has gone from 
struggling to form a supposedly weak coalition  to heading one of the largest parliamentary 
majorities  in Israel’s history. His bold move this week, canceling early elections in favor of a 
unity deal with opposition leader Shaul Mofaz, is only the latest in a series of maneuvers that 
attest to his political acumen: ...  

... This move has implications for America, too. Obama, clearly no Bibi fan, will have to deal with 
a strengthened PM, and will find it even more difficult to intimidate him. Netanyahu has more 
political backing for his Iran policy, but Mofaz has been more moderate rhetorically than 
Netanyahu or Barak. And if the Palestinians are really interested in making progress on peace 
negotiations, this is exactly the kind of broad coalition, armed with stability and national security 
credibility, that can hammer out a game changing deal with the Palestinians. 

  



  
Jeffrey Goldberg, once one of Obama's fans in the media, jeers at his Syria policy.  
... But a crisis is fast approaching: America’s stockpile of vivid adjectives is being depleted 
rapidly. Some linguists of the realist camp are now arguing for restraint in the use of 
condemnatory word combinations. They note that the administration, in its effort to shock and 
awe the Assad regime with the power of its official statements and the stridency of its State 
Department briefings, has prematurely stripped bare its thesaurus, leaving the U.S. powerless to 
come to the symbolic aid of the Syrian people.  

When the uprising began last year, the Obama administration clearly hoped that softer language 
would persuade Assad to cease murdering Syrians. It relied on traditional formulations of 
diplomatic distaste, calling on Syria to “exercise restraint” and “respect the rights of its citizens.”  

When it became clear that mild criticism wouldn’t stay Assad’s hand, the administration began 
carpet-bombing Damascus with powerful sentences and, at times, whole paragraphs.  

In April 2011, shortly after Syrian security forces killed more than 80 unarmed demonstrators, 
President Barack Obama said, “This outrageous use of violence to quell protests must come to 
an end now.” He accused the Syrian government of using “brutal” tactics against civilians.  

Somehow, such combative words still didn’t persuade Assad to change course. Soon, the 
president’s press secretary, Jay Carney, was forced to remind Assad, and the world, of the 
president’s rhetorical militancy.  

“I’m sure you did see the president’s very strong statement of Friday where he condemned in 
the strongest possible terms the use of force by the Syrian government against demonstrators, 
referred to an outrageous use of violence to quell protests,” Carney said. He also mentioned 
that the White House didn’t merely “oppose” the Syrian government’s treatment of its citizens, 
but “strongly” opposed it.  

Assad insolently ignored Carney’s amplification of the president’s muscular language.  

A few months later, shortly after the Syrian government killed more than 30 people in the city of 
Latakia, Obama reached into the arsenal again and said the people of Syria had “braved 
ferocious brutality at the hands of their government.” This onslaught, Obama said, was 
“disgraceful.”  

The White House appeared surprised when Assad nevertheless chose not to flee Damascus.  

So the administration upped the ante. In the months that followed, Carney said the war waged 
on the Syrian people was both “heinous” and “unforgivable.” ...  

Kimberley Strassel shows how the minions work Obama's enemies list.   
Here's what happens when the president of the United States publicly targets a private citizen 
for the crime of supporting his opponent.  

Frank VanderSloot is the CEO of Melaleuca Inc. The 63-year-old has run that wellness-products 
company for 26 years out of tiny Idaho Falls, Idaho. Last August, Mr. VanderSloot gave $1 
million to Restore Our Future, the Super PAC that supports Mitt Romney.  



Three weeks ago, an Obama campaign website, "Keeping GOP Honest," took the extraordinary 
step of publicly naming and assailing eight private citizens backing Mr. Romney. Titled "Behind 
the curtain: a brief history of Romney's donors," the post accused the eight of being "wealthy 
individuals with less-than-reputable records." Mr. VanderSloot was one of the eight, smeared 
particularly as being "litigious, combative and a bitter foe of the gay rights movement."  

About a week after that post, a man named Michael Wolf contacted the Bonneville County 
Courthouse in Idaho Falls in search of court records regarding Mr. VanderSloot. Specifically, Mr. 
Wolf wanted all the documents dealing with Mr. VanderSloot's divorces, as well as a case 
involving a dispute with a former Melaleuca employee. ... 
  
  
John Fund on the censorship of Naomi Riley.  
Oslo Freedom Forum is an annual event sponsored by the New York–based Human Rights 
Foundation, which brings together dissidents and journalists from all over the world to show that 
people of good will can promote basic freedoms without an overlay of ideology.  

Censorship, both official and self-imposed, is an important theme here. We have heard stories 
from brave journalists such as Ecuador’s Nicolas Perez and Kosovo’s Jeta Xharra of efforts to 
silence them for expressing views unpopular with officials or special interests. So it was strange 
to be here and read that one of my friends and former journalistic colleagues back home in the 
U.S. has been fired merely for speaking her mind. 

Earlier this week, the Chronicle of Higher Education, the trade paper for faculty members and 
administrators in universities, fired Naomi Schaefer Riley, a paid blogger for its website. Her 
crime? She had the courage to respond to a Chronicle story called “Black Studies: ‘Swaggering 
Into the Future,’” which stated that “young black-studies scholars . . . are less consumed than 
their predecessors with the need to validate the field or explain why they are pursuing 
doctorates in their discipline.” The article used five Ph.D. candidates as examples of those 
“rewriting the history of race.” Riley looked at the subject areas of the five proposed 
dissertations and concluded that they were “obscure at best . . . a collection of left-wing 
victimization claptrap at worst.” One dissertation dealt with the failure of the natural-childbirth 
literature to include the experiences of non-white women, another blamed the housing crisis on 
institutional racism, and still another attacked Thomas Sowell and Clarence Thomas for leading 
an “assault on the civil-rights legacy that benefited them.” ... 

  
Neal Boortz catches the media telling the truth.  
... Time magazine’s Mark Halperin appeared on MSNBC’s Morning Joe yesterday to discuss 
Obama’s “evolution” on gay marriage. Halperin blatantly states the following about the media 
coverage of this issue. 

“[T]he media is as divided on this issue as the Obama family. Which is to say not at all. And so 
he's never going to get negative coverage for this," Halperin argued. Sure, "The Republicans will 
say this is a flip-flop and it's wrong public policy. But when you have almost the entire media 
establishment on your side on an issue in a presidential campaign, it's very hard to lose 
politically.” 

Wow.  



  
  
Ed Morrissey posts on Obama's Car Czar defending Romney from Obama attacks.  
Well, what else is former auto industry czar Steve Rattner supposed to say?  After all, he 
quarterbacked the layoffs of tens of thousands of auto-dealer employees in the Obama 
administration-imposed dealership closures. Moreover, he did so for the exact same reasons 
Bain had in operating their private-equity turnaround business, which is to make companies and 
industry stronger through greater efficiency.  However, on Morning Joe today, Rattner went a 
little further, praising Bain’s integrity and  reputation: 

“I think the ad is unfair. Mitt Romney made a mistake ever talking about the fact that he created 
100,000 jobs. Bain Capital’s responsibility was not to create 100,000 jobs or some other 
number. It was to create profits for his investors, most of whom were pension funds, 
endowments and foundations. It did it superbly, acting within the rules and acting very 
responsibly and was a leading firm,” Rattner said on MSNBC’s “Morning Joe” on Monday. 

“So I do think to pick out an example of somebody who lost their job unfortunately, this is part of 
capitalism, this is part of life. And I don’t think there’s anything Bain Capital did that they need to 
be embarrassed about,” he said. 

  
Andrew Malcolm with late night humor.  
Fallon: After just one term French President Nicolas Sarkozy lost his reelection bid because he 
was unable to fix his nation’s economy. Or as Obama put it, “Wuh oh!” 

Letterman: So President Obama has announced his support of gay marriage. He also 
announced a new Cabinet position, Decorator of the Interior. 

Leno: President Obama was in town for more fundraising. He wanted lots and lots of celebrities. 
So his choice was pretty much George Clooney’s house or that Malibu rehab center. 

Letterman: So President Obama favors gay marriage. My question with same-sex couples is: 
Who drives? Who nags? Who says, ‘Let’s have dessert.’ And who says, ‘I'll just taste yours?’ 

  
 
 
 

  
  
Washington Post 
Echoes of ‘67: Israel unites 
by Charles Krauthammer 

In May 1967, in brazen violation of previous truce agreements, Egypt ordered U.N. 
peacekeepers out of the Sinai, marched 120,000 troops to the Israeli border, blockaded the 
Straits of Tiran (Israel’s southern outlet to the world’s oceans), abruptly signed a military pact 
with Jordan and, together with Syria, pledged war for the final destruction of Israel. 



May ’67 was Israel’s most fearful, desperate month. The country was surrounded and alone. 
Previous great-power guarantees proved worthless. A plan to test the blockade with a Western 
flotilla failed for lack of participants. Time was running out. Forced into mass mobilization in 
order to protect against invasion — and with a military consisting overwhelmingly of civilian 
reservists — life ground to a halt. The country was dying. 

On June 5, Israel launched a preemptive strike on the Egyptian air force, then proceeded to 
lightning victories on three fronts. The Six-Day War is legend, but less remembered is that, four 
days earlier, the nationalist opposition (Menachem Begin’s Likud precursor) was for the first time 
ever brought into the government, creating an emergency national-unity coalition. 

Everyone understood why. You do not undertake a supremely risky preemptive war without the 
full participation of a broad coalition representing a national consensus. 

Forty-five years later, in the middle of the night of May 7-8, 2012, Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu shocked his country by bringing the main opposition party, Kadima, into a national 
unity government. Shocking because just hours earlier, the Knesset was expediting a bill to call 
early elections in September. 

Why did the high-flying Netanyahu call off elections he was sure to win? 

Because for Israelis today, it is May ’67. The dread is not quite as acute: The mood is not 
despair, just foreboding. Time is running out, but not quite as fast. War is not four days away, 
but it looms. Israelis today face the greatest threat to their existence — nuclear weapons in the 
hands of apocalyptic mullahs publicly pledged to Israel’s annihilation — since May ’67. The 
world is again telling Israelis to do nothing as it looks for a way out. But if such a way is not 
found — as in ’67 — Israelis know that they will once again have to defend themselves, by 
themselves. 

Such a fateful decision demands a national consensus. By creating the largest coalition in 
nearly three decades, Netanyahu is establishing the political premise for a preemptive strike, 
should it come to that. The new government commands an astonishing 94 Knesset seats out of 
120, described by one Israeli columnist as a “hundred tons of solid concrete.” 

So much for the recent media hype about some great domestic resistance to Netanyahu’s hard 
line on Iran. Two notable retired intelligence figures were widely covered here for coming out 
against him. Little noted was that one had been passed over by Netanyahu to be the head of 
Mossad, while the other had been fired by Netanyahu as Mossad chief (hence the job opening). 
For centrist Kadima (it pulled Israel out of Gaza) to join a Likud-led coalition whose defense 
minister is a former Labor prime minister (who once offered half of Jerusalem to Yasser Arafat) 
is the very definition of national unity — and refutes the popular “Israel is divided” meme. 
“Everyone is saying the same thing,” explained one Knesset member, “though there may be a 
difference of tone.”  

To be sure, Netanyahu and Kadima’s Shaul Mofaz offered more prosaic reasons for their 
merger: to mandate national service for now exempt ultra- Orthodox youth, to change the 
election law to reduce the disproportionate influence of minor parties and to seek negotiations 
with the Palestinians. But Netanyahu, the first Likud prime minister to recognize Palestinian 
statehood, did not need Kadima for him to enter peace talks. For two years he’s been waiting for 



Mahmoud Abbas to show up at the table. Abbas hasn’t. And won’t. Nothing will change on that 
front. 

What does change is Israel’s position vis-a-vis Iran. The wall-to-wall coalition demonstrates 
Israel’s political readiness to attack, if necessary. (Its military readiness is not in doubt.)  

Those counseling Israeli submission, resignation or just endless patience can no longer dismiss 
Israel’s tough stance as the work of irredeemable right-wingers. Not with a government now 
representing 78 percent of the country. 

Netanyahu forfeited September elections that would have given him four more years in power. 
He chose instead to form a national coalition that guarantees 18 months of stability — 18 
months during which, if the world does not act (whether by diplomacy or otherwise) to stop Iran, 
Israel will. 

And it will not be the work of one man, one party or one ideological faction. As in 1967, it will be 
the work of a nation. 

  
  
American.com 
Like it or not, Bibi keeps outsmarting everyone 
by Lazar Berman 

Benjamin Netanyahu continues to confound opponents, surprise experts, and consolidate 
political power. Through a series of unconventional moves since 2009, Bibi has gone from 
struggling to form a supposedly weak coalition  to heading one of the largest parliamentary 
majorities  in Israel’s history. His bold move this week, cancelling early elections in favor of a 
unity deal with opposition leader Shaul Mofaz, is only the latest in a series of maneuvers that 
attest to his political acumen: 

•    Netanyahu created  Israel’s largest government, with 30 ministers and eight deputy ministers 
out of 120 Knesset members. Despite his criticism of predecessor Ehud Olmert’s 27 ministers 
as wasteful, his massive government ensured him the loyalty of 38 MKs, more than quarter of 
the Knesset. 

•    In his first six months in office, he focused on consolidating coalition discipline, some say by 
controversial methods. Deputy Defense Minister Matan Vilnai submitted a complaint that Bibi’s 
advisors burst into his office while Vilnai sat absent from a vote on the Knesset floor that would 
have failed without Vilnai present to vote. 

•    Bibi strengthened the power and influence of advisory bodies within the Prime Minister’s 
Office.  The National Economic Council, created in 2006, was a largely irrelevant body under 
Olmert. But with Bibi’s 2009 appointment of Eugene Kandel as head of the NEC, it grew quickly 
in importance, influencing policy on management of natural gas revenues, taxes, and Israel’s 
macroeconomic policy. The influence of the National Security Council has grown as well under 
Netanyahu, assuming responsibilities previously handled by the military advisor, a Defense 
Ministry official. Knesset members regularly complain that the Prime Minister’s Office has taken 
power from them, including the Knesset Speaker. As MK Daniel Ben-Simon put it on the 



Knesset floor: “We are closer to the Chinese model… the (Prime Minister’s) Office decides 
everything. There are no checks and balances.” 

•    Netanyahu consolidated power within his Likud party, taking the unprecedented step of 
running for party chairman as sitting Prime Minister. He won the election easily, giving himself 
control over the party’s slate for the next election. This move angered Likud’s right wing, who 
wanted to stack the list with their activists. Likud’s right wing still has not forgiven him. 

•    Bibi keeps outlasting his political opponents. After refusing to join Netanyahu’s government, 
former Kadima head Tzipi Livni gained no traction as opposition leader, and found herself voted 
out of her party’s leadership. He almost succeeded in breaking Kadima in two by passing the 
“Mofaz Law”, allowing 8 MKs to jump ship to another party. He split the Labor party in two, 
keeping Ehud Barak and his new Independence Party in his government. The rump Labor Party 
would have done quite well if the early elections were held, but they will have to wait another 
year and a half. Popular journalist Yair Lapid, who jumped into politics recently with a new 
political party, also stood to do well in the scheduled September elections, but by October 2013, 
he will likely not be a factor at all. 

Netanyahu’s latest surprise allows him to progress on major legislation, as no party can topple 
the government, and no coalitions can form against him. Religious parties will hold little sway in 
the coalition, allowing the secular Likud, Independence, Yisrael Beiteinu, and Kadima members 
to pass a new law requiring ultra-Orthodox to serve in the army and the labor force. This might 
cost the coalition the votes of 16 MKs, but it can easily handle that. There has also been a 
growing effort to reform Israel’s unstable electoral system, with more power centralized in the 
Prime Minister’s office. Expect the new coalition to pass legislation, drastically reforming politics 
in Israel. 

Still, significant hurdles remain for Netanyahu’s government. The Supreme Court gave the 
government two months to evacuate the Givat HaUlpana neighborhood in the West Bank,  and 
right wing MKs have threatened to leave the coalition if the evacuation goes ahead. The budget, 
which must pass this Fall, is extremely controversial, as there is simply not enough money 
available to fulfill promises made in response to the social protests last summer. 

This move has implications for America, too. Obama, clearly no Bibi fan, will have to deal with a 
strengthened PM, and will find it even more difficult to intimidate him. Netanyahu has more 
political backing for his Iran policy, but Mofaz has been more moderate rhetorically than 
Netanyahu or Barak. And if the Palestinians are really interested in making progress on peace 
negotiations, this is exactly the kind of broad coalition, armed with stability and national security 
credibility, that can hammer out a game changing deal with the Palestinians. 

  
Bloomberg News 
Obama Hits Syria With Brutal Blast of Adverbs 
by Jeffrey Goldberg 

The crackdown by Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad against his own citizens counts as one of the 
most blood-soaked acts of political repression in the Middle East since his father and 
predecessor, Hafez al-Assad, waged his own onslaught against anti-regime activists three 
decades ago.  



Almost 10,000 people have died in the current Syrian uprising, and each passing day brings the 
killing and torture of more civilians, including many children.  

Some critics say the U.S. has shamed itself by not intervening aggressively on behalf of Syria’s 
rebels and dissidents.  

They’re wrong. The Obama administration hasn’t helped to arm the rebels, nor has it created 
safe havens for persecuted dissidents. But it has done something far more important: It has 
provided the Syrian opposition with very strong language to describe Assad’s various atrocities.  

The administration’s unprecedented verbal and written sorties against the Assad regime have 
included some of the most powerful adjectives, adjectival intensifiers and adverbs ever aimed at 
an American foe. This campaign has helped Syrians understand, among other things, that the 
English language contains many synonyms for “repulsive.”  

Shock and Awe  

But a crisis is fast approaching: America’s stockpile of vivid adjectives is being depleted rapidly. 
Some linguists of the realist camp are now arguing for restraint in the use of condemnatory word 
combinations. They note that the administration, in its effort to shock and awe the Assad regime 
with the power of its official statements and the stridency of its State Department briefings, has 
prematurely stripped bare its thesaurus, leaving the U.S. powerless to come to the symbolic aid 
of the Syrian people.  

When the uprising began last year, the Obama administration clearly hoped that softer language 
would persuade Assad to cease murdering Syrians. It relied on traditional formulations of 
diplomatic distaste, calling on Syria to “exercise restraint” and “respect the rights of its citizens.”  

When it became clear that mild criticism wouldn’t stay Assad’s hand, the administration began 
carpet-bombing Damascus with powerful sentences and, at times, whole paragraphs.  

In April 2011, shortly after Syrian security forces killed more than 80 unarmed demonstrators, 
President Barack Obama said, “This outrageous use of violence to quell protests must come to 
an end now.” He accused the Syrian government of using “brutal” tactics against civilians.  

Somehow, such combative words still didn’t persuade Assad to change course. Soon, the 
president’s press secretary, Jay Carney, was forced to remind Assad, and the world, of the 
president’s rhetorical militancy.  

“I’m sure you did see the president’s very strong statement of Friday where he condemned in 
the strongest possible terms the use of force by the Syrian government against demonstrators, 
referred to an outrageous use of violence to quell protests,” Carney said. He also mentioned 
that the White House didn’t merely “oppose” the Syrian government’s treatment of its citizens, 
but “strongly” opposed it.  

Assad insolently ignored Carney’s amplification of the president’s muscular language.  

A few months later, shortly after the Syrian government killed more than 30 people in the city of 
Latakia, Obama reached into the arsenal again and said the people of Syria had “braved 



ferocious brutality at the hands of their government.” This onslaught, Obama said, was 
“disgraceful.”  

The White House appeared surprised when Assad nevertheless chose not to flee Damascus.  

Heinous, Outrageous  

So the administration upped the ante. In the months that followed, Carney said the war waged 
on the Syrian people was both “heinous” and “unforgivable.”  

He wasn’t alone. Susan Rice, the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, became a point 
person in deploying the full might of the American thesaurus. On Nov. 28, Rice accused Assad 
of perpetrating “outrageous and now well-documented atrocities,” and noted that the “patience” 
of the international community had “evaporated.” On Feb. 7, she reported Assad was now “off 
the reservation.”  

On Feb. 9, Rice said the world was “horrified to watch the violence” in Syria. On Feb. 23, she 
said the Syrian government “has accelerated the killing of its people,” and the violence “has 
continued unabated for nearly a year at a breathtaking scale.” On April 2, she spoke of Assad’s 
“massive intensification of violence.” She also said she expected the Syrian government would 
implement a UN-negotiated cease-fire “without any conditions or codicils.” (The word “codicil” is 
known to strike fear in the hearts of dictators.)  

Rice later said “a moment of truth” was coming up “very soon.” It is hard to imagine the Assad 
regime can take such punishment much longer.  

The U.S. has also used other tools to press its case. For instance, it has supported sanctions 
that prevent Assad’s wife, Asma al-Assad, from shopping in Europe. And it has supported a UN 
plan to station dozens of unarmed observers in Syria to watch Assad’s forces kill civilians and 
then write reports about it.  

Still more action may be needed. At the risk of deepening U.S. involvement in this very 
complicated conflict, my suggestion is that Obama and his team conduct a “surge” of new 
adjectives and adverbs in their campaign, including such words as “callous,” “merciless,” 
“pitiless” -- and even, perhaps, “barbarous.”  

The optimist in me believes that the White House wouldn’t have to maintain this surge for too 
long. Why? Because several months after saying that the patience of the international 
community had “evaporated,” Rice wrote on Twitter that our patience had been “exhausted.” 
Now that patience has been both evaporated and exhausted, even Assad must understand that 
his time is nearly up.  

Of course, Rice reported that patience had been exhausted on April 24. My suspicion is that, in 
three or four more weeks, we will learn that U.S. patience is “completely exhausted.”  

Then Assad should really be careful.  

(Jeffrey Goldberg is a Bloomberg View columnist and a national correspondent for The Atlantic. 
The opinions expressed are his own.)  



  
  
WSJ 
Trolling for Dirt on the President's List  
First a Romney supporter was named on an Obama campaign website. That was followed 
by the slimy trolling into a citizen's private life. 
by Kimberley A. Strassel 

Here's what happens when the president of the United States publicly targets a private citizen 
for the crime of supporting his opponent.  

Frank VanderSloot is the CEO of Melaleuca Inc. The 63-year-old has run that wellness-products 
company for 26 years out of tiny Idaho Falls, Idaho. Last August, Mr. VanderSloot gave $1 
million to Restore Our Future, the Super PAC that supports Mitt Romney.  

Three weeks ago, an Obama campaign website, "Keeping GOP Honest," took the extraordinary 
step of publicly naming and assailing eight private citizens backing Mr. Romney. Titled "Behind 
the curtain: a brief history of Romney's donors," the post accused the eight of being "wealthy 
individuals with less-than-reputable records." Mr. VanderSloot was one of the eight, smeared 
particularly as being "litigious, combative and a bitter foe of the gay rights movement."  

About a week after that post, a man named Michael Wolf contacted the Bonneville County 
Courthouse in Idaho Falls in search of court records regarding Mr. VanderSloot. Specifically, Mr. 
Wolf wanted all the documents dealing with Mr. VanderSloot's divorces, as well as a case 
involving a dispute with a former Melaleuca employee.  

Mr. Wolf sent a fax to the clerk's office—which I have obtained—listing four cases he was after. 
He would later send a second fax, asking for three further court cases dealing with either 
Melaleuca or Mr. VanderSloot. Mr. Wolf listed only his name and a private cellphone number.  

Some digging revealed that Mr. Wolf was, until a few months ago, a law clerk on the Democratic 
side of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. He's found new work. The ID 
written out at the top of his faxes identified them as coming from "Glenn Simpson." That's the 
name of a former Wall Street Journal reporter who in 2009 founded a D.C. company that 
performs private investigative work.  

The website for that company, Fusion GPS, describes itself as providing "strategic intelligence," 
with expertise in areas like "politics." That's a polite way of saying "opposition research."  

When I called Fusion's main number and asked to speak to Michael Wolf, a man said Mr. Wolf 
wasn't in the office that day but he'd be in this coming Monday. When I reached Mr. Wolf on his 
private cell, he confirmed he had until recently worked at the Senate.  

When I asked what his interest was in Mr. VanderSloot's divorce records, he hesitated, then 
said he didn't want to talk about that. When I asked what his relationship was with Fusion, he 
hesitated again and said he had "no comment." "It's a legal thing," he added. 

Fusion dodged my calls, so I couldn't ask who was paying it to troll through Mr. VanderSloot's 
divorce records. Mr. Simpson finally sent an email stating: "Frank VanderSloot is a figure of 



interest in the debate over civil rights for gay Americans. As his own record on gay issues amply 
demonstrates, he is a legitimate subject of public records research into his lengthy history of 
legal disputes."  

A look through Federal Election Commission records did not show any payments to Fusion or 
Mr. Wolf from political players, such as the Democratic National Committee, the Obama 
campaign, or liberal Super PACs. Then again, when political groups want to hire researchers, it 
is not uncommon to hire a less controversial third party, which then hires the researchers.  

This is not the first attack on Mr. VanderSloot. While the executive has been a force in Idaho 
politics and has helped Mr. Romney raise money, he's not what most would consider a national 
political power player. Through 2011, nearly every mention of Mr. VanderSloot appeared in 
Idaho or Washington state newspapers, often in reference to his business.  

That changed in January, with the first Super PAC disclosures. Liberal bloggers and media have 
since dug into his past, dredging up long-ago Idaho controversies that touched on gay issues. 
His detractors have spiraled these into accusations that Mr. VanderSloot is a "gay bashing 
thug." He's become a national political focus of attention, aided by the likes of partisan Salon 
blogger Glenn Greenwald and MSNBC host Rachel Maddow. Bloggers have harassed his 
children, visiting their social media accounts and asking for interviews and information.  

Mr. VanderSloot has said his attackers have misconstrued facts and made false allegations. In 
February he wrote a long reply, publicly stating that he has "many gay friends whom I love and 
respect" who should "have the same freedoms and rights as any other individual." The Obama 
campaign's response, in April, was to single out Mr. VanderSloot and repeat the slurs. 

Political donations don't come with a right to privacy, and Mr. VanderSloot might have expected 
a spotlight. Then again, President Obama, in the wake of the Gabby Giffords shooting, gave a 
national address calling for "civility" in politics. Yet rather than condemn those demeaning his 
opponent's donors, Mr. Obama—the nation's most powerful man—instead publicly named 
individuals, egging on the attacks. What has followed is the slimy trolling into a citizen's private 
life. 

Mr. VanderSloot acknowledges that "when I first learned that President Obama's campaign had 
singled me out on his 'enemies list,' I knew it was like taping a target on my back." But the more 
he's thought it through, "the public beatings and false accusations that followed are no deterrent. 
These tactics will not work in America." He's even "contemplating a second donation."  

Still. If details about Mr. VanderSloot's life become public, and if this hurts his business or those 
who work for him, Mr. Obama will bear responsibility. This is what happens when the president 
makes a list. 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 



National Review 
Censoring Naomi Riley 
by John Fund 
  
Oslo Freedom Forum is an annual event sponsored by the New York–based Human Rights 
Foundation, which brings together dissidents and journalists from all over the world to show that 
people of good will can promote basic freedoms without an overlay of ideology.  

Censorship, both official and self-imposed, is an important theme here. We have heard stories 
from brave journalists such as Ecuador’s Nicolas Perez and Kosovo’s Jeta Xharra of efforts to 
silence them for expressing views unpopular with officials or special interests. So it was strange 
to be here and read that one of my friends and former journalistic colleagues back home in the 
U.S. has been fired merely for speaking her mind. 

Earlier this week, the Chronicle of Higher Education, the trade paper for faculty members and 
administrators in universities, fired Naomi Schaefer Riley, a paid blogger for its website. Her 
crime? She had the courage to respond to a Chronicle story called “Black Studies: ‘Swaggering 
Into the Future,’” which stated that “young black-studies scholars . . . are less consumed than 
their predecessors with the need to validate the field or explain why they are pursuing 
doctorates in their discipline.” The article used five Ph.D. candidates as examples of those 
“rewriting the history of race.” Riley looked at the subject areas of the five proposed 
dissertations and concluded that they were “obscure at best . . . a collection of left-wing 
victimization claptrap at worst.” One dissertation dealt with the failure of the natural-childbirth 
literature to include the experiences of non-white women, another blamed the housing crisis on 
institutional racism, and still another attacked Thomas Sowell and Clarence Thomas for leading 
an “assault on the civil-rights legacy that benefited them.” 

Many academics I know agree that black-studies programs are often slipshod, academically 
non-rigorous, and repositories for “grievance” politics. But they won’t say so publicly, for fear of 
being branded as “racists.” Naomi Riley had the courage to state the obvious. The author of two 
substantive books on higher education, she has worked with me as an editor on such topics at 
the Wall Street Journal. She knows her stuff. Certainly in a 500-word blog post she 
oversimplified, but that’s the nature of the blog that the Chronicle hired her to write for — it 
consists of quick opinion takes on issues of the day. It is even called “Brainstorm” to make clear 
it doesn’t publish the definitive word on any issue. 

Her lone blog post brought a torrent of criticism, attacks by MSNBC, and finally a petition 
demanding that the Chronicle “dismiss” her. It was signed by 6,500 professors and graduate 
students. 

At first, the Chronicle defended Riley’s right to speak out and invited people to debate her on the 
subject. But within days, its editor caved to the mob, fired her, and wrote the following craven 
apology: 

We’ve heard you. And we have taken to heart what you said. We now agree that Ms. Riley’s 
blog posting did not meet The Chronicle’s basic editorial standards for reporting and fairness in 
opinion articles.  



The publication has not commented on the appropriateness of the other bloggers on its site who 
ridiculed Riley, engaged in name-calling, or otherwise smeared her. The authors of the petition 
celebrated their victory with the ironic statement “Viva Civility!” 

Though it was far away, this hubbub attracted attention from some of the speakers at the Oslo 
conference. A couple noted how surprising it is that political correctness in academia is now 
shutting off debate in the U.S., the country where academics supposedly prize vigorous 
discussion and vigilantly guard against any sign of McCarthyism. 

Nick Cohen is an atheist and former leftist who writes for the Observer and Guardian 
newspapers in Britain. His most recent book, entitled “You Can’t Read This Book,” examines the 
new forms of censorship that are emerging in the 21st century. He warned those at the Oslo 
Freedom Forum that many in the West now “surround taboo subjects with a bodyguard of 
politically correct humbug. This form of self-censorship has had a profound effect on liberalism.” 
He noted that “censorship is at its most effective when no one admits that it exists. ‘No one else 
is complaining, so move along now,’ becomes the mantra.” 

While Cohen’s warning was directed at those who stifle debate on Muslim radicalism in Europe 
and refuse to recognize the failure of officially imposed multiculturalism, he lost no time in telling 
me how appalled he was at the news of Riley’s firing. “These people calling for her head are the 
same ones who would scream McCarthyism if someone demanded that academics who defend 
Iran, excuse terrorism, or accept support from dubious Middle East regimes be called to 
account,” he told me. “At the same time, they would of course be appalled if someone accepted 
funding from the Pentagon for a research study.” 

James Kirchick, a contributing editor to The New Republic and a former writer-at-large for Radio 
Free Europe, told me of the Riley case, “This is precisely why I am no longer on the left. It is 
disturbing to see such bullying.” 

For decades, academics have demanded tenure, ostensibly not to secure the effectively lifetime 
employment it creates but to give them the freedom to voice unpopular opinions and conduct 
research that challenges conventional thinking. Well, Naomi Riley isn’t an academic and didn’t 
have tenure at the Chronicle. But she had a right to express her view, have her employer back 
her up, and not see her reputation attacked. Few, if any, of her critics actually tried to refute her 
criticisms of black-studies dissertations. Instead, they sought to shut her up, and in so doing, 
they sent yet another message that some liberals today have become at least as intolerant of 
debate as any of the fundamentalists and traditionalists they abhor. The same people who 
nodded approvingly when Barack Obama criticized people who “cling to guns or religion” during 
the 2008 campaign are clinging to the destructive view that there should be different academic 
standards for those in minority-studies programs — and that anyone who speaks out against 
them should be labeled a racist, a possibly career-ending stain for some people. 

The Internet’s reach being what it is, a remarkable number of the 400 people attending the Oslo 
Freedom Forum this week were fully informed of the Riley firing. It obviously paled in 
comparison to the brutal actions of dictators and vicious torture of dissidents that were featured 
during the Forum’s panels. But nonetheless it was embarrassing for me, as an American, to 
admit to foreigners that our country has slipped into a soft censorship on certain taboo subjects. 
After Riley’s firing, I have no doubt there will be fewer people brave enough to challenge that 
censorship. 



  
  
Neal Boortz 
The Obamamedia admits support for Obummer 

In the dictionary next to the definition of “ObamaMedia” you will find the following: Time 
Magazine. 

Just last week I told you about the blatantly stupefying bias they showed in their editing of Bill 
Clinton’s comments on the killing of Osama bin Laden. Here was the original quote from Bill 
Clinton as it appeared in an ad for Barack Obama. 

“Look, he knew what would happen.  Suppose the navy SEALs had gone in there and it hadn’t 
been bin Laden?  Suppose they’d been captured or killed?  The downside would have been 
horrible for him.” 

Immediately that ad was criticized because Clinton mused about how horrible it would have 
been if the Navy SEALs had been killed … how horrible it would have been for OBAMA! 

So recognizing that Dear Ruler had a mini-PR crisis on his hands, Time Magazine did what any 
ObamaMedia rag would do. Change the quote. In an article written by Jon Meacham in Time 
Magazine, the quote was printed as follows. 

“Look, he knew what would happen.  Suppose the navy SEALs had gone in there and it hadn’t 
been bin Laden?  Suppose they’d been captured or killed?  The downside would have been 
horrible.”  

Horrible. Period. The controversial “for him” was conveniently missing. 

That was last week. Now, the media isn’t even pretending anymore. Again, back to Time 
Magazine. Time magazine’s Mark Halperin appeared on MSNBC’s Morning Joe yesterday to 
discuss Obama’s “evolution” on gay marriage. Halperin blatantly states the following about the 
media coverage of this issue. 

“[T]he media is as divided on this issue as the Obama family. Which is to say not at all. And so 
he's never going to get negative coverage for this," Halperin argued. Sure, "The Republicans will 
say this is a flip-flop and it's wrong public policy. But when you have almost the entire media 
establishment on your side on an issue in a presidential campaign, it's very hard to lose 
politically.” 

Wow.  

 

 

 

 



Hot Air 
Obama’s attack on Bain “unfair,” Bain was “acting very responsibly,” says … 
Update: Don’t forget about Obama’s Bain bundler 
by Ed Morrissey 

Well, what else is former auto industry czar Steve Rattner supposed to say?  After all, he 
quarterbacked the layoffs of tens of thousands of auto-dealer employees in the Obama 
administration-imposed dealership closures. Moreover, he did so for the exact same reasons 
Bain had in operating their private-equity turnaround business, which is to make companies and 
industry stronger through greater efficiency.  However, on Morning Joe today, Rattner went a 
little further, praising Bain’s integrity and  reputation: 

“I think the ad is unfair. Mitt Romney made a mistake ever talking about the fact that he created 
100,000 jobs. Bain Capital’s responsibility was not to create 100,000 jobs or some other 
number. It was to create profits for his investors, most of whom were pension funds, 
endowments and foundations. It did it superbly, acting within the rules and acting very 
responsibly and was a leading firm,” Ratner said on MSNBC’s “Morning Joe” on Monday. 

“So I do think to pick out an example of somebody who lost their job unfortunately, this is part of 
capitalism, this is part of life. And I don’t think there’s anything Bain Capital did that they need to 
be embarrassed about,” he said. 

No, but Team Obama might.  Fact-checkers have already noted that Romney had left Bain two 
years before the steel plant’s closure.   Glenn Kessler gave Team Obama two Pinocchios for the 
same thing last month.  Having an Obama adviser throw a red flag on Morning Joe underscores 
the economic illiteracy and hypocrisy behind this attack even further. 

Update: Nice catch by Robert Costa at the Corner, who remembered something I’d forgotten: 

 Left unmentioned (and blameless) is Jonathan Lavine. 

Lavine, according to the Los Angeles Times, is a top Obama bundler and a managing director at 
Bain Capital. Lavine, who has raised over $100,000 for the president, was at the firm when GST 
Steel declared bankruptcy. So according to the Obama team’s logic, Romney, who had left 
Bain, is responsible for GST Steel’s demise, but Lavine, who was there, is not? Expect to hear 
more about this connection. 

More from the LAT article in January: 

Obama also picked up at least half a dozen fundraisers from the finance sector, including one 
managing director of Bain Capital, the private equity firm founded by his possible GOP rival Mitt 
Romney. Jonathan Lavine, the chief investment officer of Bain affiliate Sankaty Advisors, was 
also an Obama fundraiser in 2008, but only joined the reelection effort in recent months, raising 
between $100,000 and $200,000. 

That should be good for a few laughs in a debate if Obama has the nerve to raise the issue, eh? 

  
  



Investors'com 
Late Night Humor 
by Andrew Malcolm 

 

Conan: France has a new president who lives with a woman that he is not married to. Their 
relationship is described as “French.” 

Fallon: I saw that Ryan Seacrest just put his house on the market for $11.9 million. The house 
has five bedrooms, seven bathrooms and 6,000 mirrors. 

Fallon: Did you hear about the man trying to avoid using the Internet for an entire year? Today 
his Facebook status was updated: ‘Already gone two days without Internet!’ 

Conan: President Obama says his reelection campaign is still about hope and change. The 
President’s exact words: “I hope I won’t have to change my address." 



Leno: Did you see that terrifying NBA playoff moment? During a Nuggets-Lakers game a 
woman walks out to the middle of the court. The players all thought she was after child support. 

Letterman: Did you all watch the Kentucky Derby? Once again, it was won by some guy from 
Kenya. 

Letterman: The New York City Board of Health says the cleanest kitchens are in the city's strip 
clubs. So keep that in mind when planning your Mother’s Day dinner out. 

Conan: The president is focusing on Latino voters. That explains Obama’s new campaign 
slogan: “If You Squint, I Kind Of Look Puerto Rican." 

Leno: Facebook says it's worth about $98 billion. That's about as much money as other 
businesses lose each year from workers looking at Facebook. 

Letterman: All I can say is, Thanks a lot underwear bombers, because now at airport security 
we're going to have to put our underpants in a tray. 

Leno: A female political candidate in Mexico posed topless for her campaign poster. I’m so glad 
Newt Gingrich is out of the race.  

Conan: The Pentagon refused to provide military hardware for “The Avengers” movie.  The 
Pentagon demanded to know how come the Hulk’s shirt falls off, but not his pants. 

Conan: President Obama says he hopes his support makes it easier for gay people to get 
married and for John Travolta to get a massage. 

Fallon: A new survey found that the best time to post something on Facebook is on 
Wednesdays between 1 p.m. and 4 p.m. While the best time to post something on MySpace is 
on Wednesdays between 2004 and 2007. 

Leno: New York City reports that 40% of all 911 calls are accidental 'butt calls' from back 
pockets. A sad comment on Americans when our butts are dialing 911 for help. 

Fallon: Hooters is offering customers 10 free chicken wings on Mother’s Day. And 45 REALLY 
uncomfortable minutes with your mom. 

Fallon: After just one term French President Nicolas Sarkozy lost his reelection bid because he 
was unable to fix his nation’s economy. Or as Obama put it, “Wuh oh!” 

Letterman: So President Obama has announced his support of gay marriage. He also 
announced a new Cabinet position, Decorator of the Interior. 

Leno: President Obama was in town for more fundraising. He wanted lots and lots of celebrities. 
So his choice was pretty much George Clooney’s house or that Malibu rehab center. 

Letterman: So President Obama favors gay marriage. My question with same-sex couples is: 
Who drives? Who nags? Who says, ‘Let’s have dessert.’ And who says, ‘I'll just taste yours?’ 



  
  

 
  

 
  



 
 


