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Welcome to this week’s Premium Q&A session for Premium
Interactive members. I appreciate you all signing up and
joining me. Thank you.
Let’s get to your questions (and my answers):

Really enjoy the weekly Q&A. I have been thinking a lot about
the potential impact if H Schultz runs in 2020 as an
independent. While it is very unlikely he could garner a
majority of the electoral college votes, I have read nothing
about the possibility of his winning a few states and thereby
depriving the two major party candidates of an electoral
college majority. Do you think this could occur, what states
are the best targets, and if this were to occur any
predictions as to how Speaker Pelosi would deal with the
resulting circus that would then take place in the House and
the MSM? — Michael F.
I don’t believe Howard Schultz will run, Michael. So I think
the rest is moot. But …
It’s clear that if he does, Donald Trump almost certainly will
win re-election. Schultz would split the Democratic vote
opening the door to a Trump second term. I don’t believe his
candidacy will deprive either major party candidate of the
electoral votes they need to win.
As you say, “very

unlikely.” Schultz believes in many things, high on the list
is that Donald Trump needs to go. He, Schultz, is a smart man
and can figure out that he’d be the spoiler.
People will
convince him not to run. Donald Trump should pray that he
does.
Have you read Ilan Pappe’s book “The Ethnic Cleansing of
Palestine?” It seems to me that until the well documented
actions of the Israelis are addressed that there will be no
peace in the Middle East. — Thomas W.
I have not read the book, but it seems to me that until the
Palestinians decide they love their children more than they
hate the Israelis there also will be no peace. We can argue
the pros and cons of Israeli settlements in the West Bank.
But let’s not forget the Israelis have already tried “land
for peace.” They gave back every inch of Gaza and got, not
peace, but rockets on a daily basis. The Palestinians a while
back had a chance to get 95 percent of what they claim to
want, and turned the deal down. As the great Israeli diplomat
Abba Eban once said: “The Arabs never miss an opportunity to
miss an opportunity.”
I have been a fan for many years. I find you to be a
consistent and rational source w/ about how the national media
operates. W/ regard to FOX News Channel I wonder if you would
agree w/ this. While I don’t watch FNC opinion programming I
understand why it is there (same w/ MSNBC and CNN). But I find
that the ‘news’ division inside FNC to be the most balanced of
the national broadcast media. Chris Wallace, Shepard Smith,
Bret Baier, and many of the correspondents do a reasonably
good job of covering both sides of the news. Far better than
any other national organization. But since both ‘news’ and
‘opinion’ programming are rolled up under one brand they get
confused. What isn’t confusing – rather blatant – would be
MSNBC and Andrea Mitchell. She has/had a daytime opinion
program and then would report in the evening for NBC News as
their Chief Foreign Affairs Correspondent which breaks the

‘golden rule’ for a news organization and any journalist. This
is where a set of enforceable rules would be handy. W/ regard
to FNC maybe they could create another channel (think FBC)
called FNC News for their news division and keep their opinion
shows on FNC. It could create a revenue opportunity while
helping the national media get back on track. — Chuck
I’m with you, Chuck. In terms of straight news reporting, Fox
is way ahead of CNN and MSBNC. I also agree that when a hard
news reporter has an opinion show then covers foreign affairs
for the network it creates problems. We shouldn’t know how a
hard news reporter feels about any subject she’s covering.
You’re also correct when you say news and opinion get rolled
under one brand — and cause confusion. As for creating a news
channel and a separate opinion channel: First, FNC would have
to do opinion all day long (which some people think already
happens) — and then do news all day long on a separate
channel. The former would be torture (for me) and the latter
wouldn’t be interesting enough
Interesting thought, though.

for

a

mass

audience.

I’m surprised and a bit dismayed to read your words in the
last Q&A to the effect that fake “made up” news is a rarity in
media journalism today. For the past two and half years we’ve
endured blatantly false news reporting nearly every day by the
likes of CNN and others promulgating a preposterous “Trump is
Russia” narrative based on a discredited dossier. We saw
similar bad faith media reporting on Judge Kavanaugh as
possible college serial rapist allowing Michael Avenatti a
platform for his clients’ ludicrous accusations. So please
tell me what difference there is in the media’s making up its
own false news stories or reporting false news stories—via
other sources—such as the FBI leak of the Steele Dossier? —
Phillip R.
Fair enough, Phillip.

Legitimate question.

Donald Trump has said, repeatedly, that journalists “make up”

sources and that this constitutes “fake news.” If they did
make up sources, he’d be right. But except for the very rare
cases, they don’t. Getting things wrong is not “fake news.”
I’ve said before that journalists have made mistakes and they
seem to go in one direction — the anti-Trump direction, and
that this constitutes bias. Bias, while not a good thing, is
not “fake news.” If the media believe sources that aren’t
telling the truth, the villain first, is the source with an ax
to grind and second, the journalist who should have been more
skeptical. If you define “fake news” as putting out stories
based on speculation that turns out not to be true, Ok, then
it’s fake news.
That’s not my definition and more
importantly, it’s not really Donald Trump’s definition.
Again, he has repeatedly said that reporters just make stuff
up. Not true. That said, you make good points about the
constant drumbeat of negative stories about the Donald Trump
and Russia. That tells me that too many journalists have it
in for this president.
But that’s just not the same as
concocting sources out of nothing.
Hello Mr. Goldberg: In your book “100 People Who Are Screwing
Up America” you have a chapter on Al Franken. You mentioned
that Casey Stengel used to line up his players and talk
nonsense to them and “he wasn’t joking.” I’m not much of a
sports fan, so I have to ask: what kind of gibberish would
Casey Stengel spout at the players, and why did he do it if he
wasn’t joking? Was this some kind of head game he was playing?
What would be the purpose? And while I’m at it, in “A
Slobbering Love Affair” I recall that there were some
documents from Barack Obama’s college years that you mentioned
were being held under wraps, and you were wondering what is in
them. Could you please elaborate? Which documents were you
specifically referring to? What do you think would be
revealed? Finally, why can’t they be revealed? Mr. Obama is a
public figure, so such information (along with Donald Trump’s
tax returns) SHOULD be made public, shouldn’t they? What’s the
holdup? Best Regards –The Emperor

There’s a lot in your question(s), Emperor and I have to be
someplace by mid-December, but I’ll give it a try.
Casey Stengel would go on and on when chatting with reporters,
bouncing from one subject to the next without so much as a
breath in between. He was a character. At spring training
one year he told his players to line up in alphabetical order
— according to height. He must be on Google someplace. You
have to listen to him to truly understand how “entertaining”
he was.
As for Mr. Obama’s records: They’re not public records, they
were college records. His grades, his term papers, anything
he might have put on paper that would give us a clue to his
thinking then — and maybe during his presidency.
The holdup is that he’s never given Columbia (or any of the
other colleges he attended) permission to release whatever
they have. And since it’s all private, the public has no legal
right to know what’s there.
Why hasn’t he released his
college info?

That’s what’s so intriguing.

It seems to me, as the news media becomes more and more of an
entertainment product, that there’s an unprecedented amount of
importance placed on the youth and looks of news commentators.
Of course, it has long been an advantage in television
journalism to be good looking (news organizations and
producers strive for an attractive news presentation). But in
recent years and especially on cable news (most noticeably on
Fox), I feel as if it has become somewhat of an overriding
factor on the opinion side — overriding in the sense that if
someone has the “right look”, they are not necessarily
expected to be able to put forth serious or informed
commentary, even when seated at discussion tables alongside
individuals who can and do.
Do you feel that today’s cable news audiences for the most
part even notice this type of thing, or feel insulted by it?

Or do you think they just appreciate the “eye candy,” as long
as that person is saying the stuff they want to hear? — Andrew
D.
There’s plenty of eye candy on cable, most notably at Fox, as
you say. But a lot of those attractive people are also pretty
smart. Not all, but more than you’d think. Let’s not assume
that a beautiful woman can’t also be a very smart woman.
Here’s what’s not a good thing, especially for women:
If
you’re a good journalist, but not especially attractive,
you’re going to have a tough time getting an on-air job at
places like Fox. That’s troubling. But the audience isn’t
complaining — especially the guys watching the women show leg
on Fox shows. They don’t call it Infotainment for nothing,
Andrew.
By any chance have you ever watched the Big Interview with Dan
Rather? It’s on AXS TV. Dan has some really interesting
guests, which is why i’ve watched it a few times, but I’m very
surprised by how bad of an interviewer he is. The questions
are surprisingly bad and he seems quite unprepared. I don’t
recall what kind of interviewer he was when he was with CBS
News. Was he generally good back then? — Beverly
I have watched the show, Beverly, and when the guests are
interesting I like it. Regarding Dan: He’s not out to grill
his guests on a show like this. He’s there to be a pal and
have a conversation with them. I’ve long believed that the
most important single factor that makes for a good interview …
is the person being interviewed. If he or she is interesting
and engaging, the interview will be a success.
Yes, the
interviewer can screw things up by not asking good questions
or not listening and missing a needed follow up question. But
for The Big Interview, Dan is fine. As far as how he did at
CBS News, he did good work. The problem with Dan — and I’ve
said this before — is that he was either unwilling or unable
to take serious criticism seriously.

Years ago I remember you talking to O’Reilly on Fox about The
Sopranos. You had some pretty deep thoughts on the show, and
you were clearly a fan. Are there any current television
series, or series since then, that you really enjoy and would
perhaps place in the same league? — Jeff P.
My favorite show is Homeland on Showtime. I’m a HUGE fan! I
watch Billions on Showtime but it’s not in the same league as
the Sopranos or Homeland. I also watch Curb Your Enthusiasm
on HBO — and each week root for Larry David to get hit by a
bus. Not in real life, of course. It’s just that he’s so
annoying in that role — which I suspect is not that much
different from Larry David in real life. I watch almost
nothing on network TV — except big sporting events and every
now and then Shark Tank. I recently watched the 6 part series
The Bodyguard on Netflix and thought it was pretty good — but
not great.
Mr. G., In view of the vitriol being tossed back and forth,
between AOC and her ilk, and Mr. Trump, do you think we’ll
ever see real civility in politics ever again? — Terry & Kathi
That’s the $64 million dollar question. My gut answer is …
no. Things have gotten so bad, so uncivil, that I see no path
back to reasoned, decent disagreement.
All I see is
Resistance. I used to think that a national tragedy would
bring us together. 9/11 did. For about 10 minutes then it
was back to what passes for “normal.” Maybe if a charismatic
politician comes along who shows “the other side” respect and
calls on his team to also show respect … maybe then things
would change. But I must sound like Pollyanna saying that. I
don’t see that person on the horizon. I’m pessimistic, Terry
and Kathi.
With very few journalists such as yourself, it’s hard to
biased journalists to really make a name for themselves
anymore. They just parrot each other. Will it ever become
fashionable again to take a more clear and honest approach to

journalism? Unbiased! — Paul M.
For quite a while now, journalism in America has lost the
trust and confidence of the American people. And for good
reason. As long as bias sells, things won’t change. And make
no mistake, it does sell. News organizations — and not just
cable TV — have made a business decision: give the audience
what it wants. Don’t challenge its biases. Instead, validate
what the viewers already believe, what they already think
about Donald Trump or the Democrats. As long as that model
continues to bring in money, things won’t change. The viewer
or the reader is an indicted co-conspirator as far as I’m
concerned. They’re not asking for change. They like it when
CNN, MSNBC, Fox, The NY Times, et al give them what they want.
That said, there’s some good journalism going on.
much slanted journalism .

But too

After the David Shaw series in the L.A. Times detailing an
abortion-rights bias in the newsrooms, I thought that the
media would look at how it reports on these stories and stop
giving it a slant. That was 29 years ago. Do you feel that
reporting on abortion has changed for the better? — Alex
I once jokingly suggested that we need affirmative action in
America’s newsrooms for a minority group vastly underrepresented in the world of journalism. That minority was
conservative journalists.
After a while, I stopped joking
about it and started pitching it for real.
I don’t want
conservative journalists to bring their opinions and biases
into the newsroom — any more than I want liberal journalists
to bring their opinions and biases into the newsroom. But
with so few conservatives in journalism, abortion coverage —
to use the example you mention — is seen through a liberal,
pro-abortion rights prism. With more conservatives we’d have
a different perspective injected into the conversation.
A
conservative might see how a story on “late term” abortion is
being discussed in the newsroom and chime in with a different
position. I don’t follow abortion coverage closely enough to

answer your question beyond what I’ve already suggested, but
I’m pretty sure some diversity of opinion in the newsroom
would make abortion coverage — and a lot more — a lot better.
Have you read Michael Luo’s article “The Urgent Quest for
Slower, Better News”? What is your take on Slow Media (e.g.
Delayed Gratification, Tortoise Media) and its pros and cons?
— John M.
Sorry, John, I know nothing about this.

Thanks, everyone! You can send me questions for next week
using the form below! You can also read previous Q&A sessions
by clicking here.
Name: *
Email Address:
Subject:
Message: *
Submit

“Planet of the Apes” and “I’m
From The Government…”
Every so often the Palestinians pick a fight with Israel for
the sole purpose of provoking the Israelis to retaliate. Once,
thanks to the terrorists sticking women and children in target

zones, the civilian casualties pile up, the world, led by the
U.S., can be counted upon to condemn the Israelis for overreacting and to then bestow billions of dollars on the
provocateurs. That in turn provides the scumbags with the
money with which to purchase more missiles and more concrete
with which to construct tunnels into Israel.
You never notice anyone pointing out that Germany suffered far
more casualties during WWII than America did because it would
be so obviously pointless. For one thing, Germany started it.
For another thing, if the numbers had been reversed, it would
have meant the Nazis had won the war.
Whenever these conflicts between the Jews and the Muslims
break out, you can bank on the fact that the media will claim
that Israel is out to commit genocide. It is widely accepted
that European and, to a lesser extent, American journalists
and entertainment figures are anti-Semitic. In some quarters,
it’s nearly a prerequisite. As bad as that is, they also feel
it essential to leave their powers of logic and reason out in
the cold. I mean, when Israel is accused of committing
genocide against the Palestinians, wouldn’t you think someone
at NBC, ABC or the NY Times might pipe up to say: “Israel is a
nuclear power with a modern military equipped with jets and
tanks. If they were really out to eliminate those people whose
own charter calls for the extermination of Israel, don’t you
think that after three weeks, they would have killed more than
a thousand Palestinians?”
Here in America, you have a Congress filled with Jewish
Democrats, and yet not one of them confronts Obama over his
tying funds for Central American immigrants to a bill that
calls for us to help Israel purchase replacements for the Iron
Dome defense system. It’s the system, by the way, that has
prevented most of the 20,000 Palestinian missiles from
landing, missiles that, had they landed, would have resulted
in civilian fatalities that would have dwarfed what the
Palestinians have experienced.

The sharp-eyed among you would have noticed that I haven’t
mentioned Hamas. That is because I no longer differentiate
between the terrorist organization and those who elected and
continue to support them.
One so often hears about the Israeli occupation of Gaza,
especially on college campuses and in newsrooms, but does
anyone really believe that if such an occupation actually
existed, the Palestinians could continue to fire all those
rockets and dig all those damn tunnels with such impunity?
A friend of mine wrote to say he couldn’t figure out why
Jewish supporters of Israel such as Harvard law professor Alan
Dershowitz and Howard Schultz, founder of Starbucks, continue
to support the current administration. After all, on their
best days, Obama and John Kerry claim to see a moral
equivalence between Israel and its Arab and Muslim enemies,
and, on their more candid days, clearly side with the riffraff
who continue referring to America as the Big Satan.
The fact remains that so far as most Jewish liberals are
concerned, the continued existence of Israel has a lower
priority than same-sex marriages, open borders, abortions on
demand, legalized drugs, gun control, unions, climate change
and an ever-expanding federal government.
Another area where this administration is clearly out of sync
with the majority of Americans is illegal immigration. Obama
constantly refers to something called “comprehensive
immigration reform.” But inasmuch as neither he nor
congressional Democrats ever propose legislation that calls
for an extension of the wall, along with armed border agents
patrolling the Rio Grande, it makes about as much sense as
trying to contain water in a sieve. It’s reminiscent of the
days when Obama used to describe his energy policy as “all of
the above,” while excluding oil, coal and nuclear power, from
the list.

When it comes to promoting what amounts to open borders, the
liberals are constantly telling us that we need all those
unskilled, illiterate, Hispanics to do the work Americans
won’t do. It’s as if they’re pretending that every American is
carting around a Ph.D in advanced calculus and can’t possibly
be expected to do manual labor. I contend that this country is
rife with unskilled native-born illiterates who just happen to
prefer collecting welfare to working.
I’m willing to predict that if you boot all those able-bodied
loafers off the dole, they will suddenly discover that they’re
only too happy to bus tables, flip burgers and put up drywall.
With the November elections less than 90 days away, it’s not
too soon to remind people that whether you favor the Tea
Party, the GOP establishment or the Libertarian wing of the
party, you have a lot more in common with each other than you
have with Obama, Reid, Pelosi and their congressional
enablers. If you don’t get out and vote for whichever
candidates have an R after their name, I say you forfeit your
right to gripe about the awful direction in which America is
headed.

“I’m From The Government”
Ronald Reagan once observed that “I’m from the government and
I’m here to help” were the nine scariest words an American
could hear. But he said that about 30 years ago. With all that
has transpired since then, particularly over the past six
years, what an American hears when confronted by a federal
bureaucrat, whether representing the IRS, the EPA, the NSA or
the FBI is “I’m from the government and I’m here to (snoop),
(take your money), (take your land), (take your cattle), (take
your liberty), (take your religion) and/or (take your

birthright).”
Speaking of the IRS, the Heritage Foundation recently came up
with a graph proving that along with all their other lies, one
of the biggest concocted by the Democrats is the one about the
rich not paying their fair share when it comes to income
taxes. It seems that the top one percent of income earners
suck up 17% of the money, but pay a whopping 37% of the taxes!
The top 2-5% rake in 15% of the dough, but pay 22% of the
total taxes. It’s only when you get to the top 5-10% that
things begin to even out; those folks take in 11% and pay out
12%. The top 10-25% earn 23% and pay out 17%. Those who fall
into the top 25-50% earn 21%, but pay only 10% of the tax.
Finally, the bottom 50% earn 12%, but kick in a measly two
percent. These numbers must be a real eye-opener to those
naïve souls who don’t believe that socialism is alive and well
in America.
Democratic politicians don’t have a monopoly when it comes to
hypocrisy, but sometimes it sure seems that way. For instance
the governor of Maryland, Democrat Martin O’Malley, has been
one of the loudest voices in the left-wing chorus calling for
the U.S. to provide a home to the thousands of Central
American youngsters flooding across our border. A show of
hands, please — is anyone really surprised that when O’Malley
pleads for America to roll out the welcome mat, it turns out
he means anywhere but Maryland?
Thanks to Obama’s dithering over Iran, Syria, Gaza, Iraq and
Ukraine, the world has rarely been such a dangerous place. And
yet he claims it is as tranquil as the Garden of Eden. On the
home front, he and his criminal cohort, Eric Holder, continue
to ignore scandals involving the IRS, the VA, the EPA and
Benghazi, all the while trying to fend off those seeking
answers and looking to punish the guilty, by referring to
ongoing investigations. Apparently, when these two schmucks
refer to “ongoing,” they really mean “endless” and “phony.”

Another popular lie that’s been circulating ever since a bisexual freak named Alfred Kinsey, who conducted the most
unscientific survey since Margaret Mead bid adieu to Samoa,
insisted that about 10% of Americans were homosexual.
Recently, a government survey that, unlike Kinsey, did not
overly rely on responses from prostitutes, prisoners and
pedophiles, found that 96.6% of Americans are straight, 1.6%
are gay or lesbian and 0.7% are bisexual. Apparently 1.1%
decided it was nobody’s damn business.
Predictably, a spokesperson for the Lesbian Gay Bi and
Transgender group (LGBT) cried foul! He, she or it, insisted
that the numbers were much higher, but that lots of people
simply refuse to be honest. Oh, really? When every movie, TV
show and magazine, conveys the message that being lesbian,
gay, bi, a tranny or having sexual relations with farm animals
is cool, I suspect that some of the straight respondents –
especially those in Hollywood and the media – lied in order to
further their careers.
Some years ago, conservatives were being called the Silent
Majority. These days, I think those whose sexual practices so
titillated Dr. Kinsey should be referred to as the Noisy
Minority.
Finally, during his last State of the Union address, Barack
Obama said he would legislate with his pen and his phone. Led
by Nancy Pelosi, House Democrats immediately rose to give
Obama, the man who had just vowed to castrate Congress, a
rousing ovation. That having been the case, how dare any House
Democrat run for re-election? Why should anyone go to the
bother of voting for them? Why should anyone pay them a salary
or a pension? For that matter, why should anyone pay good
money to provide them with office space and a staff?
After all, a rubberstamp only costs a couple of bucks, it
doesn’t require a staff and it fits very comfortably into one

of Obama’s desk drawers.
Burt’s Webcast is every Wednesday at Noon Pacific Time.
Tune in at K4HD.com His Call-in Number is: (818) 570-5443
©2014 Burt Prelutsky. Comments? Write BurtPrelutsky@aol.com.

