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The “Permanent State” Has a Press Office
By Cliff Kincaid

P

resident Donald Trump’s controversial complaint that
the intelligence community was using police-state
tactics against him has been confirmed in the forced
resignation of his national security adviser Michael T. Flynn.
When Trump made his complaint, he was referring to leaks of
potentially damaging information about him from an unverified dossier. In the Flynn case, several commentators have noted the use of surveillance techniques that are probably illegal.
A Wall Street Journal editorial wonders if “the spooks” who
were listening to Flynn obeyed the law, and what legal justification they had for their eavesdropping. The paper added,
“If Mr. Flynn was under U.S. intelligence surveillance, then
Mr. Trump should know why, and at this point so should the
American public. Maybe there’s an innocent explanation, but
the Trump White House needs to know what’s going on with
Mr. Flynn and U.S. spies.”
In “The Political Assassination of Michael Flynn,” Eli Lake
writes about the highly controversial tactic of using “government-monitored communications of U.S. citizens” against
Flynn and leaking them to the press. He added, “Normally
intercepts of U.S. officials and citizens are some of the most
tightly held government secrets. This is for good reason. Selectively disclosing details of private conversations monitored by
the FBI or NSA gives the permanent state the power to destroy
reputations from the cloak of anonymity. This is what police
states do.”
In a column entitled, “Why you should fear the leaks that
felled Mike Flynn,” John Podhoretz writes, “No joke, people—
if they can do it to Mike Flynn, they can do it to you.” He said
that “unelected bureaucrats with access to career-destroying
materials clearly made the decision that what Flynn did or who
Flynn was merited their intervention—and took their concerns
to the press.”
Why was Flynn targeted? Lake writes that Flynn had “cultivated a reputation as a reformer and a fierce critic of the intel-

ligence community leaders he once served with when he was
the director the Defense Intelligence Agency under President
Barack Obama. Flynn was working to reform the intelligenceindustrial complex, something that threatened the bureaucratic
prerogatives of his rivals.” Podhoretz says Flynn “had an antagonistic relationship with America’s intelligence agencies” and
was their “potential adversary.”
That Flynn wanted to reform the intelligence community is
true. But the more serious concern about Flynn from the perspective of the intelligence community is that he was opposed
to the Obama policy, carried out by John Brennan’s CIA, of
supporting the Muslim Brotherhood and Islamic terrorists in
the Middle East. He had been outspoken about this since leaving the Defense Intelligence Agency.
Flynn’s links to Russia and the conversations he had with
the Russian Ambassador are minor compared to the disasters
in the Middle East that Flynn was exposing. The proxy war the
Obama administration waged in the Middle East produced debacles in Egypt, Libya and Syria. In Egypt, the military rescued
the country from a Muslim Brotherhood takeover engineered
by Obama’s CIA. Libya is still in shambles, and Syria has been
lost to the Russians and Iranians. The result in Syria alone is
500,000 dead and millions of refugees.
As documented extensively by AIM’s Citizens’ Commission on Benghazi, the U.S. under Obama switched sides in the
continued on page 3

Editor’s Message

in the News

Accuracy in Media Editor Roger
Aronoff recently appeared on The
Daily Ledger on the One America
News Network to discuss how the
mainstream media are attempting
to delegitimize Donald Trump’s
presidency.
The media, along with Democrats, have concocted the story that
Russians influenced the election.
“So then it became the Russians,
the Russians did it,” said Aronoff.
“Does anybody believe that if Hillary [Clinton] had won the election,
Obama would have expelled 35
Russian diplomats and put these
sanctions on? No, of course he
wouldn’t have.”
Trump continues to criticize the
media for their bias. He recently
referred to a Thomas Jefferson
quote that “Nothing can now be
believed which is seen in a newspaper.” Along with Trump’s tweets,
this has caused the establishment
media to claim that Trump is attacking the institution of the free
press.
“He is not attacking the institution of the free press, which we all
cherish,” said Aronoff. “What he’s
pointing out is what we at Accuracy in Media have been pointing
out since the 1960s, and that is the
liberal, left-wing bias in the socalled mainstream media.”

Dear Fellow Media Watchdogs:
The battle for the chairmanship of the Democratic National
Committee (DNC) was billed largely as a continuation of last
year’s primary battle between Hillary Clinton and Sen. Bernie
Sanders (I-VT). With knowledge that the DNC had put its thumb
on the scale to assure that Hillary got the nomination, it made
the stakes even higher. The two leading candidates were Rep.
Keith Ellison (D-MN) and Thomas Perez, who was Secretary of
Labor under President Barack Obama, and before that served in
the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice.
Ellison was the early favorite, and though he had a well-documented history of
support for the anti-Semitic Nation of Islam leader Louis Farrakhan, for the Hamas
front group Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR), and a generally hostile
record against Israel, he had the support of Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-NY) and Sanders
to give him cover. Perez was a late entry, urged by President Obama and supported by
Hillary Clinton, who probably saw him as more acceptable to millions of Democrats
who were turned off by Ellison, and someone who would be more loyal to them than
to Sanders and his wing of the party.
The final vote, on the second ballot, was Perez 235 to Ellison’s 200. In hopes to leave
Delaware with a united front, Perez nominated, and Ellison accepted, the position of
deputy chairman. The fact is, Perez is just as radical as Ellison, but he doesn’t have as
clear a public record. The host of MSNBC’s news coverage of the event was Jonathan
Capehart, who is also an opinion journalist with The Washington Post. He made it
very clear that he was with Obama in support of Perez. There was a visible fear that if
Ellison won, the Democrats might lose a lot of their loyal Jewish voters, such as Alan
Dershowitz, who had publicly stated that he would leave the party if they chose Ellison.
I attended CPAC, the Conservative Political Action Conference, for the 20th
straight year. It has been accurately described as a “conservative Woodstock.” Last year,
Donald Trump pulled out from speaking at CPAC because he was concerned about
the welcome he would be facing. He came in third place last year behind Ted Cruz
and Marco Rubio in the CPAC straw poll. But this year he spoke and was greeted as a
hero. Looking back, people could see that it took his brand of toughness and a willingness to punch back at the Democratic establishment and the left-wing media. Those
attributes were clearly appealing to conservatives, and proved to be a winning formula.
The event was packed with great speakers, panel discussions, and media from
across the political spectrum. Steve Bannon and Reince Priebus were on together
with Matt Schlapp, the president of the American Conservative Union, which is the
annual sponsor of CPAC. Other speakers included John Bolton, Kellyanne Conway,
Ted Cruz, Mike Pence, Mark Levin, Sebastian Gorka, Nigel Farage (Brexit), David
Clarke, Dana Loesch and Clare Lopez of AIM’s Citizens’ Commission on Benghazi. •
For Accuracy in Media				
Roger Aronoff
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To the Editor:
What these agents did was patently illegal
and in direct violation of the Espionage
Act; they recorded an American citizen
during a wiretapping operation. Apparently, Flynn did nothing wrong, illegal,
or even immoral; he made the wrong assumption that his phone conversation was
any problem, or had been ILLEGALLY
recorded.
Fred E.

Please send Letters to the Editor to:
Accuracy in Media
Attn: Letters to the Editor
4350 East West Highway #555
Bethesda, MD 20814
or email to info@aim.org
Please keep your submissions to 50 words
or less. Letters may be edited for length.
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war on terror, in favor of the terrorists.
There were, of course, terrorists on the
other side as well. In Syria, the Russian/
Iranian/Syrian axis employed terrorist
tactics to drive back the U.S.-supported
terrorists. That produced a humanitarian
disaster that is still unfolding.
Trump has inherited this disaster, and
he and Flynn were trying to do something about it. But Trump’s proposal for
vetting refugees from failed states has
been struck down by liberal judges, and
Trump has unfortunately accepted their
jurisdiction in the case.
As we explained in a previous column,
in a review of Flynn’s book, the former
head of the Defense Intelligence Agency “thinks that the administration he
served, headed by Barack Obama, tried
to accommodate our enemies, selling out
American interests in the process.” This
is the world that President Trump faces
and is trying to rectify.
We said at the time that “if Flynn
wants to turn things around, he will
have to lead a purge of the Clinton and
Obama agents in the Pentagon and
By Roger Aronoff

N

other agencies who have been deliberately withholding information about the
nature of the threats and how our lives
are in peril from an ‘enemy alliance’ that
Obama has been supporting as President
of the United States.”
It now appears that Flynn, or rather
Trump, didn’t move fast enough, and
that these special interests from the
The media know that the Obama
administration helped to produce
the humanitarian disasters in countries like Syria and Libya.
swamp have struck first, nailing Flynn’s
scalp to the wall.
The media know that the Obama
administration helped to produce the
humanitarian disasters in countries like
Syria and Libya. They ran stories about
CIA arms shipments to terrorists in the
region through countries like Saudi Arabia and Qatar. But when Flynn got into
a position of power and was able to do
something about exposing these dirty

wars, he became the target. He became
a target of surveillance and was tripped
up about what he said and remembered
about discussions with the Russian Ambassador.
On Capitol Hill, the chairman of the
House Intelligence Committee, Rep.
Devin Nunes (R-CA), seems to be one
of the few legislators concerned about
the illegal leaks that drove Flynn from his
job. He is even quoted as saying that the
leakers “belong in jail.”
The American people have a right to
know whether there is a “permanent
state,” as Eli Lake says, and what role it is
playing. But since the major media have
been complicit in the intelligence community’s assault on Flynn, there is no
reason to believe the media will want to
get to the bottom of this subversion of
our democratic system of government.
Their hands are dirty, too.
It looks like the permanent state has a
press office.•
Cliff Kincaid is the Director of the AIM
Center for Investigative Journalism, and
can be contacted at cliff.kincaid@aim.org

Trump’s Court Battle in Perspective

ow that a federal appeals
court panel has upheld the
freeze on President Donald
Trump’s executive order on refugees and
immigration, he will likely have his first
case before the U.S. Supreme Court in
the not too distant future. This may have
been an unforced error on the part of the
President. While I believe it was wrong
and counter-productive for President
Trump to belittle the Washington state
judge and suggest that even a “bad high

school student” would understand the
law, the media, in their hyper-hostility
toward Trump, are demonstrating their
complete double standard. Where
was their criticism of Obama when he
attacked and pressured the courts to rule
in his favor, or condemned them after
rulings went against him? The press was
missing in action.
President Obama wasn’t shy about
criticizing the courts. He did so during
his 2010 State of the Union address
where he criticized the Supreme Court’s
ruling on Citizens United. “With all due
deference to separation of powers,” said
Obama, “last week the Supreme Court
reversed a century of law that, I believe,
will open the floodgates for special
interests, including foreign corporations,
to spend without limit in our elections.”
Justice Samuel A. Alito made news by
mouthing “Not true” in response to the
president’s comments.
Just “two days before oral arguments”
in the Obamacare case known as King
v. Burwell, writes Josh Blackman, a

constitutional law professor at South
Texas College of Law in Houston,
Obama told Reuters, “In our view,
[there was] not a plausible legal basis for
striking [the IRS rule] down.”
As we reported at the time, a favorable
outcome of King v. Burwell could have
gutted Obamacare subsidies, but the
media predictably “marshaled their forces
in defense of Obama and his signature
legislation.”
Why did the media, time and again,
come to Obama’s aid? It was because
the media were generally in support of
Obama’s agenda, and more importantly,
chose to cover for him and protect his
legacy and political viability.
Yet, as Blackman writes, “It is wrong
when Trump does it [criticize the courts].
It was wrong when Obama did it.”
Ilya Shapiro of the CATO Institute
finds that the Supreme Court decided
unanimously against the Obama
administration 44 times, nearly 50
percent more than under Bill Clinton or
George W. Bush.
continued on page 4
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In other words, Obama’s attempts
to expand the power of the executive
branch were widespread and pervasive,
and he often could not win favor for
his agenda, even from the two Supreme
Court justices that he had named to the
court. “But the reason Obama was hit
with so many more unanimous decisions
was because he went rogue early on,
asking his staff to look for novel theories
that would allow him to move forward
with implementing his agenda,” writes
Merrill Matthews for Rare. “And if that
meant twisting the Constitution—and
basic logic—to get it, so what?”
“President Obama…stands alone in
his pointed and directed arguments to the
Supreme Court,” argues Blackman. “The
forty-fourth president, himself a former
constitutional law lecturer, has set a new
precedent for ex parte arguments [by one
side only] to the Supreme Court.”
The media have also continued a
double standard in their coverage of
presidential executive power. One
example of Obama’s executive overreach,
although not tied to executive orders,
is when he exchanged five highranking members of the Taliban held at
Guantanamo for deserter Bowe Bergdahl
“without following a statutory notice
requirement.” Another, the Post writes,
is the “job-destroying environmental
regulations” created by Obama’s
Environmental Protection Agency. And
yet another was when Obama unilaterally
changed an immigration law by ending
the “wet foot dry foot” policy that had
“allowed most Cuban migrants who
reach U.S. soil to stay and become legal
permanent residents after one year.” That
was a sop to the communist regime that
has gripped Cuba for nearly six decades.

Where were the protests then?
On a recent segment of MSNBC’s
“The 11th Hour with Brian Williams,”
Ali Velshi, formerly of CNN and Al
Jazeera, said that “We’re now into our
third presidency where executive orders
and White House action is deemed more
important. George W. Bush, with the
help of Dick Cheney, started this with a
lot of executive orders. President Obama
wasn’t shy about that. He approached it
differently with a lot more legal backing
to his executive orders. Donald Trump
has taken this to a new level.”
Velshi’s statement is false in several
ways. First, if Obama failed before the
Supreme Court so many times, it is hard
to argue that he had more legal backing
for his actions.
Second, executive actions have been
used more frequently by a number
of presidents throughout history—
far exceeding the usage by recent
presidents. For example, The American
Presidency Project at UC Santa Barbara
finds that Franklin D. Roosevelt issued
approximately 307 executive orders
per year, dwarfing Obama’s 35 per year
and George W. Bush’s 36 per year. In
addition, Bill Clinton issued an average
of 46 per year, Ronald Reagan 48 per
year and Jimmy Carter 80 per year.
President Trump hasn’t had enough time
to demonstrate the number of executive
orders that he will use over the next four
or eight years.
It’s true that it’s not always about the
quantity of executive orders, as much as
it is about the substance of those orders,
as Jonah Goldberg of National Review
pointed out: “The entire issue of executive
orders amounts to misdirection. The
serious complaint is that Obama is

abusing executive powers (which he is)
not that he’s abusing executive orders
(which he may or may not be).” Citing
The Washington Post, Goldberg adds:
“While Obama issued only 20 executive
orders in 2013 (the lowest single-year
total in more than a century), that
same year he issued 41 presidential
memoranda to the heads of departments
and agencies, along with nine additional
presidential ‘determinations’ designed
to serve as the basis for bureaucratic
behavior.”
While Trump’s rate of executive
overreach is unknown, it is clear that he is
not holding back in criticizing the courts.
“The opinion of this so-called judge,
which essentially takes law-enforcement
away from our country, is ridiculous and
will be overturned!” tweeted Trump.
Judge Neil Gorsuch, Trump’s nominee
for the Supreme Court, told Sen.
Richard Blumenthal of Connecticut (D)
that he finds criticism in general of a
judge’s integrity and independence to be
“demoralizing and disheartening.”
This, of course, made major national
news. But Obama himself criticized the
courts and bullied them to rule in his
favor.
This is the state of our news media,
which goes to great lengths to protect
Democrats and the progressive agenda,
and goes on the attack against Obama’s
successor. Predictably, the media are
unwilling to acknowledge their blatant
double standard on executive action and
criticism of the courts.•
Roger Aronoff is the Editor of Accuracy
in Media, and a member of the Citizens’
Commission on Benghazi. He can be
contacted at roger.aronoff@aim.org.

It’s Time to Impeach the Judges
By Cliff Kincaid
She endorsed him, and he paid
respects at her funeral, but it appears
that President Donald Trump hasn’t read
Phyllis Schlafly’s book, The Supremacists:
The Tyranny of Judges and How to Stop
It. Rather than simply Tweet his disgust
with rulings against his immigration
executive order, Trump and his advisers
should read the book, especially
Schlafly’s Chapter 15. It offers a series
of measures, including impeachment, to

stop tyrannical judges.
Originally published in
2004, the book is available as
a free download at Schlafly’s
Eagle Forum website.
It’s a mess, a complete mess,
is what Trump might say of the
rulings against his executive
order. But as President, he can
do something about it. Yet,
he has simply issued a series of Tweets,
one of the latest being that “dangerous”

foreigners are being allowed into the
U.S. because of the judicial rulings. But
since when do judges decide the foreign
continued on page 5
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or immigration policies of the United
States? Where is that written in law or
the Constitution?
Two conservative scholars, Dr. John
C. Eastman and Hans von Spakovsky,
have clearly explained how the judicial
rulings against the order are not based
on law or the Constitution. What is
lacking is an effort by the administration
and Congress to remove or restrict the
power of tyrannical judges who present
their own liberal personal opinions as
expressions of the facts and the law.
In matters like this, the media
are careful to outline the bounds of
acceptable legal opinion. Hence, much
of the coverage and commentary assumes
that Trump has no option other than to
abide by the judicial rulings. Nothing
could be further from the truth, as
Schlafly’s book explains.
In his column, Eastman writes, “…
the notion that a single federal trial
court judge can take it upon himself
to determine national security and
immigration policy, in the face of explicit
determinations made by the president
with the full support of law actually
adopted by Congress, is so far beyond
the judicial role as to pose a serious
threat, not just to our national security,
but to the rule of law.”
Columnist J.B. Williams argues that
Trump’s new head of the Department
of Homeland Security, General John
F. Kelly, appeared to be taking orders
from unelected judges instead of the
Commander-in-Chief when he issued
a statement promising “compliance”
with the court order. This constituted a
“mutiny” against the President, Williams
argued. Kelly knows “that the order
issued by Trump was both legal and
necessary to the security of the United
States and that the Commander-inChief had the full authority to issue that
directive,” he wrote.
Trump and his advisers should read
Schlafly’s book to understand the
damage that has already been done by
these tyrannical judges.
A lawyer who wrote more than a
dozen books, Schlafly listed many
examples of how judges have rewritten
the Constitution, noting how they have:
• censored the Pledge of Allegiance in public schools;
• removed the Ten Command-

ments from public schools, buildings,
and parks;
• changed the definition of marriage;
• banned the acknowledgment of
God in public schools, at graduations,
and at football games;
• imposed taxes and spending of
taxpayers’ money;
• rewritten laws of criminal procedures;
• dismantled laws that protect internal security; and
In matters like this, the media
are careful to outline the bounds of
acceptable legal opinion.

• upheld racial preferences and
quotas in hiring and college admissions
Schlafly wrote, “The cancer of judicial
supremacy will not go away until the
American people rise up and repudiate
it. It’s time for the American people
to notify their elected representatives,
federal and state, that it is their mission
to restore the Constitution with its
proper balance among the three branches
of the federal government. We must save
self government from the rule of judges.
The whole future of America depends on
it.”
The future is now. The American
people don’t have to wait for Judge Neil
Gorsuch or others to be confirmed to
the high court for this problem to be
rectified. The President and the Congress
can, and should, take action right now.
Schlafly’s steps to terminate the rule
of judges and restore constitutional selfgovernment include:
• Reforming Senate rules so liberals are not able to defeat constitutionalist nominees by preventing the Senate from voting them up or down;
• Curbing the power of the judicial supremacists by legislating exceptions to court jurisdiction;
•
Prohibiting the spending of
federal money to enforce obnoxious
decisions handed down by judicial supremacists;
• Congress should impeach federal judges who make outrageous rulings
that have no basis in the Constitution;

and
• Congress should prohibit federal courts from relying on foreign
laws, administrative rules, or court decisions.
Columnist J.B. Williams wonders
if Trump is really up to this task. He
asks if the President has the backbone
to fight and defeat these anti-American
activists in the courts in order to “drain
this swamp?” He then asks, “Do his
appointees, like General Kelly and Jeff
Sessions, really have what it takes to
put these illegal activists in their place
and return this country to the rule of
constitutional law?”
In his statement on her passing, Trump
called Phyllis Schlafly “a conservative icon
who led millions to action, reshaped the
conservative movement, and fearlessly
battled globalism and the ‘kingmakers’
on behalf of America’s workers and
families.”
One of her best
and most relevant
books was The
Supremacists: The
Tyranny of Judges
and How to Stop It.
Trump’s advisers
should purchase or
download copies
of the book and
provide them to
members of the Cabinet and members
of Congress. The book outlines how
the president can go beyond Tweets in
curbing the power of tyrannical judges.
If Trump and his Cabinet are serious
about draining the swamp, writes J.B.
Williams, the left must be stopped from
using activist judges to thwart Trump’s
attempts to secure the USA and enforce
our laws. “Or else,” he writes, “the notion
of draining this swamp is a joke!”
Trump is now in a position to confront
the “kingmakers” in the courts. But he
must do more than Tweet his disapproval
of them. In his words, they are so-called
judges. But recognizing their authority
by filing another set of appeals is not the
answer. He must seek their removal from
the bench.•
Cliff Kincaid is the Director of the AIM
Center for Investigative Journalism, and
can be contacted at cliff.kincaid@aim.org
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NRA Video Mocks New
York Times “The Truth”
Ad

By Don Irvine

country, when the truth is that it’s the
media’s one-sided reporting that has
been dividing the country for years.•

Trump Knocks NYT
“Truth” Ad, Challenges
Paper to Report
“Accurately and Fairly”

By Don Irvine

T

he National Rifle Association
(NRA) released a video that
mocked a New York Times ad
that aired during the Academy Awards
on February 26.
In the Times ad, called “The Truth,”
the newspaper took shots at President
Donald Trump and sought to portray
the Times as the real arbiter of truth in
a time of fake news, and ends by saying,
“The truth is hard/the truth is hard to
know/the truth is more important than
ever.”
Using the same style as the Times ad,
the NRA video titled, “Truth Doesn’t
Matter to The New York Times,”
questions why the Times is suddenly
interested in the truth after ignoring it
for years:
“The New York Times placed an ad
during the Oscars to tell us that truth
is more important now. But why now?
Wasn’t it important when people were
marching? When jobs were declining?
When threats were growing? When
drugs were flowing? When diplomacy
was straining? When policies were
failing? When towns were collapsing?
When red lines were vanishing? When
Obama was lying? When journalists were
dying? When Christians were dying?
When heroes were dying? When citizens
were dying? The truth is that the truth
didn’t matter to the New York Times then
as much as now—because as long as
liberals were ‘progressing’ the truth was
depressing.”
“America has stopped looking to
the New York Times for the truth, now
more than ever. The times are burning…
and the media elites have been caught
holding the match. Now they want your
trust?”
The Times and other liberal news
organizations want the public to believe
that President Trump is dividing the
6
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ot one to let an opportunity
to criticize the liberal media
pass him by, President Trump
took to Twitter to criticize The New York
Times’ “Truth” ad—which took shots at
his administration and premiered during
the Oscars—advising the paper that they
would be better served if they reported
the news “accurately and fairly.”
The fact that the Times is resorting to
Follow
Donald J. Trump
@realDonaldTrump
For first time the failing @nytimes will take
an ad (a bad one) to help save its failing
reputation. Try reporting accurately & fairly!
6:42 AM - 26 Feb 2017
21,768 108,329

using its first-ever television ad during
the Oscars to defend itself against
Trump’s repeated attacks on the paper’s
coverage of his administration shows just
how deep a nerve he has struck at the
nation’s leading liberal newspaper.•

MSNBC President Wants
Trump to Call Out
Liberal Network
By Don Irvine

I

n an interview with The Hill’s Joe
Concha, MSNBC president Phil
Griffin joked that he wished that
MSNBC would get the same treatment
from Donald Trump that CNN receives.
“I wish he called us out once in awhile
because it’s like a promo for CNN all
the time,” Griffin joked. “But look, all I
know is, day to day, I think we’re giving
the most unique, smartest coverage out
there.”
Griffin was referring to President
Trump frequently calling CNN “fake
news,” and highlighting just how biased
the liberal media’s news coverage has
been against the Trump administration.

Maybe Griffin will get his wish if MSNBC manages to crawl out of its thirdplace status in the ratings and become
relevant enough for Trump to notice.•

CNN Launches Clock
to Track How Long
President Trump Goes
Without a Twitter Attack

By Don Irvine

C

NN, which President Trump has
repeatedly referred to as “fake
news,” fired a salvo in its battle
with the White House by launching a
clock on its website to track how long it
had been since Trump attacked someone
on Twitter:

days

hours

CNN Politics
@CNNPolitics

minutes

seconds

Follow

How long has it been since Donald
Trump attacked someone on Twitter?
http://cnn.it/2lstIwa
3:24 PM - 1 Mar 2017
895
1,359

CNN explained that while Trump
spoke in more measured tones during
his joint session speech to Congress,
they think he could still launch a Twitter
attack at any moment:
“President Donald Trump won praise
from pundits and political allies for his
more measured tones during Tuesday
night’s address to a joint session of
Congress. At one point in the speech,
he even declared that ‘the time for trivial
matters has passed.’”
But Trump had already pivoted to
more mellow rhetoric He had gone
several days without knocking, tweaking
or attacking anyone on Twitter, since he
claimed, “Russia talk is FAKE NEWS
put out by the Dems, and played up
by the media, in order to mask the big
election defeat and the illegal leaks!”
CNN then officially retired the clock
after Trump blamed the controversy
surrounding Attorney General Jeff
Sessions on sore loser Democrats, “illegal
leaks” and a “witch hunt.” Just another
week in the nation’s capital. •

