The Non-Debate Debate in Philadelphia
        The biggest disappointment in the area of a presidential debate between the two contenders for the Democratic nomination was moderated by ABC’s lightweights (Charles Gibson and George Stephanopolous), 

or as Ariana Huffington calls the latter (Step-on-all-of-us). If I had my eyes closed I could have sworn that I was listening to Sean Hannity and Bill O’Reilly. I guess there is reason to believe that ABC is small fry when compared to CNN and MSNBC.  The 20th debate so far between the two candidates would not garner top billing as they failed to pass the level of information and exchange expected, but this one in Philadelphia tops the prize for morons in control. Americans are tired of endless sniping and limited discussion of issues. The two moderators failed to focus on the substantive issues that the audience were waiting for and focused instead on juvenile pranks of “Gotcha” game, non-issues and sound bites. As for me, I’ve had enough debates in my lifetime as arranged by ABC.
         A lot of valuable time was wasted on the flag (9 minutes), Rev. Wright (10 minutes), “bitter” moments (11 minutes), Bosnia flap (5 minutes), and gas prices (3 minutes)—a total of 50 minutes on tabloid stuff. Hillary, like Charlie and George, was more interested on sensationalism rather than the issues. Listening to their questions to Obama made me wonder for a second if I was listening to a program on Fox, which I don’t turn on for its hollow claim of “fair and balanced.” She was wallowing in the gutter with the two irresponsible pseudo-journalists, who are a shame and an embarrassment to their profession for doing a blatant hatchet job on the senator from Illinois.

        What happened to the serious issues of the war in Iraq, the housing bubble, mortgage fiasco, the high and rising cost of food and fuel, unemployment, the falling dollar, the abuses of the current administration? But it was not a total wash out! At least we got to know the candidates better. The “Dowager Princess” pictured herself as the defender of and advocate for blue-collar workers, while her record shows otherwise, calling them derogatory names like “lunch-bucket Democrats,” and cursing them, of which she was notorious when Bill was president. As more information comes out on the way she talked to paid personnel, like the secret service personnel when she was first lady, one wonders who is elitist? Her language is definitely as colorfully vulgar as that of a sailor or the stevedore working on the waterfront. 

         This is another read on Hillary Clinton. She talks big! She portrays herself as the one candidate who understands the working class. The more she identifies with them, the more people see through her and in her as the phony par excellence. The more she contrasts herself from Obama as “elitist,” the more the memories of her real self comes out, from embellishing  what she has done as first lady to reinforce her past experience and outright lies as having docked from flying bullets in Bosnia in 1993. Would the White House have allowed her and her daughter to fly there in the first place if it were dangerous for them? We may borrow one of her lines from that non-debate debate in Philadelphia, “We may be many things, but we are not dumb.”
         The working class is smarter than they have been given credit for. That’s why they saw through Hillary passing for one of them when she drank beer and whiskey in one of her stops, but the same blue-collar workers booed her the next day after that commercial for insulting their intelligence that she was better than Obama who is “elitist.” She was fortunate to be a woman, or those same people would have physically thrown her out of there, which would have taught her a very important lesson not to be a phony.

         Her vindictiveness is classic when she was crossed, or she perceived that she and/or Bill were being wronged. Yes, “screw ‘em” is part of her vocabulary when the other side of her personality takes over the behavior expected of her as first lady or senator of New York. Talks of hypocrisy are mild when compared to what people know of her and more is being exposed, slowly but surely. Her political posturing and contrasting personalities come to the surface in violent collision. Regardless of her claims, she is not the working-class populist, defender of the poor, advocate for their interest, the politician in zinc with the little man’s concerns and sensitivities. She is begging us to hire her. Be discerning when you make that decision.

           As a postscript of that debate, Hillary should have a lot to show for winning Pennsylvania. But after all their efforts and hoopla, Hillary only gained six delegates.  Is that a win or a loss? You be the judge! Obama may have lost the primary in the keystone state but his strategy to cut her margin of victory which was as high as 30% a few months ago worked to his favor. It was a battle between the blue-collar workers, older women and white men with limited education against blacks, the affluent and switchers. She was lucky that the Republicans were not allowed to vote in the Democratic primary.  
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