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What Does Obama Need to Change His Speech Writers 

By Zahid Hussain Khalid 

   

 

Muslims are wrong in expecting that what they respect from their religious perspective is equally 

respectable for those in mainstream media who pretend to represent the views of majority of non-

Muslims on anti-Muslim television and in newspapers. The best reaction to a provocative negative 

action, therefore, is a positive behavior.  

Nobody believes that majority of the Muslims and non-Muslims, as media tries to stress, do not know 

the difference between freedom of speech and freedom to malign, freedom of the press and the 

freedom to provoke and the freedom to admit one’s mistake and freedom to insist on doing it again as a 

fundamental constitutional right because the people at the receiving end do not belong to their religion 

and also admittedly do not know how to react to an act of provocation. This is exactly how the Muslims 

were seen through media and what Obama and his speech writers tried real hard to prove beyond any 

doubt on the platform of United Nations.  



 

The action of the video producer was wrong, 

the nature of reaction of on the streets mobs 

was worse and Obama’s speech on regrettable 

action and disgustingly inhuman reaction 

respectively was the worst. Obama tried to 

establish that American media and the world 

they live in have the freedom to malign and 

hurt more than one billion people if the two freedoms are wrapped in constitutionally protected 

“freedom of speech.” He accepts that the act was wrong but stubbornly insists that the perpetrators 

will continue doing it because First Amendment allows that.  

A speech does not only reflect how a person views a particular situation, its causes and consequences, it 

showcases his personality too. Obama’s full of contradictions speech in United Nations did not 

disappoint Muslims; it was utterly disgusting for people who, irrespective of their respective faiths, have 

a sense of justice across the globe. 

Obama discussed the outcome of an act of provocation, acknowledged its outcome and stubbornly 

refused to respond appropriately because according to him and his speech writers “There is no speech 

(replace the carefully selected word speech with an act of inexcusable provocation) that justifies 

mindless violence. There are no words that excuse the killing of innocents. There's no video that justifies 

an attack on an embassy (without mentioning that Ambassador’s life was under threat according to 

notes in his personal diary much earlier than the reaction to contents of the blasphemous video). 

There's no slander that provides an excuse for people to burn a restaurant in Lebanon, or destroy a 

school in Tunis, or cause death and destruction in Pakistan.” Before uttering these words he proudly 

admits “…we insisted on change in Egypt, we supported a transition of leadership in Yemen, we 

intervened in Libya, we again declare that the regime of Basahr al- Asad must come to an end. We have  



 

taken these positions because WE believe that freedom and self-determination are not unique to one 

culture. These are not simply American values or Western values -- they are universal values.” Can 

anybody dare to ask him why did he and who is he, even as President of America, in a free world to do 

that? After a few sentences this is what he says “Now, let me be clear: Just as we cannot solve every 

problem in the world, the United States has not and will not seek to dictate the outcome of democratic 

transitions abroad.” He makes a ridiculous statement that he will not dictate the outcome of his actions 

after posing his nose in the internal political matters of the countries he has named for democratic 

transitions through forced overt and covert military actions abroad. What nonsense! All actions are 

meant to support a perceived democratic transition that may lead to a positive or a negative outcome. 

Mr. Obama, when you take pride in something and brag about it on UN platform then you must have 

the moral courage to accept and share the responsibility for its outcome too as a supporter of its cause 

and contributor in that action. 

The two sentences that have been quoted here from his speech do not reflect the mindset of the 

President of one of the most powerful countries in the world instead “Obama,” according to Jennifer 



Robin in her article “Right Turn” published in online Washington Post of September 25, 2012, “is 

heading down a path to nowhere in which every statement of intolerance theoretically must be 

individually condemned by our government. But he doesn’t mean it. The hypocrisy is evident. He 

doesn’t and will never do this when Evangelical Christians are vilified, when art displays portray Jesus in 

offensive ways or when Broadway musicals jab at Mormons.” She continues, “Moreover, the moral 

equivalence is downright appalling. Intolerant speech and insulting cartoons — that is free speech — is 

NOT the same as violence. And Holocaust denial by governments is not the same as boisterous, 

irreverent free speech exercised by free peoples. When he also concedes that the future should not 

belong to those ‘who target Coptic Christians in Egypt’ and ‘bully women’ (bullying is what he calls 

mutilation, honor killings and child marriages?) in the same patter in which he denounces those who 

‘slander’ Islam he suggests these are all equally heinous and all deserving of eradication.” So according 

to Mr. Jennifer Robin Obama is not unfair to Muslims alone he is equally unfair to other religious 

communities too. Else she also mixes up the free speech with freedom to malign and freedom to hurt! 

Coming back to Obama’s comic speech in 

United Nations, popularly known as Circus of 

Diplomats, he says, “… a crude and disgusting 

video sparked outrage throughout the Muslim 

world. Now, I have made it clear that the United 

States government had nothing to do with this 

video,   and   I   believe   its   message   must   be   

rejected by all who respect our common humanity. It is an insult not only to Muslims, but to America as 

well -- for as the city outside these walls makes clear, we are a country that has welcomed people of 

every race and every faith. We are home to Muslims who worship across our country. We not only 

respect the freedom of religion, we have laws that protect individuals from being harmed because of 



how they look or what they believe. We understand why people take offense to this video because 

millions of our citizens are among them. I know there are some who ask why we don’t just ban such a 

video. And the answer is enshrined in our laws: Our Constitution protects the right to practice free 

speech.” This is American President’s sense of justice representing more than fair and honest American  

people who made history by electing him President of United States knowing that his religious 

background is dubious and he is an African American which, to Muslims like American voters, is not a 

disqualification! It was a remarkably laudable and unique electoral verdict by religiously, ethnically and 

racially unbiased American voters. Did he consciously make a fake attempt in his speech to prove that 

he did not have a Muslim religious family background or did he desperately and foolishly try to prepare 

ground for his second term in White House by representing the views of a few who matter more than 

the voters in American Presidential elections? I leave the answers to those who will vote or not for him 

in coming elections. 

He points out, “there will always be those that reject human progress -- dictators who cling to power, 

corrupt interests that depend on the status quo, and extremists who fan the flames of hate and division. 

From Northern Ireland to South Asia, from Africa to the Americas, from the Balkans to the Pacific Rim, 

we’ve witnessed convulsions that can accompany transitions to a new political order.” Will anyone ask 

Mr. Obama which country has a history of patronizing those who reject human progress, dictators who 

cling to power, corrupt interests that depend on the status quo and particularly “extremists” who “fan” 

the flames of hate and division? What did Obama indirectly, sheepishly and cowardly, with pretended 

boldness, endorsed in his speech in United Nations? He has shamelessly endorsed “extremists who fan 

the flames of hate and division” by producing content in mainstream and social media by declaring it 

freedom of speech and to providing it “fake constitutional cover” from the platform of United Nations. 

Obama and his speech writers don’t know the difference between “freedom of speech” and “freedom 

to first hurt and then to provoke” more than a billion people across the globe. This is what scholars 



define as diplomacy, military strategists call Psy-Op backed Information Warfare through mainstream 

and social media and knowledgeable people call “Divide and Rule.” Obama and his speech writers have 

deliberately thrown the ball in the court of Muslims in America and rest of the world to invoke that part 

of the First Amendments that provides an option in a situation like this for the exercise of the right to 

petition government for redress of grievances and to make a complaint to, or seek the assistance of, 

one's government, without fear of punishment or reprisals. And if the government fails to address the 

matter judiciously as Obama has convincingly demonstrated through his UN speech then there is no 

option left but to take the matter to court for appropriate judicious interpretation of the First Amendment 

and requesting his disqualification for participation in coming elections on provoking and fanning religious 

hatred and hatred against America and Americans across the globe. 

Another interesting part of Obama’s speech is his attempt to elevate his stature to the level of Prophets 

and great leaders by saying, “as President of our country and Commander-in-Chief of our military, I 

accept that people are going to call me awful things every day and I will always defend their right to do 

so.” Does it provide an excuse to endorse a heinous crime of maligning a personality that has earned the 

accolades of non-Muslim leaders, scholars and authors who themselves have been globally 

acknowledged as towering personalities, like George Bernard Shaw, Michael H. Hart, Lamartine, Diwan 

Chand Sharma, Edward Gibon, Simon Ockley, Sarojini Naidu, Prof. Hurgronje, Mahatma Gandhi, and 

Thomas Carlyle. The list will not come to an end. Can Obama expect a word of praise from personalities 

of this stature? 

After going through all the pain in reading an externally imposed speech that Obama only delivered 

what does Jennifer Rubin expect from Obama in Right Turn’s concluding paragraph? “The president’s 

policy is in deep disarray because his thinking is deeply misguided. When at the U.N., it would be 

appropriate for the president to say clearly and without caveats that the U.S. does not label obnoxious 

speech “slander” nor apologize for it. It defends liberty. We are faced with a segment of Islamic 



extremists who are offended by the idea of freedom. They must be defeated, and the West must be 

defended. Unfortunately, this president will never be so clear. And his policy will forever be a muddled 

failure.” Here Jennifer Rubin declares war against Muslims calling them extremists who according to her 

offended by the idea of freedom. 

Can anyone dare to ask Ms. Jennifer Rubin which Muslims did she refer to? Where are they? The people 

on the street she referred to as Muslims didn’t know the meaning of Islam. They were political workers 

of leaderless parties who infuriated them to come out in the streets and provide media footage for 

references that became part of Obama’s speech. Wasn’t it all staged by Psy-War assets in Pakistan? One 

can not expect a straight answer to a very simple question from those who, in this age of religious 

convergence and convergence of science and religion, do not have the ability to come out of the era of 

“religious crusades.” It is ironic that Muslim and non-Muslims of today do not realize that they are living 

in a world that has left the era of crusades far behind. This is an era of global brotherhood based on love 

for all, hate for none. The following message that the people around the world expected from a world 

leader unfortunately remained undelivered thanks to selective sense of toleration and moderation.  

“Once, we convince ourselves to admit that we are “Members of a Single Family” created by the Only 

Creator through Adam and Eve, no matter where on earth we live, no matter what is the color of our 

skin, no matter which language we speak, no matter which religious faith or the ideology we follow, 

only then we will realize how difficult it is to hate or hurt a member of our own family.” 

What is the logical way out of religious hatred syndrome?  

STOP DISCUSSING THE RELIGIOUS DIFFERENCES, FOCUS ON SIMILARITIES AND TREAT EVERYONE AS A 

FELLOW HUMAN GENUINELY DESERVING EACH OTHER'S RESPECT.  

 


