
A class action suit filed by two black men
in Nashville claims “The Bachelor” turned
them away because they were not white. I
think they should feel relieved. Having the
right to embarrass yourself on national televi-
sion doesn’t mean you actually should do it.

Nevertheless, there is no shortage of people
seeking fame by way of so-called reality TV
shows like this dating competition, which has
been on ABC since 2002, and its sister show,
“The Bachelorette.” Two of them are
Nathaniel Claybrooks and Christopher John-
son of Nashville. They say in a suit filed in
federal court there that they were not given
the same consideration as white candidates
when they tried out to be contestants during a
regional casting call.

They’re not saying they definitely should
have been selected, said their Washington-
based lawyer, Cyrus Mehri, only that they be
given “the same level of consideration as
white applicants.”

The lawsuit, which names ABC and Mike
Fleiss, executive producer of the two shows,
claims the two dating shows have never fea-
tured a person of color in the central role of
deciding who, among the season’s lineup of
dates, is the winning choice as a potential
mate.

Does their suit have a chance? Civil rights
lawyers say the plaintiffs could depose pro-
ducers of both shows and probe everything
from contestant applications to internal pro-
duction memos during the discovery process.
That could prove hazardous for any sort of
show business enterprise, since industry peo-
ple can be brutally candid about the talent
they seek. Think of “American Idol” judge

Simon Cowell at his worst.
In one recent example, Acura has apolo-

gized after a leaked casting call sheet for its
Super Bowl commercial asked for an African-
American car dealer to be “nice looking,
friendly, not too dark.” A spokesman
explained that “the skin tone restriction was to
avoid problems with lighting and special
effects.” Yet, one wonders, would they turn
down stars like, for example, Taye Diggs or
Sidney Poitier or Lou Gossett, Jr., without
even giving them a tryout?

The dating shows bring up a deeper social
question about our times: America is past
being ready for a black president, but is it
ready for a black Bachelor? The biggest chal-
lenge in the show’s casting process is to find
bachelors whom viewers in America’s vast
mainstream national audience will care
enough about to stay tuned in for the duration
of each season.

It is reasonable to assume that race, like
any other visible characteristic, will figure
into that decision, but it probably is not legal
and certainly not politically correct in today’s
racial etiquette to say so or mention it in writ-

ing.
Regardless of how the lawsuit turns out, I

suspect the marketplace may well decide this
issue. If the show’s ratings fall into a steep
enough decline, for example, its producers
may well want to cast a nonwhite bachelor to
give the program an attractive burst of social
tension. That’s show biz.

And, my snobbish tastes aside, numerous
TV viewers await a nonwhite Bachelor or
Bachelorette with the nervous anticipation
that earlier generations felt about Jackie
Robinson’s crossing baseball’s color line in
the 1940s. Lamar Hurd, an African-American
Portland-based sportscaster, has reportedly
been in talks with the show to be the first
black Bachelor after he was the subject of a
social media campaign. As the old TV saying
goes, stay tuned.

Many of us had hoped that America had
gotten past such hang-ups when Captain Kirk,
played by William Shatner, kissed Lt. Uhuru,
played by Nichelle Nichols, on the original
“Star Trek” series in 1968, which is often
cited as the first interracial kiss on a scripted
television series. Yet the people who create
network television are still nervous about
what the heartland of America will accept.

Meanwhile, in the real world, interracial
relations are rapidly becoming old news, even
in the heartland. Paul Taylor, director of the
Pew Hispanic Center, recently revealed a poll
that found 15 percent of marriages in the
United States are interracial, compared to
only about 0.1 percent in 1961. “The human
heart is the last frontier,” Taylor said. Or
maybe, as they used to say on ‘Star Trek’, it
will be “the final frontier.”
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NEW YORK — I think it is fair to say that
the shark has been permanently displaced by
the dog. 

When scriptwriters have run out of mus-
tard, the show hasn’t “jumped the shark,” as
we’ve been saying since the Fonz literally
jumped a shark while water-skiing. These
days, the political show has eaten the dog. 

Yes, it has come to this. 
It’s the most pivotal presidential race in

human history (staying true to our apocalyp-
tic tendencies), and we’re debating which
candidate cares most about dogs. I did my
best in a previous column to illustrate the
silliness of the Obama campaign’s focus on a
30-year-old Romney/dog travel episode, but,
alas, I misjudged our capacity for the absurd. 

As I was hitting “send,” the Romney cam-
paign was touting an anecdote from Barack
Obama’s memoir in which he mentions hav-
ing once consumed dog meat. (Confession: I
only scanned the memoir and failed to seek
out “dog eating” in the index.) 

Rarely do I return so soon to a topic, but
the Zeitgeist is a persistent nag, and the vol-
ume of my mail suggests that this story has
become more than a political metaphor. Not
to overstate, but it has become a measure of
our national sanity. Things are not looking
good, my friends. 

Republicans were so gleeful to have found
a worse dog story about Obama that they
have lashed out with Kujoesque rabidity.
Sure, Romney may have carted his dog Sea-
mus in a crate strapped to the roof of his car,
but Obama ATE DOG!

“So there, Ms. Parker. Why didn’t you
mention THAT in your little column, you
(female canine)!” 

Even a close friend, who usually can be

relied upon to tackle complex issues with
calm, intellectual reserve, emailed: “I guess
it’s better to eat your dog!” 

Are we really arguing about whether eating
a dog is worse than putting one in a kennel? 

On television, Obama surrogates are
defending the president’s dog-eating days. He
was a child living in Indonesia, where dogs
sometimes get eaten. It’s not as though he
looked Rufus in the eye and said, “Yum, Ma,
I’m in the mood for a little roast pooch.” 

The thought of eating man’s best friend is,
of course, repulsive to us – as it is, no doubt,
to Obama. As these things go, the dog theme
has taken on barking-mad dimensions. A pro-
Romney poster features a puppy with the cap-
tion: “Romney 2012: I’d rather go for a ride
with Mitt than be eaten by Obama.” Cam-
paign buttons show a dog like Bo and the cap-
tion: “Donate or Barack Will Eat Me.” 

I don’t know whether to page Sigmund
Freud or Anthony Bourdain, but I think I can
say without fear of contradiction that Obama
doesn’t secretly harbor culinary designs on
Bo. 

One does wonder, however, what the rest
of the world must think of us? Is this what
happens to old democracies? Are we too silly
to be taken seriously anymore? A rock star is

revered for ranting about guns; Secret Service
agents on presidential detail allegedly hire
and then try to cheat prostitutes; and presi-
dential candidates run on their canine histo-
ries. 

If we look ridiculous to the rest of the
world, and surely we do, why don’t we look
ridiculous to ourselves? Now there is a ques-
tion worth pondering. 

We seem to have come unhinged, as well
as inured to offense. The silly and the
immoral blend into a stand-up routine. When
a punch line becomes a campaign slogan, the
ridiculous becomes sublime. 

As to how we’ve gone to the dogs, the
answer is familiar. Humans like spectacle,
and Americans in particular prefer humor to
malaise. For the latter, we can be grateful. 

On the whole, however, this Bo vs. Seamus
debate is a luxury of full stomachs. That we
tend to anthropomorphize animals is an
understatement given that Americans spend
about $50 billion a year on their family pets.
Thus, eating a dog is viewed as tantamount to
cannibalization. Installing a dog in a crate for
12 hours atop a speeding car may as well be
child abuse. 

And, let’s face it, we’re weary of the big
problems. Just as one can sustain outrage (or
any emotion) only so long, one can entertain
the prospects of a melting planet, massive
unemployment or dysfunctional government
for just so many months. The endless presi-
dential campaign hasn’t only taken a toll on
the candidates, it has exhausted a nation.
Dog-tired of chatter, spin and politics, we’re
all too happy to avert our gaze from the
inconceivable to the insignificant. 

As narratives go, we have eaten the dog. 
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For those who missed it, the
National Rifle Association’s
top executive got worked up
into a full lather at the
group’s annual conference
last weekend in St. Louis.
Wayne LaPierre’s ire was
aimed at the “sensational”
coverage of the Trayvon
Martin killing – although he
didn’t mention either the
victim or the shooter by
name.

The NRA’s beef is essen-
tially this: Lots of people
are getting killed every day
without nearly so much
mainstream media cover-
age. Why so much attention
to this particular case?

He and others also
reminded those in atten-
dance not to vote to re-elect
President Barack Obama
who, he warned much as he
did four years ago, will
reveal his true “anti-gun
agenda” post-election – or
in this case, post-re-elec-
tion. Of course, Mr. Obama
has done nothing of the
kind during his first term,
but why let the facts stand
in the way of a good rant?

One has to hand it to Mr.
LaPierre, he knows how to
keep his constituents moti-
vated – and outraged. His
customary pitch incites
NRA members to be on a
constant vigil against immi-
nent threats to their Second
Amendment rights by the
leftist “gun-grabbers” who
would take every last one of
their firearms away. Never
mind that Democrats
retreated on gun-control
measures years ago with
only a few voices in the
wilderness like New York
Mayor Michael Bloomberg
and other municipal leaders
still saying much on the
subject.

It wasn’t that long ago
that high-profile Republi-
cans like George W. Bush
and John McCain voiced
support for modest, com-
mon-sense restrictions like
closing the loophole that
allows gun buyers to avoid
a criminal background
check at gun shows. But
one could no more imagine
Mitt Romney expressing
interest in such a thing
today than hearing him
stand up for a woman’s
reproductive rights – at
least not the current incar-
nation of Mitt Romney.

As for whether the media
gives enough attention to
the everyday, non-celebrity
crime victim, we suspect
Mr. LaPierre and his sup-
porters don’t actually care
all that much about the
nation’s bleeding cities and
impoverished neighbor-
hoods. What bothers them
is the attention to a particu-
lar narrative that is highly
inconvenient to their
extremist agenda.

The NRA has been an
unabashed promoter of
“stand your ground” laws
that make it easier for indi-

viduals to use deadly force
outside their homes. Under
the law, a person has no
duty to first retreat in the
face of danger – which
encourages vigilantes, pro-
vides a convenient shield
for criminals, and is likely
to be the centerpiece of
George Zimmerman’s
defense in Trayvon Mar-
tin’s killing.

Interestingly, we haven’t
heard much attack on Mr.
Zimmerman’s right to own
or carry a gun under Florida
law. What is at issue (aside
from the potential racism
involved in the death of an
unarmed 17-year-old African-
American in a hoodie and
the initial failure of authori-
ties to fully investigate or
file charges in the incident)
is whether state law should
be set up in such a way as to
encourage an individual to
seek confrontation in a
shoot-first, ask questions
later manner.

But it’s really even more
than that. Under stand your
ground, a person might use
a knife or a baseball bat.
Whatever the weapon
involved, it becomes diffi-
cult for police to prosecute
anyone who claims to have
acted in self-defense no
matter how flimsy the evi-
dence in support. It enables
provocative behavior under
the mantle of self-defense
that can be used anytime
and anywhere – including
against people deemed
“suspicious” because of
their appearance.

This isn’t just the media
interested in the ramifica-
tions of the Martin case but
a general public rightly con-
cerned about justice and
their own security. About
half of the states have
adopted their own versions
of stand your ground in
recent years.

In the NRA’s view, this
opportunity not only to
pack heat but to use it
makes everyone safer. And
the organization would like
nothing more than force
other states to change their
concealed-carry and self-
defense laws so that Mr.
Zimmerman and like-mind-
ed gun owners could carry
loaded weapons as freely in
Maryland as in Florida.

But what about protecting
the next Trayvon Martin?
On this subject, Mr.
LaPierre offered no instruc-
tion at the NRA gathering.
Perhaps he would have pre-
ferred the youngster be
armed, too, so the two men
could have staged a shoot-
out in Sanford. That is, of
course, where the NRA’s
philosophy of gradually
watering down weapons
laws will eventually land us
all – somewhere in the
19th-century Wild West.

— The Baltimore Sun

No surprise that
NRA protecting
Florida gun law
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