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Introduction to the Paperback

SINCE WE LAST SPOKE...

In the introduction to the hardcover edition of this book, I noted that Barack Obama’s presidency has been the most destructive in American history. In the year that has transpired since the book went to print, his destructive patterns have accelerated to the point that our nation is headed toward national bankruptcy. If we don’t immediately take steps to reverse course, we will face a national financial catastrophe that could far exceed the Great Depression.

Obama is a virtuoso at avoiding responsibility for his actions, incessantly scapegoating his predecessor George W. Bush for all the nation’s problems, even two and a half years into his presidency. If America’s comedic community were not in the tank for Obama and his discredited leftist agenda, his blame-Bush mantra would have long since become a regular punch line. Though senior Obama advisor David Plouffe did confess, in an unscripted moment, that  Obama now owns this economy, Obama himself obviously disagrees. For him to publicly concede that his policies have failed would require him to consider changing course—and if there’s anything we’ve learned about the man, a willingness to change course is not in his DNA.

This penchant for blaming Bush wrongly assumes that Bush bequeathed to Obama a predicament so dire that no policies could alleviate it. This grossly understates the culpability of the Democrats in general and of Obama personally in advancing the lion’s share of the policies that led to the financial meltdown of 2008. We don’t need to revisit, in detail, those policies now; suffice it to say, that all but the most fervent ideologues now recognize that the leftist feel-good quest for “affordable housing” was the primary contributor to the subprime mortgage epidemic. While some GOP members went along in the early stages of this ill-begotten venture, President Bush and other Republicans began to recognize the dangers and tried to rein in Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and the other culprits. Meanwhile, Democrats, led by the likes of Barney Frank, stubbornly resisted reform and even denied there was a looming problem. Barack Obama sang in that choir.

Despite the obvious causal relationship between their policies and the financial crash, Democrats never owned up to their dominant role in it; as a foreshadowing of the Obama presidency, they simply blamed it on the usual targets: “fat cat” Wall Street firms and other special interests colluding with Republicans. Obama’s habit of blaming the entire crisis on Bush is particularly disingenuous considering the quasi-leadership role then-Senator Obama played in engineering the TARP bailout. Obama’s fingerprints were all over TARP, and he lobbied Bush during Bush’s final weeks as president to release $350 billion in additional TARP funds. As ABC News reported, “Obama and Bush have teamed up to get the money released.”1 These efforts reveal as a farcical fraud Obama’s later attempt to wash his hands of the entire era preceding his presidency.

Recall that during much of Bush’s second term as president, the unemployment rate was below 5 percent. Following the housing meltdown, it climbed to 7.8 percent by the time he left office in January 2009, which seemed bad at the time—until Obama took charge. Notwithstanding the Obama administration’s vows that its near-trillion dollar “stimulus” would keep unemployment under 8 percent, joblessness under Obama skyrocketed above 9 percent and, for a time, even surpassed 10 percent, a near-thirty-year high.

So when Obama glibly and endlessly reminds us that he didn’t “create this mess,” informed Americans know better—as to the housing crisis, the debt crisis, unemployment, and the overall disastrous state of the economy. Obama and his Democrats maligned the Bush economy for eight years, yet that period saw fifty-two straight months of job growth and the fulfillment of Bush’s commitment to halve the deficit in five years. Indeed, as late in Bush’s term as 2007, the deficit was just $161 billion, less than 10 percent of Obama’s FY 2010 deficit of some $1.65 trillion.

Today, more than halfway into Obama’s term, the economy continues on its miserable path while the president masquerades as though he were a mere bystander. Research consistently shows that extending unemployment benefits exacerbates and prolongs unemployment, yet he will not budge from his insistence on that damaging policy. He perversely continues to grow the public sector, sucking all the oxygen out of the private sector and preventing its rebound.

Just before this paperback went to print, Obama held a press conference on the economy. Instead of acknowledging his instrumental role in this ongoing nightmare, he lashed out at Republicans and at Congress for not coming together to agree on a budget. He intoned that while he had been in Washington working hard on bin Laden, Afghanistan, and other issues, Republicans weren’t doing their job.

It’s as if Obama inhabits his own world, unaware that the public knows it is he who has been gallivanting about, playing golf,  attending fund-raisers, and lavishly entertaining at the White House instead of exercising leadership on our economic problems. The Republican-controlled Congress did pass a budget, no thanks to Democrats, and it incorporates the Ryan Plan, which seriously and credibly deals with our short-term and long-term budget issues. It’s Obama’s Democrat-controlled Senate that has failed to pass a budget for 800 days—and Obama has done nothing to cajole them into doing so.

What Obama has offered on budget reform has been nothing but generalities, smoke and mirrors, and deceptive numbers. Under pressure in 2009 to do something—anything—besides engage in more and more spending, Obama assembled the Bipartisan Budget Commission to study the budget crisis and make recommendations. Despite stacking the group with liberals and moderate Republicans, he still ignored its suggestions and once again kicked the can down the road.

After his party was trounced in the November 2010 elections, which were mostly a referendum on his first two years in office, Obama stalled some more. It wasn’t until Paul Ryan was about to formally unveil his Path to Prosperity that Obama finally presented a long-term budget. A purely political scheme designed to preempt the Ryan plan and discredit its author, Obama’s program offered no real specifics beyond raising taxes on the “wealthy” and bolstering his plans for rationing healthcare by strengthening a 15-member planning board created by the ObamaCare legislation.

Obama is, of course, acutely aware that this nation faces almost $90 trillion in unfunded entitlements, mainly consisting of Medicare and Social Security liabilities. With more and more Baby Boomers reaching retirement age, these liabilities are growing at an alarming rate—by some $10 trillion last year alone. These programs, as presently constituted, are inarguably unsustainable.

The Ryan Plan directly addresses these problems by proposing a restructuring of Medicare and Medicaid and calling for a trigger to initiate Social Security reform in the near future. Hardly the “draconian” plan the Democrats claim, it leaves untouched the benefits of those now fifty-five years and older while restructuring the system for younger Americans. The plan contemplates major tax reform to stimulate a growing economy; the repeal of ObamaCare; and caps on non-defense discretionary spending. It is about as gradual and painless a plan as possible under the circumstances, not even projecting a balanced budget until around 2040.

After misrepresenting Ryan’s plan as an attempt to steal Medicare from seniors, Obama finally purported to tell us his plan for balancing the budget—except there actually was no plan to do that, since his ten-year budget didn’t even aspire to balance the budget in the long term. In a statement whose mendacity was audacious even for Obama, he claimed his budget would not add one dollar to the national debt. In fact, the plan would add some $8 trillion dollars. Perhaps Obama intended to say he would not add to the existing amount of annual deficits—but one would think the president is sophisticated enough to understand the difference between debt and deficits.

Adding insult to injury, Obama turned again to class warfare, accusing Ryan and other Republicans essentially of being un-American and of seeking to eliminate insurance for autistic children. On Mark Levin’s radio show, Ryan responded that he’d never heard a presidential speech stoop to that level of partisanship, demagoguery, and distortion.

Denying the incontrovertible fact that our problems are caused by excess spending, Obama repeatedly lectured us that the wealthy were not paying enough. He is apparently unaware that the top 1 percent of income earners already pay about 38 percent of income tax revenues and the top 10 percent pay almost 70 percent. Increasing their taxes for the sake of satisfying the envy-lust he constantly peddles would reduce—not increase—revenues, especially during a recession.

Obama sought to dodge the spending issue by proposing to convene yet another commission whose findings, we are supposed to  believe, he would take more seriously than those of his last commission. Beyond that Obama promised to save $500 billion from Medicaid and Medicare by 2023 and another $1 trillion the following decade, but offered no specifics about how he would accomplish that feat apart from enhancing his super-bureaucratic board, euphemistically dubbed the Independent Payment Advisory Board. These all-knowing bureaucratic presidential appointees would have final, unreviewable authority to impose a one-size-fits-all rate scheme. Only Congress could override the IPAB’s authority, and then only with a two-thirds vote. Good luck with that.

This constituted a tacit admission that Obama had no idea how to, or had no intention to, cut Medicare costs except by implementing top-down cost controls imposed by impersonal autocrats far removed from patients and their concerns. Obama’s bogus projections also included sleights of hand, such as double counting dollars from the Medicare fund in order to create the illusion he would be using those funds for ObamaCare without raiding the Medicare system.

By contrast, the Ryan Plan would reduce the deficit by $5.8 trillion in ten years, primarily with spending cuts and revenue-neutral, growth-oriented tax reforms. Obama claimed his plan would cut $4 trillion in twelve years, but his revenue-killing tax increases might well offset any spending cuts he could achieve through his thinly-veiled plans for Medicare rationing.

If all this weren’t appalling enough, revised figures kept pouring in revealing that our financial picture was even bleaker than our most pessimistic outlook from mere months earlier. In May 2011, Medicare and Social Security trustees issued their report showing that Medicare’s fiscal hole had deepened by an additional $2 trillion and that its projected insolvency has been moved up by five years to 2024. The projected insolvency of Social Security, which was already $49 billion in the red last year, was advanced to 2036.

The bad news didn’t stop there. S&P lowered its outlook on America’s long-term credit rating from “stable” to “negative,” with CNN Money warning that the move indicated there was a one-inthree likelihood that S&P would downgrade our AAA credit rating within two years. PIMCO, the world’s largest bond fund, had already sold off all of its U.S. government holdings.

Through all of this Obama presents an image of a man wholly unfazed by the debt crisis. This leaves conservatives, and a growing number of independents, scratching their heads wondering how any president could so zealously obstruct the reforms necessary to save the nation. More and more Americans are wondering whether Obama is merely incompetent, or if he’s following some kind of Machiavellian scheme to deliberately damage the nation’s financial future.

In foreign policy, we face the same question as to whether Obama is intentionally sabotaging America or simply displaying rank incompetence. A central focus of Obama’s diplomatic efforts—improving America’s standing in the Arab world—has already failed completely, as demonstrated most recently by an Arab American Institute poll showing the Arab world views the United States less favorably now than it did during the last year of the George W. Bush administration.2 Throughout that year, you might recall, the Obama campaign insisted ad nauseam that America’s unpopularity stemmed from Bush’s “unilateral” policies and his “shredding” of the Constitution. As it turns out, more than two years of Obama’s serial apologies, political correctness, and his conversion of the War on Terror into a law enforcement exercise have garnered international contempt rather than respect. Who could have predicted that? Ahem.

In reaction to the turmoil now engulfing the Middle East, Obama has taken a hands-off approach to popular rebellions against our enemies (Ahmadinejad in Iran and Assad in Syria) while commanding that U.S. allies like Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak step aside. As the corrupt Palestinian Authority and the Islamic terrorists of Hamas continue to inculcate their people with dreams of exterminating Israel, Obama pressures the Jewish state, our democratic ally, to make ever-increasing concessions for the sake of “peace.” Perhaps most notably, in order to prove America’s “engagement with”—one  might more accurately say “subservience to”—the so-called international community, he has ordered our armed forces to undertake a half-hearted “kinetic military action” against Libya. Without defining any pressing American interest in Libya, his administration trumpeted support for the operation from the Arab League and the United Nations, though Obama saw no need to elicit the support of the U.S. Congress.

To assume Obama has the best interests of this nation at heart offers little comfort. For regardless of his ultimate motives, one thing is clear: he is pursuing an agenda that, unless reversed, will destroy the nation. The inescapable fact is that Obama is an incorrigible leftist ideologue who is unable to comprehend the glaring signs that his policies don’t work. With respect to the economy, he believes as an article of faith that Keynesian policies of forced government spending will stimulate growth. Even wasteful government, according to this calculus, will create a salutary multiplier effect, causing dollars to ripple through the economy and generating demand.

This narrow mindset doesn’t permit consideration of the empirically verifiable fact that the government’s command-control spending of borrowed money necessarily zaps the private-sector dollar for dollar and then some, negating any stimulus it might have otherwise provided. It also fails to acknowledge that such forced spending, arbitrarily decreed by government officials, is less efficient than the invisible hand of the market because it is not, by definition, generated in response to the public’s spending desires or preferences. When you factor in the waste inherent in government spending—as we saw with the stimulus bill in spades—such proposals are almost guaranteed to fail. Time and again history has vindicated opponents of Keynesian economics, from the New Deal forward, but liberals won’t accept that their supposedly good intentions don’t achieve the results they promise.

Thus, when Obama’s stimulus egregiously failed to keep unemployment below the projected 8 percent, he offered no mea culpa. Instead, he told us he had under-estimated the severity of Bush’s  baleful economic legacy. No longer was he saying he’d get us out of this pronto; he changed his tack to, “We didn’t get in this mess overnight, and we won’t get out of it overnight.”

For liberals like Obama, the subject of economic prosperity is a complex and nuanced matter. They are forever preoccupied with how resources are allocated, not just among Americans but between Americans and other peoples of the world. Having no real understanding how the free market works, they can’t grasp why socialistic systems cannot produce prosperity on par with capitalistic ones. Even if they do sometimes grudgingly acknowledge it, their obsession with the class struggle compels them, at least subconsciously, to seek out a more even distribution of income and wealth even at the expense of overall prosperity.

How else do you make sense of Obama’s answer to Charlie Gibson about raising capital gains rates? As discussed in chapter two of this book, Gibson asked Obama point-blank why he favored such increases when history has shown that they consistently yield less revenue, thus defeating their purpose. Tacitly conceding Gibson’s premise, Obama insisted, “It’s a matter of fairness, Charlie.” Clearly, Obama would prefer that everyone receive less money so long as the policy disproportionately hurts the “wealthy.”

I infer from this answer, from Obama’s stated commitment to “spreading the wealth around,” and from his refusal to change course on taxes and spending despite the damage his policies are wreaking on the country, that something in his political DNA prevents him from adopting the policies we so obviously need to set this country right: shrinking the government, empowering the private sector, reducing government spending, and reforming entitlements.

So in the end, it really doesn’t matter whether Obama’s specific intention is to harm the country. What matters is that he’s hell-bent on implementing policies that will do it.

 

David Limbaugh 
July 2011






INTRODUCTION

This book is about a young presidency—young, but already the most destructive in American history.

Everything about Barack Obama’s radical background signals his visceral contempt for America—its culture, its values, and its political and economic systems. His unmistakable goal is to bring America down to size—an America that has been, in his view, too big for its britches, selfish, exploitive, unfairly wealthy, arrogant, and dismissive.

Throughout the 2008 presidential campaign, Barack Obama repeatedly promised to bring “fundamental change.” The week before the election, he ominously declared, “We are five days away from fundamentally transforming the United States of America.” That same week, I expressed these concerns in my syndicated column: I am sincerely worried that if Obama wins, the checks and balances incorporated into our Constitution may not be enough to prevent a radical and irreversible diminution of our individual liberties because a confluence of factors has emerged to create a climate conducive to fundamental change. These factors are: a shockingly unknown candidate, whose mysterious past and numerous shady alliances are deliberately left unexplored by a corrupt, supportive media; the candidate’s charismatic qualities that inspire a cultish loyalty; his intellectual trappings that create a fascination and allure among the intellectual elite, including some hypnotized conservatives; a major financial crisis that exacerbates the people’s fears and uncertainties; a largely manufactured cloud of negativity placed over America by the media and a grossly partisan Democratic Party that places its selfinterest above the national interest; and an apparently discredited Republican Party and conservative movement that have been blamed for our actual and perceived problems.

. . . All of these factors could coalesce to give Obama a mandate to fundamentally move our economy toward socialism in the name of economic fairness and emasculate our war on terrorists in the name of our international image.





I wish I had been wrong, but it turns out my fears were hardly exaggerated. Though Obama denied his extreme liberalism during the campaign, he couldn’t conceal it entirely. Since his first day in office he has been trying to uproot our national moorings and “transform” the country into a land consistent with his socialist, secular, multicultural vision for America—an America that in his view has squandered its power and potential for good by: a) failing sufficiently to atone for its racial sins; b) subscribing to an antiquated and discriminatory system of values; c) having an economic system that fosters an “inequitable” distribution of wealth; d) selfishly consuming a disproportionate share of the world’s resources; and e) imperialistically projecting its power in the world.

But Obama does have some ambivalence about America. On the one hand he deeply dislikes this country; on the other, he sees in it great potential—a potential he believes, immodestly, he can personally unleash as president. He admires America’s wealth and power, even if undeserved in his view, but he is passionate about redirecting them and remaking us into a truly great nation—a part of the global community that shares rather than exploits its resources. In 2007 he told a Rolling Stone reporter he has faith in America’s capacity for acts of outstanding virtue, but as a black man, he “feels very deeply that this country’s exercise of its great inherited wealth and power has been grossly unjust.” Obama added, “I’m somebody who believes in this country and its institutions, but I often think they’re broken.”1

Tragically, Obama’s ideological blindness precludes him from recognizing America’s unparalleled record of benevolence as the world’s greatest superpower. It numbs him to the wonders of America’s free-market system, which has produced unprecedented prosperity for Americans and contributed to the advancement of civilization throughout the world. It obscures a realistic assessment of global politics that comprehends the existence of rogue nations, evil empires, and Islamic terrorists who intend us harm and who cannot be mollified through pandering and “engagement,” but must be approached from a position of strength.

His abundantly documented radical background soured his taste on America, compelling him to believe America’s wealth and power were “inherited,” rather than inspired by America’s god-fearing founders, who crafted a government designed to establish and maximize individual liberties—a government that has been preserved with the blood, sweat, and tears of generations of Americans.

Ironically, Obama’s domestic policy, foreign policy, and national security prescriptions are the opposite of what America needs. In transforming America to “spread the wealth around,” he is actually spreading the misery around, burying us in debt, and potentially enslaving us to our foreign creditors. In the name of improving our image in the world, he is compromising our national security.

He is reaping destruction in America’s culture, its Constitution, and in every sector of the American economy (save the public sector), administering one kick in the gut after another and inflicting damage from which it will be difficult to recover.

While holding himself out as a post-partisan, post-racial president, he has exacerbated racial tensions, inflamed partisan divisiveness, engaged in acrimonious class warfare, and demonized anyone to the political right of the late Ted Kennedy.

For someone who inspired so much “hope” and had so much goodwill upon taking office, even among certain commentators and media professionals who consider themselves conservatives, it is striking how far he has fallen so fast. His approval ratings have cratered more rapidly than those of any modern president. He has squandered more political capital than most presidents ever possessed. And he has done it all himself; his popularity freefall hasn’t occurred as a result of circumstances beyond his control. But that hasn’t prevented him from milking the economic crisis excuse ad nauseam and endlessly scapegoating his predecessor for the “multitude of problems” Obama allegedly inherited. He owns our current set of problems, which if he did inherit, he greatly exacerbated through a series of deplorable policies and actions.

He promised to lead a transparent, ethical administration, free of corruption and sanitized of conflicts of interest generated by the revolving door between lawmakers and lobbyists. But he appointed a host of tax cheats, lobbyists, and leftist radicals, and has cloaked many of his policy actions in secrecy. He has reportedly used his appointment power to offer high-ranking government jobs and other benefits in exchange for votes supporting his agenda. He has brought Chicago-style politics and Saul Alinsky street organizing tactics to Washington, diverting federal funds to the now-defunct ACORN as his political and re-election arm, using the Justice Department as an advocacy bureau and his campaign organization as an ongoing war room. He fired Inspector General Gerald Walpin after Walpin filed two reports implicating one of Obama’s prominent supporters in the  misappropriation of federal AmeriCorps funds, and then used the power of his office to wrongfully discredit Walpin and whitewash his allegations.

He presented himself as an exemplar of honesty—a new kind of politician with unique character and integrity. But he has been one of the most fundamentally dishonest chief executives in our history. He has broken promises on a broad range of important issues, from his pledge not to raise taxes in any form on those making less than $250,000 a year to his expedient promise to end the practice of extraordinary rendition. Nowhere has his pattern for dishonesty been more apparent than in his obsessive drive for socialized medicine, from his slandering of the nonpareil quality of American healthcare, to his promise to televise the healthcare debates on C-SPAN, to his pledge not to force the uninsured to buy insurance, to his varying claims about the numbers of uninsured, to denying his support for a single-payer plan, to dismissing allegations that the public option was a Trojan horse for a single-payer plan, to his dissembling about whether abortion would be federally funded, to misrepresenting whether “his plan” would cover illegal immigrants, to his promise that he would not interfere with the doctor-patient relationship and would expand healthcare choices, to his poohpoohing the legitimate charge that his plan would lead to rationing.

He promised to be a uniter, but has proven more divisive than any president in the modern era, including George W. Bush. Pew Research Center reported after only his first few months in office that “for all his hopes about bipartisanship, Barack Obama has the most polarized early job approval of any president in the past four decades.”2 His situation did not improve as the year continued. Gallup reported on January 25, 2010, that Obama has been the most polarizing first-year president in the pollster’s history. “The 65 percentage-point gap between Democrats’ (88%) and Republicans’ (23 percent) average job approval ratings for Barack Obama is easily the largest for any president in his first year in office, greatly exceeding the prior high of 52 points for Bill Clinton.”3 Polls  aside, he has behaved as a rabid partisan with little patience for opposing viewpoints. He has routinely mischaracterized Republican positions and demeaned those who dared to oppose him as liars, insisting they shut up, get out of the way, and let him go about handling this mess he “inherited.”

He promised to deliver us from racial disharmony, or at least to help ameliorate racial tensions, yet he has appointed race-oriented “czars,” has issued reckless statements with racial implications, often reminds us of our “racist” heritage, and unpresidentially injected himself into a local police dispute involving his personal friend, erroneously prejudging the situation from the Oval Office with incendiary language guaranteed to heighten racial discord.

He promised his stimulus bill would “jump-start the economy,” create jobs, and grow us out of the recession. He promised to “save or create” three million jobs (or was it two million, or two and a half million?), yet presided over the net loss of millions. He promised these would mainly be private sector jobs, but the only sector that has grown has been the public sector—no surprise, given Obama’s big-government orientation. Even after the facts are in, he still clings to his original claims and says he fulfilled them. As they say, if you tell a lie often enough . . .

Obama said he would rigorously ensure the proper expenditure of the stimulus funds. Instead, a great portion of the stimulus money was never intended to be spent in time to do any stimulating, much of it has been sent to phantom addresses with phantom zip codes, and millions upon millions of dollars have been wasted on projects that the American people would never approve if they knew of them. Much of the money has also been used as a political slush fund, going to Obama-friendly groups that will work for his re-election.

He promised no political favoritism but has greased the skids for his union friends, stacking the deck for them against secured creditors in the GM and Chrysler negotiations, carving out exemptions for them in various healthcare proposals, adopting policies to give unionized companies preferences on federal contract bidding, pushing “card-check” legislation to intimidate workers into joining unions, and enlisting union thugs to disrupt conservative grassroots tea party protests.

He promised the Justice Department would be free of politics, but instead has presided over the most politicized DOJ since Janet Reno. Without explanation, Justice dismissed a cinch-lock voter intimidation case against the New Black Panther Party whose members, one armed with a billy club, were videotaped patrolling in front of a Philadelphia voting precinct during the 2008 presidential election. When asked to provide its reasons, DOJ stonewalled.

Moreover, Obama appointed Dawn Johnsen to head the Department’s Office of Legal Counsel, which provides authoritative legal advice to the president and all the executive branch agencies. This office should be staffed by professionals who will render their legal opinions free of political influences or bias. It is, according to former federal prosecutor Andy McCarthy, “the last place in government where we would want a hard-edged ideologue—and while that would be true at any time, it is especially true with the current Justice Department, which is political to a fare thee well.”4 Yet Johnsen is a radical’s radical. She wrote that one of Obama’s first orders of business as president was to “order an immediate review to determine which [Gitmo] detainees should be released and which transferred to secure facilities in the United States” for civilian trials.5

Obama promised us he was a “fierce advocate for the free market,” but proceeded to demonstrate just how hostile to it he actually is. On behalf of the federal government, he took over GM and Chrysler and unilaterally extended mortgage bailouts to those who had little prospect of repaying, thus magnifying the existing problem. He tried to handcuff the entire private sector with his onerous cap and trade bill, bribed and coerced Congress into assaulting private healthcare, and used every conceivable opportunity to redistribute wealth and increase the dependency classes to the point of covertly reversing the immensely successful welfare reform of the 1990s.  Along the way he demonized corporations, private sector executives, the Chamber of Commerce, oil companies, “fat-cat” banks, pharmaceutical companies, and others who had the audacity to engage in private business.6

He promised he was a true “democrat”—a man of the people who would govern according to the popular will. But he has governed like an autocrat, issuing a plethora of executive orders, flagrantly ignoring the manifest will of the American people on such crucial issues as healthcare reform, and implementing guidelines that would force taxpayers to fund embryonic stem cell research. He has proven himself wholly disinterested in the true wishes of the American people, doggedly fixated on his own ideological agenda and his monomaniacal ambition to change the country. Writer Quin Hillyer suggests “there is something way off balance in the character of Barack Obama. . . . All presidents . . . think at some level that they know best about policy choices. But almost none of them (Woodrow Wilson perhaps excepted) were so willing to disdain, in pursuit of such radical policy upheavals, such intense and overwhelming public opinion as has been evident in the current health takeover attempt.”7

Liberal journalist Jonathan Alter gives us an inside view of the extent of Obama’s ideological arrogance in his book The Promise: President Obama, Year One. Alter wrote that Rahm Emanuel spent almost a week during summer 2009 trying to dissuade Obama from pressing forward with ObamaCare. “I begged him not to do this,” said Emanuel. But Obama reportedly ignored his advice, arguing he had not been sent to the White House to do “school uniforms.”8

Obama has chosen to misinterpret the obvious rejection of his agenda through such objective benchmarks as the Republican takeover of Ted Kennedy’s Massachusetts Senate seat. He insisted the public hadn’t rejected his policies; merely that he hadn’t explained them enough—after giving speech after self-indulgent speech (including at least fifty-four healthcare speeches as of March 19, 2010)9 to browbeat the American people into climbing on board.  He said, “I think the assumption was if I just focus on policy, if I just focus on this provision or that law or if we’re making a good rational decision here, then people will get it.” Impervious to the widespread rejection of his agenda, he also blamed the Massachusetts election results on the public’s general frustration with incumbents. He told George Stephanopoulos, “The same thing that swept Scott Brown into office swept me into office. People are angry and they’re frustrated, not just because of what’s happened in the last year or two years but what’s happened over the last eight years.”10

We were told we were getting a cool, calm, steady leader who could rise above emotional impulses to deliver classic statesmanship and prudent governance. But all too often we witness in him a petulant and vindictive bully who doesn’t seem to understand why anyone would challenge his omniscience. On more than one occasion when challenged, Obama has cavalierly shot back, “I won, I’m the president.”

He pretended he was a moderate on social issues, including abortion and homosexuality, but has been an ardent supporter of the homosexual agenda and is militantly pro-abortion, which is not unexpected considering his record on the issues. In fact, he was almost willing to jeopardize his sacred ObamaCare over his extreme pro-abortion views.

His handlers held him out as a brilliant, eloquent wordsmith who would restore class and elegance to the Oval Office, following President Bush’s allegedly countrified demeanor and awkwardness with words. Instead, when the teleprompter is stripped away, we often find someone given to incoherent ramblings and verbal blunders that dwarf those of his predecessor. The best example was his unscripted answer to an unanticipated question at a meeting in Charlotte, North Carolina. A lady named Doris asked whether it was wise to add more taxes onto the public with his healthcare package. “We are over-taxed as it is,” she said. Obama’s answer was 2,600 words and took more than seventeen minutes, with no one ending up the wiser. It was a rambling, incoherent mish-mash  of barely related talking points from a man the elites assured us possessed a “first rate” intellect.11 During another public address, our Commander in Chief mispronounced “Navy corpsman” as “Navy corpse man,” an embarrassing gaffe the mainstream media would have endlessly ridiculed had it been uttered by a Republican president.12

Obama has been an unmitigated disaster on national security, downplaying the terrorist threat and politicizing security policy, including his publication of national secrets—such as disclosing details on our nuclear arsenal and our highly sensitive, enhanced interrogation techniques for the purpose of embarrassing, and perhaps incriminating, Bush administration officials. He has gutted essential weapons programs and threatens to unilaterally reduce our nuclear stockpiles, saying the United States is the only nation ever to have used a nuclear weapon—meaning we need to atone for it.

He told us America had lost favor in the international community because of our arrogance and military imperialism, and that he would restore our good reputation with a fresh, conciliatory approach. He proceeded to bow and grovel to our enemies and gratuitously snub our allies. He has castigated America on foreign soil and pandered to the Islamic world, implying Islamic terrorism is our fault. Meanwhile, oppressed dissidents struggling in Iran and other autocratic nations have received the cold shoulder from Obama, who seems to view them as a nettlesome obstacle to his attempts to curry favor with their repressive governments.

He insisted that our policies in the war on terror were serving as a recruiting tool for terrorism. He would close Gitmo and outlaw “torture”—as if we were engaging in it in the first place. He even began to talk about the war as if it weren’t a war, invented new euphemisms to describe acts of terrorism, and reverted to our pre-9 /11 law enforcement approach to terrorism. But our own intelligence services report that terrorism is on the rise globally and domestically. All his liberal theories have failed utterly in practice.

Obama turns a blind eye to aggression around the world, from Russia to North Korea to Iran, opposes truly democratic movements, and supports the world’s dictators and thugs. In exchange for appeasing and coddling tyrants, he has endured consistent ridicule from these very despots. After vowing to employ “bold and aggressive diplomacy” and to “do everything in my power to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon,” he ultimately reverted to the policy of sanctions for which he harshly criticized Bush.13 In the process, he set a deadline for Iran to discontinue its nuclear program, let the deadline pass, and then denied ever having set it.

While cozying up to terrorists, he has shunned our ally Israel, strong-arming it to prevent Jews from living in the West Bank and even in parts of Israel’s own capital city of Jerusalem, while painting Israel’s justifiable acts of defending its people and sovereignty as morally equivalent to Palestinian terrorism.

While criticizing the Iraq war from the beginning, he has claimed full credit for the major gains we have achieved in Iraq thanks to the surge, a policy Obama had vehemently opposed.

He has held himself out as a believing Christian, but has rarely attended church since his inauguration, has snubbed Christianity and Christian symbols at every turn, and has consistently championed values inconsistent with the Biblical ethic. By contrast, he has glorified Islam, including falsely crediting it for major contributions to American society, overstating the Muslim presence and influence in America, and even describing Islam—in his Cairo speech—as a “revealed” religion, a curious thing, indeed, for one professing authentic Christianity.

On the campaign trail, Obama projected his own image as messianic—from the way he conceitedly thrust his chin out during his speeches, to the deliberately choreographed echo effect with his microphone, to his patently absurd, delusional boasts that “generations from now, we will be able to look back and tell our children that this was the moment when the rise of the oceans began to slow  and our planet began to heal,” and that “we are the ones we’ve been waiting for.”

Based on his behavior as president, it is clear he truly believes his own hype, for we have discovered that instead of messianic, Obama is acutely, perhaps clinically, narcissistic. He behaves and governs as though he has been sheltered all his life, or at least since he was a young adult, living in a bizarre bubble, hearing only positive reinforcement and made to believe in his own supernatural powers. This is a major reason he cannot bear opposition; this is a major reason he is not, in the end, a man of the people and deferential to their will, but a top-down autocrat determined to permanently change America and its place in the world despite intense resistance from the American people themselves.

This book chronicles the words and policies of President Barack Obama and his Democratic Party and their devastating effect on America and its founding principles. Unless stopped—and reversed—the casualties of Obama’s systematic assault on this nation will be our prosperity, our security, and ultimately, our liberty.






PART I

OFFENSES AGAINST AMERICANS





Chapter One

THE NARCISSIST

CRIMES AGAINST STATESMANSHIP




 ME, MYSELF, AND I 

Who is Barack Obama? To say that he has an enormous ego is an understatement. Many commentators, including psychological analysts and foreign leaders, have described him as a narcissist. Columnist Charles Krauthammer, a psychiatrist by training, marveled at Obama’s conceit in arranging a speech at Germany’s Brandenburg Gate during his presidential campaign, asking, “What exactly has he done in his lifetime to merit appropriating the Brandenburg Gate as a campaign prop? What was his role in the fight against communism, the liberation of Europe, the creation of what George Bush the elder... called ‘a Europe whole and free’? . . . Americans are beginning to notice Obama’s elevated opinion of himself. . . . [H]as there ever been a presidential nominee with a wider gap between his estimation of himself and the  sum total of his lifetime achievements?”1 Jack Kelly of the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette told FOX News’ Greta Van Susteren that his sources close to French president Nicolas Sarkozy said Sarkozy thinks President Obama is “incredibly naïve” and “grossly egotistical”—“so egotistical than no one can dent his naivete.”2

Obama’s patent self-confidence is not just posturing. It’s evident he truly believes he is special. He did, after all, pen two largely autobiographical books before he had accomplished much of anything. He once told campaign aide Patrick Gaspard, “I think that I’m a better speechwriter than my speechwriters. I know more about policies on any particular issue than my policy directors. And I’ll tell you right now that . . . I’m a better political director than my political director.” Gaspard related that after Obama’s first debate with McCain, Gaspard sent Obama an e-mail saying, “You are more clutch than

Michael Jordan,” and Obama replied, “Just give me the ball.”3 According to the paperback version of Senate majority leader Harry Reid’s book The Good Fight, after Reid once complimented Obama for delivering a “phenomenal” speech, Obama simply replied, “I have a gift, Harry.” Amazingly, Reid is so entrenched in Obama’s personality cult that he interpreted the boast as a sign of “deep humility.”4

Obama’s belief that he is a gift to the world is a theme he would carry forward into his presidency. He truly believes he alone has the power to reverse the mess America has allegedly made of world affairs, and that only he can restore America’s supposedly tattered reputation. In his speech to the UN General Assembly in September 2009, he declared, “I am well aware of the expectations that accompany my presidency around the world.”5 When asked on the campaign trail whether he ever had any doubts, he retorted, “Never.” As columnist Jeff Jacoby pointed out, when Obama’s presidency began he used the royal “we” in describing his preferred policies, but by the time he addressed Congress around a month later, he was already using “the naked ‘I.’” Jacoby noted Obama used “I” thirty-four times in his speech on the federal takeover of General Motors alone.6

Indeed, it often seems that for our president, American policy, and even American history, is not about the United States, but about him personally. At the Summit of the Americas, Obama sat through a 50-minute harangue against the United States by Nicaraguan president Daniel Ortega, who eviscerated the United States for a century of “terroristic” aggression in Central America. When it was Obama’s turn, he did not defend the United States, but made himself the issue: “I’m grateful that President Ortega did not blame me for things that happened when I was three months old.”7

During the contentious debate over Obama’s unrelenting push for socialized medicine, many Democratic congressmen were running scared, fearing a 1994-style electoral thrashing. The White House, however, saw it much differently. Democratic congressman Marion Berry noted incredulously, “They just don’t seem to give it any credibility at all. They just keep telling us how good it was going to be. The president himself, when that was brought up in one group said, ‘Well, the big difference here and in ’94 was you’ve got me.’”8

Obama’s numerous self-references soon became legendary. According to Kevin Hall of the Des Moines Conservative Examiner, Obama referred to himself 114 times in his first State of the Union. He said “I” ninety-six times, and used “my” or “me” eighteen times.9 By September 23, 2009, FOX News reported Obama had given forty-one speeches so far that year, referring to himself 1,198 times.10 At his West Point speech in December 2009 (where soldiers were asked before he spoke to show enthusiasm), he referred to himself forty-four times.11 In a speech in Ohio on jobs on January 22, 2010, Obama referred to himself no fewer than 132 times and, in the same speech, had the unwittingly humorous audacity to proclaim, “This is not about me.”12




 “IT’S NOT ABOUT ME” 

That phrase, “This is not about me,” cropped up in many of Obama’s speeches, signaling that whatever “this” is, it’s precisely  about him—his ego, his ideology, his agenda, his legacy, or his unbending ambition to have his way. In his mind, it seems, everything is always about him, no matter how much he protests otherwise. The rhetorical device, “It’s not about me,” is a long established pattern in which he self-servingly pretends to project an air of humility to leave the impression that he is modest about accomplishing great things—thereby shamelessly seeking credit both for his modesty and his greatness. He used a variation of this theme at a February 2010 meeting with Senate Democrats, telling them, “It is constantly important to remind myself why I got into this business in the first place; why I’m willing to be away from my family for big stretches at a time. . . . You don’t get in this for the fame. You don’t get in it for the title.”13 Yes, Obama is always about a cause bigger than himself—so big that it’s worth his enormous sacrifices.

Likewise, on February 15, 1990, after becoming the first black president of the Harvard Law Review, Obama proclaimed, “I realized my election was not about me, but it was about us, about what we could do and what we could accomplish.”14 On November 2, 2004, when he visited the campus of the University of Illinois during his U.S. Senate campaign, he declared, “Ultimately, this election is not about me. . . . It’s about the willingness of our citizens to get engaged and get involved.”15 On December 11, 2006, in New Hampshire, he again insisted, “It’s not about me.” (But an NPR reporter covering the event remarked, “It really is all about him.”)16 On December 10, 2007, Obama argued, “This campaign is not about me; it is about the hundreds of volunteers . . . in Rhode Island . . . and the millions of people across the country who want change we can believe in.”17

On December 13, 2007, he said during a Democratic presidential debate, “I want to remind myself constantly that this is not about me, what I’m doing today.”18 (Apparently, he feels the need to keep reminding us as well.) And in his acceptance speech in August 2008, he said, “This election has never been about me; it’s  about you.”19 President-elect Obama issued a pre-inauguration video statement in which he said, “This election is not about me. It’s about all of us.”20 On a visit to the Children’s National Medical Center in Washington, D.C. in July 2009, responding to Senator Jim DeMint’s comment that ObamaCare could be his “Waterloo,” Obama pleaded, “This isn’t about me. This isn’t about politics. This is about a health care system that is breaking America’s families, breaking America’s businesses, and breaking America’s economy.”21

But Obama’s obsessive drive to nationalize healthcare has really been all about him, and the American people have issued a clear referendum on his healthcare scheme and his entire agenda through their consistent rejection of Democratic candidates. This trend culminated in the takeover of Senator Kennedy’s Massachusetts Senate seat by Republican Scott Brown, whose opposition to ObamaCare was a core part of his campaign. Yet Obama continues to tell us—either as a brazen practitioner of Orwellian deception or as a posterchild for political tone-deafness (the latter being quite unlikely)—“I won’t stop fighting for you.”22

If he were truly fighting for the people, however, he wouldn’t have mocked the tea partiers or closed his own counterfeit public forums on healthcare to all but union and other special interest supporters of ObamaCare. Then-White House press secretary Robert Gibbs confessed that Obama is “quite comfortable” with being a one-term president if that’s the consequence of passing his agenda.23 As journalist Kyle-Anne Shiver noted, “What we have here in America today is a real-life jump-the-shark drama, starring a super-narcissistic president so desperate to create his own vainglorious legacy that he is willing to destroy his own political party and do enduring damage to his country in pursuit of his selfish ends.”24

And while Obama is a leftist ideologue of the first order whose determination to socialize medicine knows no bounds, there is abundant proof his ego is motivating him just as strongly as his ideology. Alabama congressman Parker Griffith, who switched from Democrat to Republican, spoke to Obama’s personal investment in  ObamaCare. “You have personalities who have bet the farm, bet their reputations, on shoving a health care bill through the Congress. It’s no longer about health care reform. It’s all about ego now. The president’s ego. Nancy Pelosi’s ego. This is about saving face, and it has very little to do with what’s good for the American people.” 25 Griffith is convinced the Democratic leadership is so driven with this issue that they would accept losing Democratic control of the House. “This is a trophy for the speaker, it’s a trophy for the several committee chairs, and it’s a trophy for the president.”26




 “THE BURDEN OF BEING SO BRIGHT” 

Candidate Obama overtly cultivated a messianic image, from the grandiose pomp accompanying his campaign speech in Berlin to the Greek columns that adorned his acceptance speech at Denver’s Invesco Field. His advisers fully bought into the facade, especially to the idea that Obama possessed a superior intellect—so far above the masses that it was difficult to convey his ideas in terms simple enough for the people to understand. At a forum at the Kennedy School of Government, one participant suggested to Obama’s adviser and long-time confidant, Valerie Jarrett, that Obama’s ideas were so complex that the administration should consider writing simple booklets to explain them to ordinary people (including tea partiers), just like the computer industry originally wrote DOS For Dummies. Jarrett said it was an excellent idea. “Everyone understood hope and change” because “they were simple . . . part of our challenge is to find a very simple way of communicating.... When I first got here people kept talking about ‘cloture’ and ‘reconciliation’ and ‘people don’t know what that’s talking about.’” Then it really got thick as Jarrett proclaimed, “There’s nobody more selfcritical than President Obama. Part of the burden of being so bright is that he sees his error immediately.”27

Similarly, during the healthcare debates, Obama’s chief adviser David Axelrod reinforced the administration’s low estimation of its  hapless subjects. On NBC’s Meet The Press, Axelrod said, “The one thing I am sure of is that the American people don’t know or care much about the sequencing of parliamentary procedures.”28 Clearly, Axelrod believes Americans don’t have the sophistication to understand constitutional or legislative principles or the consequences to their liberty when those principles are violated.

The liberal media enthusiastically encouraged Obama’s narcissistic sense of superiority over the American people. HBO’s Bill Maher complained Americans “are not bright enough to really understand the issues. But like an animal they can sort of sense strength and weakness. They can smell it on you.”29 Slate’s Jacob Weisberg lamented, “The biggest culprit in our current predicament” is “the childishness, ignorance and growing incoherence of the public at large.”30 Time’s Joe Klein, in his blog post “Too Dumb to Thrive,” made this observation about America’s opposition to Obama’s stimulus package: “This is yet further evidence that Americans are flagrantly ill-informed . . . and, for those watching FOX News, misinformed. It is very difficult to have a democracy without citizens. It is impossible to be a citizen if you don’t make an effort to understand the most basic activities of your government. It is very difficult to thrive in an increasingly competitive world if you’re a nation of dodos.”31 Blogger Matthew Yglesias, after saying Klein’s comments were “way too harsh,” essentially conceded his point, claiming, “Most people don’t know a lot of macroeconomic theory. . . . The fact of the matter, however, is that most people don’t know much about most things.”32




 “HE’S SORT OF GOD” 

Media coverage of Obama’s presidential campaign was so fawning that Obama’s opponent, John McCain, put together an ad mocking the media’s “Obama Love”—which was quite a statement coming from a previous darling of the press who was unceremoniously dumped once he challenged the media’s Chosen One.

In addition to showing various media sycophants drooling over Obama, the video included a short video clip of a female journalist, acting like a school girl with a crush, urging a Secret Service agent to sit down in a seat on the airplane so the press could ogle Obama as he spoke on the phone.33 In fact, Obama’s sexiness became a popular topic among the press. Washingtonian magazine graced the cover of its May 2009 issue with a “pec-tacular” shirtless picture of Obama strutting on the beach. Garrett Graff, editor-at-large of the magazine, told ABC News that with the Obamas came a “celebrity aspect that has brought energy to the city and the attention of the paparazzi. The Obamas are the center of attention here and the whole world is looking to Washington now in a way we haven’t seen in years.” He cooed, “It’s a real golden age of Washington.”34

Indeed, the media’s servile coverage of Obama sometimes crossed the line into outright reverence. HBO producer Ed Norton told Good Morning America co-host Diane Sawyer that he was impressed with the tranquil “no-drama Obama. . . . And in a weird way, when you look behind the curtain with that team, they are really zen. It’s amazing how zen they are.”35 Newsweek editor Evan Thomas infamously told MSNBC’s Chris Matthews, “Reagan was all about America . . . Obama is—we are above that now. We’re not just parochial, we’re not just chauvinistic, we’re not just provincial. We stand for something. I mean in a way Obama’s standing above the country, above the world, he’s sort of God.”36

Thomas was preaching to the choir, as Matthews became well known for proclaiming that an Obama speech sent a “thrill” up his leg. It’s less well known that he followed up that statement with an even greater expression of devotion: “The Biblical term for it,” gushed Matthews, “since we’re in a Biblical era, is deliverance. We’re being picked up and moved to where we have to be.” On another occasion Matthews declared Obama is “sort of a gift from the world to us in so many ways.” NBC News’ Lee Cowan said it was “almost hard to remain objective, because it’s infectious. . . . It’s not cool if you haven’t seen Barack Obama in person.” The New  Republic saw fit to print a cover with Obama’s picture reading, “Why You Love Him.”

Obama didn’t exactly discourage this quasi-deification. In noting Obama’s “pathological self-regard,” former George W. Bush aide Pete Wehner reported that Obama surrounded himself by aides who referred to him as a “Black Jesus.” Wehner noted, “Obama didn’t appear to object.”37 Fouad Ajami, a professor of International Studies at Johns Hopkins, wrote, “Americans don’t deify their leaders or hang on their utterances, but Mr. Obama succumbed to what the devotees said of him: He was the Awaited One. A measure of reticence could have served him. But the flight had been heady, and in the manner of Icarus, Mr. Obama flew too close to the sun.” Even JFK, argued Ajami, didn’t fall for his own mystique. “And then there was the hubris of the man at the helm: He was everywhere, and pronounced on matters large and small. This was political death by teleprompter. . . . Mr. Obama was smitten with his own specialness.” 38 Even leftist radio host Ed Schultz reported the West Wing of the White House had been turned into a “shrine” to President Obama. “There are pictures all over... of President Obama. . . . It was just one picture after another.”39




 OVEREXPOSED 

Obama didn’t seem averse to all the flattery. To the contrary, the November 25, 2009 Drudge Report featured a photo of him leaving the White House holding an issue of GQ magazine with his own picture on the cover.40 Observant bloggers also noticed that when Obama removed his suit jacket before delivering one of his many healthcare speeches, his name was stitched inside.41

Obama certainly wasn’t above engaging in shameless self-promotion. In his first year as president he gave 158 interviews and 411 speeches—way more than any other president. He held twentythree townhall meetings, made forty-six out-of-town trips to fiftyeight cities and thirty states, made ten foreign trips (more than any  other first year president) to twenty-one nations, held twenty-eight political fundraisers (compared to six for George W. Bush in his first year), and attended seven campaign rallies for three Democratic candidates (all of whom lost, further illustrating the counterproductive effect of his tired rhetoric).42

Obama’s overexposure began before he was president or even a presidential candidate, leading him to quip in a 2004 speech when he was a senator-elect, “I’m so overexposed I’m making Paris Hilton look like a recluse.” But the coverage back then was small potatoes compared to the media infatuation with him as a presidential candidate and then as president. His name or face appeared on half of Time magazine’s covers in 2008. As of the August 2009 edition, he had appeared on seven Time covers since his election in November 2008. One of those covers celebrated him as “Person of the Year,” and another as the reincarnation of FDR.43 Newsweek featured Obama on twelve of its 2008 covers’.44

The Washington Post’s Howard Kurtz reported that during Obama’s first few months as president, the networks gave him more coverage than George W. Bush and Bill Clinton combined in their first months—and more positive assessments as well.45 “Obama marked his first 100 days in office with three hundred photos . . . all of him.”46 The broadcast networks were so in awe of our president they were willing to suffer big monetary losses to accommodate his self-indulgence. As Obama approached his 100th day in office, the networks granted his request to air a news conference the following week, which was the important ratings “sweeps” week, to talk about his banking and auto bailouts. It was the fourth such episode, with the first three having cost ABC, CBS, NBC, and FOX about $30 million total.47 Accuracy in Media reported that Obama appeared to be breaking every record kept on U.S. presidential press coverage. In the first six months of 2009, his name was cited in 1.1 million stories across the mainstream and social media and the Internet, constituting an average of 6,100 references a day. That was more than three times the coverage for George W. Bush or Bill  Clinton during their comparable periods. Obama was also tagged on 216,000 YouTube videos and mentioned in some 15,000 blog posts a week.48

Writing about “Obama the Omnipresent,” the New York Times’ Mark Leibovich commented, “As President Obama prepares for his speed date with the Sunday morning talk shows, a familiar question dogs his aides: ‘How much Obama is too much Obama?’” Leibovich then answered his own question: “Even by the norms of his ubiquity, Mr. Obama has been on an especially prodigious media binge lately, pitching his health care plan seemingly everywhere but the Food Channel and FOX News.”49 All of this, wrote Leibovich, “sparked another debate over the O word—‘overexposure’—which has become a principal topic around the White House in recent days.” But that didn’t deter Obama, who even accepted an invitation to appear on America’s Most Wanted to commemorate its 1,000th episode.50

Obama’s countless, redundant personal media appearances speak volumes about his priorities—and self-infatuation. His appearances on five Sunday programs to promote ObamaCare prompted Karl Rove to remark, “His time might be better spent praying for public support.”51

The Washington Post’s Howard Kurtz concluded Obama’s overexposure was a deliberate ploy by the White House. “Clearly, the White House has made its choice. Obama will hit the airwaves whenever he can, as often as he can, in as many formats as he can, any time he’s got something to sell. Which is pretty much all the time.”52 Kurtz pointed out that Obama had already done ESPN, Leno, the network anchors, 60 Minutes, and a slew of other programs. “Then there was NBC’s day in the life, ABC’s townhall forum, the four prime-time news conferences, the comedy bits for Conan and Colbert, and on and on.” And Obama was preparing for sitdowns with Steve Kroft and CNBC’s John Harwood, interviews on Meet the Press, Face the Nation, This Week, State of the Union, and a Univision show. “And in case that doesn’t provide  enough pop,” wrote Kurtz, “he’ll do Letterman on Monday.”53 Time’s James Poniewozik, in his article, “Obama to Appear on Everything, Everywhere, Except Fox,” asked, “Should he just put a 24-hour webcam in the White House and be done with it?”54

Obama was oblivious to the diminishing returns his media saturation and endless speechifying were yielding. At one point he said, “Everything there is to say about health care has been said”—and then he promptly gave another healthcare speech. Amazingly, Obama regarded one of his cardinal problems to be his ostensible lack of communication with the public. He told ABC’s George Stephanopoulos, “If there’s one thing that I regret this year, [it] is that we were so busy just getting stuff done and dealing with the immediate crises that were in front of us, that I think we lost some of that sense of speaking directly to the American people about what their core values are and why we have to make sure those institutions are matching up with those values.”55

Baltimore Sun TV critic David Zurawik skewered Obama for insinuating himself into virtually every square foot of the public arena, writing, “He’s baaack: TV Obama is everywhere—again.” Speaking of Scott Brown’s victory in the Massachusetts Senate race, Zurawik argued,Yes, the president did indeed get the message from Massachusetts, but it might not be the one angry and frightened Americans meant to send. The message he appears to have received: Get back on TV like it’s 2008 and you are running for president. Because while this governing thing has not been working out too well during the first year, the one thing you can do is perform in front of the camera like no other politician since Ronald Reagan. Work it, baby, work it. As I have written before, when the going gets tough, President Obama gets on television.

...Last year at this time, as a media and TV critic, I was delighted at the thought of having the most savvy TV president since Ronald Reagan to write about for the next four years.  Today, as a citizen, I am utterly dismayed by the way those TV skills have been used to paper over what appears to be a lack of vision and sustained effort from the man behind the video image.56





With kudos to Zurawick for correctly pinpointing Obama’s overemphasis on media and under-emphasis on governance, it’s not Obama’s lack of vision but the nature of his vision that is most troubling, as we will discuss in later chapters.

Well into his second year in office, Obama still couldn’t get enough of himself on television—no matter the occasion. Obama agreed to appear on CBS’s Early Show with co-anchor Harry Smith in a court-side interview for the Final Four basketball games. As part of the telecast, Smith and the network’s NCAA analyst, Clark Kellogg, shot hoops with Obama on the White House basketball court. The interview and the “game” aired during CBS’s coverage of the Final Four.

With so much invested in Obama, it was unsurprising that some of his biggest media supporters tried to hide the unpopularity of his policies. For example, during the healthcare debate in July 2009, a New York Times/CBS poll showed that Obama’s healthcare plan was deeply unpopular: 69 percent of respondents believed it would hurt the quality of their own healthcare; 73 percent believed it would limit their access to tests and treatment; 62 percent believed it would require them to change doctors; 76 percent believed it would lead to them paying higher taxes; and 77 percent believed it would cause their healthcare costs to increase. How did the New York Times cover the results of its own poll? It buried the story on page A-17.57

Obama, of course, knew where his bread was being buttered. In October 2009 he invited a number of his favorite liberal media mouthpieces, such as MSNBC’s Keith Olbermann and Rachel Maddow, the New York Times’ Maureen Dowd, Gwen Ifill of PBS, Gloria Borger of CNN, and Eugene Robinson of the Washington Post, to a two and a half hour off-the-record briefing. As some  commentators noted, Obama only gave General Stanley McChrystal, then-commander of U.S. troops in Afghanistan, a mere twenty-five minutes after the general flew from London to discuss national security with the president in Copenhagen.58

Obama’s self-infatuation didn’t falter with the public’s declining support. Toward the end of 2009, his approval ratings had plummeted to their lowest point to date, with 18 percent more Americans strongly disapproving of his performance (42 percent) than strongly approving (24 percent).59 Unfazed, he told Oprah Winfrey he would give himself “a good solid B+ for his first year in office,” stressing again that he had inherited “the biggest set of challenges of any president since Franklin Delano Roosevelt.” And the only reason he humbled himself to a mere B+ was because “of the things that are undone. . . . If I get health care passed we tip into A minus.”60




 SEEDS OF MSM DISENCHANTMENT 

As enamored of Obama as the media were, it was not a relationship without some snags. As sure as familiarity breeds contempt, some reporters began to notice Obama’s unflappably high opinion of himself and that in some cases he was acting like a prima donna. The New Republic’s Gabriel Sherman wrote in August 2008 that the press’s flame for Obama “seems to have dwindled.” Reporters had begun to complain Obama was not transparent as he claimed, with one exclaiming Obama’s handlers were “total tightwads with information.” Another asserted the Obama campaign approached the press with a sense of entitlement. “They’re an arrogant operation. Young and arrogant. They don’t believe in transparency with their own campaign.”

Obama’s team was most defensive when reporters looked into Obama’s sketchy biography. “They’re terrified of people poking around Obama’s life,” said one reporter. “The whole Obama narrative is built around this narrative that Obama and David Axelrod built, and, like all stories, it’s not entirely true. So they have to be  protective of the crown jewels.” The campaign reportedly went so far as to request Obama’s old friends and Harvard classmates not to talk to the press without permission.61

New York Times chief political correspondent Adam Nagourney received a terse e-mail from Obama’s press office complaining about a Times poll and about Nagourney and Megan Thee’s corresponding front-page article interpreting it, “Poll Finds Obama Isn’t Closing Divide on Race.” Nagourney responded and thought the matter was resolved, but discovered the next day the Obama campaign had issued a statement slamming his article. Nagourney said, “I’ve never had an experience like this, with this campaign or others. I thought they crossed the line. If you have a problem with a story I write, call me first. I’m a big boy. I can handle it. But they never called. They attacked me like I’m a political opponent.”62

Nagourney was not the only reporter gratuitously offended by Obama. In April, New York Times reporter Helene Cooper complained that in a joint presser with British prime minister Gordon Brown, Obama tried to cut off the press after only six questions. “Is President Obama trying to muzzle his press corps?” she asked.63

In June 2008 Obama “ditched” the press on his plane for a secret meeting with Hillary Clinton at Senator Dianne Feinstein’s Washington home, leaving reporters “trapped” on the flight to Chicago. This provoked a number of D.C. bureau chiefs for major news organizations to send an irate letter to Obama aides Robert Gibbs and David Plouffe, threatening not to reimburse the Obama campaign for the flight. “The decision to mislead reporters is a troubling one,” said the letter. “We hope this does not presage a relationship with the Obama campaign that is not based on a mutual respect for the truth.”64

The Washington Post’s Dana Milbank also commented on Obama’s “presumptuousness” in the summer of 2008 for virtually assuming the role of president before he won the election. “Barack Obama has long been his party’s presumptive nominee,” wrote Milbank. “Now he’s becoming its presumptuous nominee.” Milbank  cited Obama’s “presidential-style world tour,” where world leaders and American military brass lined up to show him respect; his teleconference with the actual president’s Treasury secretary; his meeting with the Pakistani prime minister; his meeting with the Federal Reserve chairman for a briefing; and his appearance at a House Democrat “presidential-style pep rally” on Capitol Hill. On his way to that meeting, according to Milbank, his motorcade was more insulating than the actual president’s. Traffic was routinely shut down for his cars, even to facilitate his appearance at high money fundraisers. He reportedly told congressional Democrats, “This is the moment... that the world is waiting for.... I have become a symbol of the possibility of America returning to our best traditions.”65

As president, Obama has been quick to lecture others, but just as fast to exempt himself from his own advice. When he signed his “stimulus” bill into law, he lectured that everyone must sacrifice for the greater good—that everyone must have “some skin in the game.” But Obama reportedly threw a party at the White House every three days during his first year in office. As Republican congressman Bob Latta sardonically remarked, “Let the good times roll.”66




 GET BACK IN TOUCH 

It wasn’t just the press that began to notice that Obama, the man, didn’t quite live up to Obama, the mirage. Among the first to withdraw support were conservative elites who’d given him the benefit of the doubt. Independents followed suit, and by the end of his first year in office, even many Democrats and much of the hard Left had begun to turn against him for various reasons. The same held true for some mainstream Democrats.

In March 2010, Dee Dee Myers, White House press secretary under President Clinton, wrote an open memo to Obama urging him to “Get Back in Touch.” Clinton “never tired” of happily mixing with the people and demonstrating his empathy for their plight, she argued. Clinton might have been faulted for his “neediness,” but at  least that caused him to interact with the people. Obama, on the other hand, projects “self-reliance: he’s calm, he’s cool; he’s self-possessed. . . . But while eschewing emotion—and its companion, vulnerability—Obama should be careful not to sacrifice empathy, the ‘I feel your pain’ connection that sustained Clinton. . . . If people believe you’re on their side, they will trust your decisions.” But too often, said Myers, Obama sends the signal “that he stands alone—and likes it that way.”67

According to Myers, Obama needs to emulate Clinton’s habit of reminding “people that he was like them.” People, though, still personally approve of Obama even if they don’t approve of his policies, she said. They like him; they “want to have a beer with him. They’re just not sure he wants to have a beer with them.”68

On these points Myers is right, except her advice is wishful thinking. Obama sends the signal that he likes standing alone because he does. He is aloof and arrogant. He most certainly doesn’t want to have beers with the people, except where he can exploit that image to extricate himself from a political jam—as with the “beer summit,” designed to contain the political damage he sustained after accusing a Cambridge police officer of “acting stupidly” and implying the officer was racist for arresting his friend, Harvard professor Henry Louis Gates Jr., even though Obama admitted he didn’t know all the facts of the incident.

It’s not just that Obama doesn’t want to have a beer with “ordinary folks,” as he refers to us; he also didn’t seem too anxious to pay his respects to the victims of the Fort Hood terrorist attack, in which Islamic fanatic Nidal Malik Hasan killed twelve U.S. soldiers and a civilian and wounded dozens more. Apparently, Obama feared a high-profile reaction to the attack might call more attention to this horrific act of Islamic terrorism, undermining his dogmatic denial of any connection between Islam and terrorism. So he casually waited a few days after the massacre to travel to Fort Hood, showing a “strange disconnectedness,” according to British reporter Toby Harnden. Harnden wrote, “A year into his presidency. . . Mr. Obama  seems a curiously bloodless president. If he experiences passion, he seldom shows it.”

Obama’s first comments on the attack were certainly “disconnected” and “bloodless.” As Americans across the nation tuned in to live TV for the president’s reaction to the massacre of American troops on U.S. soil, they encountered a strange scene. Speaking at the conclusion of a conference on Native American issues, Obama opened his speech by good-naturedly praising the “extraordinary” conference, giving a bizarre “shout out” to “Dr. Joe Medicine Crow,” and declaring that continuing the conference’s business was a “top priority” for his administration. Then, he paid a few minutes of eerily dispassionate lip service to the victims of the “horrible incident” at Fort Hood before finishing his remarks by once again praising the results of the conference.

Writer Robert A. George was horrified at the inappropriateness of Obama’s performance. He wrote, “Instead of a somber chief executive offering reassuring words and expressions of sympathy and compassion, viewers saw a wildly disconnected and inappropriately light president making introductory remarks.... Anyone at home aware of the major news story of the previous hours had to have been stunned. An incident like this requires a scrapping of the early light banter.”69

In his next press conference on the event Obama offered “an update on the tragedy that took place,” which, as Toby Harnden noted, was like treating Hasan’s killing spree “as if it was an earthquake and not a terrorist attack from an enemy within. . . . Completely missing was the eloquence that Mr. Obama employs when talking about himself. Absent too was any sense that the President empathized with the families and comrades of those murdered.”70

Contrast Obama’s reaction to that of former President George W. Bush, who upon hearing about the massacre, drove thirty miles with his wife Laura to Fort Hood and spent “considerable time” visiting the victims’ families in private, having instructed the base commander they wanted no press coverage of their visit.71

Obama similarly turned heads at his signing of the Daniel Pearl Freedom of the Press Act, with his ludicrous comments on the Islamic terrorists’ beheading of Pearl. Obama told reporters, “Obviously, the loss of Daniel Pearl was one of those moments that captured the world’s imagination because it reminded us of how valuable a free press is.” As blogger Jim Hoft aptly noted, “No, Barack. It was horrifying. . . . It had nothing to do with freedom of the press. They beheaded Daniel Pearl because he was an American and a Jew. They beheaded Daniel Pearl because they were Islamic radicals. Something you have not yet figured out.”72




 OBAMA MOSTLY HEARS OBAMA 

While many Obama supporters laud his supposed willingness to listen, he is actually better at pretending to listen. His mind is generally set in stone on his big agenda items. As Sarah Palin wrote following the Massachusetts Senate election, “Instead of sensibly telling the American people, ‘I’m listening,’ the president is saying, ‘Listen up, people!’”73 Similarly, former congressman Ernest Istook wrote, “I’ve attended at least 15 State of the Union speeches, and this one will stand out mostly for the fact that Obama could have said he listened to America and learned from us—but he didn’t.”74

Obama’s disinclination to genuine listening was starkly evident during his televised healthcare summit. In his promos for the event and in his opening remarks, he promised to listen to all ideas. But as the Washington Times noted, “Turns out he meant he’d be listening to his own voice.” He spoke 119 minutes, more than all Republicans combined (110 minutes), and more than all other Democrats combined (114 minutes), resulting in 233 total minutes for Democrats and 119 minutes for Republicans—illustrating his idea of partisan balance. When Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell complained early in the proceedings that Democrats had controlled more than twice the amount of time as Republicans, Obama first denied it, then shot back, “You’re right. There was an  imbalance on the opening statements because—I’m the president. . . . I didn’t count my time in terms of dividing it evenly.”75 Just in case Obama wasn’t clear, he reminded Senator John McCain during the summit, after McCain suggested that the American people overwhelmingly rejected ObamaCare and opposed special deals for certain states: “Let me make this point, John, because we’re not campaigning anymore, the election is over.”76

Of all the stories illustrating Obama’s unwillingness to listen, the granddaddy had to be his statement following the partisan passage of ObamaCare that fateful Sunday night, March 21, 2010. He announced, “We proved that this government—a government of the people and by the people—still works for the people.... To every unsung American who took the time to sit down and write a letter or type out an e-mail hoping your voice would be heard—it has been heard tonight. . . . Tonight’s vote . . . is a victory for the American people.”77 All this, in the face of the people’s overwhelming opposition to ObamaCare as shown in poll after poll. And all this, despite the fact that the bill, notwithstanding overwhelming Democratic majorities in both chambers, could only be passed through legislative trickery, executive deception, political bribes, arm-twisting, and a meaningless executive order to supposedly negate the bill’s abortion funding provisions.

It was easy for Obama to appear congenial, even-tempered, and empathetic when everything was going his way and he was being treated as supernatural and infallible. But when reality finally set in, some of his seemingly positive attributes (coolness) were recognized for what they were (detachment). As Commentary’s Jennifer Rubin noted, “It’s hard to change who you are. And who Obama is, though an asset in the campaign, has now become a liability for him.”78




 SOBBING KINDERGARTENERS 

As shown in his statements on the Fort Hood massacre and the Daniel Pearl tribute, Obama seems to lack ordinary human emotions. This isn’t just a lack of empathy, but a marked insensitivity  to things big and small, and a tendency to convert any situation into being about himself—no matter how inappropriate. While stumping for his healthcare bill at a Democratic National Committee fundraiser in Washington, he drew upon the usual anecdotal sob story to prove that yet another ill person had been mistreated by an insurance company. But with this one there was a particular twist. He injected into the dying woman’s sad story the bizarre tidbit that “she insisted she’s going to be buried in an Obama t-shirt.” The crowd laughed uncomfortably at his odd statement. But his determined expression showed he wasn’t joking, and that he believed the story was more poignant with the inclusion of the lady’s Obamaadoring request.79

In another incident, more than 100 kindergarteners from Stafford County, Virginia, got up early for a field trip to the White House. When they arrived just ten minutes late because of heavy traffic, they were locked out. “We were going to the White House,” said 5-year-old Cameron Stine, “but we couldn’t get in so I felt sad.” Obama staffers claimed the kids’ entry into the White House would have interfered with the president’s scheduled event with the Super Bowl champion Pittsburgh Steelers. Cameron’s mother Paty Stine said, “I was angry cause they were disappointed.... Here we have President Obama and his administration saying, ‘we are for the common, middle class people,’ and here he is not letting 150 5-and 6-year olds into the White House because he’s throwing a lunch for a bunch of grown millionaires.” The White House later released a statement claiming the kids were really an hour late and expressing hope the tour could be rescheduled.80

Though Obama frequently denounced President Bush for tarnishing America’s image abroad, he didn’t hesitate to snub Europeans when they interfered with his personal agenda. The day before he was scheduled to receive his Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo, Norway, Obama made news across Scandinavia for declining lunch with Norway’s King Harald V and even deciding not to visit his own Nobel exhibit—a tradition among prize recipients. “Everybody wants to visit the Peace Center except Obama,” reported the Norwegian daily  Aftenposten. “A bit arrogant—a bit bad,” read the headline. “It’s very sad,” said Bente Erichsen, the Nobel Peace Center Director. “I totally understand why the Norwegian public is upset.”

Obama also skipped a concert in Oslo that had been arranged in his honor, as well as a meeting with Norwegian children who had planned to greet him in front of City Hall. “The American president is acting like an elephant in a porcelain shop,” observed Norwegian public relations expert Rune Morck-Wergeland. “In Norwegian culture, it’s very important to keep an agreement. We’re religious about that, and Obama’s actions have been clumsy. You just don’t say no to an invitation from a European king. Maybe Obama’s advisers are not very educated about European culture, but he is coming off as rude, even if he doesn’t mean to.”81




 CAN’T BE BOTHERED 

Obama’s impatience for dealing with the day to day details of his office has been widely noted. He has a big vision and doesn’t enjoy getting his hands dirty in policy details, even legislation essential to his agenda. He had a grand vision for socialized medicine that pundits routinely called “Obama’s plan,” or “ObamaCare,” but he didn’t even have his own plan when the Senate passed its controversial healthcare bill on Christmas Eve 2009. He later announced the basic points of his plan, but it was all smoke and mirrors, because the only bill that had been passed, and stood a chance of being signed into law, was the Senate bill. And that bill contained provisions Obama claimed he didn’t approve, and omitted essentials he promised his bill would contain. How else could he get away with lying about the fact that “his plan” would not include federal funding for abortion, for example, when the Senate bill clearly did?

By issuing his demands while standing outside the legislative process, Obama could deny accountability for controversial provisions of the healthcare bill. He was so far removed at times that  Republican senator Charles Grassley jabbed him for his “nerve” in going “sightseeing in Paris” while exhorting lawmakers back home to ramrod the bill through Congress.82 He reluctantly learned his lesson when he was pressured into postponing a family trip to Indonesia to stay in Washington until the House voted on the Senate bill. By then, he realized he would have to personally twist arms of recalcitrant Democratic congressmen, some of whom, according to Politico, were “ducking” his calls.83

Obama also showed his aloofness in taking a Gulfstream Air Force jet with his wife for an expensive, taxpayer-supported datenight in New York City. So absorbed was this White House with photo-op-itis that it made the enormous blunder of dispatching a backup aircraft for Air Force One for a low-altitude flight over New York City, costing more than $300,000 and panicking some local residents who thought they were witnessing another 9/11-style attack.84




 CLINICAL NARCISSISM? 

The Encyclopedia Britannica defines narcissism as a “mental disorder characterized by extreme self-absorption, an exaggerated sense of self-importance, and a need for attention and admiration from others.” If the condition is acute it can rise to the level of a disorder marked by “deeply ingrained and lasting patterns of inflexible, maladaptive, or antisocial behavior.”85 Narcissism is described in one physician-reviewed online health journal as featuring an “excessive preoccupation with self and lack of empathy for others; an exaggerated sense of the person’s own importance and abilities. People with this trait believe themselves to be uniquely gifted.”

They are “arrogant” and “egotistical” and are “often snobs.” “They expect special treatment and concessions from others . . . and find it difficult to cope with criticism.” They have “a powerful need to be admired” and are consumed with their own feelings, having an “inflated sense of their own importance and of the significance  of their achievements.... They feel entitled to great praise, attention, and deferential treatment by others, and have difficulty understanding or acknowledging the needs of others.”86

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM IV-TR), a diagnostic manual used by mental health professionals, lists nine traits of a narcissist, at least five of which must be present and continue for a substantial period of time for a diagnosis to be made.87 More than five of these traits easily apply to Obama.

1. Grandiose sense of self-importance.
2. Preoccupation with fantasies of unlimited success, power, beauty, or ideal love.
3. Sense of specialness, belief he can only be understood by or should associate only with other special or highstatus individuals or institutions.
4. Need for excessive admiration.
5. Heightened sense of entitlement, leading to unreasonable expectations that others should treat him especially favorably or comply automatically with his expectations.
6. Tendency to be interpersonally exploitive. A person with NPD does not hesitate in taking advantage of others to meet his own ends.
7. Lack of empathy, an inability or unwillingness to recognize or identify with the feelings or needs of others.
8. An envy of other people, or conversely, a belief that other people envy him.
9. A tendency toward arrogant behavior or attitude.


A psychotherapist called “Robin of Berkeley” wrote a fascinating and insightful profile of Obama on the American Thinker website, analyzing whether Obama is a narcissist. She says that most highly successful people have some degree of narcissism, and she acknowledges that the identifying attributes of a narcissist aren’t always  clear-cut. She surmises that when people ask whether Obama is a narcissist, they aren’t talking about the “garden variety narcissist,” but more likely what M. Scott Peck called the “malignant narcissist” in his book People of the Lie. These types, she said, are “very dangerous creature[s] capable of great evil—the Hitler’s of the world, as well as the SS guards.” Peck’s malignant narcissist is “a witch’s brew of psychopathology: a narcissist, sociopath, and paranoid, with a generous dollop of delusional disorder thrown in.”88

Robin admits she can’t offer a definitive diagnosis of Obama, but believes there are reasons to be concerned about his character and his ability to “look reality squarely in the face.” She explains that for people to become well-functioning adults they need to become attached to people in order to develop a capacity for empathy, and they must form a firm and solid identity through healthy role models. She traces Obama’s background, detailing how unlikely it is that he acquired the essential personal relationships necessary to become a well-functioning adult. Without definitely stating whether Obama fits Peck’s description of a malignant narcissist, Robin paints a picture that makes the possibility quite plausible.

Whether or not Obama ultimately fits the definition, his background is instructive for anyone trying to understand his personality and his attitudes, especially toward America and its system of government, its economic system, its record on race and foreign policy, and the overall character of its people. There is simply no way to understand Obama and his grandiose plans for America without examining relevant facts about his upbringing and mentorship.

Robin summarizes pertinent information about Obama’s history that is on the public record. He was raised, she says, “with an odd assortment of characters who seemed to have no clue about the emotional needs of a child,” and “dragged like a rag doll all over the place, and subjected to conditions that had to be disturbing and alienating.” He was abandoned by both parents, “schlepped” from country to country, treated to an alcoholic stepfather and alcoholic father, and eventually left with his grandparents with whom he’d  “arrived at an unspoken pact: . . . I could live with them and they’d leave me alone so long as I kept my troubles out of sight.” His grandfather had been abandoned by his own father when he was eight, and he found the body of his mother after she had committed suicide. As an adult the grandfather was so disappointed he didn’t have a son that he gave his daughter—Obama’s mother—the male name “Stanley.” Then he entrusted Obama’s mentorship to Frank Marshall Davis, who was not only a Communist but also “a pedophile . . . an alcoholic, a racist, and a misogynist.”89

According to Robin and others, Davis, who blamed racism and capitalism for most of society’s ills and injustices, strongly influenced Obama. Obama’s search for his own identity was answered when he concluded, under Davis’s tutelage, that he “could wrap his mind around—rage at the system. Obama apparently became filled with resentment and anger even though he lived a privileged life in Hawaii.” As Obama became an adult he surrounded himself with people of a similar worldview who “reinforced and hardened” his own beliefs, people such as the Reverend Jeremiah Wright, Bill Ayers, and even his wife Michelle, whose animus toward this country prior to Obama’s ascension are quite well known. Robin concludes that dealing with the hardships he had encountered in life, “he made the personal political,” transferring culpability from his parents and grandparents to racism and the system.

She says she hopes Obama is not, in the end, a malignant narcissist, but closes with a chilling description of such people from People of the Lie: “The evil are ‘people of the lie,’ deceiving others as they build layer upon layer of self-deception. . . . Evil may be recognized by its very disguise. . . . We see the smile that hides the hatred, the smooth and oily manner that masks the fury, the velvet glove that covers the fist.... The evil hate the light—the light of goodness that shows them up, the light of scrutiny that exposes them, the light of truth that penetrates their deception.”90

James Lewis, also writing for American Thinker, further examines the question of Obama’s narcissism. Lewis acknowledges many people talk like narcissists, such as when teenagers “get grandiose,” but Obama has “turned all his grandiose talk into irrevocable action.” He observes Obama might well be the most radical president in American history. “We don’t have a national crisis today,” writes Lewis. “Obama is a national crisis.” Not only is he trying to cram his agenda down America’s throat almost without regard for whether it will damage his chances for re-election, but he has exhibited consistently odd behavior over the last two years, from giving Hillary the finger in the campaign, to “thrilling to the sound of his own voice” in Berlin, to presuming to speak to the whole Muslim world in Cairo at the Al Azhar Mosque, to personally trying “to rescue a scientifically phony climate treaty in Copenhagen,” to reacting with rage when Congressman Paul Ryan dismantled the fiscal credibility of ObamaCare straight to Obama’s face during the healthcare summit.91

This final incident, by the way, seems eerily similar to M. Scott Peck’s description of those hating “the light of truth that penetrates their deception.” Even CNN aired a montage of Obama’s peeved facial expressions at the healthcare summit. Host Candy Crowley observed, “All we’re saying is this is not the face a man who ought to play poker anytime soon. Whether you heard it or saw it, the message was pretty clear, patience and the days of debating health care are growing short.”

As Noel Sheppard of NewsBusters noted, this was a mild way of putting it. What Crowley would have said, had this been a Republican president, was, “The president acted like a spoiled child not only in front of America’s leaders but also on national television. The President demonstrated a surprising lack of leadership and diplomacy with his behavior, and not at all what we expected from the most powerful man on the planet whose greatest skill was supposed to be communicating and being able to bring people together.”92

This arrogance was evident in the sheer pretension of the ObamaCare legislation itself. Senator Lamar Alexander described ObamaCare as “the most brazen act of political arrogance since Watergate . . . in terms of thumbing your nose at the American  people and saying ‘We know you don’t want it, but we’re going to give it to you anyway.’”93

James Lewis could have cited many other examples of Obama’s narcissistic behavior beyond the healthcare issue, from saying small town Americans “get bitter and they cling to guns or religion or antipathy toward people who aren’t like them,” to Obama’s alarmingly pedestrian, unpresidential, $3 million, taxpayer-funded jaunt to Copenhagen, with his wife flying on a separate plane, to lobby for the Olympics to be held in his hometown of Chicago.94 It was remarkable both in terms of Obama’s audacity in believing he could personally deliver the prize, and his egotism in placing himself center stage in such an endeavor and in demeaning his office by reducing himself to a glorified sports agent.

But in Copenhagen it was evident he truly believed his very presence would make a difference. Additionally, it was a chance to demonstrate how the world already viewed this nation more favorably simply because he was now president. When his bid for the Olympics failed, his team blamed it on some nefarious activities among those making the decision. Aide David Axelrod said Obama is held in “very high esteem by leaders around the world,” but “there are internal politics at the IOC [International Olympic Committee] that were at play,” and the president’s appearance didn’t overcome them.95 Clearly, it couldn’t just be that the IOC believed the Olympics should be held elsewhere or, Heaven forbid, that Obama’s presumptuous personal intervention backfired.

Lewis goes on to explore, without rendering a definitive opinion, whether Obama fits the description of a malignant narcissist by citing a partial checklist of attributes of such a person. The list includes a person’s rage in reaction to criticism or resistance to accomplishing his grandiose goals; his grandiose sense of self-worth; his attempt to pull down the self-worth of others when he senses his own self-worth is under attack; and his two-faced personality where the creation of a “false-self” is linked to the narcissist’s fear of being inadequate and results in his projecting a sense of superiority at all times.

Whether or not Obama can be fairly considered clinically narcissistic, it is hardly in doubt that he has a larger-than-life view of himself and his role in history (“when the rise of the oceans began to slow and our planet began to heal”); that he has grandiose plans (“transformational change”); that he expects to get his way simply by virtue of his self-perceived importance (“I won the election”); that he often reacts adversely to criticism (“I don’t want them to do a lot of talking”); that he tries to bring others down who resist him and thus challenge his self-esteem (reminding John McCain “the election is over”); and that he attacks the honesty of those who challenge him (Senator McConnell’s claims are “just plain false”).
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Surrounding himself with sycophants and egged on by an adoring media, Obama assumed the presidency with the arrogant ambition of transforming America. He believed he was The One—a visionary whose great deeds would be remembered generations from now. But while his charisma was a great asset on the campaign trail, as president he quickly found that his trademark oratory could not convince a skeptical nation of the wisdom of his extravagant plans. Moreover, his personal magnetism proved ineffective on foreign leaders—including those of our enemies, whose fists remain stubbornly clenched against us.

But rather than adjusting his policies to these unpleasant realities, he persisted—and still persists—in his maximalist course, convinced that his growing legion of critics simply doesn’t comprehend the beneficence of his actions. The notion that his detractors, and the American people overall, do understand what he’s doing, and that’s precisely why they are increasingly hostile to his agenda, is an unacceptable concept to our budding autocrat.






Chapter Two

FRAUD AGAINST THE ELECTORATE

CRIMES AGAINST THE PUBLIC TRUST

 

 

 

 

 

 

President Obama came to office with a strong wind at his back. He established high expectations for himself, and the public took him at his word. He set himself up as having extraordinary gifts that could unite people around a new consensus to solve America’s problems. Though distinctly ideological—the nonpartisan National Journal ranked him as the most liberal U.S. Senator in 20071—he managed to convince many Americans he was above ideology and partisanship and was committed to implementing the best ideas, no matter on what side of the ideological spectrum they originated.

Even a disappointing number of conservative intellectuals came to believe he transcended ideology and possessed a refreshing mental acuity. Pete Wehner, former deputy assistant to President George W. Bush, admitted Obama was “an appealing figure to many Republicans” who “would find it hard to generate much  enthusiasm in opposing him.” Why? Because of his “eloquence,” his “personal grace and dignity,” and because he appeared to be a “well-grounded, decent, thoughtful man” who came across as “nonpartisan” and seemed to “transcend politics.” “Even when he disagrees with people, he doesn’t seem disagreeable,” marveled Wehner. Beyond Obama’s personal attributes, Wehner credited part of Obama’s appeal to his message, which “at its core, is about unity and hope rather than division and resentment.”2

Wehner’s praise for Obama was no isolated incident. As conservative philosopher and columnist Thomas Sowell observed, many Republicans were planning to vote for Obama, Republicans whom fellow columnist Robert Novak labeled “Obamacons.”3 Pollster John Zogby said he had “polling showing one-fifth of conservatives supporting Obama.”4

Christopher Buckley, the son of the godfather of modern conservatism, William F. Buckley Jr., endorsed Obama, citing his “first-class temperament” and “first-class intellect.” Buckley acknowledged Obama is a “lefty” while insisting, “I am not. I am a small-government conservative who clings tenaciously and oldfashionedly to the idea that one ought to have balanced budgets.” But, said Buckley, “I’ve read Obama’s books, and they are firstrate.” Oddly, Buckley persuaded himself that through the sheer power of his presumed intellect, Obama would “surely understand that traditional left-politics aren’t going to get us out of this pit we’ve dug for ourselves.”5

Similarly, Doug Kmiec, head of the Office of Legal Counsel under President Reagan and George H. W. Bush, endorsed Obama, believing “him to be a person of integrity, intelligence, and genuine good will.” Like Buckley, Kmiec was impressed with Obama’s books and what they supposedly revealed about his intelligence and bipartisanship. “I am convinced, based upon his public pronouncements and his personal writing, that on each of these questions [abortion, traditional marriage, constitutional interpretation, and religious freedom] he is not closed to understanding opposing  points of view and, as best as it is humanly possible, he will respect and accommodate them.”6

David Brooks, the New York Times’ reputedly conservative columnist, gushed that he was “dazzled” by Obama’s intellect, based on an interview with him where Obama effortlessly expostulated the “very subtle thought process” of Reinhold Neibuhr, which is “based on the idea that you have to use power while it corrupts you.” Brooks was also impressed with Obama’s “tremendous powers of social perception,” in part, at least, because Obama noticed that Brooks, in a column he had written attacking the Republican Congress’s excessive spending, had thrown in a few sentences attacking Democrats to make himself feel better.7

Francis Fukuyama, author and Professor of International Political Economy at Johns Hopkins University, a neo-conservative who had become disillusioned with the war in Iraq, endorsed Obama. Like Obama’s other center-right supporters, Fukuyama expressed optimism in Obama’s potential for “delivering a different kind of politics.”8 Scott McClellan, a former spokesman for President George W. Bush, jumped on the Obama bandwagon for similar reasons: in his view, Obama had “the best chance of changing the way Washington works.” Ken Adelman, described by the Wall Street Journal as “a prominent conservative on foreign policy matters,” 9 told the New Yorker he was supporting Obama “primarily for two reasons, those of temperament and judgment.”10 Former Massachusetts governor William Weld, while by no means a staunch conservative, endorsed Obama as a “once-in-a-lifetime candidate who will transform our politics and restore America’s standing in the world.”11

Shortly before the election, former Reagan chief of staff Ken Duberstein announced his support for Obama.12 Around the same time, a group of five former appointees of Republican president Dwight Eisenhower released a statement endorsing Obama, saying he “has the judgment, the intellect, the character, the vision, the values, the empathy, the natural leadership ability and the capacity to  attract the most qualified people to his administration—all the qualities that would make him a great President.”13 Even the Economist magazine, whose editorial board is considered fiscally conservative, backed Obama, citing his “style, intelligence and discipline.”14




 THE EXPLOITATION OF A GIFT 

Alas, Obama’s self-portrait as a uniter was at best an exercise in self-delusion, at worst an example of old-fashioned deceit. As Newsweek revealed in its behind-the-scenes retrospective of the campaign, Obama knew he had a gift, “a way of making very smart, very accomplished people feel virtuous just by wanting to help Barack Obama.” He exploited this talent in his successful run for president of the Harvard Law Review in the mid-1980s. Though his politics were “conventionally liberal,” he garnered the support of conservatives because he “was a good listener, attentive, and empathetic, and his powerful mind could turn disjointed screeds into reasoned consensus.” But there was something more—something deeper. As a black man, he appeared to have moved beyond racial politics and narrowly defined interest groups, seeming indifferent to “the politics of identity and grievance” and showing “no sense of entitlement or resentment.”15

But, the article continued, “Obama had a way of transcending ambition, though he himself was ambitious as hell.” Newsweek might as well have simply said Obama was not—at least as regards personal ambition—as he appeared. It could have made the same point regarding his seeming indifference to the politics of identity and grievance or his showing “no sense of entitlement or resentment.”16

For in fact, while Obama talked a good game about having risen above race issues, eschewing any sense of entitlement, rejecting identity politics, and demonstrating a willingness to listen to all sides and bring them together into a magical consensus, the reality was starkly different. Obama’s unifying facade only appeared when dealing in the generalities and routine doubletalk of a campaign. Once in office, when he began encountering resistance to his  extreme liberal policy agenda, the congeniality and counterfeit bipartisanship withered away, to be replaced by the strident, arrogant, patronizing narcissism that brooked neither criticism nor opposition. His trademark “cool” also gave way, at times, to impulses of haughty impatience and intolerance to ideas outside his ideological comfort zone.

He proved to be anything but post-racial, as we saw in his Justice Department’s summary dismissal of the slam-dunk case against New Black Panther Party members for voter intimidation. He was anything but post-partisan, as we saw in his repeated “calling out” of Republicans for their alleged dishonesty when they dared oppose his agenda on its merits. He was anything but post-grievance when he repeatedly denounced America’s blemished history, for which it clearly had to atone.

And resentment? It permeated his every speech and policy proposal: resentment at America’s history on race, resentment at capitalism for allowing disparities of income, resentment at America for consuming too many natural resources, resentment at America for its “arrogance” and “dismissiveness” and “imperialism” in dealing with other nations, and resentment at banks, corporations, insurance companies, pharmaceuticals, conservatives, and small-town Americans for all their supposed sins.

None of this should have surprised conservatives, especially self-described intellectual ones, who should have seen through his feigned centrism and bipartisanship to his uncompromising liberalism. Signs of his radicalism were everywhere, from his parents, mentors, and college and post-college associations, to his autobiographies, to his street organizing and other political activism in Chicago, to his record in the state senate and U.S. Senate, to his church and its illustrious, America-hating, racially obsessed, Marxist-leaning pastor, to his spontaneous statements on the presidential campaign trail.

Despite the gaping biographical holes and general mysteriousness of Obama’s background, there was abundant information in the public domain to show, beyond doubt, that both of his natural parents,  his stepfather, and his primary mentor Frank Marshall Davis were all radicals; that the pastor and church he chose were steeped in the Marxism and racialism of Black Liberation Theology; and that he associated and worked with leftist street activists in Chicago. Everything about his past pointed to radicalism.

In fact, during some unscripted moments on the campaign trail he couldn’t conceal his redistributionist mindset, such as when he told Joe the Plumber he wanted to spread the wealth around, or confessed to Charlie Gibson during the primary presidential debate that he supported capital gains tax increases as “a matter of fairness,” even knowing they would reduce tax revenue. Those who didn’t see the unmistakable signs of Obama’s radicalism were trying not to see them, for many of us were sounding the alarm bells. As Ben Domenech wrote in the Washington Times in June 2008, “Barack Obama has been ranked as the most liberal member of the United States Senate. He favors socialized health care, significant tax increases, abortion on demand. He is supported enthusiastically by George Soros, Walter Mondale, and Jimmy Carter. So why would any thinking conservative support Sen. Obama for president in 2008?”17

Why indeed? Well, as columnist Robert Novak wrote, “The Obamacon syndrome is based on hostility to Bush and his administration, and revulsion over today’s Republican Party.”18 Conservatives were up in arms over the Republicans’ dismal record on spending—a record that now seems relatively austere. Additionally, conservative elites felt revulsion at Bush’s alleged anti-intellectualism and were growing disenchanted with the Iraq war—not to mention John McCain was hardly the conservatives’ ideal candidate.

The “intellectual” conservatives were embarrassed by Bush and anxious to identify with one of their own. To some extent, it was no more complicated than a revenge of the nerds. They identified with Obama and their hubris drove them to get behind him as a form of self-approbation, elevating trappings of intellectualism above experience and certainly above ideology. For all their intelligence, they were either pathetically naïve or had engaged in self-deception about  his “conservative values.” They were willing to look the other way on his liberalism because they placed a higher emphasis on his supposed intelligence than on how he would use it. Former National Review editor Wick Allison, explaining his support for Obama,19 pointed one reporter to an op-ed his conservative wife had penned for the Dallas Morning News. Hailing Obama as “prudent, thoughtful, and courageous,” Christine Allison exclaimed that Obama’s “life story embodies the conservative values that go to the core of my beliefs.”20

Despite all their accolades for Obama, some Obamacons still seemed anxious he would end up governing like a liberal. Christopher Buckley declared, “If [Obama] raises taxes and throws up tariff walls and opens up the coffers of the DNB to bribe-money from the special interest groups . . . then he will almost certainly reap a whirlwind that will make Katrina look like a balmy summer zephyr.”21 Likewise, Ken Adelman confessed, “I sure hope Obama is more open, centrist, sensible—dare I say, Clintonesque—than his liberal record indicates, than his cooperation with Nancy Pelosi and Harry Reid portends. If not I will be even more startled by my vote than I am now.”22

But in fairness to the center-right intellectuals, Obama is a poseur who masked his liberalism to buttress his image as an exemplar of a new kind of politics. During his first Illinois state senate run in 1996, he sat for an interview and then filled out a questionnaire issued by a liberal Chicago non-profit group, revealing very liberal positions on key issues. He expressed opposition to parental notification on abortions, though later amended it to say he might support it for 12- or 13-year-olds, but no older. He flatly opposed the death penalty, and he supported bans on the sale, possession, and manufacture of guns.

During his presidential campaign, Obama’s staff unconvincingly claimed the responses were filled out by a campaign aide who “unintentionally mischaracterize(d) his position,” but they never explained the similarity of the respondent’s handwriting to his own, nor did they refute Politico’s finding that Obama himself actually sat for the  interview and submitted the amended questionnaire.23 Despite this evidence, Obama’s campaign presented a fact sheet denying he ever held those views, insisting he “consistently supported the death penalty for certain crimes but backed a moratorium until problems were fixed,” and “has consistently supported common-sense gun control, as well as the rights of law-abiding gun owners.”24

Obama wouldn’t own up to his liberalism throughout the entire presidential campaign. He took umbrage at anyone calling him a liberal. In one campaign speech he mocked his critics, saying,“Oh, he’s liberal, he’s liberal.” Let me tell you something. There’s nothing liberal about wanting to reduce money in politics. That is common sense. There’s nothing liberal about wanting to make sure [our soldiers] are treated properly when they come home. . . . There’s nothing liberal about wanting to make sure that everybody has healthcare. We are spending more on healthcare in this country than any other advanced country, but we’ve still got more uninsured. There’s nothing liberal about saying that doesn’t make sense, and we should do something smarter with our healthcare system.25





Some of those assertions may be correct, but there is something liberal—very liberal—about spending America into oblivion, resurrecting failed welfare schemes, kowtowing to big labor, nationalizing healthcare and automakers, and seeking to foist crushing energy and other taxes on the American people—all of which Obama has done or is trying to do as president.




 COMMUNITY ORGANIZING WRAPPED IN A BIPARTISAN PACKAGE 

Even if some conservative intellectuals were slow on the uptake, Obama’s fellow liberals knew he was one of them. Mark Schmitt, executive editor of the American Prospect (subtitled “Liberal  Intelligence”), wrote about Obama’s duplicity as early as late 2007—though Schmitt hardly used the pejorative “duplicity.” He argued Obama was not so ideologically different from Hillary Clinton; rather, he was employing tactics designed to make him appear less ideological in order to advance his agenda. The two Democratic candidates, wrote Schmitt, though having similar ideologies, have different “assumptions about the current circumstance and how the levers of power can be used to get the country back on track.”26

Schmitt rejected the claim of some leftists that Obama was naïve about “power and partisanship.” He was playing the electorate, saying what it wanted to hear as a “tactic,” a method of “subverting and breaking the unified conservative power structure.” Political commentators, Schmitt argued, have a duty to “describe the [political] situation exactly.” But if you’re a presidential candidate, looking to impose “progressive governance,” you have a duty to “subvert it.... Claiming the mantle of bipartisanship and national unity, and defining the problem to be solved (e.g., universal health care) puts one in a position of strength, and Republicans would defect from that position at their own risk.”

In other words, seduce the people to vote for you with promises of hope and change and, once elected, enact transformational change the voters actually oppose. “The public, and younger voters in particular,” wrote Schmitt, “seem to want an end to partisanship and conflictual politics, and an administration that came in with that premise (an option not available to Hillary Clinton), would have a tremendous advantage, at least for a moment.”

“For a moment”—how prescient!

Obama’s “bipartisan” approach, according to Schmitt, was “better positioned to take advantage” of the “math”: persuading sufficient numbers of Republican senators to cross the aisle on issues such as healthcare in order to reach the filibuster-proof number of sixty votes, which Schmitt wrongly assumed Democrats would not achieve in the 2008 elections. Schmitt also maintained that Obama  could use his skills as a “community organizer” to leverage his selfmade reputation as a bipartisan against the Republicans’ image as a “bad-faith opposition” party. You “draw the person in, treat them as if they were operating in good faith, and draw them into a conversation about how they actually would solve the problem. If they have nothing, it shows. And that’s not a tactic of bipartisan Washington idealists—it’s a hard-nosed tactic of community organizers, who are acutely aware of power and conflict. It’s how you deal with intractable demands—put ’em on a committee. Then define the committee’s mission your own way.”27

Schmitt couldn’t have been more accurate in analyzing Obama’s strategy, which he employed, for example, in his bogus healthcare summit. Unhappily for Obama, Republicans didn’t “have nothing.” Obama did—and it showed. Congressional Republicans like Paul Ryan and Eric Cantor deftly challenged his dubious assertions, frustrating Obama and robbing him of his trademark eloquence. Obama tried to stigmatize his Republican challengers during and after the summit, but his plan backfired, as he revealed his own pettiness, partisanship, and dogmatism.

The New Republic’s Jonathan Chait, who once penned a hysterical screed against George W. Bush saying he hated almost everything about him,28 recently wrote about the difference between Obama’s inclusive rhetoric and actual practice, all but admitting Obama’s deceit—and apparently approving it. “I still find it strange,” wrote Chait, “how little understood President Obama’s political method is. The first person I know who identified it is Mark Schmitt, over two years ago. At the time, many liberals viewed Obama’s inclusive rhetoric as a sign that he intended to capitulate the liberal agenda for the sake of winning Republican agreement. Schmitt disagreed. Obama’s language is highly conciliatory, he wrote, but the method isn’t.”29

In a previous piece, Chait had likened Obama’s approach to Republicans to his approach to “foreign enemies like the Iranian regime: take them up on their claim to some shared goal (nuclear  disarmament, health care reform), elide their preferred red herrings, engage them seriously, and then expose their disingenuousness.” Chait wrote, “This apparent paradox is one reason Obama’s political identity has eluded easy definition. On the one hand, you have a disciple of the radical community organizer Saul Alinsky turned ruthless politician. On the other hand, there is the conciliatory post-partisan idealist. The mistake here is in thinking of these two notions as opposing poles. In reality it’s all the same thing. Obama’s defining political trait is the belief that conciliatory rhetoric is a ruthless strategy.” Bingo, but it gets even better:Obama’s health care summit is a classic example of the Obama method. Once again, skeptics are viewing it as a plot that depends on securing Republican cooperation. . . . That’s not the point. Obama knows perfectly well that the Republicans have no serious proposals to address the main problems of the health care system and have no interest (or political room, given their crazy base) in handing him a victory of any substance. Obama is bringing them in to discuss health care so he can expose this reality.30





Chait understands Obama’s method. Why don’t conservative “intellectuals?”




 OBAMA’S NO RONALD REAGAN 

But Obama’s deception about his liberalism was not as simple a ruse to pull off as his charade as a bipartisan, nor has he employed it as deftly as Bill Clinton executed his strategy to sell himself as a New Democrat and Third Way politician. Clinton was a card-carrying member of the reputedly centrist Democratic Leadership Council and far more willing to compromise his agenda and deviate from his true ideology if it would increase his popularity or divert attention from his myriad scandals. In a speech to the DLC in 1993 he hailed  its approach of infusing “new ideas and new energy, a new direction and reinvigoration into the party that most of us belong to by heritage, instinct, and conviction.” He went on to express his fealty to the DLC’s commitment to bringing the Democratic Party closer to the center on fiscal and national security policies.31

Obama’s task was more complex, both because he had greater ambitions than Clinton and because he was less inclined to compromise, being far more of a leftist ideologue than Clinton. Obama said he saw himself as a transformative figure like Ronald Reagan; he truly intended to “fundamentally change” America. Of course, ideologically, Obama was the anti-Reagan, who intended to undo what remained of the Reagan agenda as well as that of the 1994 Republican Contract with America. But he couldn’t afford to let Americans know that (any more than he already had through his previous activism, his liberal voting record, and his unscripted comments), because America is still a center-right nation, even if many Americans were disenchanted with Republicans at the time Obama was running.

Obama held himself out as transformative all right, but also above ideology. It’s difficult to be transformative from the center, however, or even to make that case. In the end, that’s a major reason Obama’s campaign was so filled with platitudes and vague, emotional catch phrases such as “hope” and “change.” By luck he came onto the presidential scene when we were beset by financial crises and the public had grown weary of the Iraq war. Obama seized on the public’s mood, played their fears like a virtuoso musician, and depicted America as being in dire straights from which only he could deliver us. By playing up the crisis mentality, and with unprecedented support and cover from the press, he was able to get away with his vacuous slogans without ever defining them.

It didn’t take long for Obama to reveal his true colors once in office. He had sold himself as post-racial, bipartisan, sagacious and mature beyond his years, effortlessly fluent and articulate, moderate, transparent, honest, non-ideological, and open to opposing  views. But inside a few months, he showed himself to be deeply racial, aggressively partisan, grossly incompetent, often verbally awkward apart from his teleprompter, an inflexible liberal ideologue, secretive, dishonest, undemocratic, dogmatic and dictatorial, and intolerant and dismissive of his opposition.

His signature “charismatic charm” and “congeniality” soon degenerated into what Washington Examiner White House correspondent Julie Mason described as his “irritation, imperiousness and dissatisfaction.” “More than a year later” wrote Mason, “a different picture of Obama is emerging. Impatient with gainsayers and frustrated with political process, the president seems increasingly disenchanted as progress on his own agenda remains elusive.” She quoted Republican strategist Kevin Madden saying, “The entire 2008 Obama campaign was built around a cult of personality. He is totally lacking the kind of leadership skills you forge after a long time on Capitol Hill.”32 In fact, at this point Obama’s incompetent leadership had only begun to emerge, as we later realized with his disastrous mismanagement of the Gulf oil spill.

We’ll take a closer look in the next several chapters at how Obama’s true nature and personal attributes emerged during his first year-plus in office, and revealed that he was nothing like the messianic figure he had presented himself to be, in attitude or substance.






Chapter Three

THE LIAR

CRIMES AGAINST GOOD GOVERNANCE AND THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENCY

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Obama was certainly duplicitous on the campaign trail, but he’s been even more deceitful in office. As an Investors Business Daily op-ed noted, “Barack Obama has an elastic (capable of being stretched) approach to reality. Facts that do not suit him are set aside and replaced with fabrications.... He is a master practitioner of sophistry.... In Washington, nearly everything said or done is calculated to deceive. Many of its residents are of the fabulist persuasion, but none compares to Obama.”1

While the typically cynical view is that all presidents break campaign promises, the truth is that some—like Obama—are worse than others. Not only has he already broken an astounding number of core campaign promises, but he’s done so with brazen dishonesty; when he breaks a promise, he simply changes it—retrospectively. Everything about him reeks of Alinskyite, end-justifies-the-means politics. It’s as if he’s saying he owes the  electorate no moral obligation to live up to his promises, so long as he fundamentally transforms America—not in the ways he led us to believe he would, but toward a socialist utopia he knows will be better for us even though we disagree. What are a few hundred broken promises en route to nirvana? Let’s review a smattering of Obama’s broken promises and other deceits.




 TRANSPARENCY 

Obama promised to be the most transparent president in history and make himself readily available to the press—but at one point went over 300 days without a press conference. He has also been strongly critical of “foot high” budgets being “rushed through without any deliberation or debate.” The official White House website says, “Transparency—President Obama has committed to making his administration the most open and transparent in history, and WhiteHouse.gov will play a major role in delivering on that promise.” It further vows, “One significant addition to WhiteHouse.gov reflects a campaign promise from the President: we will publish all non-emergency legislation to the website for five days. And allow the public to review and comment before the President signs it.”2 Obama made the same promise during the campaign: “When there is a bill that ends up on my desk as a president, you the public will have five days to look online and find out what’s in it before I sign it, so that you know what your government is doing.”3

Obama grossly and repeatedly breached this promise. He signed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Restoration Act on January 20, 2009—two days after it passed Congress. He signed the State Children’s Health Insurance Program three hours after Congress passed it. He waited one business day to sign the enormous, far-reaching, $800 billion stimulus bill.4 The Cato Institute’s Jim Harper reported that as of April 13, 2009, Obama had broken this fiveday posting pledge ten—arguably eleven—times out of the eleven bills he had signed. He only bothered to post six of the eleven bills  on the website, and none were posted for a full five days. Only the DTV Delay Act came close.

Harper discounted the occasional White House efforts to satisfy the pledge by posting a bill while it was still pending in Congress, because they didn’t give the public ample time to review the final legislation. Most of the bills Obama signed, as those mentioned above, were signed within a day or two from their presentment from Congress. Other bills he signed without posting for five days include an appropriations bill and the omnibus spending bill.5 On the transformative ObamaCare legislation, the House passed the bill Sunday night, March 21, 2010, and Obama signed it two days later.

During the Democratic presidential primary campaign, Obama promised (the promise being captured on videotape no fewer than eight separate times)6 he would televise the healthcare debates on C-SPAN, in contrast to the Clintons’ attempt in the 1990s to broker HillaryCare behind closed doors. At a debate in Los Angeles on January 31, 2008, he declared, “That’s what I will do in bringing all parties together, not negotiating behind closed doors, but bringing all parties together, and broadcasting those negotiations on C-SPAN so that the American people can see what the choices are, because part of what we have to do is enlist the American people in this process.”

But until the final few weeks of the process, he wouldn’t even allow Republicans to participate, much less open the process to the cameras. When asked about it in an interview, he dissembled, saying, “Now, keep in mind, most of the action was in Congress, so every committee hearing that was taking place, both in the House and the Senate, those were all widely televised. The only ones that were not were meetings that I had with some of the legislative leadership trying to get a sense from them in terms of what it was that they were trying to do.” Only after that qualifier did he grudgingly concede it was a “fair criticism.”7 PolitiFact agreed, declaring his promise “broken.”8

In a townhall meeting a few days later, Obama rationalized his broken pledge again, saying it was “tricky” because if the proceedings were televised, some participants would just “posture” instead of debating honestly.9 He later admitted in an interview with ABC’s Diane Sawyer that he would “own up” to his broken promise, but even here, he characterized it as a “legitimate mistake”—as if it had been unintentional. He also employed another Clintonesque personal accountability dodge in pretending he had played a passive role, assuring us he’d be addressing the fact that “the process didn’t run the way I ideally would like it to.”10

Pushing bills through Congress without the promised transparency was part of the Obama administration’s overall strategy to weaken the impact of any organized opposition. Another component of that strategy was to overwhelm the opposition with the sheer volume of programs the White House pushed at any one time, thus impeding Republicans’ ability to coordinate effective opposition.

But Obama doesn’t just owe the public answers about being AWOL on White House press conferences, his conducting of healthcare meetings in secret, or his failure to post bills in a timely manner on his website. We also deserve answers on his broken promises concerning lobbyists and, more consequential, his surreptitious packaging of unpopular provisions in larger pieces of legislation to avoid public scrutiny. These include his reversal of the highly successful welfare reform of the 1990s and his establishment of a super medical bureaucratic board (which some call a “death panel”), both of which were contained in his “stimulus” bill,11 as well as the government takeover of student loans buried within the ObamaCare bill.

He should come clean about myriad other deceptions as well: his townhall meetings where he took questions only from planted supporters; his phony assertions of executive privilege; his punitive firing of AmeriCorps watchdog Gerald Walpin for investigating his friend; his administration’s lack of accessibility on stimulus fund data; and his Justice Department’s dismissal of the already-won  voter intimidation case against New Black Panther Party members, along with DOJ’s subsequent stonewalling of both the Civil Rights Commission and a Freedom of Information Act request by the Washington Times seeking reasons for the arbitrary dismissal.

He should explain his frequent denials of other FOIA requests; his FCC’s shielding of diversity czar Mark Lloyd from media questions about his past advocacy of using federal regulations to squelch conservative talk radio; his withholding of documents requested by Republicans from private meetings between the White House and medical providers; his withholding of data from the Cash for Clunkers program;12 his hiding of information on the expenditure of union dues; his failed effort to exclude FOX News from access to his pay czar, Kenneth Feinberg; and his “secret slush fund . . . for taxes and spending on climate change hidden inside the administration’s 2011 budget,” as reported by FOX News.13




 BIPARTISANSHIP 

Bipartisanship was unquestionably a central theme of Obama’s campaign. When he introduced Joe Biden as his vice presidential running mate, he proclaimed Biden would “help me turn the page on the ugly partisanship in Washington, so we can bring Democrats and Republicans together to pass an agenda that works for the American people.” In USA Today Obama wrote, “The only way to end the petty partisanship that has consumed Washington for so long and make a difference in the lives of ordinary Americans is by bringing Democrats and Republicans together to pass an agenda that works for the American people.”14

But as president, Obama deliberately and consistently cordoned Republicans off from the political process. He didn’t pass an agenda that “works for the American people,” but one that contradicted their express will. Only three Republican senators and no House Republicans supported his “stimulus” bill, while no GOP senators and no GOP House members voted for ObamaCare. In fact, the  only evident bipartisanship was the opposition to ObamaCare in the House, where thirty-four Democrats joined all the Republicans in voting nay.15




 “HE’S BEGINNING TO NOT BE BELIEVABLE TO ME” 

Don’t confuse actual bipartisanship with Obama’s feints toward bipartisanship in order to advance his agenda. We saw this opportunism in his offer to drop the $50 billion fund in the financial reform bill, which sounds major but would not constitute any substantive change. We saw it in his false assertion that he’d adopted numerous Republican ideas in his healthcare bill. We saw it in his belated push for offshore oil drilling, his promise to jump start nuclear energy production, and his duplicitous overtures to the coal industry after he had promised to bankrupt it. Addressing Obama’s stated commitment to coal, Senator Jay Rockefeller complained Obama “says it in his speeches, but he doesn’t say it in [his 2011 budget proposal]. He doesn’t say it in the actions of [EPA Administrator] Lisa Jackson. And he doesn’t say it in the minds of my own people. And he’s beginning to not be believable to me.”16

We saw the same counterfeit bipartisanship in Obama’s pretend promise to look into tort reform as a means to curb some “defensive medicine [that] may be contributing to unnecessary costs”—while his Health and Human Services Department stated in a congressional staff report that medical malpractice reform was “not a priority” of the administration.17 A comically weak provision eventually made its way into the final healthcare bill, involving a negligible $50 million grant to states to launch “demonstration projects” to test tort reform. Lisa Rickard, president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s Institute for Legal Reform, commented, “I don’t know anybody who thinks this is actual medical-liability reform, or finds this meaningful at all.... The bill is a demonstration of the interests of the trial bar over the views of the American people.”18




 CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 

PolitiFact called Obama out on his boast that “the vast majority of the money I got was from small donors all across the country.” It reported that the nonpartisan Campaign Finance Institute found that though Obama raised more than his opponents from small donors, that money did not constitute the majority of the funds he raised. In the primary, he received 30 percent of his money from those who gave $200 or less, 28 percent from those giving between $201 and $999, and 43 percent from those contributing at least $1,000. In the general election, 34 percent of his funds came from small donors ($200 or less), 23 percent from those giving between $201 and $999, and 42 percent gave $1,000 or more. While Obama claims he won the presidency without much money from large donors, the evidence shows otherwise. Overall, said PolitiFact, Obama’s statement was “false.”19




 CONVOKING COMMISSIONS 

During the campaign, Obama attacked Senator McCain for proposing a commission to study the economic crisis, calling it an effort to “pass the buck.” “We know how we got into this mess,” Obama declared, asserting he could provide the “leadership” we need to get out of it. Obama had a point—except in 2010, President Obama formed, among other bodies, the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform—the exact kind of board he’d blasted McCain for advocating.20




 ENDING NO-BID CONTRACTS 

Candidate Obama said in Grand Rapids on October 2, 2008, “I will finally end the abuse of no-bid contracts once and for all. The days of sweetheart deals for Halliburton and the like will be over when I’m in the White House.” Early in his first term he signed a memo pledging to “dramatically reform the way we do business  on contracts across the entire government.” He promised to “end unnecessary no-bid and cost-plus contracts.... In some cases, contracts are awarded without competition.... And that’s unacceptable.”

But less than a year later, his administration awarded a $25 million no-bid federal contract for work in Afghanistan to Checchi & Company, a firm owned by a major donor to Democratic campaigns. Unlike some of the no-bid scenarios for which Obama and other demagogic leftists condemned President Bush, Checchi & Company, according to FOX News’ sources, was “but one of a number of private firms capable of performing the work in Afghanistan for which USAID retained it.”21 In fact, Assistant Secretary of State P. J. Crowley, when questioned by FOX News about this no-bid award in light of Obama’s campaign pledge, admitted, “You make a valid point. If you want to say this violates the basis on which this administration came into office and campaigned, fair enough.” Amidst public criticism, the contract was eventually terminated.22




 EARMARKS 

In Green Bay, Wisconsin, candidate Obama declared, “The truth is our earmark system... is fraught with abuse. It badly needs reform—which is why I didn’t request a single earmark last year, why I’ve released all my previous requests for the public to see, why I’ve pledged to slash earmarks by more than half when I am president of the United States.” He said he would return earmarks to “less than $7.8 billion a year, the level they were before 1994.” Yet once in office, he quickly broke this promise—apart from his $800 billion “stimulus” bill, which could be said to be one gigantic package of earmarks.

Although the $410 billion omnibus spending bill had more than 8,500 earmarks, Obama didn’t blink before signing it. When questioned about his hypocrisy, Obama and his administration were typically disingenuous and dismissive. OMB Director Peter Orszag said, “We want to just move on. Let’s get this bill done. Get it into  law and move forward.” In other words, We have more important things to focus on than keeping our silly campaign promises. There’s nothing to see here; move on. Obama’s chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, passed it off as a kept promise because Obama had already passed the “major economic recovery act” and the “children’s healthcare bill,” which he said were both “earmark free.” Both Emanuel and Orszag declared, “This is last year’s business.”23 That is, it’s Bush’s fault.

Taxpayers for Common Sense reported that for the fiscal year 2010, appropriations bills contained 9,499 congressional earmarks worth $15.9 billion, up from $15.6 billion the previous year. Thus, Obama has not only failed to slash earmarks in half or to the 1994 level of $7.8 billion, but on his watch they’ve actually increased.24




 LOBBYISTS 

President Obama said in January 2010, “We must take action on both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue to end the outsized influence of lobbyists; to do our work openly; and to give our people the government they deserve. That’s what I came to Washington to do. That’s why—for the first time in history—my Administration posts our White House visitors online. And that’s why we’ve excluded lobbyists from policy-making jobs or seats on federal boards and commissions.”

Yet his words had a remarkably short shelf life. Upon taking office, Obama signed the Executive Order on Ethics Commitments, which prohibited lobbyists from working in his administration for two years on issues for which they had lobbied. But he repeatedly exempted people from the rule. He granted a waiver for Defense Secretary Bill Lynn just two days after he signed the Executive Order, and later exempted Jocelyn Frye and Cecelia Muñoz as well. PolitiFact reported that in all, as of January 27, 2010, the White House had issued seven waivers to its ethics rules, which apply to lobbyists and to people who served as officers and directors of a  company or organization, while executive branch agencies have issued an additional fifteen waivers.25 Always ready with an excuse, the administration claimed Frye and Muñoz were appointed “because of the importance of their respective positions and because of each woman’s unequaled qualifications for her job.”26 Of course, that could be said of nearly every lobbyist-appointee; by definition they have expertise in the area in which they lobbied.

Obama’s broken pledge to curtail the influence of lobbyists is perhaps best exposed through a mere partial list of former lobbyists serving in his administration. The list includes: Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn (lobbyist for Defense Contractor Raytheon); Attorney General Eric Holder (clients included Global Crossing); Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack (lobbied for the National Education Association); Deputy Health and Human Services Secretary William Corr (lobbied for Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids); Deputy Interior Secretary David Hayes (clients included San Diego Gas & Electric); Mark Patterson, Timothy Geithner’s chief of staff (lobbied for Goldman Sachs); Vice President Joe Biden’s chief of staff Ron Klain (clients included the Coalition for Asbestos Resolution, U.S. Airways, and Airborne Express); Mona Sutphen, deputy White House chief of staff (clients included Angliss International in 2003); Melody Barnes, domestic policy council director (lobbied for liberal advocacy groups); Cecilia Muñoz, White House director of intergovernmental affairs (lobbied for Hispanic advocacy organization the National Council of La Raza); and Patrick Gaspard, White House political affairs director (lobbyist for the Service Employees International Union).27




 BUDGET ACCOUNTING GIMMICKS 

Obama promised to end budgetary accounting gimmicks used by his whipping boy predecessor, George W. Bush, yet ObamaCare was defined by egregious budgetary gimmicks. As Pete Wehner, a senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, noted, in  Obama’s speech to a joint session of Congress he claimed to have identified $2 trillion in “savings,” but $1.6 trillion of those were based on the Iraq surge continuing for ten more years, even though Obama had promised to promptly discontinue the surge.28 Even New York Times Obamacon David Brooks acknowledged ObamaCare was “stuffed. . . . with gimmicks and dodges designed to get a good score from the Congressional Budget Office but don’t genuinely control runaway spending.”29




 THE FREE MARKET 

In an interview with Bloomberg Business Week, Obama called himself a “fierce advocate” of the free market. “You would be hard pressed,” he said, “to identify a piece of legislation that we have proposed out there that, net, is not good for businesses.”30 In a speech in New York City on April 22, 2010, while stumping for his financial reform bill, Obama averred, “As I said two years ago on this stage, I believe in the power of the free market.”

It’s noteworthy that no other president has felt the need to repeatedly make that point. Does he protest too much? Well, in New York, he couldn’t even wait a full paragraph to qualify his statement. He added, “But a free market was never meant to be a free license to take whatever you can get, however you can get it.”31 Whoever said it was? And what system of laws ever permitted such a thing by the private sector? One wonders why we don’t hear Obama apply the same qualifier to the power of the federal government; could he bring himself to say, “But the federal government was never supposed to have a license to take whatever it can get, however it can get it”?

In fact, as Obama continually protested that he loved capitalism, he was doing everything in his power to permanently dismantle much of it in the United States, from his auto takeover, to ObamaCare, to cap and trade, to the financial overhaul bill.

Along the same lines, Obama said he wanted to “disabuse people of this notion that somehow we enjoy meddling in the private  sector.” In that case, perhaps he regrets having taken over GM and Chrysler, firing its CEOs and its board of directors, intervening by force in the mortgage business, interfering with existing private contracts, subsuming one-sixth of the economy with ObamaCare, trying to saddle businesses with stifling cap and trade laws, preventing TARP companies from paying their loans back, setting executive compensation, demonizing the insurance industry and Big Pharma, and paving the way for the abolition of private health insurers.




 FISCAL HAWK 

With a straight face, Obama characterizes himself as a fiscal hawk, vowing to usher in a “new era of responsibility,” to rise above petty politics, and to cut the deficit in half by the end of his term—all while submitting bankrupting ten-year budgets. He says he wants to steer America “from an era of borrow and spend” to one of “save and invest.” The CBO, meanwhile, reported that the national debt would double in six years under Obama and triple in ten years.




 READ MY LIPS—SORT OF 

During the campaign, Obama said, “I can make a firm pledge. Under my plan, no family making less than $250,000 a year will see any form of tax increase. Not your income tax, not your payroll tax, not your capital gains taxes, not any of your taxes.”32 But just weeks into his presidency, Obama violated his pledge by signing a law to triple the federal excise tax on cigarettes, from 39 cents to $1.01 per pack––a tax that would fall hardest on individuals and families making far less than $250,000 per year.33 When questioned about this, White House press secretary Robert Gibbs flippantly responded, “People make a decision to smoke.”

Later, when asked whether Obama’s tax pledge applied to his healthcare plan, Gibbs replied, “The statement didn’t come with caveats.” But smoking was precisely such a caveat, and healthcare  quickly became another one. Obama brazenly denied an excise tax on the uninsured—which was part of a healthcare reform proposal drafted by his Democratic ally, Montana senator Max Baucus—would violate his pledge. In fact, he was visibly irritated when ABC’s George Stephanopoulos invoked a dictionary definition of “tax” to contradict him, shooting back, “I absolutely reject that notion.” At many other times, Obama’s various spokespersons refused to answer the question, employing evasions like, “We’re going to do what’s necessary,” “It is never a good idea to absolutely rule things out, no matter what,” and “We’re going to let the process work its way through.”34

Obama himself has tried to weasel out of his “firm pledge,” saying on February 9, 2010, in an interview in the Oval Office, that he was “agnostic” on whether his budget commission should consider raising taxes as a deficit-fighting measure. “The whole point of it is to make sure that all ideas are on the table. So what I want to do is to be completely agnostic, in terms of solutions.”35 Continuing to meander all over the board, he said on April 10, 2010, that his pledge, which he made in the campaign and vacillated into agnosticism in February, now only applied to income taxes. “And one thing we have not done is raise income taxes on families making less than $250,000. That’s another promise we’ve kept.”36 In fact, he did not keep that promise because that was not the promise he made. His new focus solely on income taxes was an implicit acknowledgement that his tax hike on cigarettes had already broken his actual promise not to raise “any of your taxes.”

And we’re in store for even more tax increases via ObamaCare. Americans for Tax Reform broke down the policy “by the numbers” revealing a startling expansion in the federal government. Among their findings, the healthcare bill will include nineteen new tax increases, seven of which “unquestionably violate” Obama’s “firm pledge” not to raise “any form” of taxes on families making less than $250,000. Furthermore, the bill will have $497 billion worth of tax increases over the first decade it is effective; increase  the top federal tax rate on wages and self-employment earnings to 43.4 percent; increase the annual tax for every man, woman, and child in America by $165; increase the top federal tax rate on early distributions from Health Savings Accounts to 59.6 percent (how’s that for promoting thrift?); and limit the “currently unlimited” amount parents of special-needs children can save tax-free for tuition in Flexible Spending Accounts to $2,500.37

Republicans on the House Ways and Means Committee cite fourteen tax hikes on middle class families in ObamaCare totaling more than $316 billion, including a new tax on individuals who do not purchase government-approved health insurance; a new tax on employers who fail to fully comply with government health insurance mandates; a new 40 percent excise tax on certain high-cost health plans; a new ban on the purchase of over-the-counter drugs using funds from FSAs, HSAs, and HRAs; an increase, from 7.5 percent to 10 percent of income, on the threshold after which individuals can deduct out of pocket medical expenses; a new $2,500 annual cap on FSA contributions; a new annual tax on health insurance; a new annual tax on brand name pharmaceuticals; a new 2.3 percent excise tax on certain medical devices; a doubling of the penalty for non-qualified HSA distributions; a further increase in the tobacco tax with expanded enforcement authority; and an extension of federal unemployment surtaxes through June 2011.38




 CAP AND TAX 

Obama also attempted to violate his tax pledge with the Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill. In testimony before the Senate Republican Conference, Heritage Foundation expert Ben Lieberman described the bill as “nothing more than an energy tax in disguise,” and “the most convoluted attempt at economic central planning this nation has ever attempted.” The way the bill works, Lieberman explained, is by “raising the cost of energy high enough so that individuals and businesses are forced to use less of it.” It’s about “inflicting economic pain” to ensure the “emissions targets will be met.”

Cap and trade is a tax in all but name—and a massive one at that. Heritage estimates for a household of four, energy costs will increase by $436 the first year it’s in effect, reach $1,241 by 2035, and average $829 per year in increased costs over that period. Electricity costs are projected to increase 90 percent by 2035, gasoline by 58 percent, and natural gas by 55 percent. The cumulative direct costs for a family of four by 2035 will be an astounding $20,000. But since these higher energy costs will cause prices on many other items to increase, Heritage projects the average annual cost for a family of four between 2012 and 2035 will be even higher—$2,979.

Lieberman also estimates manufacturing net job losses averaging 1.14 million at any given time from 2012 through 2035. The hardest hit sector will be farming, whose profits are expected to drop by a staggering average of 57 percent between 2012 and 2035. This would put American farmers at a “global disadvantage” if, as is expected, competing food exporting nations are saddled with no such burdens.

The bill’s stunning overall impact is projected to be an average reduction of gross domestic product by $393 billion annually between 2012 and 2035 for a cumulative loss of $9.4 trillion. Lieberman concludes, “In other words, the nation will be $9.4 trillion poorer with Waxman-Markey than without it.”39

Highlighting the profound disingenuousness and hypocrisy of the Obama Democrats, this horrendous piece of legislation hurts low-income households the most, because they spend a disproportionate share of their incomes on energy. And it is extremely doubtful the bill’s proposed rebates to low-income families will offset the enormous net losses they will sustain.




 VAT 

On April 21, 2010, Obama suggested a new value-added tax on Americans is still on the table. This was just two days after White House spokesman Robert Gibbs insisted a VAT “is not something the President has proposed nor is it under consideration.”40

Of course, adopting a VAT would flagrantly breach his promise not to raise taxes. Yet on April 27, 2010, as he was discussing the first meeting of his National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility, Obama attacked the media for even asking whether he would still honor his no-new-taxes pledge:Our friends in the media, will ask me and others once a week or once a day about what we’re willing to rule out or rule in. That’s an old Washington game and it’s one that has made it all but impossible in the past for people to sit down and have an honest discussion about putting our country on a more secure fiscal footing. So I want to deliver this message today: We’re not playing that game. I’m not going to say what’s in. I’m not going to say what’s out. I want this commission to be free to do its work.41





Clearly, Obama can’t allow pesky questions about old promises to obstruct his quest to transform America.




 ELIMINATION OF CAPITAL GAINS TAX 

In his so-called comprehensive tax plan, Obama promised on the campaign trail to end capital gains taxes for small businesses. His advisers Austan Goolsbee and Jason Furman affirmed the promise a few weeks prior to the election. Although his stimulus bill raised the 50 percent gain exemption to 75 percent, it did not eliminate it.42 Moreover, it is no secret that Obama plans on increasing the capital gains tax rate from 15 percent to 20 percent.43 His new 3.8 percent Medicare tax also constitutes a capital gains tax increase, as well as a tax on dividends.




 JOBS: “THE MOST IMPORTANT DOMESTIC PRIORITY” 

In his first State of the Union address, Obama said, “That is why jobs must be our number one focus in 2010 and that is why I am  calling for a new jobs bill tonight.” After canceling his trip to Asia a few months later to lobby for final passage of ObamaCare, Obama told an Indonesian TV reporter that healthcare is the “most important domestic priority here in the United States.”44




 UNEMPLOYMENT 

Obama insisted unemployment would spiral out of control unless Congress passed his stimulus bill, which he said would boost the economy and keep the unemployment rate below 8 percent. Yet more than a year after the bill passed, unemployment continued to hover between 9 and 10 percent. Long before that, in July 2009, Time magazine declared that the “$787-billion stimulus plan is turning out to be far less stimulating than its architects expected” and was “failing by its own measure.”45

That obvious conclusion didn’t keep Obama’s advisers from blithely bragging about the bill’s supposed benefits. But for the bill, we are told, we would have faced financial collapse—something very likely false, but in any event, impossible to disprove. Other Democrats offered different excuses for Obama’s failed promise, claiming the stimulus had not failed (to say otherwise would be a breach of faith in liberal orthodoxy), but that Obama’s advisers had simply underestimated the magnitude of Bush’s economic crisis. That excuse barely passes the laugh test when you consider the degree of urgency Obama brought to the discussion, as when he stated as president-elect that the nation needed to address the “great and growing” economic crisis.46




 STATE OF THE UNION SPEECH 

Amazingly, the Associated Press followed Obama’s 2010 State of the Union speech with a damning fact check.47 The AP and many others savaged Obama’s credibility, as the following examples amply illustrate: • Obama said that starting in 2011 he would “freeze government spending for three years” except for national security, Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. Yet during the campaign, he ridiculed Senator McCain for a similar proposal, saying it was “using a hatchet where you need a scalpel.” Tellingly, his proposed freeze wouldn’t quite even make it to the scalpel level. The Cato Institute reported the freeze only covers 13 percent of the total federal budget, and doesn’t cover the enormous spending mandated under the stimulus bill.48 Heritage Foundation scholars report Obama did not even propose a real freeze because it would not be imposed across the board, but would simply adjust priorities within categories. Without controls on the fastest growing budgetary items, i.e., entitlements, any attempt to bring the budget under control is a farce. Nor was it clear whether the freeze would begin at prestimulus levels or at the artificially higher levels following Obama-budgeting. As Heritage put it, “The simple fact is this: no matter how they spin it, the President must hold spending level with last year—minus all the temporary stimulus, TARP and other bailout spending—otherwise this freeze is a fakeroo.”49


• Obama said ObamaCare “would preserve the right of Americans who have insurance to keep their doctor and their plan.”50 But he knew his plan had no such guarantee, and he also knew the plan would likely crowd out private insurers. The chief actuary of the Medicare program estimates 14 million people will lose their employer coverage under ObamaCare, even though many will want to keep it.51 In fact, many companies are now evaluating whether they can save money by paying the penalty in lieu of providing their employees healthcare coverage. AT&T, Caterpillar, John Deere, and Verizon have all made their internal calculations, and those results don’t portend well for their employees.52 Additionally, Investors Business Daily reported that internal White House documents show ObamaCare may result in 51 percent of employers (and 66 percent of small business employers) relinquishing their current healthcare coverage by 2013.53 Another ObamaCare rule is that if an employer switches its healthcare provider to a more cost effective plan it will lose its federal health plan exemptions, which will cause even more employees to lose their current coverage. Of course, just as he exempted unions from the Cadillac tax on high-cost insurance coverage, he reportedly has exempted organized labor from this new rule as well.54

Furthermore, Obama has publicly supported the elimination of private employer-provided insurance, as discussed below. It’s bad enough his plan would destroy private insurers or turn them into public utilities, but it’s especially offensive that he demonstratively claims otherwise. A few months after ObamaCare was signed into law, Dr. Scott Gottlieb, a former official at the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, wrote that it was already clear that Obama’s promise that Americans could keep their insurance plans and their doctors under ObamaCare “cannot be kept. Insurers and physicians are already reshaping their businesses as a result of Mr. Obama’s plan.”

The bill imposes caps on insurance company spending and profits. One of the only ways to manage expenses is to reduce the actual cost of products, which means “pushing providers to accept lower fees and reduce their use of costly services like radiology and other diagnostic testing.” To accomplish this, insurers will have to exert more control over doctors—so they  “are trying to buy up medical clinics and doctor practices.” In the meantime, says Gottlieb, in anticipation of ObamaCare’s stifling effects, doctors “are selling their practices to local hospitals.” He spells out the bottom line: “Defensive business arrangements designed to blunt Obamacare’s economic impacts will mean less patient choice.”55 The Washington Examiner’s editors agree, noting a Fortune magazine article reporting that “companies across the country are looking at dropping health coverage for their employees because ObamaCare makes it profitable to do so.”56


• Obama said the White House and Congress should “do our work openly, and . . . give our people the government they deserve.” But as the AP noted, instead of working with Republicans, Democrats and the White House had made their private multi-million dollar deals behind closed doors with hospitals, pharmaceuticals, and other stakeholders.
• Obama claimed his administration had “excluded lobbyists from policymaking jobs.” As discussed earlier, with his numerous exemptions to his own ethics rules, this is hardly the case.
• Obama claimed he had saved two million jobs through his “stimulus” bill and was “on track to add another one and a half million jobs to this total by the end of the year.” The Heritage Foundation’s Brian Riedl suggests we keep in mind an “important number” relevant to this discussion: 6.3 million, which represents the “Obama jobs gap—the difference between 3.3 million net jobs President Obama said would be created (not just saved) and the nearly 3 million additional net jobs that have since been lost.”The administration’s argument that “it would have been worse” without the stimulus is, says Riedl, “completely unprovable”—it is “faith-based economics.” He notes the president’s SOTU claim that millions of jobs had been saved is not based on any actual numbers, but on Obama’s “unshakable belief that deficit spending must create jobs and growth”—in other words, Obama has blind faith that the stimulus must have created jobs, because an economic theory predicted it would.

Indeed, there is further proof that Obama has an “unshakable belief” that government money will stimulate the economy, even if that money has been taken from the private sector: his refusal to allow firms to pay back TARP money because he believed the money needed to keep circulating in the economy. As Riedl explains, “The idea that government spending creates jobs makes sense only if you never ask where the government got the money. It didn’t fall from the sky. The only way Congress can inject spending into the economy is by first taxing or borrowing it out of the economy. No new demand is created; it’s a zero-sum transfer of existing demand.... Yet the White House continues to wave the magic wand of ‘stimulus.’ All evidence that it failed be damned.”57

Investors Business Daily is equally dismissive of the administration’s bogus claim to have saved or created millions of jobs, saying it has “moved the yard markers” to distort the data. IBD editors recall the administration’s warning that without the stimulus there would be 133.9 million U.S. jobs in the fourth quarter of 2010 (“that’s the baseline”), and with the stimulus we would have almost 3.7 million more that that: 137.6 million. Instead, they wrote, we have 129.7 million jobs—8 million less than the administration predicted—and yet the administration claims it saved or created 2.8 million jobs. This means they “had to  lower the baseline by 7 million jobs to only 126.9 million.” 58 The administration’s counting gimmicks make your head spin, and they’re hoping the confusion helps prevent their accountability.


• Obama claims he inherited overwhelming deficits from his predecessor. But as we detail in the next chapter, Congressman Jeb Hensarling refuted this claim to Obama’s face at the Republican congressional retreat in Baltimore, showing that average deficits during the twelve years when Republicans controlled the House were $104 billion, contrasted with average deficits under the three years of Democratic control of $1.1 trillion.
• Obama announced, “Let me repeat: we cut taxes. We cut taxes for 95 percent of working families. We cut taxes for small businesses. We cut taxes for first-time homebuyers. We cut taxes for parents trying to care for their children. We cut taxes for 8 million Americans paying for college. As a result, millions of Americans had more to spend on gas, and food, and other necessities, all of which helped businesses keep more workers.” The Cato Institute rejoined that Obama could hardly cut taxes for 95 percent of Americans, since more than 40 percent of Americans pay no federal income taxes in the first place—the administration has simply counted increased subsidy checks to members of these groups as tax cuts. But refundable tax credits are unearned subsidies, not tax cuts.59 Put another way, he dishonestly reclassified spending increases as tax cuts.






 HEALTHCARE LIES 

When Obama spoke to a joint session of Congress on healthcare on September 9, 2009, he said, “Under our plan no federal dollars will be used to fund abortions.” This was one of the assertions prompting Congressman Joe Wilson to yell, “You lie.” It turns out Wilson was right. Congressman Bart Stupak, who was then at least posturing as an uncompromising advocate for life, claimed Obama told Stupak he was not talking about the actual bill then under consideration in the House, but about “his” plan, which hadn’t yet been written.60 The bill that finally went through obviously allowed funding for abortion because Stupak only agreed to vote for it after Obama pledged to sign a meaningless executive order to prohibit such funding.

During that same speech Obama also asserted, “There are now more than 30 million American citizens who cannot get coverage,” which was a curious number because he had previously been citing a figure of 46 million. Clearly, he was forced into reducing the number by conscientious conservative critics who had pointed out various inaccuracies in the statistic, including the fact that millions of those uninsured were not U.S. citizens. But his revised claim was still outrageously wrong because millions included in that number could afford insurance but chose not to purchase it for their own reasons, and millions more were already eligible for government benefits but did not avail themselves of them. Additionally, the Census Bureau figures underreport insurance coverage because they count many people as uninsured even though they are only without coverage for part of the year.61

Once ObamaCare passed, it proved so unpopular that Health and Human Services secretary Kathleen Sebelius, according a May 30, 2010 Washington Examiner editorial, “resorted to sending millions of senior Americans a sales brochure that is packed with blatantly false claims about Obamacare.” Among its falsehoods, the report, published by the HHS’s Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS), guaranteed Medicare benefits would remain unchanged, even though CMS experts have testified ObamaCare’s Medicare cuts could “jeopardize access” for millions of seniors. Eight GOP senators sent a letter to Sebelius asking her to explain the report’s misstatements. According to the Examiner, they’re still waiting for a reply.




 SINGLE-PAYER PLAN AND THE PUBLIC OPTION 

Throughout his presidential campaign and into his presidency, Obama has routinely misrepresented his position on healthcare reform. He repeatedly denied he supported a single-payer healthcare system, for example telling a New Hampshire townhall meeting on August 11, 2009, that he never said he supported such a system. This came in sharp contrast to his videotaped 2003 assertion that “I happen to be a proponent of a single payer universal health care plan.”62

Obama also obfuscated his position on the so-called public option. On December 22, 2009, he declared, “I didn’t campaign on the public option.”63 But on March 24, 2007, he had told an SEIU healthcare forum, “The public option is your friend.” In fact, his address to the SEIU revealed his true goal was not only to introduce a public option, but eventually to kill off private health insurance altogether: “My commitment is to make sure that we have universal health care for all Americans by the end of my first term as president.... But I don’t think we’ll be able to eliminate employer coverage immediately. There’s going to be potentially some transition process. I can envision a decade out or 15 years out or 20 years out.”

Although in other venues, Obama vehemently rejected speculation that the public option would be a Trojan horse for single payer, his Democratic allies were quite open about it. Congressman Barney Frank admitted, “If we get a good public option it could lead to single-payer and that’s the best way to reach single-payer.” Democratic congresswoman Jan Schakowsky similarly confessed, “The public option would put the private insurance industry out of business.”64

Throughout most of the healthcare debate, Obama pressed hard for the public option on his website and in media appearances. He said in his weekly radio address on July 17, 2009, “any plan” he signs “must include . . . a public option.” Three days later he told leftist bloggers he still believed “a robust public option would be the best way to go.” On September 20, 2009, he told NBC’s David  Gregory a public option “should be a part of this [health] care bill” and denied it was “dead.”65 The head spins.

Although Obama ultimately failed to get a public option included in ObamaCare, he probably achieved the equivalent of it with all the provisions enabling him to destroy private insurance or turn it into a public utility. The Washington Examiner’s editors agree that the “public option is alive and well, but hidden”—“residing in Section 1334, pages 97-100, of the new healthcare law. That section gives the U.S. Office of Personnel Management—which presently manages the federal civil service—new responsibilities: establishing and running two entirely new government health insurance programs to compete directly with private insurance companies in every state with coverage for people outside of government.”66




 ALLOWING IMPORTED PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Obama campaigned on a promise to “allow Americans to buy their medicines from other developed countries if the drugs are safe and prices are lower outside the U.S.”67 Thankfully, he caved on this one as part of his bribe to get Big Pharma to support ObamaCare.




 GOP HEALTHCARE PROPOSALS 

Decrying the GOP as the “Party of No,” Obama denied for months that Republicans had any healthcare solutions. But he quickly changed his tune when he invited them to the televised “healthcare summit” to discuss their ideas. He also said his proposal contained many Republican ideas, which is odd, since he’d insisted those ideas didn’t exist. Of course, Republicans in fact put forth many healthcare proposals, including market-based solutions in proposals such as Congressman Paul Ryan’s Roadmap for America’s Future, that were shot dead in their tracks—proposals Obama was aware of and wouldn’t even acknowledge, much less consider.




 IRAN AND ISRAEL 

During his presidential campaign, Obama denied rumors he was unfriendly to Israel and to Jewish interests. While this whopper is big enough to get its own chapter in this book, we’ll touch on just a few issues here.

While campaigning, candidate Obama told the American Israel Public Affairs Committee his goal would be to eliminate the nuclear threat to Israel from Iran. “I’ll do everything in my power to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. Everything.... I will always leave the threat of military action on the table to defend our security, and that of our ally Israel.” As president, however, Obama has shown more passion for denouncing Israeli settlements than for stopping Iran from getting the bomb. In fact, he supported a resolution by members of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty that singled out Israel for criticism while not even mentioning Iran, which has repeatedly vowed to annihilate the Jewish state.

Furthermore, Obama proclaimed the city of “Jerusalem will remain the capital of Israel and must remain undivided.”68 Almost as quickly as he uttered the commitment, he backtracked under heavy Palestinian criticism and later clarified that the status of Jerusalem would need to be negotiated in future peace talks. The Associated Press reported on March 20, 2010, that Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu all issues between Israel and the Palestinians, including the possibility of a divided Jerusalem, must remain part of the negotiations. 69 Moreover, if Obama were strictly committed to an undivided Jerusalem, why did he demand that the Israeli government halt any new settlement construction or expansion in Eastern Jerusalem?




 WITHDRAWING TROOPS FROM IRAQ 

Candidate Obama was adamant that he would “remove one to two combat brigades each month and have all of our combat brigades  out of Iraq within 16 months”—even against the advice of the generals on the ground. The promise delighted many of his supporters and boosted his profile among the antiwar Left at the expense of his Democratic primary rival, Hillary Clinton, who wouldn’t make such a promise. But he didn’t come close to meeting this schedule and even abandoned his insistence on complete withdrawal, saying he would leave behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 until the end of 2011.70 However, Obama obviously derived some satisfaction from formally changing the name of our Iraqi effort from “Operation Iraqi Freedom” to “Operation New Dawn,” perhaps to punctuate his disapproval of the effort from the outset as a “war of choice.”




 NATIONAL SECURITY 

When campaigning for president, Obama lashed out at President George W. Bush for employing legal justifications to support enhanced interrogation techniques. He piously pledged to “abide by the Geneva Conventions. We will uphold our highest ideals.” Yet his own Justice Department used those very same legal arguments when trying to convince the U.S. Supreme Court to dismiss Rasul v. Rumsfeld, saying the plaintiffs didn’t clearly establish that their constitutional rights had been violated.71 Candidate Obama had also vowed to stop “extraordinary rendition,” but as president, his Justice Department adopted the Bush Justice Department’s supposedly unacceptable arguments in defending against five men who claimed they had been subjected to the practice in the case of Mohamed et al. v. Jeppesen Dataplan Inc.72

Indeed, one columnist correctly argued, “On state secrets, indefinite detention, warrantless surveillance, the Patriot Act and signing statements, President Obama has used the language of transparency to give the appearance of change. In practice, however he has asserted virtually the same executive authority he reviled as abuses by his predecessor.”73 The same holds true for his targeting of suspected al Qaeda members in Afghanistan and Pakistan.




 ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 

Obama boasted of having “criticized the Secretary of State for the firing of U.S. Ambassador to Armenia, John Evans, after he properly used the term ‘genocide’ to describe Turkey’s slaughter of thousands of Armenians starting in 1914. . . . As President I will recognize the Armenian Genocide.” He so far has not honored that pledge despite making statements on memorials for the event, and reportedly tried to scuttle a House Foreign Affairs Committee resolution officially recognizing the genocide.74




 THE BORN ALIVE INFANT PROTECTION ACT 

Critics who accuse Obama of having supported infanticide are not engaging in hyperbole. While in the Illinois Senate, Obama opposed the Illinois Born-Alive Infants Protection bill—a measure almost identical to the federal Born Alive Infant Protection Act. These bills were designed to provide immediate protection to a child born as a result of a failed abortion. In 2001, Obama voted against the Illinois bill in committee and gave a floor speech opposing it, but voted “present” on the bill. After passing the Illinois Senate, the bill failed in the House. In 2002 the bill was proposed again, and Obama voted “no” in committee, spoke against it on the Senate floor, and voted “no” on the floor. The bill failed again. In 2003, the bill was reintroduced, and after certain amendments were added, became virtually identical to the federal bill. Obama then led committee Democrats in voting to kill the amended bill.75

During the presidential campaign, Obama repeatedly lied about his record on this while audaciously accusing his critics of lying. In an interview with CBN’s David Brody, Obama said the National Right to Life had lied in asserting he had voted against a state bill that was virtually identical to the federal Born-Alive Infants Protection Act. After being repeatedly challenged—though not by Brody—Obama issued a statement acknowledging he had misstated his position in the CBN interview and that in fact he had voted against an identical bill in the state senate.76

The video, however, makes it clear this wasn’t a mere misstatement. Obama clearly understood what he was saying, and he was adamant in calling his accusers “liars,” knowing that it was he who lied. On the floor of the Illinois Senate, Obama coldly expressed more concern for the doctors who would risk liability than for the live babies. He argued there was already an Illinois bill that would protect infants born as a result of a failed abortion. But in fact, Illinois state senator Patrick O’Malley said he had drafted that legislation only after the state attorney general’s office told him that existing Illinois law would not protect such babies.77 Obama also claimed doctors would take care of infants who were born alive and therefore no new law was needed. But in fact, as many as one in five babies were left to die, which is why the bill was offered in the first place. And Obama knew it.




 VAN JONES, COMMUNIST 

Obama brought on himself a firestorm of criticism when he named Van Jones as “Green Jobs Czar.” Appointed in March 2009, Van Jones resigned under pressure in September 2009 because of revelations about his radical past (including ties to Communist groups and his self-identification as a Communist at one point), his vulgar, incendiary statements against Republicans, and his signing of a “Truther” petition suggesting the Bush administration may have facilitated the 9/11 attacks.

Or did he actually resign? White House adviser David Axelrod said Jones made the decision himself, but Accuracy in Media reported he was forced out of his position, and that documents obtained through a FOIA request indicate the administration even wrote his resignation letter for him.78 The Obama administration was also untruthful in claiming they had not properly vetted Jones before appointing him. Not only did their appointment of many other radicals discredit the claim, but Jones was the specific choice of Obama confidant and close adviser Valerie Jarrett, who bragged that she had recruited him for the position.79 The insufficient vetting  excuse was also suspect considering that the White House specifically created this position for Van Jones because of his unique background. They knew what they were getting. They just didn’t want us to know.




 BLOCKING FOX NEWS 

CBS News exposed false denials by the Obama administration that they had blocked FOX interviews with pay czar Ken Feinberg. Treasury said “there was no plot to exclude FOX News and they had the same interview that their competitors did. Much ado about absolutely nothing.” But the other four networks who were granted interviews knew better. The only reason the interview was granted is that the other four networks of the press pool, including CBS, refused to participate without FOX. CBS reporter Chip Reid said the administration “crossed the line.”80




 LOCKERBIE BOMBER RELEASE 

Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, as well as other U.S. officials including Attorney General Eric Holder, sharply criticized Scottish authorities for releasing from prison Abdelbaset Al Megrahi, a Libyan convicted for the 1988 bombing of a Pan Am flight over Lockerbie, Scotland, killing 270 people. But Downing Street denounced the criticism as “disingenuous.” According to British officials, Obama and Clinton had been kept informed at all stages of the discussions and spoke out only because of the public backlash against the release, not because they were unaware of what was about to happen. “We would never do anything about Lockerbie without discussing it with the US,” said a Whitehall aide. “It is disingenuous of them to act as though Megrahi’s return was out of the blue.” Prime Minister Gordon Brown and Foreign Secretary David Miliband were “disappointed” by the force of Washington’s reaction.81

[image: 003]

As shown in this chapter, Obama’s disingenuousness is not just a matter of stretching the truth once in a while or engaging in a little old-fashioned hyperbole. His outright, habitual lies are a fundamental aspect of his governance. Past campaign promises are changed retroactively or brazenly denied, while he dissimulates and deceives about the true scope of healthcare reform, cap and trade, and his other signature policy goals. This is, perhaps, unsurprising, since he is pursuing an extremist agenda that he hid from the American people on the campaign trail and continues to mask today.
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