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A man is supremely blessed when he has the grand and loving counsel,
companionship, and wisdom of his parents to temper his impetuousness
and simultaneously nurture his ambitions. I have been thus endowed by
the uncompromising and limitless devotion from my father and mother,
Richard and Helen, who will always serve as shining examples of the way
to treat and serve others with an open heart, fairness, and dignity.




Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor

—Exodus 20:16. The ninth of the Ten Commandments.
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PREFACE


The 2008 presidential election was the longest and most expensive in U.S. history. It was also among the nastiest. Barack Obama, not even midway through his freshman term in the U.S. Senate, announced his candidacy on February 10, 2007, nearly two years before Inauguration Day. He wasn’t even the first. Obama joined other candidates from both major political parties already scurrying around Iowa and New Hampshire to persuade voters with the first opportunity to size them up. Pollsters and fund-raisers were already pestering voters and donors.

Voters hungered for change from George W. Bush, unpopular wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, an imploding economy, mistrust after utter incompetence in the handling of Hurricane Katrina, and worldwide scorn against the United States. Conditions were ripe for change as Americans searched their souls about whether they were ready to elect someone of African descent as their leader.

Beneath the radar of most Americans and news organizations lurked a sinister stealth campaign to destroy the reputation and candidacy of Obama, who was still largely unknown. During his 2004 race for the U.S. Senate, scant attention was paid to a slur portraying him as a Muslim. Another early smear via chain e-mail purported that Obama was born outside the United States, which, if true, could disqualify him from becoming president.

The Obama campaign worked to prevent either lie from influencing voters. By the time he won the Democratic nomination, these two unbelievable aspersions had morphed into a hydra-headed monster, with dozens of smears getting attention from websites, e-mails, talk radio, TV, and the flapping tongues of political opponents.

Obama overcame the outrageous slander. Americans wanted their new president to resolve the nation’s pressing problems; many, in fact, even hoped he could share power with Bush immediately after the election.

Following the election, I was driving to a Thanksgiving celebration through rural back roads, where the only radio station available played Rush Limbaugh. Instead of telling listeners to wait and see what Obama does before passing judgment, he ranted, “We know that everything we have said about Obama is true.” I was dumbfounded by his brazen inaccuracy; each and every mean-spirited accusation spit out during the campaign had been proven wrong.

After Thanksgiving dinner, my family had a heated debate, split between Obama supporters and haters. I heard things like: “I don’t trust him…. He’s un-American…. He associates with people who hate America…. I’m afraid he will do to America what Hitler did.” The arguments against Obama were all falsehoods spread by chain e-mails, talk radio, and Fox News. I was determined to explore how things got this way and who was behind it.

I spent Obama’s first twenty months in office researching this book, astounded by the willful distortions and the blatant effort to undermine the new president. Many people asked my why I was writing this book. After all, everything is already out there on the Internet, isn’t it? I came to realize that the Internet is just a bunch of jumbled facts and falsities, a massive phone directory listing things at random with no semblance of order. Furthermore, most of what’s out there is dead wrong. So this book is a faithful endeavor to serve as a historic record.

My goal in writing this book is not to make everyone love Obama. I realize that people with differing views will not like him, and that is healthy. We live in a participatory democracy, not autocracy with forced allegiance. But opinions, whatever their nature, should be based on facts, not lies. Thus, my book is dedicated to that basic purpose and simple premise. You can disagree with everything Obama has done as president and still condemn the Obama haters.

People inquired about what I was writing. One person asked whether it was fact or fiction. My quick answer: “It’s a nonfiction book about a lot of fiction.”

There’s a lot more to it than that. My attempt to set the record straight required shining bright headlights on misinformation and liars as well as compiling a record of the most insidious attacks against Obama.

I do confess, moreover, to having a grander scheme in mind. Seeing that elections can turn on smears, as did the 1988 and 2004 presidential contests, and knowing that Obama’s detractors have vast financial resources available to try to dispose of him, my goal is to prevent their lies from dominating the 2012 elections. That sometimes feels like a Sisyphean task considering the headway they have already achieved.

“What will you do if you find the criticism of Obama to be true?” bellowed my father, whose political views have moved steadily distant from mine over the years.

“Then that’s what I’ll write. That’s what the publisher expects,” I responded. I told my agent that I had only one demand of my publisher: that this book be the simple, unvarnished truth. All the conclusions I have reached are mine alone. The publisher has not told me what to write or what not to write.

My editor made it clear that this book must be objective, not clogged with political screeching. She insisted on “some acknowledgment that not all criticisms of Obama are rooted in racism or even in right-wing politics.”

I am not shy about criticizing Obama where I find it appropriate.

Now for a few thoughts about the title: some people asked why I named it The Obama Haters and thought the title was too strident. I briefly considered anodyne titles such as Obama Phobia but stuck with my original title to describe the tangible, visceral hatred of our president.

Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary defines hatred as “prejudiced hostility or animosity.” That sums it up accurately and succinctly. The hatred is obvious. Yet equally evident is that much of the hatred is misplaced due to fatuous reasoning.

A personal note: since I graduated from college in 1974, I have worked as a journalist for community newspapers, then as a foreign correspondent for major news services. Everywhere I worked, a simple, deeply held allegiance to the facts and unwavering fidelity to the truth guided me. I was a reporter in the field and an editor directing reporters in far-flung places. Whenever we got something wrong, we always corrected our mistakes right away.

Forcing myself to spend day after day, week after week, month after month, listening to Rush Limbaugh, watching Fox News, and reading scurrilous information on websites and in deceitful books was exhausting and emotionally draining. I felt as if I were locked in an insane asylum, the only rational person in search of the exit door. Conducting the research for this book was like diving into a sewer.

I have little patience for extreme ideologues after spending years in Latin America, where left-wing and right-wing death squads murdered anyone they suspected of getting in their way, and where military rulers ignored basic human rights.

Could it happen here? It already has, to a lesser degree. We’ve always had political violence surrounding race, religion, labor, abortion, and wars. A very real and tangible fear is that it could spin out of control. The Obama haters keep upping the ante. In their playbook, it’s acceptable to call the president a communist, a fascist, a terrorist, or a traitor with total disregard for the facts. Incredibly, some even think it’s okay to tote guns to a political rally.

But we can find common ground, as we have done in the past. When conservatives inspire us with a grand vision, I applaud. I didn’t vote for President Reagan, but I cheered when he told the Soviet goons to “tear down this wall” in Berlin. But the other side is less fair-minded. When Obama, like Reagan before him, demands human rights in countries where such calls are ignored, the right wing bashes him. Today’s Republican leadership, tragically, toadies up to the fringe elements and opposes everything Obama does automatically.

I pray that Obama can prevail in inspiring what Lincoln called our “better angels,” thwarting his political enemies in their attempts to stoke hatred and fear. If Obama is successful, we all win and my yet-to-be-born grandchildren will inhabit a better world. If the Obama haters succeed through their bullying tactics of lies and intimidation, we all lose and I will shudder for the future of our great nation.
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INTRODUCTION


How a Positive Campaign Faced the Onslaught of
Smears and Still Remained Positive

I hear that every cycle, you know, that people are fed up with negative advertising. But the fact is that while they say that, it motivates them, it persuades them, it compels them.

—Mark McKinnon

He is described as the Antichrist, a Muslim, a traitor, a socialist, a fascist, a communist, an America hater, a racist, a baby killer, a “pal of terrorists,” a sexual libertine, the devil, mentally unstable, and even a foreigner with a forged birth certificate. His wife is said to be “angry” and is accused of using racial slurs and having a “hit list” of people to destroy. Some believe she hates America. One of their young daughters is depicted as “ghetto trash.” His father is called a revolutionary; his mother is seen as an atheist. Her mother is believed to be a voodoo priestess. This family endures the most ferocious racist taunts a century and a half after the Emancipation Proclamation.

Who are these people? Suspicious characters skulking in the shadows? Wily radicals on the lam from the law? No, these are descriptions of Barack Hussein Obama, forty-fourth president of the United States; his wife, Michelle; and their preteen daughters.

Strangely and sadly, millions of people believe these smears, which have no basis in fact. These are the monstrous caricatures contrived by anonymous websites, acid-tongue commentators, political enemies, and propagandistic anti-Obama media.

The man who won scholarships to Columbia and Harvard also was described as “a poor ignoramus” by one critic and setting in motion “a nuclear war plan” by another. A third hissed, “Obama and his administration have sown new seeds to increase hatred and revenge on America.”

Who uttered those words? Shady bloggers? Republican leaders? Conservative columnists? No, those remarks were spoken by Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez, North Korea’s Kim Jong-Il, and Osama bin Laden, respectively. Anyone who can distinguish between the rhetoric of Obama’s domestic foes and statements by these infamous world-class thugs should win a prize.

An alarming segment of America’s Religious Right even calls for Obama’s death in public prayers, quoting biblical verses with insufficient condemnation from their brethren. Not even psychopathic foreign dictators go that far.

Obama’s candidacy and election unleashed a tide of unbridled hatred from America’s underbelly. Researching this hysteria made me feel like a proctologist examining the body politic.

Rip Van Winkle, upon awakening and hearing such exaggerated rhetoric, might envision a scowling, pathological, Nixonian menace rather than this brilliant, charismatic, natural leader with a knock-’em-dead smile and infectious optimism.

Anyone can take potshots at Obama for any reason without foundation. Right-wing media echo and amplify the smear with no questions asked, no checking of facts, and no attempt to learn the truth. The sky’s the limit, and anybody can join the blood sport. Nobody has proof that Obama has done anything wrong, but the Obama haters, like a clever ambulance chaser in a courtroom, throw out invective and innuendo to muddy the waters and instill doubt. They have proudly raised ignorance to an artform.

The most extreme, egregious propaganda gets “mainstreamed” through the “baton march of the bogus,” as described by Craig Crawford of Congressional Quarterly. “A crazy rumor or story would start in a blog or a gossip rag somewhere on the Internet, then it would move to English newspapers, then it would move to a tabloid here, and pretty soon it’s on the network news,” he said on October 20, 2009, on MSNBC’s Countdown with Keith Olbermann.

Mainstream news organizations “get hammered for covering up the story,” which in most cases is not really news, forcing them to act, even if only to explain why they are not covering it. “Pretty soon the story’s in the mainstream media and becomes real,” Crawford explained.

Some news organizations, such as the New York Post, are active partisans. In her lawsuit against the newspaper, former editor Sandra Guzman stated that she was told by Washington bureau chief Charles Hurt that the paper’s “goal is to destroy Barack Obama. We don’t want him to succeed.” The tabloid is part of the media empire belonging to Rupert Murdoch, who also owns, you guessed it, Fox News.

When challenged, conservatives insist they are only engaging in tit for tat after liberals ridiculed George W. Bush. That’s nonsense. Vice President Joe Biden’s gaffes elicit plenty of laughs. Even Obama committed foolish blunders, such as making light of the Special Olympics and Nancy Reagan’s penchant for astrologers. Verbal pratfalls are fair game when a politician not only inserts foot in mouth but also leaves room for an entire shoe store. The dumbest statements get attention, irrespective of the babbling bungler’s ideology.

Here is the key distinction: when fringe elements concocted nonsensical blather about Bush, they were quickly denounced by Democrats. Republican leaders, however, don’t bother to herd their own sheep and rarely rein in their most extreme elements.

Bush the Lesser had smooth sailing early on. During the 2000 election, most Democrats found him inoffensive. He got much better press (what liberal media?) than Democratic opponent Al Gore. He did not stoke the wrath of the Left until Republican legal trickery intervened in Florida, which millions of Americans still believe was legitimately won by Gore but stolen when the U.S. Supreme Court disgracefully aped banana republics by outlawing the democratic tradition of vote-counting. Bush took office amid the biggest protests (including this author) since the Vietnam War era. Once he invaded Iraq on phony, trumped-up assertions and called everyone who disagreed with him unpatriotic, there was no reconciling with the enraged and growing opposition. No one can equate criticism of Bush with Obama, who won decisively in a clean election and suffered outrageous taunts long beforehand.

Some view the right-wing stunts as buffoonish entertainment, but it can’t be dismissed as harmless. After Bill O’Reilly on Fox News showed pictures of abortion-provider George Tiller and called him “Tiller the baby killer” numerous times, the doctor was gunned down on May 31, 2009, in his church by Scott Roeder, who was later convicted of first-degree murder after defending his actions with his religious beliefs.

James von Brunn allegedly killed a security guard at the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., on June 10 after frequenting racist anti-Obama websites and being convinced that the president’s birth certificate was a forgery.

After Glenn Beck ranted that Obama conspired to imprison political opponents in concentration camps, people took it seriously. “If you have any kind of fear that we might be heading towards a totalitarian state: look out. Buckle up. There’s something going on in our country that ain’t good,” Beck said on March 3, 2009, on Fox & Friends. Nancy Genovese was arrested on July 30 of that year while scouting out Francis S. Gabreski Airport at an Air National Guard base on Long Island. She carried an XM-15 assault rifle, a shotgun, 500 rounds of ammunition, and had posted a clip of Glenn Beck on her Myspace page; she was ordered to undergo a psychiatric evaluation. Beck later debunked the concentration camp story after feeding the frenzy for weeks.

Obama haters used increasingly violent and incendiary imagery, encouraging threats against Obama and his allies. Blacks in Congress were called “nigger,” spat upon, and threatened with lynching. Beck warned that Obama planned to “stir up” violence and “cause trouble.”

Minnesota Congresswoman Michele Bachmann told her zombie-like followers to be “armed and dangerous.” Sarah Palin’s Facebook page showed symbols for snipers’ crosshairs on the districts of targeted Democrats.

Federal agents arrested nine members of the self-described “Hutaree Christian Warriors” in late March 2009 in Michigan, Ohio and Indiana and charged them with seditious conspiracy, intending to “levy war against the United States.” The group said it was preparing to battle against the Antichrist. Calling Obama the Antichrist is one of the most insidious accusations by the Obama haters (see chapter 5). Federal officials said activity by militia groups surged to unprecedented levels once Obama became a presidential candidate.

Nobody made these deranged people commit (or plan) violence, but challenging the legitimacy of the president, labeling a physician a murderer, and telling uninformed people that their country has been stolen away from them inspires unbalanced people to fancy themselves as patriotic heroes.

It’s much easier to grasp complicated politics when we reduce it to a simplistic morality play: our side blessed with high-minded, noble, self-sacrificing heroes, while the opponents are malicious, cunning charlatans. Everybody does that.

When examining people who hate Obama, we must first look inside ourselves. In his first inaugural address, Abraham Lincoln asked Americans to appeal to “the better angels of our nature.” Many Obama haters are no better or worse than the rest of us. What distinguishes them is that most are woefully uninformed about who Obama is, what he stands for, and what his presidency means to them, allowing themselves to be manipulated by demagogues.

Instead of summoning our better angels, right-wing smearmeisters tap a vein in the dark side of our nature to exploit our own worst instincts. Their cult-like followers believe they are defending some essential element of their lives and nationhood by lashing out at Obama. When asked, Obama haters can’t define what makes him a communist or what he has in common with Hitler. They haphazardly jumble facts to defend a position based on emotion. Pick apart their argument, and it boils down to an empty slogan from Fox News, talk radio, or an attack e-mail.

Even though I supported Obama, I long respected John McCain and believed that he had the experience, judgment, and character to be president. But I part company with Senator McCain and his vicious, deceitful, slanderous campaign against Obama. After all the baseless accusations, the singular moment that defined the 2008 contest came when McCain had to decide in a split second whether to be held hostage to the furious distortions unleashed by his campaign or show his spine and stand up for the truth.

“I can’t trust Obama. I have read about him…. He’s an Arab,” an ill-informed woman spit out at an October 10 rally in Lakeville, Minnesota, swayed by the onslaught of lies by the McCain campaign and its minions. McCain artfully grabbed the microphone and interrupted, nodding his head while saying, “No ma’am. He’s a decent family man and citizen that I just happen to have disagreements with on fundamental issues, and that’s what this campaign is all about.”

Bravo! McCain distilled his distinguished career in a single breath. It’s sad, however, that the entire bipolar campaign was not waged in this unpretentious, candid fashion.

Although his campaign was inexcusably foul, McCain, to his credit, refused to exploit racial friction surrounding African American preacher Reverend Jeremiah Wright (see chapter 5). Fox News and others incessantly tied Obama to Wright’s polemical rhetoric with no proof that the candidate agreed with a single word.

Newsweek’s Evan Thomas wrote in his account of the campaign, A Long Time Coming:

McCain was sincere. He did not want to win by playing on racial anxiety. He had too vivid a memory of being smeared in South Carolina in 2000. His wife had an even more searing recollection. She personally blamed Karl Rove, Bush’s political guru, for unleashing the old Lee Atwater attack machine, using anonymous smear artists to spread around leaflets suggesting that her adopted daughter, Bridget, was the love child of a black prostitute. At a private gathering in Aspen, Colorado in the summer of 2007, a friend asked Cindy whether she would stab Rove in the back if he walked by. “No,” she answered. “I’d stab him in the front.”1

By October 10 emotions gushed uncontrollably from the broken-sewer rhetoric. At rallies for McCain and his vice-presidential running mate, Alaska governor Sarah Palin, people yelled “Kill him” and “Terrorist” at the mention of Obama’s name. Palin’s daily mantra at her public appearances—as if a robot on steroids—chanted that Obama “pals around with terrorists” and challenged his patriotism to these mini-mobs and the fawning media. The Republicans tried to make a major issue of William Ayers, a former 1960s radical who had served on boards of charitable organizations (which met a few times a year) along with Obama.

Despite McCain’s words of tolerance, a robo-call during the campaign said, “Hello. I’m calling for John McCain and the RNC because you need to know that Barack Obama has worked closely with domestic terrorist Bill Ayers, whose organization bombed the U.S. Capitol, the Pentagon, a judge’s home, and killed Americans. And Democrats will enact an extreme leftist agenda if they take control of Washington. Barack Obama and his Democratic allies lack the judgment to lead our country. This call was paid for by McCain-Palin 2008 and the Republican National Committee.”

The McCain team decided to go all out with the Ayers smear in late September. Palin seized the hatchet, and she slashed with orgasmic gusto. The Battle for America 2008: The Story of an Extraordinary Election, by Dan Balz and Haynes Johnson, depicted Palin’s enthusiasm for a memo from campaign strategist Nicolle Wallace, a veteran of the Bush White House.

“The attack on Ayers unleashed the nastiest seven days of the campaign. McCain launched attacks on Obama’s honesty and seemed to question his character. ‘Who is the real Barack Obama?’ he asked,” Balz and Johnson wrote.2

“Finally after a week of William Ayers and talk of treason and terrorists and lack of patriotism, everyone stood down. The campaign dialogue returned to a more peaceful ground and to arguments more central to the country’s real problems,” the authors added.3

Filching a line from The Untouchables, Obama said that “if they bring a knife to the fight, we bring a gun,” but employed heavy artillery only for defensive combat. Campaign manager David Plouffe told in his 2009 memoir The Audacity to Win: The Inside Story and Lessons of Barack Obama’s Historic Victory, that Obama was angered over release of a negative video about McCain because he wanted to maintain a positive tone. Obama’s campaign never impugned McCain’s patriotism or dignity. When a slippery-tongued liberal blogger made an unsubstantiated comment— for instance, publication of a rumor that Sarah Palin’s baby was borne by her daughter Bristol—Obama promptly and sharply rebuked the smear.

“I have said before and I will repeat again, I think people’s families are off-limits. And people’s children are especially off-limits. This shouldn’t be part of our politics. It has no relevance to Governor Palin’s performance as a governor or her potential performance as a vice president,” Obama said at a September 1, 2008, press conference.

“Even in the final days of the election the candidate pointedly refused to hack back,” wrote Richard Wolffe in his book about the campaign, Renegade: The Making of a President:

Fresh with cash, Obama’s campaign expanded the battlefield as Election Day approached. They took out TV ads in Georgia and North Dakota—where they had previously pulled out—and in McCain’s home state of Arizona, where the polls now suggested the race had narrowed between one and four points. On his regular late-night conference call, the candidate was skeptical. “Is this for real? Do we really stand a chance in Arizona?” he asked. When we heard about the polls he relented but set down a clear marker. “Well, put up a positive ad, then. Nothing negative. We’re not going to keep a boot on his throat,” he said. His aides pushed back, wanting to go in for the kill. “No,” he insisted. “I feel strongly about this. We’re not going to do that in Arizona.” Obama ended up losing Arizona by almost nine points.”4

Obama generally responded to attacks via surrogates. Instead of striking back in kind, his campaign launched its Fight the Smears website to counter the monumental disinformation (see chapter 10).

Smear tactics are nothing new in politics. In the 1800 election, pamphlets published by Federalists said, “If Thomas Jefferson is elected president, murder, robbery, rape, adultery, and incest will be openly taught and practiced.” Remember the Hamilton-Burr duel? There was a time when you fought fire with real gunfire. Father Charles Coughlin red-baited Franklin D. Roosevelt at the height of the Great Depression.

Democratic Massachusetts Governor Michael Dukakis traversed the same high road as Obama, but it was his death knell. In 1988 he fell from a seventeen-point lead in the polls when his opponent, Republican Vice President George H. W. Bush, launched one of the most effective napalm bombings in political history on the advice of campaign manager Harvey LeRoy “Lee” Atwater.

Atwater honed his fangs in the employ of segregationist South Carolina Senator Strom Thurmond, where he learned anti-Semitic and racist attacks, according to the 2008 documentary Boogie Man: The Lee Atwater Story.

Dukakis was vanquished by his opponent’s exploitation of racial fears. A previous governor, Republican Francis Sargent, had begun a furlough program in 1972 for prisoners, allowing them to leave on temporary passes before eventual release. A black convict, Willie Horton, was granted a weekend furlough in June 1986 but did not return. In April 1987 he raped a woman in Maryland and bludgeoned her boyfriend. Although Dukakis had no direct connection to Horton, the Bush campaign turned it into a major issue after testing on focus groups. Bush himself mentioned Horton first on June 9 by saying Dukakis had allowed Horton to “terrorize innocent people.”

Atwater famously said he would “make Willie Horton his running mate” and “strip the bark off the little bastard.”5 Numerous states, including California during Ronald Reagan’s years as governor, also had programs in which furloughed prisoners had committed violent crimes. Furthermore, the federal government had a similar furlough program during the Reagan-Bush years.

Dealing other trick cards up his sleeve, Atwater spread false rumors that Dukakis had been treated for mental illness and that his wife, Kitty, had burned the flag during a protest against the Vietnam War. The Bush crew also blasted Dukakis for vetoing legislation that required all students to recite the Pledge of Allegiance. Dukakis cited a 1943 case (West Virginia State Board of Education v. Barnette) in which the Supreme Court had ruled that compulsory recitation of the Pledge was unconstitutional.

David Bossie (see chapter 8) masterminded the Willie Horton ads. “I was hired by a political action committee called ‘Americans for Bush,’ and they asked me to craft some ads for them,” Bossie said on a CNN special Campaign Killers: Why Do Negative Ads Work?, aired on November 28, 2007. He said the ad caused poll numbers to change “though the nightly tracking poll.”

Dukakis blames himself for being blindsided. “I made a basic decision that I wasn’t going to respond to the attack campaign and was mistaken. You’ve got to be ready for it. You’ve got to deal with it. As Obama was, by the way, to his credit,” he told me.

At the time, he believed the high road “preferably turns the attack campaign into a character issue with the guy that’s doing it.” Later, he recognized that confronting smears is crucial. “So you’ve got to be aware of this, you’ve got to be alert to it. And as I discovered, to my great dismay, if you leave these attacks unanswered, then don’t be surprised if at least some people begin believing them,” Dukakis recalled.

Four years later Bill Clinton’s campaign was ready. It learned from Dukakis’s mistakes; Clinton had overcome mendacious opponents in Arkansas. Clinton was lucky he did not have to face Atwater, who had died in 1991. Some Republican strategists believe Clinton could never have won had Atwater still been alive.

The 1993 documentary The War Room showed how Clinton’s chief strategists—James Carville, George Stephanopoulos, and Paul Begala—blunted the negative campaigning. The rapid-fire response strategy, crafted around the insatiable twenty-four-hour cable TV news cycle, was to not leave any charge unanswered. The Clintonistas handled tough issues, such as the Pentagon leaking Clinton’s letter to the draft board during the Vietnam War, accusations that Clinton led anti-U.S. demonstrations in Moscow, and numerous “bimbo eruptions.”

Later, another Bush employed even dirtier campaign tricks. After his father left the White House, W. ran for governor of Texas against incumbent Democrat Ann Richards. She had delivered the keynote address at the 1988 Democratic National Convention that nominated Dukakis. Her most memorable line mocked the then–vice president’s patrician roots and inability to measure up to Reagan’s oratorical genius. “Poor George. He can’t help it—he was born with a silver foot in his mouth.”

The son wanted to avenge daddy’s humiliation, and the silver-coiffed Richards paid dearly for her silver-tongued wit. With Atwater acolyte Karl Rove managing the 1994 Bush gubernatorial effort, Richards was portrayed as a lesbian.

In the 2000 election, Bush fell short in the New Hampshire primary to his more experienced rival, McCain, so the South Carolina primary became a showdown. A whisper campaign alleged that McCain’s adopted daughter was the offspring of a liaison between the senator and a black prostitute, and that McCain got favorable treatment at the expense of fellow war prisoners in North Vietnam.

In 2004 Massachusetts Senator John Kerry’s campaign against Bush was torpedoed by the Swift Boat campaign that distorted his heroism in Vietnam. The beneficiaries of these misrepresentations were President Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney, both deserving Olympic gold medals for the speed at which they sprinted away from service in Vietnam.

It took the Kerry campaign two weeks to respond. By then, the damage had been done.

“When I first saw the ads, I thought, this is crazy. There’s no way that these accusations are going to hold up,” Stephanie Cutter, communications director for the Kerry campaign, said in Campaign Killers. “The old rule of crisis communications is that you don’t respond to an attack, otherwise you elevate it.”

Official records from the U.S. Navy and eyewitness accounts by other sailors who served alongside Kerry proved the smears to be lies. But news media played clips from the snazzy attack ads over and over again (yet another example of liberal bias?), which heightened the attention and impact.

“Who would have thought that they would have attacked a genuine war hero on behalf of a guy that was reading magazines in Alabama during the war, with a running mate who was one of the most notorious draft dodgers in American history?” Dukakis recounted. “And John today will tell you. He just wasn’t ready for it, didn’t think people would take it seriously. Well, you can’t make that assumption.”

Obama would not repeat the same mistakes. Dukakis said Obama “learned from my experience and John’s experience. They never left an attack unanswered. Never. And you’ve got to do it with a fairly coherent strategy.”

The late comedian George Carlin had a profanity-laced routine called “Seven Words You Can Never Say on Television.” Many parents who would refuse to expose their young children to such obscenities—which they probably hear on the playground—permit their children to hear filthy lies about Obama.

Do they not know that lies harm us all? Lies. Falsehoods. Fibs. Prevarication. Misrepresentations. Fallacies. Canards. Mendacity. Sophistry. Speciousness. Untruths. Liars, when indulged, are parasites that drain the blood from democracy, thieves which steal our faith and pump hate into the heart of democracy.

“You’ve got to live with it. There’s nothing to live with but mendacity, is there?” Big Daddy growls in one of the most riveting scenes ever performed on stage, in Tennessee Williams’s Cat on a Hot Tin Roof. We have a choice to claw back against mendacity like Big Daddy, refusing to let the life drain out of his dying body, or let it overcome us.

The lies that anguished Big Daddy often slink below the surface. They are cleverly camouflaged as little morsels of truth buried deep within thick gobs of propaganda. “The truth, cleverly told, is the biggest lie of all,” Thomas Hardy observed in The Return of the Native back in 1878. Nothing has changed since then.

The Obama Haters: Behind the Right-Wing Campaign of Lies, Innuendo & Racism is not another political attack by one side demeaning partisans on the other side. I praise Republicans when they stand up for the truth and criticize Obama and other Democrats when they make mistakes.

If Democrats ran a scorched-earth campaign calling John McCain or Bob Dole a traitor and a coward and demeaning their war heroism, I would protest. Yet few Republicans publicly denounced the patently dishonest characterizations of Dukakis, Kerry, Clinton, or Obama.

John McCain and fellow Republican Senator Chuck Hagel honorably and vigorously defended Kerry in 2004 from the right-wing snipers. In 2000 then-senator Joe Biden and other Democrats defended McCain from the Bush-Rove slander.

Did any Republicans come to Obama’s rescue during the 2008 contest? Before the election, one in ten voters believed Obama is a Muslim; in heavily Republican Texas, one-quarter of voters believed it. This, comically, despite loud complaints about controversial sermons by Reverend Wright. Then again, 6 percent of the population believe the moon landing was faked and 7 percent think Elvis Presley is still alive.

If I watched Fox News or listened to Rush Limbaugh every day without contrary information, I would probably think Obama was corrupt, stupid, vain, and dangerous. Fox makes few attempts to correct its mistakes or distortions. The right-wing smear machine plays by its own murky rules. Listening to them is like playing horseshoes blindfolded: lots of clanging, banging, and clashing sounds that rattle the nerves, but almost never a ringer that slides on target cleanly.

Obama, nevertheless, moves beyond the naysayers, even as they crouch down into the mud for inspiration while he reaches for the stars and encourages others to do the same. Like all presidents and leaders, Obama falls short. The most successful leaders suffer withering setbacks and even the least successful enjoy some successes.

Ideally, an American president should have the wisdom and foresight of the Founding Fathers, Dwight Eisenhower’s military might, Woodrow Wilson’s academic depth, Lyndon Johnson’s legislative accomplishments, Herbert Hoover’s cabinet experience, Ronald Reagan’s communication skills, Bill Clinton’s superior intellect, and Harry Truman’s everyman common sense. No matter how well prepared, they all fall short. George H. W. Bush was arguably better suited for the presidency than any predecessor: he served in Congress, was a war hero, was an ambassador to the United Nations and China, was the head of his party, and was vice president. He was Mr. Résumé, yet voters made him walk the plank following a single mediocre term, even after public opinion polls earlier gave him nearly 90 percent approval thanks to victory in the first Gulf War.

A memorable moment in our history occurred when Lincoln paraphrased the Bible (“A house divided against itself cannot stand”) in his losing 1858 Senate race. We know that the nation became divided to the point of civil war just a few years later.

How divided are we now? A handful of cuckoos in Texas threaten secession, and the state’s governor suffers the fools gladly. Huge numbers hate Obama palpably, but even more like him. The nation is split about how to proceed in Iraq and Afghanistan. Health care issues stoke the passions of millions. Abortion cleaves the country. Will Obama unite the country behind a common vision, or will unity crumble due to divisions and partisan bickering?

We all are willing to believe anything bad about a person we don’t like. Now magnify that gossip with the Internet, with professionals manipulating facts to malign someone. That is what politicians face today at the hands of other politicians as well as professional gossips, malcontents, and organized campaigns which have no compunction about wounding a political leader, fairly or not.

Did the positive nature of Obama’s winning strategy consign negative campaigning to the dustbin of history? Hardly.

Mark McKinnon, an aide to Bush and McCain, pointed to the effectiveness of attacks. “They work all the time. They’ve worked in the beginning. They’ve worked in the middle. And they’ve worked in the end. And they’re going to continue to work,” McKinnon said in Campaign Killers. “I hear that every cycle, you know, that people are fed up with negative advertising. But the fact is that while they say that, it motivates them, it persuades them, it compels them.”
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How an Unknown Inspired Hope in Millions and
Became a Target for Hatemongers

The Internet and the kind of unfiltered, unedited junk that travels from coast to coast and around the world in the blink of an eye encourages some of this [violence]. It really feeds the crazies. Often people get this nutty stuff and they actually believe it. They think that the stuff being said is true, and, of course, it isn’t.

—Larry Sabato

Most Americans felt good about the election of Barack Hussein Obama as the forty-fourth president of the United States on November 4, 2008. The nation had finally overcome its most hurtful, shameful, and enduring legacy—the enslavement of one group of people by another. Even after emancipation, there continued to be decades of denying equal rights, prejudice, overt and hidden racism, and lynching. The heirs of slaveholders, and everyone else, agreed to be governed by a man sharing racial heritage with former slaves. The vast majority of Americans were ready to do what Martin Luther King Jr. preached a half-century before: to judge a person by the content of his character and abilities without regard to race.

Americans, seeking a change from the past, entered a new era. Or so they thought. Yet the shape of things to come became obvious before the votes were counted on election night, when people started getting e-mails linked to an “Impeach Obama” website. Simultaneously, racist websites attracted record numbers of readers.

Obama was the least likely of candidates. Born in Hawaii as the son of a Kenyan immigrant and a young white woman from Kansas, he spent part of his youth in Indonesia. He studied on scholarships at Occidental College, Columbia University, then Harvard Law School, and was only forty-seven years old when elected president, before completing even one full term in the U.S. Senate. Previously, he served for eight years as an Illinois state legislator.

He faced an array of stunningly qualified top-tier candidates for the 2008 Democratic nomination. Hillary Clinton had completed seven years in the Senate and, as former first lady, was privy to valuable inside knowledge about the White House. Telegenic John Edwards had been the Democratic nominee for vice president four years before. New Mexico Governor Bill Richardson had a lengthy, highly impressive résumé as energy secretary, ambassador to the United Nations, congressman, and crisis troubleshooter around the world. Joe Biden had been a senator since Obama was in grade school, was an expert on just about everything, and knew most world leaders personally. Christopher Dodd was also a fixture in Congress for many years and was respected by people across the political bandwidth. At the start of the campaign, this youthful relative-unknown appeared to be a featherweight dwarfed by the Spanish Armada of political heavyweights.

Still, the most impressive résumés can be trumped by personal characteristics such as charisma and emotional factors. How else would someone with George W. Bush’s mediocre résumé have topped the eminently better-qualified Ann Richards, John McCain, Al Gore, and John Kerry?

Voters, political know-it-alls, and professional bookmakers laying real money on the race presumed Clinton would easily win the Democratic nomination with an excellent chance to become the first female U.S. president.

Nonetheless, Obama captured a hard-fought nomination running on a platform of restoring hope and opportunity to a disillusioned populace. He nabbed 365 votes in the Electoral College and more than 69 million popular votes, or 52.9 percent, against 45.7 percent for McCain, his vastly experienced Republican opponent.

As primary season neared, Clinton’s right-wing enemies sharpened their fangs, salivating at the chance to harass another chief executive for four or eight more years. After forcing the impeachment and humiliation of President Bill Clinton over a personal indiscretion, they couldn’t wait to dig their claws into fresh carrion. Presumably, Obama’s short résumé left little to exploit, except his lack of experience and race. While race-baiting was still popular among the dwindling ranks of never-give-an-inch racists, most Americans rejected such attacks. So there seemed little to target.

Obama attracted voters who were disgusted by the same old crowd running Washington. Many Democrats, worn out by the drama surrounding the Clintons, were weary of right-wing attacks against the couple, whether justified or not. For millions of Americans, it was time to move on and start anew.

Obama proved his muster by taking on frontrunner Clinton. As Obama overtook his rivals, the scheisse-slingers changed gears deftly and began to sully him. For two decades the right wing had relied on painting every Democratic presidential nominee as unpatriotic. In Obama’s case, that was only one spike in a multi-pronged pitchfork of attack.

Public Policy Polling released a survey on October 21, 2009, which said 59 percent of Americans believed Obama loves America and 26 percent believed he does not. Among Republicans, only 27 percent believed he loves America, 48 percent said he does not, and 25 percent were unsure.

A Research 2000 poll of Republicans released on February 2, 2010, found 39 percent think Obama should be impeached. Sacré bleu! Did he start a war on false pretenses or disclose the identity of an undercover CIA agent? Other findings: 63 percent see Obama as a socialist, one-quarter are convinced Obama “wants the terrorists to win,” 53 percent find the grotesquely and frighteningly unqualified Sarah Palin qualified to be president, one-quarter think their state should secede from the United States, and 77 percent believe the Bible should be taught in public schools. Only 42 percent admit that Obama was born in the United States; the rest are unsure or believe he is foreign born. Roughly one-third believe Obama “is a racist who hates white people,” a third believe he is not, and the same proportion are unsure. Are these the opinions of people with a grip on reality and awareness of the cold, hard facts?

Fox’s Bill O’Reilly—incapable of fathoming the shrill irony of his remarks—labeled the Research 2000 poll a plot to make Republicans look silly. Fox treats denying the legitimacy of Obama’s birth certificate as worthy of debate. Fox’s Glenn Beck called Obama a racist “who hates white people.” Fox commentators and guests—including those on O’Reilly’s own show—regularly brand Obama as a socialist, communist, or fascist without rebuttal. Fox News, clearly, is a major factor in spreading smears against Obama with no basis in reality. Furthermore, the Research 2000 survey is consistent with numerous polls cited throughout this book regarding opinions about Obama held by Republicans with no factual underpinnings.

Who are these Obama haters detected in the polls? Some are unrepentant racists who refuse to accept a successful black person outside of sports or entertainment. But what about the rest? Why do they feel this way? Who puts such radical, bizarre, and untrue thoughts in people’s heads? And why is this venom so powerful?

It would be easy to conclude, based on such polling data, that right wingers have declared war on the truth. Remember that the Bush administration looked askance at the “reality-based community” when Karl Rove bragged, “We create our own reality.”

In this book, I investigate this phenomenon in unprecedented depth, connecting current events to rancorous right-wing smear tactics in the past. I will shine a harsh spotlight on the haters’ and fearmongers’ tactics and show how the Internet and right-wing media give a soapbox to every keyboard-pounding crackpot.

Profound words by a Nobel Prize–winning poet can be disseminated as far and wide and quickly as vulgar profanity by a racist, hatemonger, or pornographer. And many people just can’t distinguish the difference.

The Obama haters often use words and descriptions that don’t stand up to scrutiny, so I define words that are misused. I draw mostly from Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Eleventh Edition. Standard, neutral descriptions are necessary because extremists of all persuasions hijack language and debase the meaning of words.

I will use the judgmental terms “right-winger” and “far-right” to distinguish from authentic conservatives, who are devoted to preserving the Constitution. I don’t use those terms when describing a generally held conservative view. I object strongly when news organizations such as Fox News freely bat about terms such as “far-left” and “left-wing,” especially to describe viewpoints held by a majority or a significant plurality and to demean people whose opinions differ from their meme. “Far-left” and “left-wing” are accurate only when describing fringe views. The right-wing activities I investigate represent views held by a minuscule segment of the population but are espoused by people who practice mouthfeasance with outsize megaphones and inflated egos.

Political hacks manipulate weasel words to give an impression without saying so directly. Study the language by the Bush-Cheney cadre leading up to the invasion of Iraq. Slick wordsmiths devised phrases to give Americans the impression that Saddam Hussein was in cahoots with the September 11 plotters, but after all of their arguments were proven wrong, they backtracked and claimed they never made such statements. When you examine their old arguments, it’s obvious that they conflated unrelated events. This is demagoguery. The dictionary defines a demagogue as “a leader who makes use of popular prejudices and false claims and promises in order to gain power.” The biggest of the bigmouths on the Right—in particular, but not limited to, Rush Limbaugh, Sean Hannity, O’Reilly, and Beck—practice demagoguery regularly.

Right-wingers invent terms and test them with focus groups to see which get the most emotional impact as a way to further their goals. Here are some examples of right-wing neologisms that constitute etymological malpractice:

Death panels: When health reform legislation contained a Republican-sponsored provision to require health insurers to pay for counseling over end-of-life decisions such as a living will, Palin and other right-wingers chanted falsely that Obama was establishing “death panels” of government bureaucrats to decide who lives and dies.

Death tax: Use of this expression tricked millions of people into thinking their humble possessions would be seized upon their demise. Inheritance taxes are levied only on estates totaling more than $3.5 million for an individual or $7 million per couple. Since when are Internal Revenue Service spooks lurking about mortuaries?

Democrat Party: This is used instead of Democratic Party to denote disrespect. Refusing to call a person or institution by its own chosen name is the height of impertinence. It would be comparable to someone saying Big Fat Idiot Party to describe the Republicans by naming the party after its mascot, Rush Limbaugh.

Partial-birth abortion: Use of this term was coined to maximize emotional appeal. You can’t be partially pregnant, partially born, or partially aborted. The correct term used by medical professionals is intact dilation and extraction. Irrespective of your opinion about abortion, doctors, not political consultants, should define medical procedures. What if a political hack called prostate removal a “libido inhibitor?” That would not make it correct.

Small business: Republicans demagogue that Obama’s tax plans will hurt “small business,” conjuring up images of mom-and-pop shops, when in fact Republican tax laws allow companies such as Bechtel Corporation, the nation’s biggest engineering firm with $31 billion in annual revenues, to qualify for tax breaks as “small businesses,” according to Pulitzer Prize–winning author David Cay Johnston.

Whether attempting to cast its own ideas in a positive light or vilify opponents, the right wing pays top dollar to propagandistic manipulators adept at exploiting language with maximum emotional impact. When Bush lusted to wage war in Iraq, his advisers coined phrases such as “axis of evil,” “weapons of mass destruction,” and “We cannot wait for the final proof—the smoking gun—that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.” After such phrases were vetted by focus groups, the Bush administration and its toadies spread its propaganda via interviews with compliant media. Anyone who analyzed the policies instead of being railroaded by slogans was dismissed with “You’re either with us or you’re with the terrorists.” With one phrase, they tossed Saddam Hussein, Osama Bin Laden, skeptical allies such as France, and domestic critics into the same bucket without distinction.

The Obama administration, by contrast, never accused domestic antagonists of being in league with hostile regimes such as North Korea or Iran.

When out of power, the right wing maligns its adversaries with simplistic one-liners. Inflammatory accusations are a proud part of right-wing repertoire, according to Saul Anuzis, former chairman of the Michigan Republican Party.

“We’ve so overused the word ‘socialism’ that it no longer has the negative connotation it had twenty years ago, or even ten years ago,” Anuzis, who lost a bid to became national party chairman, told the New York Times.1 “Fascism—everybody still thinks that’s a bad thing.” How many people think the words coming out of Anuzis’s mouth are a bad thing?

The right wing has degraded into a single strategy: blind attacks. This shrunken, tireless, fanatic core of Republican Party nabobs, Tea Party leaders, right-wing news organizations and commentators, anonymous bloggers, fanatic preachers, and cockeyed crackpots lobs scurrilous salvos with a single purpose: to see who might land a fatal blow to President Obama’s administration. Did the Founding Fathers envision this when they established First Amendment guarantees?

Antics by the Obama haters are as off-key as Groucho Marx singing, “Whatever it is, I’m against it” in Horse Feathers.

This debate is debased further when media outlets give a platform to the perpetrators of these smears. They might let “the other side” debunk the rumor, but there isn’t always another side to basic facts. When an astronaut is interviewed, nobody seeks comment from a nutcase who insists the moon landing was staged. When victims of Hitler’s Final Solution tell their tragic stories, news organizations don’t let Holocaust deniers tell “the other side.”

Then, why do they give a platform to someone who says Obama has a fake birth certificate, or that he is a Muslim, or that he pals around with terrorists? These are all canards without a shred of evidence. Interviewing liars only spreads the lie further. When the kook appears alongside a truth teller, they are given equal weight, but the truth is not equal to a lie.

As fast as Obama scrambles to fix the unprecedented mess Bush left him, the right wing keeps greasing the path and sticking out their feet to trip him. Like that arcade game Whac-A-Mole—where players pound on moles with a mallet, only to find another popping up elsewhere—I will whack at numerous pesky moles in this book, but they just keep surfacing somewhere else.

After Obama haters cheered Chicago’s loss of the 2016 Olympics, Paul Krugman wrote in the New York Times:

The episode illustrated an essential truth about the state of American politics: at this point, the guiding principle of one of our nation’s two great political parties is spite pure and simple. If Republicans think something might be good for the president, they’re against it—whether or not it’s good for America. How did one of our great political parties become so ruthless, so willing to embrace scorched-earth tactics even if so doing undermines the ability of any future administration to govern? The result has been a cynical, ends-justify-the-means approach.”2

As this irritating noise engulfs the airwaves, many Americans scratch their heads. “There’s been a transformation of the conservative establishment,” Sam Tanenhaus, author of The Death of Conservatism, told Bill Moyers on PBS on September 19, 2009. Tanenhaus said the intellectuals have left the conservative movement.

“So, it’s been dominated instead by monotonic, theatrically impressive voices and faces,” he added. “It means it’s ideologically depleted. What we’re seeing now and hearing are the noisemakers, in [William F.] Buckley’s phrase.”

Tanenhaus compared the Tea Party movement to the John Birch Society of the 1950s and 1960s because both are “extremist, revanchist groups which view politics in a very conspiratorial way.” He recalled that the Birchers considered President Dwight Eisenhower a Communist. In 1965 Buckley, a conservative intellectual icon (admired by this author) who died in 2008, denounced the John Birch Society. Where is today’s William F. Buckley?
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Falsehoods About Obama Echo Endlessly,
Even After Debunking

Make the lie big, make it simple, keep saying it, and eventually they will believe it.

—Joseph Goebbels

Nearly everyone in public life has been smeared. Celebrities and average people have been cast into the limelight—perhaps thrown to the wolves—for their fleeting fifteen minutes of fame. Just ask Samuel Joseph Wurzelbacher, better known as Joe the Plumber, who obsequiously thrust himself before the klieg lights when Obama was campaigning in Ohio. Within days the whole world knew that Joe was not really named Joe and that most of the things he said about himself were fables. Without the opportunistic media attention, nobody would have heard about this man, who nonetheless used his undeserved fame to get a book deal and recording contract.

Those who seek the spotlight are often singed or even destroyed by it. Ordinary people are turned into monsters. Lawsuits for defamation are rarely successful and draw even more attention to outlandish accusations.

Anyone who seeks to be rich and famous should remember the dark side of celebrity: the cottage industry to destroy luminaries for fun, for profit, or maybe just for envy and spite. Anyone can jump in at any point and take potshots. Fire away.

Nobody is exempt, not even Mother Teresa, who tirelessly devoted her energies to the sick and dying, the untouchables of India’s fetid slums. She remained single-mindedly devoted to her life’s mission until she died at age eighty-seven without ever resting on her abundant laurels. None of this stopped Christopher Hitchens from attacking her in The Missionary Position: Mother Teresa in Theory and Practice, published in 1995. If even Mother Teresa is not immune from calumny, who among us mere mortals—with presumably many more faults, foibles, and weaknesses than Mother Teresa—can escape the wrath of someone with a fat mouth and computer keyboard, let alone well-financed, mean-spirited people with an agenda to crucify anyone they choose? How would Jesus fare in today’s tabloid-driven Internet world?

The best-organized hate machine in American political history aimed all its ammunition incessantly at Bill and Hillary Clinton. The slime started flying when he was governor of Arkansas and never stopped: he smuggled drugs, ordered the murder of a White House aide, committed rape, swindled people in the Whitewater land deal, and had extramarital sex with women. Hillary was alternatively described as a lesbian, frigid, having a screw loose, or drug-addled. Of course, we know now that only the womanizer accusation against Bill Clinton was true, but it was nearly enough to topple a president. By the time Clinton was impeached for libidinal lying, millions of people believed he was guilty of real crimes but had somehow hidden the evidence despite the unblinking, searing spotlight on every corner of his life.

One might hope that after Election Day, the hatred against Obama would cease. After all, the McCain campaign had rolled up the carpet, turned out the lights, and gone home, its staff scattering to the winds. But for some determined individuals and groups unwilling to accept Obama’s election, the party was just beginning.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Obama haters e-mail a photograph snapped during a September 16, 2007, political forum in Indianola, Iowa, that shows Obama’s hands limply at his waist while Bill Richardson, Hillary Clinton, and Ruth Harkin placed their hands over their hearts. The e-mails are accompanied by these remarks: “He refused to not only put his hand on his heart during the pledge of allegiance, but refused to say the pledge … how in the hell can a man like this expect to be our next commander in chief?”

It looks damning until you learn that this was the National Anthem being sung at that moment, not a recitation of the Pledge. A video of this event shows Obama singing the anthem while the others stood mutely with their hands over their hearts.

“My grandfather taught me how to say the Pledge of Allegiance when I was two…. During the Pledge of Allegiance you put your hand over your heart. During the national anthem you sing,” Obama explained in a November 7, 2007, interview with the Associated Press.

Other pictures were taken before and after this same event that show Obama with hand on heart during the Pledge. Long after this smear was debunked, saboteurs continued to circulate it.

FOREIGN STUDENT HOAX

A false news item e-mailed anonymously on April Fool’s Day in 2009 purported to be an Associated Press story announcing that Obama had enrolled as a foreign student named Barry Soetoro at Occidental College. Even though this e-mail of undetermined origin was a fabrication, it ricocheted around the Internet and managed to convince some people that he is not truly an American.

April 1, 2009 - AP- WASHINGTON D.C. - In a move certain to fuel the debate over Obama’s qualifications for the presidency, the group Americans for Freedom of Information has released copies of President Obama’s college transcripts from Occidental College. Released today, the transcript indicates that Obama, under the name Barry Soetoro, received financial aid as a foreign student from Indonesia as an undergraduate at the school. The transcript was released by Occidental College in compliance with a court order in a suit brought by the group in the Superior Court of California. The transcript shows that Obama (Soetoro) applied for financial aid and was awarded a fellowship for foreign students from the Fulbright Foundation Scholarship program. To qualify for the scholarship, a student must claim foreign citizenship. This document would seem to provide the smoking gun that many of Obama’s detractors have been seeking.

The news has created a firestorm at the White House as the release casts increasing doubt about Obama’s legitimacy and qualification to serve as president. When reached for comment in London, where he has been in meetings with British Prime Minister Gordon Brown, Obama smiled but refused comment on the issue. Meanwhile, White House press secretary Robert Gibbs scoffed at the report stating that this was obviously another attempt by a right-wing conservative group to discredit the president and undermine the administration’s efforts to move the country in a new direction.

Britain’s Daily Mail has also carried the story in a front-page article titled, “Obama Eligibility Questioned,” leading some to speculate that the story may overshadow economic issues on Obama’s first official visit to the U.K.

This is stuffed full of falsehoods. The AP denied the story immediately. There is no such organization called “Americans for Freedom of Information.” The Daily Mail never published this story. Obama did not use the surname of his stepfather, Lolo Soetoro, outside Indonesia.

Occidental College proudly boasts that the future president attended from the fall of 1979 through spring 1981 registered as—who would believe this alias?—Barack Obama.

“All of the alumni I have spoken to from that era who knew him, knew him as Barack Obama or Barry Obama,” Jim Tranquada, the college spokesman, told me. “At the time he studied here, there was a campus literary magazine called Feast. Two of his poems appeared under the name Barack Obama,” he said. “Fulbright scholarships are for graduate study. They are not given to undergraduates. Obama was an undergraduate at Occidental.”

Sadly, the truth has no bearing on the Obama haters, who impulsively believe anything that makes Obama look bad.

Free Republic, a right-wing website said, “LORD, GOD, PLEASE MULTIPLY THE SPREAD OF THIS INFO INTO EVERY EVEN PARTIALLY PATRIOTIC AMERICAN’S CONSCIOUSNESS, IN Your Name, Lord.” Here is a rare case in which I wholeheartedly endorse the Obama haters’ rhetoric. If Free Republic writers define themselves as “partially patriotic Americans,” why argue with them?

THE TALE OF THE MISSING “THESIS”

Right-wing bloggers worked themselves into a tizzy when they were unable to unearth Obama’s senior paper from Columbia University. Obama and the university allegedly did not save copies. David Bossie took out classified ads in Columbia University’s newspaper and the Chicago Tribune in March 2008 searching for the “missing thesis.”

There was no thesis.

On July 24, 2008, NBC News quoted Obama’s former professor Michael Baron as saying, “My recollection is that the paper was an analysis of the evolution of the arms reduction negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States. For U.S. policy makers in both political parties, the aim was not disarmament, but achieving deep reductions in the Soviet nuclear arsenal and keeping a substantial and permanent American advantage. As I remember it, the paper was about those negotiations, their tactics and chances for success. Barack got an A.”

Critics label the missing paper a “thesis,” even though Columbia University said undergraduates in 1983 did not write a thesis.

Rush Limbaugh, a college dropout, finally uncovered the “missing thesis” and informed his listeners on October 23, 2009, quoting Obama as having written about “plutocratic thugs with one hand on the money and the other on the government.” The only trouble is that it was a hoax. Even after Limbaugh learned he had been punked, he said: “I don’t care if these quotes are made up. I know Obama thinks it.” Limbaugh finally demonstrated definitively that accuracy and truth have no influence on his words.

ANTOIN “TONY” REZKO

Chicago real-estate developer Antoin “Tony” Rezko was convicted in June 2008 of corruption in his dealings with the state of Illinois.

Rezko met Obama in 1990 when the developer made an unsolicited job offer to the Harvard Law School student. Obama turned it down. In 1993 Obama went to work for the Davis, Miner, Barnhill & Galland law firm, which represents developers and non-profits. Rezko was a client of that firm.

When Obama launched his campaign for the Illinois Senate in 1995, Rezko was an early supporter. Upon election to the seat in 1996, Obama’s district included eleven of Rezko’s thirty low-income housing projects. Rezko held a fundraiser in June 2003 for Obama’s 2004 campaign for the U.S. Senate.

In June 2005 Obama paid $1.65 million for a mansion in Chicago, $300,000 below asking price. Rezko’s wife paid $625,000 for an adjacent vacant lot. Six months later, when Rezko was under federal investigation, Obama paid Rezko’s wife $104,500 for a strip of land along their boundary to enlarge his yard. Obama later called the purchase a “bone-headed” move because it allowed critics to suspect impropriety.

Rezko was indicted in October 2006 on charges he sought kickbacks from companies doing business with Illinois Governor Rod Blagojevich. Federal prosecutors said Rezko donated $10,000 worth of kickback money to Obama, who later gave that money to charity.

Investigators and prosecutors never found any Obama involvement in Rezko’s illegal dealings; Rezko never implicated Obama.

ROD BLAGOJEVICH

The Democratic Illinois governor became a poster boy for corruption, stupidity, and foul language when tapes of his attempts to “sell” Obama’s open Senate seat to the highest bidder became public shortly after the presidential election.

Obama kept his distance from Blagojevich because of the governor’s shady reputation.

Blagojevich was arrested on December 9, 2008, before appointing Obama’s successor. U.S. Attorney Patrick Fitzgerald said Obama and his team were not implicated in the skullduggery. In fact, the governor was taped saying the Obama staff offered “nothing but appreciation,” which makes it quite clear that Obama and his aides refused to play along with the scheme.

But that did not stop Fox News and the rest of the anti-Obama symphony from loudly contriving imaginary links. Sean Hannity said on December 9 that Obama is “all over” the criminal complaint against Blagojevich: “The pres—the word ‘president-elect’ is mentioned forty-four times in the document. Pretty troubling.” Hannity just moved on to the next smear and never explained what he found “troubling” in a report that convincingly cleared Obama.

GUNS

After Obama’s election, legal gun sales surged due to fears that Obama would outlaw firearms purchases. The National Rifle Association ran an ad saying Obama planned to “ban use of firearms for home self-defense,” eliminate the right to carry weapons, “ban the manufacture, sale, and possession of handguns,” “close down 90 percent of gun shops in America,” ban commonly used ammunition, and appoint judges who “share his views on the Second Amendment.”

Obama did nothing to take away gun rights and never said he would seize weapons from law-abiding citizens. The gun lobby, however, prefers to inflame passions rather than speak the truth, even if it triggers murderous rampages by unbalanced followers.

Richard Poplawski, twenty-three, of Pittsburgh, believed the NRA lies. He was described as a paranoid white supremacist who allegedly killed two police officers and wounded three others on April 4, 2009, out of fear that Obama would seize his guns.

THE “BABY KILLER”

Anti-abortion advocates say Obama practices infanticide because he supports legalized abortion. The controversy stemmed from 2001 legislation in Illinois (SB-1082) that was intended to “protect” infants who were “born alive” during an abortion.

A law already on the books in Illinois (Illinois Compiled Statutes, 720 ILCS 510/6) stipulated:

No abortion shall be performed or induced when the fetus is viable unless there is in attendance a physician other than the physician performing or inducing the abortion who shall take control of and provide immediate medical care for any child born alive as a result of the abortion. Subsequent to the abortion, if a child is born alive, the physician required to be in attendance shall exercise the same degree of professional skill, care and diligence to preserve the life and health of the child as would be required of a physician providing immediate medical care to a child born alive in the course of a pregnancy termination which was not an abortion.

Therefore, Obama was not backing infanticide by opposing a bill that duplicated a law already in effect. But that has not stopped his enemies from calling him a baby killer.

Opponents of legal abortion should recognize they are outnumbered five to one and that Obama’s views coincide with the overwhelming majority of Americans. These numbers have been consistent since annual polling on the issue began in 1975.

The annual Gallup poll, taken in 2010, showed 54 percent favor legal abortion with restrictions, 24 percent want no restrictions and 19 percent want all abortions banned.

Conservatives rail against “activist liberal judges,” but five of the Supreme Court’s members were appointed by Republican presidents and four by Democrats. Republicans appointed 60 percent of federal appeals judges, with a majority on every circuit. Despite this Republican advantage on the courts, they have not banned abortion.

MENTALLY UNSTABLE

Talk about instability is one of the more contemptible lies against Obama, since he has never lost his cool in public and is not known for behaving any differently in private.

On July 21, 2009, Limbaugh said, “Obama is showing signs of being unhinged and signs of instability.” Take it from Limbaugh, an expert on instability. In 2003 he admitted an addiction to narcotics and buying opiates illegally. In another incident involving drugs, Limbaugh was detained by a customs officer for possessing Viagra with a prescription in someone else’s name. Do stable people behave this way?

The same day, Ann Coulter dittoed Limbaugh on Hannity’s TV show. “You can see he’s becoming unhinged,” she said.

On July 23 Bill Sammon, Fox’s Washington bureau chief, said, “There is a whiff of panic” in the Obama White House. A few hours later, Obama gave a press conference that embodied a 1960s deodorant commercial: cool, calm, and collected.

It is the Obama haters, in fact, who have a scary habit of melting down on the air.

As a host on Inside Edition in the 1990s, a younger Bill O’Reilly, sporting a blow-dried pompadour that would win first place in a Gomer Pyle–look-alike contest, flipped out over an apparent technical glitch. In frustration, he exploded, “We’ll do it live, fuck it. Do it live. I’ll write it, and we’ll do it live. Fucking thing sucks.” After that, O’Reilly composed himself long enough to read the show’s closing lines and then flailed his arms as he bolted out of his chair.

O’Reilly went berserk on May 18, 2009, on his radio show when a caller challenged his remark, “I’ve been in combat.” O’Reilly said that as a journalist, he was “in the middle of a couple of firefights in South and Central America … people were shooting at me.” When the caller said that O’Reilly phrased his remarks in a way to make people think he was a military veteran, O’Reilly blew up, saying, “Hey listen Roger, you know what? You can take your little fair and balanced snit remark and shove it. Okay? You’re not getting on this air. And you, mister macho man, would have never come close to anything I’ve done down where I’ve been. Okay? So take a walk.”

On July 22, 2009, O’Reilly said on his Fox News program, “I think my head is going to explode.” Did he mean to imply that it had not exploded already?

While O’Reilly pretentiously nicknames his program “the no-spin zone,” whenever he appears on TV, his head is always spinning faster than that of Linda Blair’s character in The Exorcist.

Coulter crash-landed on August 24, 2006, on Fox’s Hannity & Colmes when a guest host challenged her statement that Osama bin Laden was “irrelevant.” Coulter began to talk loudly over the other guests, turning her head wildly, saying, “Good night. It was nice being here. We’re done,” and stormed off the set. Do families of 9/11 victims—who Coulter attacked by saying “I’ve never seen people enjoying their husbands’ deaths so much”—think bin Laden is irrelevant?

Glenn Beck turned himself inside out July 15, 2009, when a caller challenged him about mocking people unable to get health care. “Cathy, get off my phone. Get off my phone you little pinhead. I don’t care. You people don’t care about the trillions. Get off the phone. I’m going to lose my mind today,” he screamed. He was honest, just this once, about his own mental state.

Michael Savage has lost his head so often on the air that it’s not clear whose head he uses these days.

I’m not a psychiatrist, so I can’t define their mental state, but one has to wonder if these on-air personalities act this way because they are truly deranged, or if it is a put-on so their unbalanced fan base feels a kinship.

OBAMA’S “VICTIMS”

Gerald Walpin was fired as inspector general for AmeriCorps in June 2009 after investigating alleged misuse of federal grants by Sacramento mayor Kevin Johnson, an Obama ally and former pro basketball star.

Beck and Laura Ingraham made it a cause célèbre, insisting that Obama ordered the hit on Walpin. Of course, they never mentioned that a Bush-appointed U.S. attorney said Walpin withheld exculpatory evidence, that the case against Johnson was settled before Obama took office, or that Ameri-Corps’s board of directors, not Obama, ordered the dismissal.

Beck compared it to Soviet oppression. “Our government will destroy whoever they have to destroy to get their way. It’s the latest example in a long line of people destroyed by this government,” he drooled, with scary music playing in the background.

The screen then showed a video montage of Obama’s other “victims.” It started with the David Letterman/Sarah Palin flap over a distasteful joke (see chapter 8). Letterman is a government agent? Palin was destroyed? Was this before or after she grabbed millions for an autobiography she didn’t write and lip-synched the words of others at speaking engagements?

Next Beck showed “Joe the Plumber,” who told candidate Obama during the campaign that his tax program would ruin Joe’s plans to buy a business. It turned out that Joe did not have a plumbing license and did not have the financial resources to buy a business as stated. It was not the government that uncovered Joe’s misrepresentations, and Obama was not in charge at that time. Somehow, Joe got a book contract and a recording deal in Nashville. Joe was not destroyed. He enjoyed far more money and fame than his meager talents would have ever earned him without throwing himself in Obama’s path.

Viewers then saw former General Motors CEO Rick Wagoner, who resigned as part of the bailout to fix the mendicant auto manufacturer. It was Wagoner, not Obama, who made disastrous decisions for eight years that brought the auto giant to the cusp of collapse. Who is the victim: Wagoner, who walked away from GM with a $20 million retirement package, or the thousands of people who lost jobs due to Wagoner’s mismanagement? If Wagoner is a victim, let me be the first to offer myself to suffer his great misfortune.

Beck was inventing connections—following his nasty habit—between unrelated events, and painting people as victims who instead profited handsomely despite their utter failure, incompetence, and mediocrity.

YOU LIE!

Whenever attacks against Obama appear to reach a limit, someone zooms further into the Twilight Zone. When the president spoke before Congress about the need for health care reforms on September 9, 2009, Republican Congressman Addison Graves “Joe” Wilson of South Carolina drowned out the president by yelling “You lie!” when Obama said health reforms did not include illegal immigrants. Historians called this outburst unprecedented. Wilson apologized, and Obama graciously wanted to drop the matter, but the right-wing echo chamber egged on Wilson, saying Democrats had accused George W. Bush of lying. Bush did lie to Congress about the invasion of Iraq and his numerous violations of the Constitution. Yet not one Democrat ever yelled at Bush in Congress.

The sincerity of Wilson’s apology must be called into question. Before his infamous words stopped echoing in the halls of Congress, he was already exploiting his impertinence to raise money for his reelection and for fellow Republicans.

Not all Republicans were knee-jerk supporters of boorish behavior toward the president.

“Make Joe Wilson pay. And by pay, I mean beat his sorry ass at the polls and send him to the private sector. That is the only way to change the political discourse in America today. Because as long as louts like Joe Wilson can spout off and call the president a liar and get rewarded with reelection, then louts will continue to spout off. And we will continue to claw our way to the very bottom of the political swamp,” Mark McKinnon, a former adviser to Bush the Second and John McCain, wrote at The Daily Beast.1

TAKE BACK AMERICA

Right-wingers put their most intolerant extremists on display at the “How to Take Back America” conference in September 2009. Among the issues were “How to Counter the Homosexual Extremist Movement,” “How to Stop Socialism in Health Care,” and “How to Recognize Living Under Nazis and Communists.”

Anyone who knows the first thing about dictatorships would tell this crowd to be thankful they live in the United States, where they can regurgitate such brainless pap, because a tyrant would have jailed them.

Speakers were a who’s who list of congressional Republicans comprising the sludge of the IQ barrel: Tom McClintock, Tom Price, Steve King, and Michele Bachmann, along with Joe the faux Plumber. Even Mike Huckabee did a gigantic belly flop into the Obama-hating cesspool after previously tiptoeing around the edges.

Phyllis Schlafly, a one-time flunky for the far-right John Birch Society, said Americans don’t want “our country to be run by czars,” which she called “a Russian idea.” She seemed unaware that George W. Bush appointed as many “czars” as did Obama and that the nickname for presidential advisers has no connection to Russia (see chapter 6).

Huckabee said of the United Nations, “It’s time to get a jackhammer and to simply chip off that part of New York City and let it float into the East River, never to be seen again!” Huckabee did not mention whether he had discussed this plan with Osama bin Laden, who sought to carry out Huckabee’s wish on 9/11.

Trent Franks, a Republican congressman from Arizona, declared that Obama “has no place in any station of government and we need to realize that he is an enemy of humanity.”

Kitty Werthmann, Eagle Forum South Dakota president, told people to “buy more guns and buy ammunition, take back America.”

Who better reflects the values of our nation, and who sounds scarier: Obama or this ship of fools?

NOBEL PRIZE

The Nobel Peace Prize is perhaps the most prestigious honor in the history of mankind. People the world over applaud the award and its recipients. When Obama was bestowed this great tribute on October 9, 2009, people questioned whether he deserved it, only nine months into his presidency. Many people wondered if his deeds measured up. That’s a fair question, but this achievement became an excuse for racism and hatred.

“I did not realize the Nobel Peace Prize had an affirmative action quota,” Erick Erickson scribbled at RedState.2

While other networks compiled reaction from around the world that day, Fox News spent nearly two hours covering, via helicopter, police chasing a truck in Texas. Will history books record that Obama won the Nobel Prize on this day or recount a routine police chase in Texas?

Limbaugh led the buffoonery by saying, “Our president is a worldwide joke,” and agreed with the Taliban by condemning the award. Rush freely admitted that his interests and what’s good for America are polar opposites.

Beck chimed in on Fox News that the award instead should go to the Tea Party movement that was duped into participating in corporate-funded protests against health care reforms.

O’Reilly said, “There are times when what’s good for America should trump partisan politics. President Obama was honored today, and deserved or not, the world is hearing America and peace in the same sentence, and that’s good.” Fair enough, but five minutes later, he blurted out: “The Nobel Peace Prize committee has now said to the world, ‘We are a joke, we don’t know what we’re doing, we’re in business to promote liberal politics.’”

Chris Wallace, the usually serious host of Fox News Sunday, said of the Nobel Committee, elected by the Norwegian Parliament. The Norwegian Parliament is a very left-of-center, left-leaning organization, and the people who are on this are very left leaning.”

Past recipients include Martin Luther King, the Dalai Lama, Mikhail Gorbachev, Aung San Suu Kyi, Nelson Mandela, Elie Wiesel, Lech Walesa, Mother Teresa, Anwar El-Sadat and Menachem Begin, Andrei Sakharov, Henry Kissinger, and Dag Hammarskjöld. Who is undeserving? Where is the pattern of left-leaning people?

John McCain was one of the few Republicans who simply praised the award without lacing his words with strychnine: “As Americans, we’re proud when our president receives an award of that prestigious category.”

I have personally met one Nobel recipient, Óscar Arias of Costa Rica, who brokered lasting peace accords in Central America in the 1980s. He is truly worthy of the award for working tirelessly to stop the bloodshed that afflicted millions of people. Most people around the world, outside the Obama haters, hope and pray that Obama will manage to do likewise.

[image: Image]

It was not enough for people to criticize Barack Obama as a candidate or as a president. The Obama haters also thrust their swords into his wife, Michelle; his grandmother, Madelyn Dunham; a distant relative, Zeituni Onyango; and even the Obama children.

MICHELLE OBAMA

The most tasteless smear against the first lady was the accusation that she used the term “whitey” to describe Caucasians. “I now have it from four sources (three who are close to senior Republicans) that there is video dynamite—Michelle Obama railing against ‘whitey’ at Jeremiah Wright’s church … I am told there is a clip that is being held for the fall to drop at the appropriate time,” Larry Johnson wrote on his blog at the No Quarter website. This despicable smear ping-ponged around the right-wing echo chamber. If she spoke this way in a packed church, why did nobody corroborate it? After all, nobody hid Reverend Wright’s controversial words. This fictitious video never materialized.

Instead of bursting out in anger, Michelle handled the incident with dignity, grace, and wit by referring to 1970s TV sitcom The Jeffersons: “I mean, ‘whitey?’ That’s something that George Jefferson would say. Anyone who says that doesn’t know me. They don’t know the life I’ve lived. They don’t know anything about me.”

O’Reilly said on September 16, 2008, on his TV show, “I have a lot of people who call me on the radio and say she [Michelle Obama] looks angry. And I have to say there’s some validity to that. She looks like an angry woman.”

Such comments fit racial stereotypes without resorting to name calling, yet can’t be refuted. Don’t racists love to demonize an “angry black” as an object of fear? O’Reilly, like any coward, artfully deflects blame to his callers. O’Reilly and his Fox cohorts look and act a lot angrier than Michelle.

The New York Post reported on its “Page Six” gossip page on October 17 that Michelle had gorged on lobster and caviar at the Waldorf Astoria two days earlier. Rupert Murdoch’s tabloid reproduced an alleged $447.39 bill for room service that listed lobster hors d’oeuvres, two whole lobsters, Iranian caviar, and Bollinger champagne at the midtown Manhattan hotel. The scandal sheet retracted the story a week later. Michelle was not even in New York at the time of the alleged incident, but rather on an airplane en route to a campaign event in Fort Wayne, Indiana.

A year later, right-wingers were still repeating this smear as if it were valid.

The cover of Globe, a National Enquirer wannabe, read “Michelle Obama’s SECRET HIT LIST!” The July 6, 2009, issue carried the byline Randy Jernigan, but it looked like a plant by a dirty Republican trickster. This is not the typical story about two-headed goats, space aliens, or walking mummies. It was laced with well-researched political invective with a definite goal.

“Shockingly, the 45-year-old First Lady has devised a detailed plan that has Barack winning a second term FOLLOWED by Michelle becoming the first woman president, sources reveal. She is determined to keep the Obamas in the Oval Office until 2024, say insiders,” the article stated.

The article also revived a vicious lie by ex-con Larry Sinclair, which got scant attention because it is so outlandish and uncorroborated. Globe said, “And she’s desperately trying to cultivate a wholesome image for her husband, who has been accused of using cocaine and having a gay sex fling with the author of a controversial book.”

Two out of three Americans held a favorable view of Michelle, even when the president himself fared below 50 percent in late 2010. That didn’t stop In-graham from attacking Michelle as a guest host on The O’Reilly Factor by saying “the co-presidency makes people uncomfortable,” on October 30, 2009. She was mischaracterizing a New York Times Magazine profile in which the president said he discusses policy with his wife, a graduate of Harvard Law School. Yet Ingraham did not voice any complaints when it was revealed that oil field roustabout and “first dude” Todd Palin was allowed to make policy decisions when Sarah was governor of Alaska.

GRANDMA “TOOT”

Madelyn Dunham, who Obama affectionately called “Toot,” tragically never lived to see her cherished grandson elected president. She died on November 2 at age eighty-six during the weekend before the election. But her advanced age and frail health didn’t stop the attacks against her.

Larry Sinclair on Obambi.com alleged that Dunham had died two weeks earlier. He wrote, “It has been reported that Maya Ng (Obama’s half-sister) and Hawaii officials knowingly and intentionally falsified death records of Madelyn L. Dunham who had actually died prior to Barack Obama arriving on Thursday, October 23, 2008 for his claimed visit.” Knowing the end was near, Obama suspended his campaign temporarily to visit his grandmother one final time.

“According to sources employed in the coroner’s office Madelyn Dunham died on October 21, 2008 and was cremated on Friday, October 24, 2008. It is further claimed that the death records of Madelyn L Dunham were falsified at the direct and specific request of Barack Obama and Maya Ng,” Sinclair alleged.

What would be gained by falsifying the date of his grandmother’s death? Why would doctors, coroners, and Hawaiian public officials engage in such an elaborate, unnecessary cover-up? Somebody would surely squeal if that were happening.

ILLEGAL ALIEN AUNT

The federal agency that enforces immigration laws leaked information to embarrass Obama. Three days before the election, news reports surfaced that one of Obama’s aunts, Zeituni Onyango from Kenya, was living in Boston illegally. Shortly after the election, Julie Myers, head of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), resigned under fire for the revelations, although the leaker was never identified. Prior to this incident, Myers awarded “most original costume” to a white government employee who wore blackface to a Halloween party.

MALIA OBAMA

For once, I thought Fox News got it right, standing firm on principle instead of shallow rhetoric and sloganeering, when panelists on O’Reilly’s show moaned about “unfair attacks on her children.” They appeared to be talking about recent slurs from a right-wing website, which referred to eleven-yearold Malia Obama as “a typical street whore” and asked, “Wonder when she will get her first abortion?” I was already moaning along with the pundits, pleased that after watching Fox every day to monitor the Obama-bashing, I would get to praise them.

I was wrong.

They were not discussing the vilest attack ever made against any member of a politician’s family. Instead, they were rehashing the David Letterman wisecrack about Bristol Palin that happened a month before, for which the late-night comic had groveled apologetically twice. The Foxies were having another pity party for Palin but did not utter a single word about the unspeakably cruel assault against Malia.

Was I surprised? Not at all. But I was truly disappointed. Because I am an eternal optimist, despite subjecting myself every day to these nattering nabobs of nonsense, I held out hope for an instant that they could distinguish between a bawdy joke and a truly vicious attack.

A commenter on the website Free Republic on July 9, 2009, wrote, “We’re being represented by a family of ghetto trash … looks like a bunch of ghetto thugs … a stain on America…. What we are now sending the ghetto over to represent us. And if so who the hell is that flea bag who looks to be dragged from the trash dumpster…. You could go down any ghetto right now and see exactly the same…. They make me sick…. The whole family … mammy, pappy, the free loadin’ mammy-in-law, the misguided chillin’…. This is not the America I want representin’ my peeps.”

The website also showed a picture of the first lady speaking to Malia with the racist caption, “To Entertain Her Daughter, Michelle Obama Likes to Make Monkey Sounds.”

Free Republic later yanked the offensive material “pending review.” The website, however, refused to apologize. Rather, it blamed the foul-mouthed degenerates given free rein on its site, saying, “Opinions expressed on Free Republic are those of the individual posters and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of Free Republic or its operators.”

Kristinn Taylor, a spokesperson for Free Republic, offered no mea culpa. “I think you exaggerated the vileness of some of them. I’m not defending them, but you said they were the worst of the worst, and I would differ on that,” Taylor said in a July 13 interview on MSNBC. He gave no examples of anything worse; would any decent person call complaints about those reprehensible slurs “exaggerated?”
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