Prologue


For two hundred years the people of the United States have chosen political centrists as presidents. Some presidents, like Franklin Delano Roosevelt, have been to the left, and others, like Ronald Reagan, have been to the right, but at no time has there been a president who has proposed that the country abandon capitalism and embrace socialism.  Every president—until now—has been a centrist.  


Our current President, Barack Obama, is not a centrist.  In fact, he has been called the most radical president in the history of the United States.  Doubtless, this assessment is based on Mr. Obama’s socialist agenda, his race-centered politics and his deceitfulness in hiding both his socialism and its racial aspect.



Obama is the author of Dreams From My Father, an autobiographical memoir in which the President addresses his need to know and understand his father, a native of Kenya. Obama Sr. abandoned his son and Obama Jr’s mother when Obama Jr. was a toddler, leaving them in Hawaii while Obama Sr. traveled to mainland United States to study at Harvard.  



After Harvard, Obama Sr. went back to Kenya, where, among other things, he wrote commentary on the state of affairs in Kenya.  See Barack H. Obama, “Problems Facing Our Socialism,” East Africa Journal (July 1965).  As the title of the article suggests, Obama Sr. was a socialist.  This is not meant as a derogatory description of Sr’s politics, for in the context of Kenya at the time of the article, socialism must have seemed a plausible approach to providing the greatest good to the greatest number of people.



Whether the socialist form of government appropriate to Kenya can be beneficially imported to the United States, however, is another question.  Obama Jr.’s answer to this inquiry, I suggest, is in the affirmative, for his dreams are, as he says, from his father.  


To find an example of Obama Jr.’s socialist dreams, one need look no further than his headlong rush into health care reform, a massive undertaking, 2700 pages long, that affects almost twenty percent of the economy of the United States. Obama was so obsessively insistent on passing this bill that he actually proposed lawmakers vote on the bill without reading it.  This from a constitutional lawyer!


What do we know about this bill?  Here are a few things.  It strips half a trillion dollars from Medicare to pay for extended coverage to an additional 35 million people not heretofore covered.
  It adds these 35 million people to an existing health care structure (doctors, nurses, hospitals, medical schools), which will, of necessity, involve rationing of services.  In all probability a national sales tax or a national value-added tax will be imposed to help pay for the inevitable deficits in financing the new plan.  In fact, Obama is now talking about the value added tax, something that was never mentioned during the debate on the bill.  This health care bill is so radical that one of its Democratic architects, Senator Max Baucus of Montana, refers to it as an “income shift.”
  


Why was this health care bill so important to Obama?  It is a major building block in his socialist agenda.  It strips benefits from those who have more and redistributes them, watered down and rationed, to those who have less. 
  That is why Senator Baucus refers to the bill as an “income shift.”


The reason Obama could not have pursued a more piecemeal, graduated form of health care reform, as the Republicans favored, was that gradual reform would not accomplish the unstated underlying socialist goal of transferring massive wealth.  If one merely lowers costs or makes sure that pre-existing conditions are covered, one has not significantly shifted wealth.


Following hard on the passage of this health care bill is a new immigration bill that will legalize fifteen to twenty million illegal immigrants.  When legalized, they will also receive free health care under the bill just passed, and they will, presumably, vote in perpetuity for their Democratic benefactors.   The immigration bill is the cement stabilizing the Health Care Bill, for it gives the Democrats the votes necessary to avoid a repeal.


But health care and the immigration bill are not Obama’s only socialist undertakings.  An equally profound socialist proposal is his plan to put the country 20 trillion dollars in debt in order to “stimulate” the economy.  Most economists predict that such a debt will result in hyper-inflation and eventual economic collapse.  The Chinese may demand higher interest on the U.S. bonds they now hold, for they fear that rating agencies may lower the rating of U.S. bonds from their current AAA status.


Besides concealing his socialist agenda, Obama also concealed and continues to conceal his racial agenda.  For his biographer, David Remnick “[r]ace is at the core of Obama’s story….” The Bridge: The Life and Rise of Barack Obama, (New York, 2010) 237.  When Remnick says “race is at the core of Obama’s story” we need to listen, for he is a sympathetic biographer who knows Obama better than most.


Obama matured in the racial politics of Chicago, home of the most notoriously corrupt political machine in the country, where “[s]tories of corruption, enormous and banal, regularly appear in the Tribune and the Sun-Times,” Id. at 353.  Corrupt or not, Chicago is where Obama found his political legs,
 firmed up his racial identity, chose a wife, joined a church, and immersed himself in Chicago’s history of black political involvement.  


Obama treats his ideas on race, however, much as he treats his ideas on socialism.  He hides them.  He’s good at hiding them because, as a person who is half white and half black, he is simultaneously dedicated to the idea of racial equality and indifferent.  Obama describes himself as black, and as such, he works to achieve benefits for his people (as his father would have done), but at the same time, he is also white, and he knows that to be successful with his racial agenda in the white world, he must appear to be rational, detached, conciliatory.  


Therefore, when Obama discusses race, he is never confrontational in the manner of Jesse Jackson or Al Sharpton.  He does not accuse whites of racism.  In fact, he soothes whites and assures them that they are not racists. Unlike black leaders of an earlier generation, his is the voice of reconciliation. 


Underneath the reconciliation, however, is Obama’s hard core, socialist-racial bedrock, his determination to improve the lot of blacks even if the effects on the country are catastrophic. 


Ironically, it is Al Sharpton, recently brought into the Obama fold as an advisor, who spilled the beans about this secret race agenda. When Tea Party activists protested the passage of the Health Care Bill, Sharpton immediately branded them as racists, for he knew what most of white America has yet to learn, that from Sharpton’s and Obama’s point of view, the effect of repeal of the new Health Care Bill would be to deny blacks, the intended beneficiaries, the benefits of the Health Care Bill.  He didn’t say that protesting the passage of the Health Care Bill would be “poor-ist”(biased against the poor), but only that it was racist (biased against blacks).  The fact that repeal would also terminate benefits for non-blacks is a matter of no consequence to Sharpton, for non-blacks were only incidental or “collateral” beneficiaries in the first place.


Of course, Obama could not have revealed his race-based agenda or his socialism openly during the campaign, for then he would not have been elected.  The white majority of the United States is not willing to wreck the health care system or to drive the country into bankruptcy to benefit poor blacks or anyone else. By concealing his racist-socialist agendas behind a more general “wanting to spread the wealth” rhetoric, Obama’s ideology was masked and did not emerge as a deal-breaker at the polls.  


But if Obama was reluctant to mention his race-based socialism, some of his close associates are not so bashful about mentioning race.  Rev. Jeremiah Wright, the black pastor of Chicago’s Trinity United Church of Christ, a church which Obama attended for twenty-five years, is famous for his black-centered view of the world
 and his outspoken public denouncement of the United States with “God Damn America.” Obama is also close to a number of people like Al Sharpton who are professional race card players.  They blame whites for any black misfortune and they openly campaign for favored black treatment in every area of life. 


Obama’s questionable associates are not only race-card players and religious demagogues, but also include political extremists.  If one is a socialist in capitalist America, one must be interested in ways to overcome capitalism, and so it is natural that Obama has associates who have demonstrated some interest in overthrowing the government.   One of Obama’s politically extreme associates, Bill Ayres, was a key figure in the Weather Underground movement of the 60’s and 70’s, and has admitted to bombing the New York City Police Department headquarters in 1970, the United States Capitol building in 1971, and the Pentagon in 1972.
  Whereas Ayers used explosives in an attempt to reform capitalist America, Obama uses rhetoric, but the commonality of interest is in overthrowing the established capitalist order.


Failure to disclose is also what clouds the discussion about Obama’s birthplace.  It is difficult to imagine any president refusing to release any and all documentation that would confirm his birth in a U.S. jurisdiction.  But Barack Obama has refused to do just that.  In fact, he has spent significant sums of money thwarting the efforts of his challengers to uncover such documentation, if it exists.  Similarly, his college records (which may reveal that he received a subsidy as a foreign student) have been sealed and are unavailable for public scrutiny.  It goes without saying that no other president has had his birthplace challenged and then refused to answer the challenge.  Arizona’s House of Representatives has just passed a bill that would require candidates for the Presidency to provide documents proving eligibility for office before the candidate can run in Arizona.  If passed by the whole legislature, Obama would have to comply if he wants to run in Arizona in 2012.  Arizona’s new measure points out that there may not have been as thorough a verification process for Obama as many assume.  


If a race-centered socialism is Obama’s political identity, the mechanism by which he won the presidential election is pure deceit.  At no time during the campaign did Obama admit to his socialist, racist proposals and the inevitability of new taxes to pay for them.  Political commentators questioned, “Who is this guy?”  Obama spoke only in general terms and avoided particular commitments.  He could have acknowledged his ultimate goals, but he didn’t, for he knew that if he made his true political identity known, that identity would garner little support.


This deceitfulness is the flaw in the Obama presidency.  There is no shame in a political agenda that advocates cost-prohibitive, even crazy government benefits for blacks or poor people.  That is merely politics, and candidates for public office are free to espouse whatever they please.  There is shame, however, in failing to disclose this political agenda.  There is shame in deception.  Had Obama been straightforward about his political agenda, there can be little doubt he would have lost the election, for his programs would achieve social change at a cost that very few people would be willing to pay.  He is now the President, but he is in office by deceit.


Obama’s practice of lying by omission is merely another version of a tactic carried out by the far left for generations: Jonah Goldberg calls it “lying for justice.”
  The idea is that lies in the service of the political goal are perfectly acceptable.  Obama is in this tradition of deceit.  A well-known example of lying for justice is the Tawanda Brawley case.  There a black teenager’s claim that she had been kidnapped and raped by three white men, whom she could not describe, was determined to be false.  Black activists commenting on the discredited Brawley (now Maryam Muhammad), said that whether Brawley’s story was a lie was not the point.  The point was that it might have happened even if it did not.  The lie was a matter of no importance.


In sum, Obama’s socialist leanings, his insistence on quickly passing momentous bills which may not even have been read; his willingness to abolish American institutions like gun ownership and self defense even in one’s own home; his associations with radical political and religious figures; his background in the cesspool of Chicago politics; his willingness to slash half a trillion dollars from Medicare, ration health care, and exempt himself from these catastrophic changes; his deceptive rhetoric masking a race-centered socialism as his primary goal as President; his refusal to provide conclusive evidence that he is a natural U.S. citizen, and his deceitfulness suggest that this president is not really who he wants us to believe he is.

Given Obama’s lies about his political agenda, it is natural, even for people who support this president, to wonder what he will do next and what, in fact, are the limits of what he might do.  That wondering is what this book is about.  It is not about Obama the actual person, but the possibility, which Obama’s conduct has raised, that any President of the United States might conceal his beliefs, get elected as a result, and lead the country into   ruin.  After Obama, there is the prospect of a new kind of president, one who will destroy us from within.

� 	To get an idea of the effects of this cut of Medicare funds, consider that doctors have not received an increase in payments for Medicare patients for the last seven years.  Furthermore, looming over them are scheduled cuts in services of 21% that Congress just acted to postpone.  Postponing the cuts, however, only creates what Joseph Stubbs, Past President of the American College of Physicians, describes as “chaos for doctors.”  The cuts are apparently coming at some point.


	As a result, many doctors are refusing to take new Medicare patients. One woman reported to National Public Radio that she called forty doctors in an attempt to get treated, without success. If Congress were to remedy this situation by eliminating the Medicare cuts to doctors, almost 300 billion dollars, $300,000,000,000, would be added to the deficit.  And that would leave the doctors with no increases for the last seven years.  (N. Pub. Radio Website, May 6, 2010)  � HYPERLINK "http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=126535110" ��http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=126535110�





� 	Although the health care bill is supposed to save money and boost employment, Caterpillar, one of America’s poster-boy industries, just announced that after laying off 26,000 workers, it will be forced to adjust earnings by 100 million dollars to pay for its new medical insurance obligations.  Every other major business in America is in a similar situation.  


	Reacting in anger to Caterpillar’s announcement, the United States Congress scheduled hearings on whether Caterpillar and other corporations were falsifying numbers.  As of May 6, 2010, the hearings have been canceled, apparently to save the embarrassment of confirming the accuracy of Caterpillar’s report.  





�  Incidentally, neither Obama nor any of the congressmen or senators who voted for this bill need worry about rationing.  They have their own separate health care plan that covers them and their families for life.





� Hours after Obama attacked states who are upset with illegal immigration, Arizona Governor Jan Brewer signed into law a statute making illegal immigration a state crime.  Obama criticized the measure as “undermin[ing] basic notions of fairness that we cherish as Americans.”  The President has also instructed the Justice Department to examine the “civil rights implications” of the law.  Wall St. Journal, April 24-25, 2010. p. 1,





� Obama’s only noteworthy accomplishment as an Illinois state senator  was to vote against a bill that would make it legal to defend oneself with a firearm against a violent attack in one’s own home.  Rich Pearson, a lobbiest, writes, “I lobbied Barack Obama extensively while he was an Illinois State Senator. As a result of that experience, I know Obama's attitudes toward guns and gun owners better than anyone. The truth be told, in all my years in the Capitol I have never met a legislator who harbors more contempt for the law-abiding firearm owner than does Barack Obama.” http://www.speroforum.com/a/16427/Obamas-guncontrol-history-in-the-Illinois-Senate.


	� Trinity formed a committee which adopted a twelve-point document intended as a model for behavior called “The Black Value System.”





� Jonah Goldberg writes:





 “Many of us forget that the Weather Underground bombing campaign was not a matter of a few isolated incidents.  From September 1969 to May 1970, Rudd and his co-revolutionaries on the white radical left committed about 250 attacks, or almost one terrorist bombing a day (government estimates put that number much higher).





Liberal Fascism (New York, 2007) p. 187-88.


� 	As of April 22, 2010, polls reveal that only 22% of the population trusts the federal government.  When only Republicans are counted, the figure drops to 12%. 


	 Once the health care bill was passed and immigration began to loom, Obama’s true agenda became apparent to the voting public for the first time, and it now distrusts the government it voted for.  


	 


� Liberal Fascism, Supra., 179.





