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			INTRODUCTION

			 

			 

			The premise of this book is that (a) the public is being lied to consistently by politicians and the media, (b) the incredible gullibility of the public enables those lies to flourish, and (c) the consequences are detrimental to our continued existence. My main arguments are:

			 

			
					
•	By attempting to criminalize your thoughts, the abomination known as political correctness is the major obstacle to resolving the current racial crisis in the U.S.

					
•	Obamacare is a scam because it fails to deliver on its two main promises: to expand healthcare coverage and to lower costs.

					
•	The costly welfare entitlement system, which was designed to eliminate poverty, has trapped low-income people in a cycle of dependency.

					
•	The nation’s security is endangered by the government’s deliberate suppression of the truth that Islamic terrorism is based on a totalitarian ideology whose objective is either to convert us or to kill us, with a preference for the latter.

					
•	Our economic survival is jeopardized by theories of global warming that are riddled with lies and based on faulty science. 

			

			 

			My objective is threefold:

			 

			
					
1.	To promote critical thinking, which seems to be in short supply.

					
2.	To encourage open and honest discussion of all subjects.

					
3.	To support freedom of speech, without which we have no rights, no privileges, no liberties.

			

			 

			Our world is full of people and governments and religions that are working 24/7 to destroy all three. You have a choice. You can be gullible and contribute to the destruction of our civilization, or you can help to prevent that catastrophe by absorbing the fundamental lesson of this book: You have to challenge everything!

			 

			Ed Brodow

			Monterey, California 

		


		
			CHAPTER ONE

			Gullible

			 

			“Five percent of the people think; ten percent of the people think they think; and the other eighty-five percent would rather die than think.”

			Thomas Alva Edison

			 

			 

			As a young business executive, I was living on the Upper East Side of Manhattan. One day, while going for a walk, I ran into a woman I knew from the neighborhood and we began to talk about the weather and other important issues. Our conversation was interrupted by a nice looking young man in his late teens.

			“I’m sorry to disturb you,” he said. “My mother is in New York Hospital down the street. I just went to see her and I don’t have enough money to get back home to New Jersey. Can you help me?”

			As my friend reached for her wallet, I said, “What are you doing? Don’t give him anything!” I had grown up in Brooklyn and knew a scam when I saw one.

			“Don’t tell me what to do with my money!!!” she barked at me as she handed the kid a five-dollar bill.

			“Thanks,” he said. We watched him as he turned and strolled down the hill.

			When I looked over at my friend, what I saw in her face was the dawning realization that she should have listened to my advice. Oooops! Her complexion turned red.

			“I was just taken, wasn’t I?” she said. 

			Although part of me wanted to, I didn’t have the heart to say, “I told you so.”

			That episode has stayed in my memory because it is a metaphor for what I witness almost every day. People are being duped, the cost is much greater than five dollars, and more often than not they don’t realize what happened until it is too late.

			Fast forward to 2008. The formidable Clinton political machine was, in the eloquent patois of Donald Trump, “shlonged“ by an unknown, first-term, African-American senator from Illinois. Barack Hussein Obama defeated Hillary Rodham Clinton in the Democratic primary and then repeated the surprise upset against John McCain and the Republicans in the presidential election. How the hell did Obama do it? His qualifications for the office were minimal. He radiated a great deal of charisma, but that alone was not enough to get the job done against two far more established and better known opponents. No, what did it was his brilliant campaign slogan, “Hope and Change.” Brilliant not because of what it meant, but rather because of what it did not mean.

			All by itself, “Hope and Change” doesn’t mean a damn thing.

			Obama’s slogan was pure nonsense on purpose. “The point of public relations slogans like ‘Support our troops’ is that they don’t mean anything,” said MIT professor Noam Chomsky. “That’s the whole point of good propaganda. You want to create a slogan that nobody’s going to be against, and everybody’s going to be for. Nobody knows what it means, because it doesn’t mean anything.”

			Obama hinted at a meaning when he said, “This isn’t just about ending the failed policies of the Bush years. It’s about ending the failed system in Washington that produces those policies.” His implied intention was to “fundamentally change the way Washington works.” But in what way? How would he change the way Washington works? And with what end in mind? That was never made clear. Obama did not supply the details. On the contrary. The meaning of Obama’s slogan, and herein lies its brilliance, was provided by the voters themselves. If you were a voter, you could begin a sentence with “Hope and Change” and finish it any way you liked according to your own political leanings.

			 

			skullduggery: underhanded or unscrupulous behavior; trickery.

			 

			“Hope and Change” was pure skullduggery. It was intended to seduce gullible voters who were fed up after George W. Bush’s second term in office. People who voted for Obama tell me that they believed he—as a black man and a reformer—would improve race relations, open up new avenues of dialogue with Iran and Syria, and undo the mess created by George W. Bush in Iraq. Little did they suspect that Obama’s idea of change was to turn America upside down. 

			Hope and Change. Change and Hope. You could go along with it but you couldn’t attack it because, as Professor Chomsky suggested, there was no “it.” What would you say? “I am against hope and against change!” You would wake up in Bellevue wearing a straitjacket. Everyone wants hope and change. Even I sincerely hoped for change because, like so many Americans, I was critical of George W. Bush’s performance as president. But, as a thinking person and a negotiator, I expected some steak with the sizzle. What specific kinds of change? Where’s the beef?

			For millions of voters, it did not matter a hoot that Obama was not serving steak. Sizzle was enough to satisfy them. Their decision was based purely on emotion. Reason and logic were thrown to the winds. They voted for Obama because of what they wanted him to do, not because of what he wanted to do.

			This is exactly how Hitler and Mussolini came into power. The voters were duped. Mind you, I am not comparing Obama to Hitler. I am referring to what I believe is the most serious threat to the future of the United States: the gullibility of its citizenry.

			 

			Gullible: Easily persuaded to believe something; easily tricked or manipulated into an ill-advised course of action; tending to believe unlikely propositions that are unsupported by evidence.

			 

			The survival of any democracy depends on an electorate comprised of voters who can distinguish fact from fiction. Americans are supposed to be educated people yet we accept as truth the most ridiculous nonsense that even a five-year-old can see through. “We are becoming a culture of people who do not like the truth and are more than willing to accept lies,” says public relations guru Doug Poretz. Obama was elected because the voting public could not recognize doubletalk. Doubletalk is language that is deceptively ambiguous (Hope and Change), or in which inappropriate, invented, or nonsense words give the appearance of knowledge and so confuse or entertain the audience. Comedians such as Al Kelly, Sid Caesar, and Danny Kaye have used doubletalk to hilarious effect, but when used by politicians and the media, doubletalk is anything but funny. Also referred to as doublespeak or doublethink, it can make the truth sound more palatable (e.g., substituting servicing the target for bombing) or it may disguise the truth (Hope and Change). “Doublethink,” George Orwell wrote, “means the power of holding two contradictory beliefs in one’s mind simultaneously, and accepting both of them.”

			Of course, lies and doubletalk are effective only if the audience is fooled. Our citizens seem to be easily fooled when it comes to politics, social norms, race, education and other essential components of American life. The politicians are aware of this. “Too many lawmakers think their constituents are naïve,” said Senator Ted Cruz. “They think their voters are gullible rubes.”

			Exploring what it refers to as “the depth and durability of American stupidity,” conservative website WorldNetDaily castigated the voters for electing and re-electing liars and scoundrels. “We are a representative democracy,” says WND, “so if the people chose to applaud and not restrain the would-be tyrants in our midst, the people themselves must bear the responsibility for the disaster that follows.”

			 

			How Lies Are Used

			Canny politicians and others are using outright lies, doubletalk, and political correctness to capitalize on our inability to distinguish fact from fiction. Their objective is control. “It is the absolute right of the State to supervise the formation of public opinion,” said Joseph Goebbels, Hitler’s Minister of Propaganda. George Orwell, famous for his novel, 1984, wrote that, “unscrupulous politicians, advertisers, religionists, and other double-speakers of whatever stripe continue to abuse language for manipulative purposes.”

			Most lies fall into one of these categories:

			 

			
					
1.	Outright lie: “I am not a crook.” Richard Nixon (Truth: He was a crook.)

					
2.	Embellishment and exaggeration: “I remember landing under sniper fire.” Hillary Clinton (Truth: There may have been sniper fire in the surrounding hills, but not at the airport.)

					
3.	Disguised by partial truth and ambiguous language: “I did not have sexual relations with that woman.” Bill Clinton (Truth: He claimed that oral sex is not really sex.)

					
4.	Omission: “If you like your plan, you can keep your plan.” Barack Obama (Truth: You can keep it only if the plan hasn’t changed since the law was passed.)

			

			 

			Doug Poretz, the “Titan of PR,” argues that both political parties have duped the voting public by appealing to values and personality and staying away from discussions of substantive policy issues. Poretz says it all started with Richard Nixon’s famous Checkers speech in 1952. Asking voters to relate to his wife’s ownership of “a respectable Republican cloth coat” and his daughter’s love of their puppy Checkers, he redefined American politics. Instead of discussing substantive policy issues, Nixon focused on values. His intention, argues Poretz, was to win votes from the middle class based on appeals to their values while he actually supported policies that were in the interests of the upper class.

			“Beyond policy a more instinctive, earthier judgment is taking place about truth, character, authenticity, all in search of the straight talker who means what he says and intends to carry through,” says author Ben Fountain in the Guardian. “Americans care a lot about authenticity, rightly so. Every election is a quest for the genuine article. This is precisely what makes the long con of American politics such a rich and mystifying study.”

			This deception continues today, says Doug Poretz. As an example, presidential candidates talk incessantly about Hillary’s need for a bathroom break or Ted Cruz’s religious commitment while downplaying the candidates’ positions on education and tax reform. We are duped into voting for personalities rather than substance.

			This is a posting that appeared on Facebook during the 2015-16 presidential debates. It is an example of sloppy thinking where personality trumps (no pun intended) policy.

			 

			“While I have mixed feelings about Hillary, she does actually have work experience in politics, with decades in proximity to the presidency. Unlike Trump, who has NO working experience in this arena or awareness of the day-to-day workings of a US President. A man who prides himself in a violent communication style, (“You’re FIRED!”) and has profiled himself as a bully and tyrant is actually a scary person. There was a time when political positions were granted to those with the capacity to love and serve the people. It’s unclear whether Hilary is a ‘perfect puppet’, but let’s admit, Donald Trump is just bad Feng Shui.”

			 

			She objects to Trump’s candidacy for two reasons: (1) lack of experience; and (2) he is “a scary person.” From her language (“those with a capacity to love”), we can assume with a high degree of probability that her focus is on personality instead of policy. Her method of expression suggests that she voted for Obama, king of the personality cult. I guess it didn’t bother her that Obama had no experience, but she holds Trump to a different standard because he is “scary.” And what is her definition of experience? “Proximity to the presidency.” If that were true, Monica Lewinsky should be our next president.

			Regarding the second item, I would pose this question: Who is scarier—the person who is gruff and tells the truth or the person who smiles and then tells lies? For me, the liar is scary as hell. For this woman, lies don’t seem to matter. What matters is feng shui!!! This is how millions of gullible voters think.

			The question of personality versus policy brings to mind an insightful quote from social critic H.L. Mencken that appeared in the Baltimore Sun, 26 July 1920:

			 

			“When a candidate for public office faces the voters he does not face men of sense; he faces a mob of men whose chief distinguishing mark is the fact that they are quite incapable of weighing ideas, or even of comprehending any save the most elemental—men whose whole thinking is done in terms of emotion, and whose dominant emotion is dread of what they cannot understand. So confronted, the candidate must either bark with the pack or be lost... All the odds are on the man who is, intrinsically, the most devious and mediocre.”

			 

			Why They Do It

			Richard Nixon reportedly told one of his supporters that he would never make it in politics. “You just don’t know how to lie,” Nixon is supposed to have said. What motivates politicians and the media to distort the truth? According to Robert Feldman, Ph.D., author of The Liar in Your Life, politicians are not so unusual because we are all liars at heart. Dr. Feldman found that on average, people tell two to three lies in a 10-minute conversation. Abby Ellin, writing in the New York Observer, suggests that people who are more inclined to lie are perfect candidates for political careers. “Most perpetrators of fraud have big, charismatic personalities,” says Ellin. “They’re engaging. Dynamic. People like to be around them, which may explain why so many wind up in politics.”

			Americans are suckers for a variety of crafty politicians: the celebrity (Ronald Reagan), the good old boy (Lyndon Baines Johnson), the man of god (Jimmy Carter), the slick article (Bill Clinton), the charismatic orator (John F. Kennedy), the national security bully (Joe McCarthy), the man of the people (Barack Obama).

			How often are these politicians guilty of mendacity? In 2015, the New York Times ran an article on fact checking of statements by politicians. Each politician was rated for the number of times he or she strayed from the truth. The Times was looking for statements that are “Mostly False, False or ‘Pants on Fire’ (a claim that is not only inaccurate but also ridiculous).” Here is how some politicians fared (percentage of statements that were mostly false or worse):

			 

			
					
•	Ben Carson: Topped the list with 84 percent mostly false or worse.

					
•	Donald Trump: 76 percent.

					
•	Ted Cruz: 66 percent.

					
•	Carly Fiorina: 50 percent.

					
•	Marco Rubio: 40 percent.

					
•	Jeb Bush: 32 percent.

					
•	Hillary Clinton: 28 percent.

					
•	Barack Obama: 26 percent.

					
•	Bill Clinton: 24 percent.

			

			 

			Forgive my cynicism, but you will notice that the uber-liberal Times conveniently put the Republicans at the top of the list and the Democrats at the bottom. Although I can’t support the complete accuracy of these figures, they still can serve as a rough indication of the frequency of dissembling by our elected representatives.  

			In Psychology Today, Professor Jim Taylor said politicians will fudge the truth when they think it is the best way to get elected. He lists six psychological reasons why they lie:

			 

			
					
1.	They are narcissistic. They “believe that they are right and, even if they are not,” said Taylor, “they’re too smart to be caught or suffer the consequences. In other words, they believe their own BS.” Richard Nixon, Bill Clinton, and Barack Obama would probably fall into this category.

					
2.	They know their followers will believe them even if the facts indicate otherwise. Think Hillary and the email server scandal.

					
3.	People don’t want to hear the truth. They hear what they want to hear. Remember Bill Clinton’s famous statement that he never inhaled pot? An admission that he smoked pot would have been an admission that he broke the law. The public did not want to hear that, so his lie was accepted.

					
4.	Once a lie appears on the Internet, it lives on forever and will be believed despite evidence to the contrary. The 97 percent argument for global warming is a good example. (see Chapter Eight)

					
5.	Their lies receive support from “cognitive biases.” For example: (a) confirmation bias: people will seek out information that supports their preconceived ideas; (b) the Semmelweis reflex: people will deny new information that challenges their established views; and (c) the overconfidence effect: people often have unwarranted confidence in their own knowledge.

					
6.	They believe that if you keep repeating a lie, people will believe it is true. The hysteria surrounding global warming would fall into this category.

			

			 

			Professor Taylor describes the excuses politicians give for their questionable statements:

			 

			
					
•	“I misspoke.” Hillary Clinton used this excuse for her account of the trip to Bosnia, where she said she came under sniper fire. (see Chapter Two)

					
•	“The biased media misinterpreted what I said.” Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker said the media misinterpreted his statements about border security when it was reported that he wanted to build a wall on the Canadian border.

					
•	“My words were taken out of context.” The press reported that Mitt Romney said, “I’m not concerned about the very poor.” What he actually said was, “We have a safety net to help those who are very poor.”

					
•	“My words were overstated/understated/misstated.” The famous quote attributed to Sarah Palin is, “I can see Russia from my house!” What Palin really said was, “You can actually see Russia from land here in Alaska.”

			

			 

			The case can be made that lies and distortions are regular features of the political landscape because politicians and the media are beholden to special interest groups rather than to the public they are supposed to serve. “Powerful financial interests, free to throw money about with little transparency, have corrupted the basic principles underlying our representative democracy,” said Senator Chris Dodd. “If you’re looking for the phony in American politics,” said Ben Fountain, “you could do worse than follow the money.”

			 

			Quid pro quo (“something for something” in Latin) an exchange of goods or services, where one transfer is contingent upon the other. 

			 

			It costs a lot of money to run for office. Our elected representatives have to solicit campaign funds from money sources. Because of a concept called quid pro quo, lobbying is a big business. “They’re politicians,” Donald Trump said about his competitors who were running for president. “They’re controlled by lobbyists, they’re controlled by their donors, they’re controlled by special interests.” The Supreme Court affirmed the practice of lobbying when it ruled in 2010 that the government may not ban political spending by corporations in candidate elections. Columnist Charles Murray, in his book, By the People, sums it up: “Citizens don’t get access to Congress unless you fork over contributions.”

			The media follows a similar pattern. It has been reported that 90 percent of American media are controlled by six corporations: General Electric, News Corporation, Disney, Viacom, Time Warner, and CBS. They have enormous control over the “news” we get to read.

			But politicians are not about to admit that they lied because they were bought off. Donald Trump, attempting to distance himself from business as usual in politics, explained how it works: “I gave to many people before this—before two months ago I was a businessman,” Trump said. “I give to everybody. When they call, I give. And you know what, when I need something from them two years later, three years later, I call them. They are there for me. That’s a broken system.” 

			 

			Why We Buy the Soap

			The question is, why is the public so susceptible to manipulation by politicians and the media? One answer is that Americans are not as well educated as some might believe. ABC News investigative journalist Brian Ross evaluated a survey of American adult literacy. After studying the survey, conducted by the National Center for Educational Statistics, Ross concluded that among American adults, only 20 percent have “the capacity to understand the nuances of politics and public policy. More than half the population of American adults cannot make sense of the complex information patterns that shape public policy.”

			Another answer is that many people already harbor belief systems that are questionable at best. Nancy Reagan admitted that, while First Lady, she relied on a psychic to schedule President Reagan’s appointments (see Chapter Nine). Bernie Madoff is spending the rest of his life in jail because he discovered that many savvy investors will risk billions in an illegal Ponzi scheme. Actress Shirley MacLaine thinks she is Number One on the list of humans that extra-terrestrials want to contact. Belief in UFOs, astrology, ESP, palm reading, alien abductions, and guardian angels do not meet scientific criteria for rational credibility. These belief systems have millions of adherents in spite of the absence of facts to back them up. The paradigm is out there for accepting unproved hypotheses. Falling for the “Hope and Change” ruse was not much of a stretch for people who believe that the stars determine our destiny.

			A third answer is that most people evaluate information based on its source rather than its integrity. According to Natural News, human beings tend to have “misplaced trust in governments, institutions, mainstream news networks, doctors, scientists or anyone who wears the garb of apparent authority.” Instead of challenging authority figures, as a negotiator would, the average citizen assumes that with authority comes responsibility. A good example is how we genuflect to the medical profession. I was raised to elevate MDs onto a pedestal. As an adult, I have discovered that my doctor is just as likely to be wrong as he is to be right. The only way for me to be safe is to take responsibility and question what the medical profession wants me to believe.

			Evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins claims there is an evolutionary advantage to believing authority figures. Children would wander off into the woods if they didn’t obey their parents’ admonition to stay near their homes. A child follows his parents’ warning to stay away from the stove even though he does not understand how the range can be dangerous.

			But maybe there is another good reason in support of human gullibility. Our economy and all other social interactions are based on trust, said Stephen Greenspan, author of Annals of Gullibility. They might collapse, he warned, if we all doubted one another. Perhaps and perhaps not. A little healthy dose of doubt never hurt anyone.

			A six-month study at the University of Leicester School of Psychology pinpoints low self-esteem as a cause of gullibility. As reported in Science Daily, the study found that people who have “suffered life’s hard knocks while growing up tend to be more gullible than those who have been more sheltered. Rather than ‘toughening up’ individuals, adverse experiences in childhood and adolescence meant that these people were vulnerable to being misled.” People who experienced tough childhoods may have learned to distrust their own judgment because their actions appear to invite negative consequences. They may conclude that “they are no good,” or “nothing they do is ever good enough.” In other words, they have low self-esteem. Other people are perceived as being smarter.

			Another theory holds that smart people are easily fooled. “Intelligent people are more likely to trust others,” concludes a recent study from Oxford University, “while those who score lower on measures of intelligence are less likely to do so.” Magician Penn Jillette explained it this way: “Smart people learn to believe things that are counterintuitive,” he said. “Black holes, string theory, germs, trips to the moon, radio waves—they’ve had practice believing crazy shit.”

			Researchers at the University of Iowa have identified an area of the brain that is associated with the decision-making process. They examined patients with several types of brain damage and found that the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC), a section of the brain located right above the eyes, controls our beliefs and doubts and is the reason why some people are more likely to fall for scams than others. Damage to the vmPFC has been connected with deficits in detecting irony, sarcasm, and deception. Subjects with damage in this area are more easily influenced by misleading advertising. This portion of the brain begins to deteriorate as people pass the age of 60. “We suggest that vulnerability to misleading information, outright deception and fraud in older adults is the specific result of a deficit in the doubt process that is mediated by the vmPFC.”

			Finally, allow me to share my personal view on the cause of rampant gullibility. As a negotiation expert, my observation has been that most people have an aversion to confrontation. Challenging another person’s viewpoint has gone out of vogue. The prosperity we have grown accustomed to has brought with it a kind of complacency that precludes critical thinking. I will address this problem and its remedy in Chapter Eleven.

			 

			Truth or Consequences

			 Regardless of the cause, we are not using our evolved brains to make the informed decisions that are critical to the preservation of the republic. The dumbing down of decision-making is rendering our country vulnerable to the worst kinds of political skullduggery and economic chaos. The thesis of this book is that gullibility is destroying the quality of life that has been the hallmark of the American experience.

			The result of our acceptance of the lies and distortions is catastrophic. As children we learned that when you tell a lie, there are consequences. Here are some of the disastrous consequences brought about by our gullibility:

			 

			
					
•	Racial conflict


					
•	Systemic poverty


					
•	Vulnerability to radical Islamic terrorism


					
•	Rising crime


					
•	Disregard for the rule of law


					
•	Economic decline


					
•	Negative attitudes toward the USA


					
•	Runaway government bureaucracy


			

			 

			Virtually every one of the major ills facing the USA can be traced back to lies and distortions perpetrated against, and accepted by, a gullible public. If voters would start paying attention to what is actually being put out there by politicians and the media, none of these disastrous consequences would happen. The Nazis understood this. “The lie can be maintained only for such time as the State can shield the people from the political, economic and/or military consequences of the lie,” said Joseph Goebbels. “It thus becomes vitally important for the State to use all of its powers to repress dissent, for the truth is the mortal enemy of the lie, and thus by extension, the truth is the greatest enemy of the State.”

			All of these consequences would be eliminated if our voters embraced critical thinking. Sadly, our educational system has not provided the public with this important tool. I hope the last chapter will show how to correct that deficiency. But before we get to the remedy, first let’s analyze what lies and gullibility are doing to our country.

			 

			Racial Conflict

			Many Americans—black and white—fully expected that the election of a black president would usher in a period of racial accord. A Chinese woman who had just emigrated to the USA from Beijing said to me in 2008: “I hope Obama is elected. Then maybe blacks will stop complaining.” She was naïve enough not to realize that her comment was politically incorrect, yet she was telling the truth with the objectivity of someone who had no prior history in her adopted country. Unfortunately, her expectations for Obama’s election were not realized. After two terms of the Obama administration, race relations appear to be worse than ever. Obama’s comments in case after case—lies and distortions—have stoked the fires of racial discord and added to the racial divide. The Washington Examiner reported on May 8, 2015 that, according to the Economist/YouGov poll, 55 percent of Americans believe race relations are worse under Obama, while just eight percent say relations have improved. During his tenure in office, we have piled up an awful record:

			 

			
					
1.	Boston, Massachusetts: Obama jumped to conclusions and criticized the police after they arrested Professor Henry Louis Gates. Obama later admitted that he had acted poorly in a racially charged case. But the harm was already done. The public was duped by the liberal canard, implied by the president, that white police are out to get black men.


					
2.	Manchester, Connecticut: A black man murdered eight white co-workers. Instead of focusing on his intent to kill whites, the media pounced on the black man’s alleged experiences of racism. The implication, the lie, is that the murders were justified. 

					
3.	Sanford, Florida: After the shooting of Trayvon Martin, a black teenager with a history of violent behavior, Obama inflamed racial hostility among blacks by saying, “If I had a son, he’d look like Trayvon.” Once again, thanks to the president’s poorly timed comment, we were manipulated into believing that the perpetrator actually was the victim.


					
4.	Ferguson, Missouri: Riots and looting followed the shooting by police of violent black teenager Michael Brown, who assaulted a police officer. In complete denial of the facts, a false narrative was circulated that Brown had raised his hands at the time he was shot. Even after black witnesses contradicted the hands up anecdote, the media continued to claim that Brown was a victim of racist police.

					
5.	St. Louis, Missouri: A white man was beaten to death by a gang of black youths. According to witnesses, the boys screamed, “Kill the white people.” The liberal press chose to hide the story. It was not politically correct.


					
6.	Brooklyn, New York: Two NYPD police officers were assassinated by a black man who was seeking revenge for the Michael Brown incident. His action was encouraged by false media stories about Brown’s death.


					
7.	Baltimore, Maryland: Riots and looting occurred in the black community after the death of Freddie Gray while he was in police custody. Mayor Stephanie Rawlings-Blake, who is black, ordered the police to stand down, preventing them from quelling the riots. She announced to the press that the city “gave those who wished to destroy space to do that,” implying that she had allowed the riots to occur. In an admitted attempt to appease the rioters, the prosecuting attorney, another black woman, charged six police officers for the murder of Gray before all the evidence was in. The facts in this case were spun to suggest that the perpetrator, Gray, was actually the victim, that the police were the perpetrators, and that the looters were justified. George Orwell would be proud.


			

			 

			In spite of a continuing history of violence, blacks are not being held accountable for their behavior. Anyone suggesting that they should be accountable is shouted down by the court of political correctness. African-American economist and social theorist Thomas Sowell says: “Episodes of unprovoked violence by young black gangs against white people chosen at random on beaches, in shopping malls, or in other public places have occurred in Philadelphia, New York, Denver, Chicago, Cleveland, Washington, Los Angeles, and other places across the country. Both the authorities and the media tend to try to sweep these episodes under the rug.” How can that be, you ask? As you will discover in Chapter Four, we have a virulent form of social control to thank—political correctness, which has prevented a meaningful dialogue about race.

			 

			Systemic Poverty

			In this affluent country of ours, a peculiar brand of poverty has become entrenched as a result of governmental manipulation. “Poverty once had some concrete meaning,” said Thomas Sowell. “Not enough food to eat or not enough clothing or shelter to protect you from the elements, for example. Today it means whatever the government bureaucrats, who set up the statistical criteria, choose to make it mean. And they have every incentive to define poverty in a way that includes enough people to justify welfare state spending.” Sowell points out that, thanks to a generous and corrupt welfare system, Americans with incomes below the official poverty level have air-conditioning, television, cars and, far from being hungry, are more likely than other Americans to be morbidly obese. “In short,” he says, “the political left’s welfare state makes poverty more comfortable, while penalizing attempts to rise out of poverty.” 

			Echoing Sowell’s argument, Congressman Paul Ryan asserted that poor communities are stuck in a trap of dependency because lucrative welfare benefits do not encourage people to find jobs. “We have this thing called the poverty trap,” he said, “where we’re actually disincentivizing a person from getting on with their life and going to work. After a 50-year war on poverty and trillions of dollars spent, we still have the same poverty rates.” An Illinois study demonstrated one way in which the poor are trapped by the welfare system. If a working single parent in Chicago would take a pay raise to $18 an hour from $12 an hour, they would see a drastic net reduction in benefits, leaving them with as much as one-third less in household resources. “This result reveals a tremendous disincentive to seek work that pays more,” the study concluded, “essentially trapping single parents between the minimum wage and $12 per hour.”

			Fifty years ago, Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society was supposed to eradicate poverty. Instead its legislation permanently expanded the size of government, and more than 90 million people are receiving some sort of welfare. Big government’s goal is not to prevent starvation, says Thomas Sowell, but “to create dependency, because dependency translates into votes for politicians who play Santa Claus.” Thus the “poor” are stuck in their condition thanks to the self-serving lies of the politicians in Washington. The left has promoted envy and a sense of grievance, making loud demands for “rights” to what other people have produced. But while the poor are trapped, Sowell concludes, politicians on the left have acquired positions of power and self-aggrandizement as they “promote policies with socially counterproductive results.”

			Because of a monumental deception, the trillions of dollars spent on welfare programs have benefited no one except the politicians and bureaucrats.

			 

			Vulnerability to Islamic Terrorism

			For reasons that are not yet clear, the president prefers to describe terrorists as violent extremists. He does not sanction the use of the term, radical Islamic terrorism. Obama has said that although the existence of the Islamic State (ISIS) is based on religion, its ideology runs counter to modern Islamic thought. “We are not at war with Islam,” Obama declared. “We are at war with people who have perverted Islam.” In this regard, the Obama administration is in accord with its predecessor. “Our war is not against Islam,” insisted President George W. Bush. “Our war is a war against evil.” This is a deliberate obfuscation by the executive branch of government based on four pillars of political correctness:

			 

			
					
•	Islam is a religion of peace.


					
•	The majority of Muslims do not support terrorism.


					
•	Islam is a religion that is protected under the Bill of Rights.


					
•	America is a country of immigrants.


			

			 

			I will attempt to debunk all four of these lies and distortions in Chapter Seven. At this juncture, I am simply pointing out that we are more vulnerable to Islamic terrorism because our government is lying by telling us that it does not exist. Even after the San Bernardino killings, Obama seemed more concerned with protecting innocent Muslims than with identifying the violent ones and preventing further acts of terrorism. Attorney General Loretta Lynch warned that she would prosecute anyone guilty of defaming innocent Muslims. She did not issue a warning to potential terrorists.

			Once again Obama declined to label the murders as radical Islamic terrorism. He even suggested that it is our own fault. “Obama says that if you talk about Muslims in a bad way, that recruits for ISIS,” said author and political commentator Charles Krauthammer. “He locates the origin of all that in what we do.” White House Press Secretary Josh Earnest validated Krauthammer’s statement when he said, “Rhetoric that ‘marginalizes Muslims’ only advances ISIS’ efforts.” Aha! Here we have another example of doubletalk, one of my favorites. “If we criticize Islam, we are helping the terrorists.” It is the equivalent of arguing that we should not erect a dam because instead of preventing flooding, which is the obvious purpose of the dam, it will cause a deluge. This is the logic of the absurd. How can we fight an enemy when we are not allowed to discuss who and what the enemy is? It is simply impossible.

			 

			Unacceptable Rates of Crime and 
Demonization of the Police

			The New York Times, August 15, 2015, reports a startling rise in murders after years of decline. More than 30 cities have “reported increases in violence from a year ago. In New Orleans, 120 people had been killed by late August, compared with 98 during the same period a year earlier. In Baltimore, homicides had hit 215, up from 138 at the same point in 2014. In Washington, the toll was 105, compared with 73 people a year ago. And in St. Louis, 136 people had been killed this year, a 60 percent rise from the 85 murders the city had by the same time last year.”

			What accounts for this rise in violent criminal activity? One possible cause, according to the Times, is that “intense national scrutiny of the use of force by the police has made officers less aggressive and emboldened criminals.” I would take it back one step and blame it on the politically correct lie that police are the enemy and that so-called police brutality is the result of racism.

			President Obama set the “cops are racist” tone at the beginning of his first term by commenting on the Professor Henry Louis Gates case. Obama and Attorney General Eric Holder continued to imply that black males are dying at the hands of oppressive racist cops. The media ran with it. The gullible public bought it.

			“Some people believe that cops in general are oppressors, especially towards people of color,” said Bill O’Reilly on Fox’s O’Reilly Factor. “With TV news demonizing police officers,” he suggested, “the law enforcement contract we all have is starting to break down.” O’Reilly sees “big trouble on the horizon, trouble that is being fueled by a hysterical media.” The Wall Street Journal agreed. “The airwaves have been dominated by suggestions that the police are the biggest threat facing young black males today.” 

			The facts do not support the hysteria. “The idea that police wake up, strap on their guns and pin on their badges, and sit around thinking about how they’re going to make lives miserable in the minority community—that’s just at variance with common sense,” said James Pasco, executive director of the Fraternal Order of Police. Syndicated African-American columnist Deroy Murdock wrote, “The notion that America’s cops simply are gunning down innocent black people is one of today’s biggest and deadliest lies.” But the street mob has been listening to the president. “A handful of highly publicized deaths of unarmed black men, often following a resisted arrest, have led to riots, violent protests and attacks on the police,” reports the Wall Street Journal. Thanks to all the pressure on law enforcement officials, “Any cop who uses his gun now has to worry about being indicted and losing his job and family.”

			The Atlantic reported in October, 2015, that FBI Director James Comey said he was open to the so-called Ferguson effect, the idea that scrutiny of police since the death of Michael Brown in August 2014 has emboldened criminals and made police reluctant to effectively fight crime. So there is a negative spiral effect:

			 

			
					
1.	Government officials encourage the belief that racist police go after black men.

					
2.	The media jump on the bandwagon and spread hysteria.

					
3.	To avoid demonization, the police ratchet down their crime-fighting activities.

					
4.	As a result, crime goes up.

			

			 

			Disregard for the Rule of Law

			The United States is a nation of laws. Without them, we would have anarchy. All the same, we are witnessing an era in which contempt is being shown for the law, not only by people living inside the country but also by a government that refuses to enforce its own laws. If we condone the disregard for one law, it sends a message that other laws can be similarly ignored. Notable examples of disregard for the law:

			 

			
					
•	Massive illegal immigration from Mexico, in conjunction with the U.S. government’s refusal to enforce existing immigration laws.

					
•	Sanctuary cities that choose to ignore immigration laws.

					
•	Civil disobedience in the form of rioting and seizure of government property. Examples: the Freddie Gray riots in Baltimore and the armed occupation of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in Harney County, Oregon.

					
•	Random illegal activities by normally law-abiding citizens.

			

			 

			A sanctuary city has laws or policies designed to shelter illegal immigrants and avoid prosecution of undocumented persons. We have 300 sanctuary cities in the United States. Employees in these cities are prevented from cooperating with federal immigration enforcement efforts. The existence of sanctuary cities is unsupportable for three reasons:

			 

			
					
1.	They result in safe havens for illegal aliens involved in a variety of criminal enterprises.

					
2.	Refusing to comply with federal law is arguably a felony, although some legal experts would disagree.

					
3.	Blatant disregard for federal laws encourages disregard for all laws.

			

			 

			Once an immigrant has successfully broken the law by entering and residing in the U.S. illegally, there is little incentive for him to obey other laws. A high percentage of illegal immigrants are not showing up for their immigration hearings. This is especially true for foreign nationals who have been charged with crimes.

			“You would have thought that we got over this notion of states and localities proclaiming their own laws in defiance of the federal law with the civil rights era 50, 60 years ago,” said Charles Krauthammer.

			The sanctuary cities, as well as the breakdown of our borders, are enabled by the Obama administration’s refusal to enforce federal immigration law. The president has even threatened to veto a House bill that would cut off federal funds to sanctuary cities. 

			He continues to flip flop on this issue. In 2013, when asked to stop deportations of illegals, Obama said, “I’m President, I’m not king. I can’t do these things just by myself.” Now he is saying that if Congress fails to act on immigration, he will “do everything I can lawfully with my executive authority to make sure that we don’t keep on making the system worse.” The New York Times reports that Obama plans to lift the threat of deportation from as many as five million illegal immigrants—mainly the relatives of people already in the country legally—and to offer many of them work permits. USA Today summarized the inconsistency in his behavior: “Obama said he lacked the legal authority to suspend deportation of family members. Now, he says he has just such legal authority.”

			Obama’s selective enforcement of existing statutes is a deception that encourages anarchy.

			 

			Economic Decline and Anti-Business Government

			In his 2016 State of the Union address, Obama said, “The United States of America, right now, has the strongest, most durable economy in the world.” More deception and distortion of the facts. Economist Lawrence Kudlow, writing in the National Review, contrasts these two sets of statistics:

			 

			
					
•	From 1982 to 2000, under pro-business presidents Reagan and Clinton, real annual GDP growth averaged 3.8 percent, 44 million new jobs were created, and the stock market increased 900 percent.

					
•	From 2000 to 2013, under Bush and Obama, real annual GDP growth was 1.8 percent, 5.5 million new jobs were created, and stocks went up only 44 percent.

			

			 

			“Why the huge difference between the cycles?” Kudlow asks. “Good policies versus bad policies. Encouraging business and entrepreneurship rather than discouraging it.”

			And what about unemployment? “Official unemployment of just over 5 percent ‎today is very low,” Forbes points out. “But that’s the biggest lie in America. The distortion is due to the fact that 94 million people in America over the age of 16 aren’t in the labor force. If job growth had been the same as the average recovery, we would have at least 5 million more Americans working.”

			Political commentator Michael Becker agrees that Obama is lying to us about the unemployment figures. “The unemployment rate is at 5.4 percent only because people are leaving the workforce in droves,” Becker says. “If the number of people working or looking for work were the same as the day President Obama took office, unemployment would be around 15 percent.”

			Political consultant Ed Rogers, writing in the Washington Post, said, “I don’t think there has been a president in my lifetime who has been more hostile to business than Obama. The ripple effect of the businesses that don’t exist, or that have had to close their doors because of the Obama administration’s policies, is huge.”

			Mort Zuckerman, editor-in-chief of the U.S. News & World Report, said, “The growing divide and tension between the Obama administration and the business world is a cause for national concern.” Pointing to the plethora of regulatory rules, increased bureaucracy, and higher taxes, Zuckerman concludes that Obama’s “gratuitous and overstated demonization of business is exactly the wrong approach.”

			“If Washington would create a business friendly environment,” says Forbes, “reduce the burden on, and taxation of, the American business, there would be more businesses and hence, more jobs.”

			Larry Kudlow cites Obama’s veto of the Keystone Pipeline as evidence that he is anti-business. Because of Obama’s policies, Kudlow says, “instead of making long-term investments that would create tens of thousands of jobs, companies have held onto their profits and gone into a deep crouch. Or they’ve stashed their money overseas.” Kudlow argues that Obama has never understood that business, not government, creates jobs and economic prosperity.

			But Obama told us that we have the most durable economy in the world. And we believed it.

			 

			Negative Attitudes Toward the USA

			Lately we are witnessing an epidemic of America bashing by Americans. Here are some examples:

			 

			“The country is embarrassing.”

				Hollywood producer Harvey Weinstein

			 

			“We should not forget that the U.S. itself is a leading terrorist state.” 

				MIT professor Noam Chomsky

			 

			“I hate America. I hate this country.”

				Playwright Tony Kushner

			 

			“We are not just Whores for power and oil, but killer whores with hate and fear in our hearts.” 

				Journalist Hunter S. Thompson

			 

			Much of the blame for the latest outbreak of anti-American sentiment falls at the feet of our elected representatives, as they demonstrate their loyalty to special interest groups and their propensity to dissemble. In fact, the anti-American engine seems to have a new motorman: the president. One of Obama’s first acts in office was to go on an international speaking tour where he apologized for America’s role in the world. He told anyone who would listen that the U.S. was to blame for problems on the world stage. Can you imagine Dwight Eisenhower or Ronald Reagan apologizing for America?

			At home, Obama has telegraphed a dislike for American institutions. For example, he said, “I think [the Constitution] is an imperfect document, and I think this is a document that reflects some deep flaws in American culture.” He also criticized the concept of American entrepreneurial dynamism when he said, “If you’ve got a business—you didn’t build that. Somebody else made that happen.”

			“If the desire to knock America off its pedestal, to redistribute American income to other countries, to shrink America’s footprint in the world, makes you anti-American,” said author and political commentator Dinesh D’Souza, “then Obama is in fact anti-American.”

			No one epitomizes the anti-American rhetoric more than MIT linguistics professor Noam Chomsky. He is the most influential intellectual in the academic world and a leading basher of the USA. Among his criticisms: the U.S. is worse than Nazi Germany; America is the greatest terrorist state in the world; the U.S. is to blame for 9/11; the U.S. is planning genocide in Afghanistan. As a leading academic, Chomsky is positioned to brainwash college students with his wacky ideas before they have a chance to make up their own minds. Unfortunately, the lies and deceit of our politicians play into Chomsky’s anti-American rant.

			 

			Runaway Government Bureaucracy

			Recently, during a winter snowstorm, this posting appeared all over the Internet: “As the storm hits, and hundreds of thousands of non-essential government employees are sent home, perhaps it’s time we asked ourselves… WHY ARE THERE HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF NON-ESSENTIAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES??”

			Voters are finally reacting to a federal government that appears, by any objective standards, to be growing out of control. Presidential candidate Carly Fiorina summed it up by saying that our federal government has become “a giant, bloated, unaccountable, corrupt bureaucracy.” In an article entitled, “Why the Bloated Government Is Too Big to Succeed,” Fiscal Times wrote that a deluge of federal spending “is in part a transfer of wealth through taxation from everywhere else in the nation to the capital, and in part a borrowing spree that fuels federal spending… at the expense of economic growth everywhere else.”

			Forbes, in an article entitled, “Now’s the Time to Start Cutting Wasteful Government Programs,” argues that, “Interest on the national debt must be paid, unless Uncle Sam is prepared to default, like Greece.” The way to do it is to cut government spending, Forbes concludes, because “taxpayers’ money continues to be wasted.” Chris Edwards of the Cato Institute, writing in the Washington Examiner, says, “Failure has always plagued the federal government, and in recent years, that failure has multiplied as the government has grown too big to be adequately managed or overseen. While politicians usually blame federal bungling on the other party, the reality is that the only way to reduce endemic failure is to downsize the government.”

			President Obama disagreed with the argument that government is bloated. “The only time government employment has gone down during a recession has been under me,” he said. The Washington Times begs to differ: “Actually, data compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics shows that federal employment has risen under Mr. Obama. When he took office in January 2009, there were about 2,064,000 federal workers, excluding the Postal Service. Last month, there were 2,202,400 such federal employees, an increase of 6.7 percent.” Looks like another lapse of truthfulness by Mr. Obama.

			 “As the unfolding disaster of the Affordable Care Act demonstrates,” writes Fiscal Times, oversized government “feeds a poisonous combination of elitism and incompetence while protecting politicians from the consequences of failure.” Fiscal Times concludes that, “we are sacrificing our resources to the incompetence of the self-appointed nannies that can’t even figure out the basic economics of risk pools or the mechanics of payment systems. It’s time to pull the plug on DC’s cash spigot and return to local control and private-sector solutions.”
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