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			“No matter the political party, there is always that person who knows the lay of the land and has the ear of key influencers and the policy makers. One of those persons is Dr. Chris Metzler. His understanding of what is happening, and what happened, and what will happen is far and above the rest.” 

			—APRIL D. RYAN, CNN Political Analyst

			 

			“Divided We Stand is a perspective from a Caribbean-born American who recognizes the transformation from ‘America,’ the land of the free, to ‘Merica,’ the land where some are restricted to be free. Dr. Metzler is one of those who refuses to stay on the sidelines to see Americans and America become more polarized and spiral into a country that may become unrecognizable from that which our Forefathers created. It’s now wake-up time and Dr. Metzler’s insights will light the fire.”

			—JENNIFER SANDRA CARROLL, Retired Naval Office and former Lieutenant Governor of Florida

			 

			“Divided We Stand is an exploration of the issues that polarize America. Dr. Metzler throws political correctness out the window in his conservative critique punching to the left and the right of American politics. No matter where you stand to the left or to the right of center, Dr. Metzler’s book will be an electrifying read.”

			—DEBORAH P. ASHTON, Ph.D., CDM (aka Dr. Deb)
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			DEDICATION

			I learned to read at the age of two because of my maternal grandmother, Monica Charles. A broadcaster and government official, she knew what the future would be. It started off with her giving me several names—among them, Fitzgerald (of Kennedy fame). Although cancer claimed her life at a relatively young age, she inspired me greatly and continues to look down on me from Heaven daily.

			My parents, Kenneth and Ingrid Metzler, are my solid and unwavering rocks. From them, I learned the power of reasoning, how to make informed choices, and that I am owed nothing. I eat what I kill. Their endless and selfless dedication to self-sufficiency is nourishment to my soul.
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			CHAPTER 1

			The Panic Button: 
Facing America’s Biggest Fears

			As an emigrant from the tiny nation of Grenada, I arrived in St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands, at seven years old and in Florida at ten years old. Upon becoming an American citizen, I found America to be a happy country. In my Florida community, the police talked often with parents and children to ensure that children followed the law, respected the police, and learned from their mistakes. In those days (the 1970s), the police protected and served. They were part of the community. Crime was minimal and happened largely in communities that lacked law and order, or where there was a high degree of absent parents. Issues of race discrimination, brutal confrontations, and isolated neighbors were rare. This is not to suggest that these problems did not exist; however, in my experience, people were American first. Identifying as American was the thread that kept us together. In my community, we were not a hyphenated people—for example, African-American, Asian-American, and so forth. This does not mean that we did not celebrate our heritage; it just meant that we were happy Americans.

			Today, in contrast, America is an angry place. Many American communities are no longer intact. People are sharply divided by race, class, education, gender, and political affiliation. People no longer speak respectfully to one another; instead, they name-call, shout one another down, bully one another, and revel in the politics of personal destruction.

			To be sure, America’s decline into the dark and ugly abyss whose pungent, repugnant odor continues to eat away at the base of the republic did not happen only recently; it started with societal changes that sought to recognize the racial and ethnic diversity that was becoming a reality in America. This chapter will explore some of the issues facing a sharply divided America. America is a country like no other. People want to come here because of how free we are and the greatness of the republic. Yet this country is deeply divided. The division is based on the reality that the left has hijacked the national discourse with help from the media, the courts, and elites whose version of the soul of the republic is simply out of touch with reality. The result is strife and discord within the republic. We cannot allow this to continue. Taking back our country is not a slogan; it is a matter of national security.

			 

			Anger Over Equal Rights, Affirmative Action, and Welfare Benefits

			The Civil Rights Act of 1964 angered many whites who thought that since slavery as a practice had been dissolved, there was no need to make what they thought of as special laws to protect blacks. And many white men who traditionally worked in factories and police departments and who belonged to unions started to believe that they and generations to come would lose all of what they and generations to come were entitled to. They were angry.

			In addition to signing the Civil Rights Act of 1964, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed Executive Order 11246, which called for affirmative action in government contracting. Under this executive order, any business that wanted to do business with the federal government had to take action to remedy past discrimination, correct present discrimination, and prevent future discrimination. Of course, a business could simply opt out of affirmative action by not bidding on federal government contracts. However, given the behemoth size, scope, and monetary value that federal government contracting provides, very few businesses opted out. Yet they still complained about affirmative action.

			For many whites, the issue was employment. In their view, affirmative action required that “unqualified” blacks be hired to displace them in staggering numbers. Many employers were complicit in keeping this myth alive by hiring blacks who were unqualified to do the jobs they were hired to do. Employers choosing this path also stoked the flames of racism by stating that affirmative action required quotas and that they had to hire blacks regardless of their qualifications. In fact, the law explicitly prohibited hiring people just because they were black.

			Black activists such as the Reverend Al Sharpton and the Reverend Jesse Jackson also bear responsibility for fanning the racial flames while enriching their own pockets. Both Jackson and Sharpton formed organizations designed to advance the “black agenda.” The problem here is that they both used these organizations to “shake down” corporations by threatening boycotts and pickets if they were not paid for their services in getting communities to keep quiet. They both became poverty pimps, which further exacerbated racial tensions.

			In addition to the Civil Rights Act and employment changes, many whites became increasingly angry about welfare, which in their minds was designed to use their tax dollars to bolster “lazy blacks,” who would live off the government dole and raise generations on welfare. Of course, they failed to admit that there were many whites on welfare as well. Confronted with this reality, many argued—and still do argue—that, as a percentage of the population, there are more blacks on welfare. This is true.

			In my view, however, the issue is not welfare as a concept. It is, instead, how the system was designed and implemented. There is nothing wrong with helping people who need help to get on their feet. This help, however, should be limited in time and scope, and its end game should be helping people to help themselves. The current system is designed and implemented to keep recipients trapped in poverty, because there is no end game; generations remain on welfare for the foreseeable future, and many will never become fully productive members of American society.

			 

			Divisiveness Over Gun Laws and the Right to Bear Arms

			The anger is not limited to race, either. It includes the Second Amendment to the Constitution and gun laws. I simply cannot understand why Democrats, progressives, and others cannot concede, once and for all, that the right to bear arms is protected by the Constitution. Period. Instead, they go on and on about the definition of “militia,” the influence of the National Rifle Association, and the gun lobby. To be clear, every interest group has a lobbying organization, so that is not the issue. They ought to realize that Congress can impose reasonable regulations regarding the Second Amendment, as it has done. When so many people hear the endless jockeying about guns and gun rights, the anger becomes even more pronounced.

			 

			Anger at the Government

			For many people, Washington itself is also a source of deep-seated anger. Many believe that the government in Washington is not working on behalf of the people who have sent the politicians there to work for them.

			Yet while Washington is such a cesspool, the people directing anger toward it have done very little to change the players. There was a brief rebellion with the tea party, but that ended in disaster because many of those elected were part of the problem. In many cases, angry Americans are themselves to blame, because they elect people to office and simply do not hold them accountable. They have allowed political parties to control the sum and substance of policy-making, and they rarely throw them out of office. Anger without action means nothing. In fact, it is an emotional response that is not new to D.C. at all. Politicians simply ignore the anger because they know that the electorate will soon move onto something else and or they “feel your pain” as former President Clinton said. 

			It is the hypnosis of the angry that keeps Washington the way it is. The angry can continue to be angry at Washington as much as they want to, but Washington will exhaust them before elected officials change their behavior. 

			 

			The Media Divide: News Is No Longer Neutral

			The American media has become a deeply partisan source of news. Stations seek out conservative, liberal, and/or progressive views when covering news. The proliferation of contributors has become nauseating. When booking talking heads, the bookers, producers, and hosts often seek to create good television by placing liberals against conservatives, in the hope that they will clash and the result will be reality TV and not education. Many of the talking heads are shock jocks who use catchy phrases to increase ratings. There is no more debate and disagreement with the goal of education. Instead, the media is a train wreck.

			I know from personal experience that bringing a principled, informed viewpoint as a pundit is not valued. I was once contacted about potentially being a guest on an MSNBC show. I spoke at length with the booker about my views on the policies of the Trump administration. Since those views did not fit the MSNBC narrative, I was not booked. As I am a black conservative, many of the networks will not book me unless I stand clearly with their views of what a conservative should look like and how a conservative should act and behave. Why? Because they want to create a minstrel show in which I appear unreasonable and the white liberals can attack me with wanton abandon.

			Many people who are angry with the media feel that the media is responsible for creating racial division, for silencing conservative voices, for being anti-white, for being anti-Christian, and for decrying the liberals’ takeover of America. The media, in their view, has normalized homosexuality, glorified single motherhood, emasculated men, and disrespected traditional American values. They are seething at the so-called mainstream media. Thus, they have turned to the musings of so-called conservative media. Talk radio, for many of them, has become a welcome respite. They also have followed ultraconservative pundits such as Rush Limbaugh (himself a drug addict), the bombastic Sean Hannity, and the hard-questioning and highly opinionated Bill O’Reilly. For Dick and Debbie Salt of the Earth, these outlets provide facts.

			I must point out here, though, that these outlets provide opinion with a sprinkling of facts, much like the mainstream media does. But, just like liberals and so-called progressives, these outlets simply think like the audience they attract and are careless about reporting facts.

			 

			Supreme Court Cases and Decisions that Have Widened the Divide

			During Earl Warren’s third term as governor of California, President Dwight D. Eisenhower, a moderate conservative, nominated Warren in 1953 to be chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, stating, “He represents the kind of political, economic, and social thinking that I believe we need on the Supreme Court.” Warren quickly won legislative approval and became the court’s leading judge, succeeding the late Fred Vinson.

			In the next few years, Warren led the court in a series of liberal decisions that transformed the role of the U.S. Supreme Court. Warren was considered a judicial activist, in that he believed the Constitution should be interpreted based on the times. Eisenhower later remarked that his appointment was “the biggest damned-fool mistake I ever made.” As chief justice, Warren spearheaded radical changes in areas of equal protection, law enforcement, and representative apportionment.

			Warren helped end school segregation with the court’s decision in Brown v. Board of Education (1954). The Fourteenth Amendment didn’t clearly disallow segregation, and the doctrine of “separate but equal” was deemed constitutional in the 1896 case of Plessy v. Ferguson. However, the Plessy decision pertained to transportation, not education. In his written opinion, Warren stated that “in the field of public education, the doctrine of ‘separate but equal’ has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal.” The Warren court was largely responsible for eliminating segregation as a matter of law. That is, the court examined ways in which the law encouraged and even rewarded segregation. This was a much-needed start. However, it was not within the purview of the court to implement these policies among the several states. While the court made it clear to the states that segregation was unconstitutional, it was up to the states to ensure that discrimination was not occurring in the states. Thus, states enacted legislation prohibiting discrimination. At the time, race was the issue. More specifically, the issue was about blacks, because blacks made up the largest population enslaved in America. Also, this discrimination resulted in the creation of stereotypes that advantaged whites and disadvantaged blacks.

			During its tenure, the Warren court generated a seismic shift in the area of criminal justice procedure. As a result of discrimination, the courts were very tough on blacks. Criminal justice procedure generally begins with a formal criminal charge and results in the conviction or acquittal of the defendant. The Warren court found that the procedure, when applied to blacks, was discriminatory and so needed significant change.

			Beginning in 1961, the case of Mapp v. Ohio questioned whether credible evidence obtained through an illegal search could be admissible in court. In 1914, the Supreme Court ruled in Weeks v. United States that evidence illegally obtained could not be used in federal court. However, that ruling did not extend to the states. In 1961, the Warren court ruled that illegally obtained evidence was not admissible in state courts due to the Fourteenth Amendment’s due-process clause. Subsequent court rulings have created some exceptions to this ruling, but its main intent remains in force.

			In one of its more personal cases affecting the lives of ordinary people, the Warren court took on state anti-miscegenation laws banning interracial marriage in the case of Loving v. Virginia (1967). Mildred and Richard Loving were married in Virginia but soon were convicted of violating the law against interracial marriage. They fled to Washington, D.C., for a few years, but then returned to Virginia. The Lovings were arrested, found guilty, and sentenced to a year in jail. Inspired by the Johnson administration’s fight for civil rights, Mildred Loving wrote a letter to then attorney general Robert Kennedy, who advised the couple to contact the American Civil Liberties Union. Two of its lawyers represented the Lovings at the Supreme Court. In a unanimous decision, the court ruled that anti-miscegenation laws were unconstitutional under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

			In 1966, the Warren court made another controversial ruling on criminal justice procedure in the case of Miranda v. Arizona. In a close (five-to-four) decision, the court ruled that a suspect must be informed of his or her rights to remain silent and have counsel at the time of arrest, or the arrest and all the evidence obtained are inadmissible in court. The reality was that blacks were not informed of their rights based on anything other than the color of their skin.

			While Earl Warren was chief justice, the court also dealt with state-sponsored discrimination though apportionment of legislative districts. While in theory, voting was the right of any freeman, the states often made it impossible for blacks to elect people who would have their best interests at heart. It was the practice of many states, despite rulings outlawing discrimination by the courts, to make the right to vote almost impossible to enact.

			For decades, the state of Alabama had used the 1900 census to apportion representation in state legislative districts. Since then, the population had shifted from rural to urban areas. The greater population in the urban areas (primarily African-Americans and other minorities) was disproportionately represented because the state used the older census. In Reynolds v. Sims (1964), the court ruled that Alabama had to reapportion its state legislative districts based on current population figures. Writing for the court, chief justice Earl Warren argued that the right to vote freely and unimpaired preserved all the other basic civil and political rights.

			This made Dick and Debbie Salt of the Earth angry with the court. They believed (and rightly so) that the justices made law, which was outside their purview. The court is supposed to interpret, not make, law. For Dick and Debbie, this was not merely an academic question; it affected their lives in profound ways. Other examples were Roe v. Wade, the abortion case, and the case that decided marriage between people of the same sex was constitutional and thus legal.

			Many conservatives considered the Warren court to be liberal and permissive. That liberal nature led, in many of their minds, to the decision in Roe v. Wade.

			The Warren court is despised by many conservatives. 

			 

			“The justices first jettisoned Court precedent that had held reapportionment questions beyond the reach of the federal courts. This was the Baker v. Carr (1962) decision, holding that individual voters could raise a challenge to malapportionment under the Fourteenth Amendment. Two years later, the justices forged a novel legal standard—“one person, one vote”—under which anything short of a near parity of populations between voting districts was deemed to violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. In astoundingly short order, the Court overturned the voting arrangements of practically every state in the union.”1

			 

			In addition to race, abortion is one of the most divisive issues in America. It is important to set forth the genesis of the disagreement to paint a full picture of the issues that have divided us during the Warren court and subsequent court decisions. It is only then that we can begin to see how we got here.

			Roe v. Wade was a landmark 1973 Supreme Court decision that established a woman’s legal right to an abortion. The court ruled, in a seven-to-two decision, that a woman’s right to choose an abortion was protected by the privacy rights guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. The legal precedent for the decision was rooted in the 1965 case of Griswold v. Connecticut, which established the right to privacy involving medical procedures.

			Despite opponents’ characterization of the decision, it was not the first time that abortion had become a legal procedure in the United States. In fact, for most of the country’s first hundred years, abortion as we know it today was not only not a criminal offense but also was not considered immoral.

			In the 1700s and early 1800s, the word “abortion” referred only to the termination of a pregnancy after “quickening,” the time when the fetus first begins to make noticeable movements. The induced ending of a pregnancy before this point did not even have a name—but not because it was uncommon. Women in the 1700s often took drugs to end their unwanted pregnancies.

			In 1827, though, Illinois passed a law that made the use of abortion drugs punishable by up to three years’ imprisonment. Although other states followed the Illinois example, advertising for “female monthly pills,” as they were known, was still common through the middle of the nineteenth century.

			Abortion itself only became a serious criminal offense between 1860 and 1880. And the criminalization of abortion was not due to moral outrage. The roots of the new law came from the newly established physicians’ trade organization, the American Medical Association. Doctors decided that abortion practitioners were unwanted competition and went about eliminating that competition.

			The Catholic Church, which had long accepted terminating pregnancies before quickening, joined the doctors in condemning the practice.

			By the turn of the twentieth century, all states had laws against abortion, but for the most part they were rarely enforced, and women with money had no problem terminating pregnancies if they wished. It wasn’t until the late 1930s that abortion laws were enforced. Subsequent crackdowns led to a reform movement that succeeded in lifting abortion restrictions in California and New York even before the Supreme Court decision in Roe v. Wade.

			The fight over whether to criminalize abortion has grown increasingly fierce in recent years, but opinion polls suggest that most Americans prefer that women be able to have abortions in the early stages of pregnancy, free of any government interference.

			For many conservatives, Roe was devastating. It dealt a serious blow to what in their view is a bedrock principle of conservatism: protection for the sanctity of human life. Roe ruled that women could abort unborn babies. Many considered it homicide and erupted in anger against the court. They felt the court was packed with judges who are not elected to any position by the citizens of America. Instead, at the federal level, they have lifetime appointments and are not accountable to anyone. However, as in the case of Roe, they made a decision that affects all of our lives. Understanding this, conservatives turned their attention to the importance of electing a president who accepts conservatism and a Senate who would confirm conservative judges. 

			Judges were considered elitist academics who looked down their noses at Dick and Debbie and considered them to be uneducated country bumpkins.

			 

			Anger About Illegal Immigration

			I focused the first part of this chapter on blacks because I was dealing with a historical context. But the issue of Latinos, and particularly illegal immigrants from Mexico, soon became a crucial part of the anger that I have written about. This book is not politically correct, and so I will not use the terms “African-Americans” and “undocumented immigrants.” It is simply my prerogative as the author.

			America was founded on the principles of diversity and acceptance, including accepting immigrants into the country. While both major political parties agree on continuing to support immigration,2 they disagree on what to do about those who enter the country by any way but the accepted method. Republican views on illegal immigration are comparably intolerant. Republicans believe that illegal immigrants are taking jobs, seats in schools, and tax dollars from legal citizens who have paid into the system their entire lives.

			Many Republicans also believe that illegal immigrants contribute to higher crime rates. This belief stems from the idea that these people have broken the law in coming into the country, and therefore have shown a predisposition toward criminal activity. Republicans are strongly against amnesty for those who have come here illegally, and they also hope to see systems developed that will punish employers who knowingly hire illegal immigrants. They believe that illegal immigrants should be deported when caught, and that border security should be a high priority of the government so as to prevent more illegal immigrants from entering the country.

			Democrats believe that illegal immigrants contribute greatly to the American economy. In their view, there are jobs that Americans do not want to do, and illegals can fill those jobs. They also believe that you cannot simply throw out all of the illegals currently in this country without doing great harm to the American way of life. In particular, they believe that children who were brought here by their parents without the proper papers should not be penalized. Some Democrats believe in a blanket amnesty program.

			The Republican Party strongly believes that providing amnesty to illegal immigrants only further encourages illegal immigration. They also seek stricter penalties for new illegal aliens than for those already in place, and would like stricter laws against those who help smuggle illegal aliens into the country, those who create fraudulent documents to prolong the ability of illegal aliens to stay in the country, and employers who knowingly hire illegal aliens. They also support the right of border patrol agents to deport illegal immigrants without giving them a hearing before a judge. They argue that illegal immigrants’ disregard for American laws negates their right to a trial, which should be reserved for citizens who pay tax dollars into the legal system.

			The party has stuck to these beliefs even when it has meant opposing other members of their party. In the book 2004 Republican Party Platform, the party spoke out against President George W. Bush’s plan to implement a new temporary worker program that would allow those working as illegal aliens to apply for citizenship the same way as those applying from outside the country. The party platform argued that Bush’s proposal would only deter those applying from outside the country from going through the proper channels. Republicans stated that this measure would provide unfair advantages to those who had broken our laws and would put them on a par with those who were working hard to obey the law.

			Democrats view immigration policy as an opportunity to renew the “American community.” What this means is unclear. Understanding the political implications, the modern-day Democratic platform on immigration mentions the importance of border security’s using several means, including physical and technological. They do not wish to appear soft on security. They also discuss the need to enforce existing laws. The platform mentions “comprehensive immigration reform,” which seems to suggest that this can all be fixed, despite its nuances and complexities, in one bill. Noticeably absent from the party’s platform is any reference to the controversial border fence. Rather, “comprehensive” immigration reform remains a top priority for Democrats.

			Specifically, the Democrats’ plan calls for increasing family-based and employment-based immigrant visas, improving the naturalization process, and addressing the dysfunctional immigration bureaucracy. Moreover, the Democratic platform supports a path for undocumented immigrants to become legal permanent residents, or in their words, to “get right with the law.” Indeed, Democrats “support a system that requires undocumented immigrants who are in good standing to pay a fine, pay taxes, learn English, and go to the back of the line for the opportunity to become citizens.”

			 

			Anger at Obamacare

			Perhaps nothing has angered conservatives more than the enactment of Obamacare (the official name is the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, or ACA). The anger is in part based on the fact that this was the second attempt to have government take control of a massive, expensive, and forced approach to healthcare. When Hillary Clinton was the first lady, she made a disastrous attempt to “reform” healthcare. Conservatives correctly rejoiced at its demise. The Heritage Foundation said: 

			 

			“In 1993, after heading up a 500-member task force on healthcare that worked behind closed doors for months, Hillary Clinton produced a 1,342-page monster. This mammoth prescription for health reform collapsed of its own weight and helped to bring down a Democratic Congress one year later. In a sharp reversal of historical trends, the Clinton Administration and congressional Democrats had lost public trust on the healthcare issue.”3

			 

			Many simply did not like the idea that government would be in control of our healthcare system. Americans have long memories, and so when the president proposed “reforming healthcare,” many balked. That balking turned to anger.

			According to the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS): 

			 

			“The Affordable Care Act (ACA) is the name for the comprehensive healthcare reform law and its amendments. The law addresses health insurance coverage, healthcare costs, and preventive care. The law was enacted in two parts: The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act was signed into law on March 23, 2010 and was amended by the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act on March 30, 2010.”4

			 

			Sounds innocent enough. But wait, the anger is about what this definition does not tell us. First, the act included a penalty (since repealed) for people who did not have health insurance. Second, it was written in large part by lobbyists and health insurance companies who had an interest in its outcome. Third, it did not cover everyone. Fourth, it drove the costs of premiums higher, and President Barack Obama misled the public into thinking that the bill was not a tax bill; he later admitted in court filings that it was in fact a tax-raising bill.

			While pitching Obamacare in 2009, President Obama said that “we will keep this promise to the American people: if you like your doctor, you will be able to keep your doctor, period. If you like your healthcare plan, you’ll be able to keep your healthcare plan, period.”5

			Four years later, this frequently repeated claim was rated the “Lie of the Year” and was characterized as an “unfulfillable blanket promise” that was “impossible to keep.”6

			Millions of Americans lost their individual plans, and hundreds of employers had to drop their healthcare options for employees when Obamacare provisions kicked in in 2014.

			Many people were even forced to change doctors, as insurers and hospitals struggled to determine who would bear the burden of increasing Obamacare costs.

			Obamacare problems continue as premiums continue to rise and fewer insurers are able to participate on the healthcare exchanges.7

			Having already been betrayed by the failed Clinton healthcare bill and then once again getting hit with a less-than-honest representation by the Obama administration, many Americans in all parties became even angrier. A big part of the reason for anger in a divided America is a dishonest government. And Obamacare fit that mold. Healthcare, choice, and taxes are not simply about policy positions for Americans. They affect us and our families in a very personal way. We send elected officials to Washington to represent us, not to mislead us. We are also angry about the influence that lobbyists and big business have on us. So learning how intimately involved they were in helping to craft the healthcare bill angered us even more.

			I offer the following quote to help explain the fact that Democratic lawmakers know the power and influence of the insurance lobby over healthcare yet they chose to make the deal with the devil anyway. For them it is more about political survival and less about the health of Americans. Tom Daschle has proven this point in the following statement: 

			 

			“In the words of former Senate majority leader Tom Daschle, insurance companies are “not necessarily unbiased. They have a lot of skin in the game.” Indeed, one of the more peculiar aspects of the Obamacare debate has been the mainstream media’s apparent bemusement at the insurance industry’s support for a law that not only forces people to buy its products (which are necessarily more expensive under the law) but also offers direct taxpayer subsidies to help cover the cost, to the tune of nearly $500 billion over the next ten years.

			It was hardly a shock when, in 2011, the industry’s largest lobbying group, America’s Health Insurance Plans, argued in an amicus brief to the Supreme Court that, in the event that the individual mandate to purchase insurance was struck down, Obamacare should be scrapped entirely.”8

			 

			But this anger is not just about healthcare. It is also about corruption, self-dealing, and the increasing role that government is playing in our lives. The federal government already has encroached on traditionally state-based jurisdictions, such as public education, with catastrophic results, and so many correctly believed that Obamacare would be no different. The idea of government control of healthcare is not a new one, nor is the disaster that occurs when we cede absolute control of our healthcare to the government. One simply needs to look at the United Kingdom and Canada, where one will find rationing, healthcare cuts, and other woes. The anger was based on the fact that many thought Obama wanted to create a legacy of healthcare reform based on a house of cards. 

			I work in the field of healthcare and politics every day. On the healthcare side, I own and operate several medical businesses in the state of Florida which saw a loss of revenue because many people simply could not afford their share of health care costs. 

			It is important to educate consumers about the rise of PBMs, because a PBM impacts the cost of your insurance greatly. A PBM is a pharmacy benefit company which is unregulated. As the owner of a pharmacy, I have to purchase drugs for my patients in advance. For example, I purchase Medicine X for twelve hundred dollars per dose. I then bill the insurance company of the patient. Because PBMs are unregulated, they can pay me whatever they want to for that drug thus causing an increase in the cost of healthcare. It may mean, for example, that I may have to decide not to fill that prescription or find a way to recoup the cost in another way. 

			Here are, in my experience, some of their deceptive tactics:

			 

			·	Classifying certain generic drugs as brand drugs and charging brand prices. 

			·	Promoting drugs by telling consumers that if they choose certain drugs, they will get a rebate. This is an attractive selling point. However, what they don’t disclose is that PBM obtains those rebates based on the amount of money it gets from the drug company which is not necessarily in the consumer’s best interest. PBMs have a love affair with brands from which they get the highest rebate, even if there is an equally-well or better-suited drug that is cheaper for the consumer. Sometimes PBMs will even switch patients’ prescriptions without the knowledge of the patient, just so that the PBM can receive the rebate. 

			·	Utilizing spread pricing by charging health plans more than they reimburse pharmacies, and pocketing the difference. 

			·	Using abusive audit practices and penalizing pharmacies for minor, typographical errors on claims, forcing them to forego reimbursement due to small errors that posed no consequence to the claim. This practice targets small independent, community pharmacies which some Americans use to get their medicines. The result is that many of these pharmacies will have to choose to go out of business or serve the consumer. 

			 

			In the political arena, I spend time conducting focus groups about the cost of healthcare. What Americans hated the most about Obamacare was the fact that the President was less than honest in selling it to the American people, that the President failed to disclose that Obamacare was a tax and that the costs of healthcare went up not down. Finally, they did not like the fact that Obamacare was just another form of big government. Government can’t even run the post office effectively yet Obama wanted us to trust them with running healthcare? 

			The following quote explains why so many Americans were angry about Obamacare. To many of them it was not only about promises made, it was also about lying to the American people: 

			 

			“In 2013, millions discovered that the “keep your plan” promise was a lie—PolitiFact gave it the “Lie of the Year” award—when they started getting cancellation notices from their insurers. The Obama administration scrambled to minimize the political fallout by letting some keep those plans.

			While Obama repeatedly promised a premium cut thanks to improved efficiency in the healthcare system, the opposite occurred. Workplace premiums for family plans jumped 9.4% the year after ObamaCare became law, and rose $4,767 from 2009 to 2006. ObamaCare premiums are going up at double-digit rates.”9

			 

			Conclusion

			Yes, America is an angry place and it is a divided place. It is a place that is still searching for its soul. The anger is easily understood given the issues I have raised. Americans have a streak of independence that we hold on to for dear life. It is this streak that drives our political and cultural discussions. In the past few decades, activist courts, political correctness, corrupt politicians, and a government that isn’t working have driven us into tribes rather than made us united Americans. In those tribes, we feel best expressing our anger with like-minded people. The tribes provide us with a sense of safety and security that an increasingly detached and disinterested government cannot.

			Many commentators have blamed an angry America for the election of Donald Trump. Many party activists have painted him as being racist, sexist, and a homophobe. Rather than the commentators realizing the reason for an angry America, they shifted their own anger to Trump as the cause of such anger. In modern times and within the Republican Party, The Tea Party wielded tremendous power and disrupted much of traditional Washington and the Republican and Democratic parties. The Tea Party is based on anger about government overreaching, excessive taxation and permissive immigration policies. They expressed their anger by taking to the streets and through a grassroots strategy involving ordinary Americans worked to defeat any elected official who did not support their agenda and replace them with ones who did. 

			American anger is nothing new, and the proverbial chatter about Trump’s being an angry white man is simply just rubbish. I suggest that we try to understand the reasons for the anger and how this anger has led to a “house divided against itself.” Unless we make sustained and disruptive change, anger will not end with Donald Trump. It may, however, be the emotion that leads us further and further toward the point of no return.

			Donald Trump did not create an angry America; he simply harnessed that anger to get elected. He realized that angry voters had anger that was both identity- and value-based. So many of the people who elected him had a vision of the American dream that they thought would never be realized, and so they turned to Trump to help that dream become a reality.

			In this book, I will explore the reasons America is such an angry place by focusing on some of the most divisive issues in America, along with how the anger affects the nation as a whole. My goal is simple: to present the issues and my analysis to help you decide for yourself the impact of those issues. Yes, this book is written from my experience with the issues and from a conservative point of view, because I am a conservative. People will take away different things from my writing, and I am fine with that. This book presents an opportunity for all Americans to reflect on their place in a divided America. It is by no means the definitive book on the issues. It is instead a contribution to the analyses of the size and scope of the issues in a divided America.
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