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			“The negative impact Barack Obama’s presidency had on America’s economy, energy production, race relations, and foreign policy can still be felt nationwide. Upon taking office, President Trump had the huge task of cleaning up the mess Obama left behind. Matt Margolis shows us, in impressive detail, how President Trump has succeeded with that task. Trumping Obama is a must read for everyone who cares about making America America again.”

			—Jeff Reynolds, author of Behind the Curtain

			 

			“What exactly is left of Barack Obama’s legacy a few short years after his disastrous presidency? The answer, thanks to President Trump is: next to nothing. Matt Margolis chronicles how President Trump has systematically undone the failed Obama experiment. From ending the tyrannical Obamacare individual mandate to pulling out of the globalist power grab that was the Paris Climate Treaty, to returning America’s judiciary branch to those who believe in the Constitution—Margolis dazzlingly details a plethora of examples of how Trump hit the reset button and set America back on the path to prosperity and security. Trumping Obama is not only an important tome for conservatives, but also for liberals and Never Trumpers. Tell ‘em to read it and weep!”

			—Peter D’Abrosca, Investigative Reporter and author of Enemies: The Press vs. The American People
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			FOREWORD

			BY JEFFREY LORD

			 

			 

			America is divided, goes the common phrase of the day. Democrats are so convinced President Donald Trump is an easy mark to beat for re-election in 2020 that the list of would-be nominees is long enough to fill a small airliner.

			Not so fast. 

			In Trumping Obama, Matt Margolis, author of The Worst President in History: The Legacy of Barack Obama, makes plain in detail just why President Trump has been such an effective chief executive—and exactly why the Trump base sticks with him. Running through one Trump policy triumph after another, Margolis illustrates how Donald Trump has set about trumping Obama—which is to say undoing if not shredding completely the entire eight years of the Obama presidential legacy. 

			The story is helped by the Margolis confession that in 2016 he was hardly a Trump enthusiast, and as with so many, was sadly convinced that all the relentless headlines about the inevitability of a Hillary Clinton victory were accurate. They weren’t—in more ways than one.

			What Matt Margolis contributes in the following pages is considerable. “Thanks to President Donald Trump,” he writes, “the Obama era—once seen as transformative and consequential—will now be a mere footnote in history.” Margolis then proceeds to detail exactly how this has been done.

			From re-implementing President Ronald Reagan’s Mexico City policy that “requires foreign non-governmental organizations (NGOs)…to agree, as a condition of their receipt of [U.S.] federal funds” that they would “neither perform nor actively promote abortion as a method of family planning in other nations” to other domestic policy items like reversing the Obama gun grab and open border policies, repealing the craziness of so-called “net neutrality,” dismantling ObamaCare, overturning racial quota policies, rolling back the financial regulatory jungle that was Dodd-Frank regulation, and oh so much more domestically. Margolis has the historical goods. 

			Needless to say, the specifics of Trump’s military and foreign policy are examined here as well. From the pullout from the Trans-Pacific Partnership to reversing the Obama policy towards the Cuban Castro family dictatorship and, particularly irritating to the Left, withdrawing the US from the appallingly dangerous “Iran deal” and finally defeating ISIS, the Obama “legacy” has headed for the historical exits. Or as Ronald Reagan might say, “the ash heap of history.”

			But perhaps no reversal of Obama policy has gotten under the skin of the Obama loyalists and the Left in general more than the Trump decision to pull the United States out of The Paris Climate Agreement. Margolis correctly describes the Paris accord as “the pièce de résistance of his (Obama’s) environmental legacy.” And indeed it was. Frantic yelps went out from leftist environmentalists that in undoing this particular Obama legacy, Trump, but of course, “would destroy the planet and that the United States no longer cared about the environment.” To no avail.

			Trumping Obama further explores a policy by policy analysis of just how—and importantly, why—the Obama legacy deserved dismantling. 

			As the 2020 election season arrives, Trumping Obama is the essential handbook for Trump supporters (and Trump opponents!) that will provide a serious reminder of what exactly is at stake—and just why so many millions of Americans voted for Trump in the first place.

			 

			Jeffrey Lord is a former CNN contributor, columnist, and author of Swamp Wars.
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			INTRODUCTION

			 

			 

			In the fall of 2012, despite polls suggesting otherwise, I was convinced America would not re-elect Barack Obama. Mitt Romney was not my ideal candidate, but he was what America needed: a politician with private sector business experience who could get our economy moving again. I took Romney’s defeat very hard. In 2016, I determined not to let my personal political biases cloud my judgment. I wouldn’t write off polls and assume they were skewed like many of us assumed back in 2012. I spent the entire 2016 presidential campaign season preparing myself for the Hillary victory that virtually everyone considered a sure thing.

			The last few months were brutal for me and for most of America’s so-called deplorables. Since the aggregates of national and state polling at the time showed Mrs. Clinton cruising to victory, most of Trump’s supporters believed his defeat was inevitable. A CNN/ORC poll at the end of October showed that nearly seven out of ten voters thought Hillary was on the path to victory.1 Eight years of Obama had been devastating for the country. Would we survive another four to eight with Hillary at the helm?

			The outlook seemed bleak. I didn’t even like watching the news on television or listening to talk radio in my car. Instead, I’d lose myself in novels just to escape the gloomy future toward which America hurtled. Perhaps I wouldn’t have been so glum if I liked the alternative, but I didn’t. I was not happy when Donald Trump announced his campaign. Sure, he was a successful businessman (as Romney was) but his style irked me. I didn’t see him as a true conservative. I thought it was a just an ego-boosting publicity stunt and winning wasn’t a priority. I was not on the Trump train.

			In fact, for Halloween, mere days before the election, a liberal friend of mine at work suggested I dress up as Donald Trump and she’d come as Hillary Clinton.

			“You mean you’re gonna dress up in an orange jumpsuit?” I asked.

			She didn’t get it, but she convinced me to go along with her plan anyway. So, I bought a Trump wig, wore a suit and a red tie, and walked into the office looking like Donald Trump. My friend couldn’t find a Hillary wig and abandoned the plan.

			So, I spent the whole day dressed up as Trump, without a Hillary to complete the effect. I was pretty bitter about it. Not just because my friend had not come in dressed as Hillary, meaning I was the only one in costume in the entire office, but because I was still strongly against Trump and did not plan to vote for him.

			I live in New York State, so who I voted for didn’t matter—Hillary would win the state easily. I planned to write in Ted Cruz or skip that ballot question entirely. I couldn’t vote for Evan McMullin.

			It wasn’t until the Sunday before the election that I finally got on the Trump Train when, for the second time, former Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Director James Comey announced that Hillary would not face charges for her mishandling of classified information with her unsecured, private email server. If she got into the White House, she’d have Comey’s support as she continued her corrupt and criminal behavior from the Oval Office. She’d make Obama look like a Boy Scout. Not that I didn’t already know how filthy the Clinton machine was, but Comey’s announcement was the last straw. I still thought Trump had zero chance of winning, so election day left me with a pit in my stomach the size of the national debt.

			But then, something strange happened. As that night progressed, Trump’s odds of winning kept getting better and better. Eyes were on Florida as Trump outperformed expectations in key areas where Hispanic turnout was expected to keep the Sunshine State blue. My wife and I watched the proceedings on CNN and the panel of supposed experts tap danced and practically pleaded with the voters as the votes were tallied. Four years earlier, Karl Rove criticized the premature declaration of Obama’s win in Ohio (and thus the presidency), but now we were witnessing the opposite scenario. CNN’s liberal pundits were visibly distraught as Florida, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Iowa, Wisconsin, and Michigan began to look good for Trump. As they called each state, they stared at the map and scrambled to find outlandish alternate pathways for Clinton. At 9 p.m. eastern time, Hillary’s handlers told her crowd of supporters to go home—she couldn’t even bring herself to face her own party. The atmosphere on CNN was like a funeral.

			It was hilarious.

			Trump had done it. He saved us from a Hillary Clinton presidency against all odds. For that, I’ll always be grateful to him. He still wasn’t my preferred candidate, and there were plenty of reasons to question his alleged conservative credentials. He had run on a platform of dismantling the legacy of Barack Obama, and I sincerely hoped he would keep his promises. Many predicted that, once in office, Trump’s moderate and liberal tendencies would eclipse the conservative agenda he promised. And, had that happened, I wouldn’t be writing this book. The Obama years were a disaster for the United States, but Obama’s govern-by-executive-pen approach meant that his legacy could be reversed. If Trump wanted to, he could undo Obama’s unconstitutional executive orders, and, with the full support of a Republican-controlled House and Senate, he might roll back Obama’s few legislative victories.

			And, believe it or not, he has. Thanks to President Donald Trump, the Obama era—once seen as transformative and consequential—will now be a mere footnote in history. Just five months into the Trump presidency, Peter Baker, the chief White House correspondent for the New York Times, wrote, “rarely has a new president appeared so determined not just to steer the country in a different direction but to actively dismantle what was established before his arrival.”2

			Former vice president Joe Biden was none too happy about Trump’s success erasing Obama’s legacy. During an interview with CNN’s Chris Cuomo, he called Trump’s tenure a disaster and lamented, “All he seems to be trying to do is undo everything that President Obama has done.” Perhaps to reassure himself, if not all of Obama’s loyal followers, he added, “but, he’s not able to do that, by the way.”3 Andrew Sullivan, writing in New York Magazine in May 2018, disagreed. He argued Trump had been “remarkably successful” in reversing Obama’s achievements. “In 17 months, he has effectively erased Barack Obama’s two-term legacy.”4

			That Trump has succeeded in doing this is no small thing. The executive director of The Weekly Standard, Fred Barnes, called Trump’s success historic. “Presidents often vow to wipe out big chunks of their predecessor’s legacies. President Eisenhower was going to take on the New Deal. Ronald Reagan targeted the Great Society. Both backed down. Trump, working with congressional Republicans, hasn’t. He’s eager to deflate Obama’s standing and inflate his own.”5 Despite the doubts of Never Trump conservatives and the mainstream media, Obama’s legacy is in utter ruins; his executive pen was really a pencil and Trump was the eraser.

			I should acknowledge that this book is not a comprehensive collection of all of Trump’s achievements. Trump has achieved many positive things that aren’t just reversals of Obama-era policies. His decision to move the US Embassy in Israel to Jerusalem was the reversal of a longstanding policy supported by both Democrat and Republican administrations, for example. But, as the author of two other books about Barack Obama, one about his record and one devoted to his scandals, I felt it was important to focus this book only on how Trump saved us from Obama’s legacy. Why? Because had Hillary Clinton won in November 2016, Obama’s odious agenda would have become impossible to undo by any future Republican president. The 2016 election was our last hope to save this country from an enduring age of leftist, overreaching government. Trump may not have been the candidate you wanted, but he’s defied the odds and won. Even if you don’t like his style or his Twitter habit, this book will show you he was the president we needed. 
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			CHAPTER 1

			GENERAL DOMESTIC POLICY

			On October 30, 2008, candidate Barack Obama told a crowd of his supporters, “We are five days away from fundamentally transforming the United States of America.” Obama made good on his promise in myriad ways. His changes to domestic policy all increased the government’s role in our daily lives and altered the culture. The Obama years saw a dramatic shift in American norms, where what was once unfathomable became federal policy in the name of “social justice.”

			Obama saw abortion rights as a sacred right to be enshrined, protected, and federally funded. Once self-evident truths—like men are men and women are women—were now disputed by the federal government. As the joke goes, “John F. Kennedy put men on the moon. Barack Obama put men in the women’s room.” It would be funnier if it weren’t true. Religious liberty lost its hallowed place in the halls of government during the Obama years. If you were a religious florist, a baker, or a photographer who offered those services for weddings, the Obama administration compelled you to provide those services for a same-sex wedding, regardless of your beliefs.

			Paul Kengor, professor of political science and executive director of The Center for Vision & Values at Grove City College, put it best. “That is a fundamental transformation of a culture and a nation that did not exist prior to Barack Obama’s ascent.”6 In the Obama era, those who didn’t subscribe to the radical reinterpretations of gender and marriage were, Kengor noted, “portrayed as the outliers, as abnormal, as extremists, as ‘haters.’” He added, “If you dissent from this new vociferous breed of human-nature redefiners, they sue you, they jail you, they smear you, they boycott you, they harass you, they ruin you—and they do so (with no sense of their hypocrisy) in the name of ‘tolerance’ and ‘diversity.’”7 While the battle for the culture never ends, Trump has taken it out of the hands of bureaucrats and politicians and put it back in the hands of the American people. They’ll decide how they wish to live—not the president or an oppressive government wrapping itself in a rainbow-colored flag. 

			 

			Reinstating the Mexico City Policy

			Many on the right weren’t convinced that Trump would govern as a conservative—let alone a social conservative. Though he campaigned as a pro-life Republican who promised to defund Planned Parenthood and appoint pro-life justices to the Supreme Court, his past comments suggested he wasn’t committed to such policies. He praised Planned Parenthood, saying, “They do great things for women.”8 Pro-life advocacy groups waited to see whether he would keep his promises or govern like a New York liberal.

			He gave the first clue of how he’d lead on the social issues a few days after he took the oath of office. First implemented by Ronald Reagan in 1984, the Mexico City policy requires foreign non-governmental organizations (NGOs) “to agree, as a condition of their receipt of [U.S.] federal funds” that they would “neither perform nor actively promote abortion as a method of family planning in other nations.”9 The policy remained in effect until it was rescinded by Bill Clinton, after which George W. Bush reinstated the policy in 2001. Barack Obama rescinded the policy again when he took office.

			Despite some doubt, President Trump reinstated the policy on January 23, 2017. “The President, it’s no secret, has made it very clear that he’s a pro-life president,” said Trump’s then-spokesman Sean Spicer during his first daily briefing. “He wants to stand up for all Americans, including the unborn, and I think the reinstatement of this policy is not just something that echoes that value, but respects taxpayer funding as well.”10

			 

			Restoring Race-Neutral Guidelines for College Admissions

			In 2011 and 2016, the Obama administration issued guidelines to encourage colleges and universities to use race as a factor in admissions. While race-based admissions claim to be about reversing discrimination and promoting diversity, they also have unintended negative consequences. For example, the Students of Fair Admissions sued Harvard University in 2014 on behalf of Asian American students who faced an unfair higher standard to gain access to the Ivy League giant. Despite having higher academic and extracurricular scores than any other racial group, Harvard admissions officers gave Asian American applicants the lowest “personal” score ranking of any racial group. According to 2013 analysis by Harvard’s Office of Institutional Research, if race weren’t a factor in the admissions process, Asian Americans would make up a higher percentage of admitted classes each year.11 In 2017, Trump’s Justice Department launched an investigation into Harvard’s race-based discrimination. “The Department of Justice is committed to protecting all Americans from all forms of illegal race-based discrimination,” said Justice Department spokeswoman Sarah Isgur Flores.12

			The Trump administration revoked these guidelines, reinstating Bush-era race-neutral standards, arguing that Obama exceeded Supreme Court precedent and encouraged racial bias in admissions.13 Democrats predictably attacked the move as racist. “It is yet another clear Trump administration attack on communities of color and the principle that every student deserves a high-quality education that allows them to thrive,” said Nancy Pelosi. Rep. Cedric L. Richmond (D-LA), the chairman of the Congressional Black Caucus, also condemned the race-neutral admission guidance. “I continue to be disappointed that the president of this great country demonstrably cares so little for its non-white residents and their interests.”14 Many others played the race card and their statements are equally ridiculous. 

			Black conservatives, however, praised Trump’s actions. Dr. Carol M. Swain, a former professor at Vanderbilt University and Princeton University, and a member of the Project 21 black leadership network, praised the action. “I’ve always felt that acceptance to higher education should be merit-based and means-tested. I believe President Trump is wise to rescind the aggressive Obama-era affirmative action directive for the use of race in student admissions,” she said. According to Dr. Swain, the Obama-era policy placed students “in situations where they are doomed to fail, become embittered by rising debt and frustrated with the mismatch between abilities and expectations.”15 Horace Cooper, the co-chairman of Project 21, agreed. “In the 21st century, we shouldn’t be making race a basis for who gets into school and who doesn’t,” he said. “The Obama Administration pressured schools to do just that. Now President Trump is moving us away from that approach back to the color-blind vision of Dr. Martin 
Luther King.”16

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Eleventh-Hour Gun Grab

			In the years following the 2012 Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting, the Obama administration began pushing for stricter gun control measures. In 2015, that push grew to include a ban on gun purchases for Social Security beneficiaries if they needed a representative to manage their pensions or disability payments. The government would integrate Social Security Administration data into the National Instant Criminal Background Check System (NICS). This ban was called “the largest gun grab in American history” by the NRA and an “egregious case of bureaucratic overreach.”17 The Social Security Administration finalized the rules a few short weeks before Obama left office.18

			The policy was short-lived as President Trump signed a bill, on February 28, 2017, reversing the regulation. Naturally, the media aggressively pushed the narrative that Trump and the GOP had repealed background checks and were allowing the mentally ill to have guns. This was completely false. For starters, NICS is still in place. Charles C. W. Cooke, the editor of National Review, explained that the Obama rule “would have allowed bureaucrats within one of our federal agencies to bar American citizens from exercising a constitutional right—and on the highly questionable grounds that to be incapable of managing one’s finances is, by definition, to be a ‘mental defective.’”19 Even the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) opposed the Obama gun grab, saying, “There is no data to support a connection between the need for a representative payee to manage one’s Social Security disability benefits and a propensity toward gun violence.”20 Paul Appelbaum, a leading expert on legal and ethical issues in medicine and psychiatry, said the Obama rule was “fundamentally not a rational policy” and that people targeted by the rule “are not a particularly high-risk group for violent behavior.”21 Gun violence researcher Jeffrey Swanson said the NRA’s position was in the right. “This is one of these times where the progressive politics du jour and the science – and, I think, the legal analysis – diverge.”22 

			 

			Allowing States to Deny Planned Parenthood Funding

			Abortion isn’t just a sacred cow for the radical left—it’s big business for their allies. Planned Parenthood is America’s largest abortion provider,23 and they received millions in taxpayer dollars, ostensibly to subsidize female reproductive health care. In turn, Planned Parenthood donated heavily to the Democratic Party.24

			Months before Obama left office, his administration proposed regulations to prevent states awarded federal family-planning funds under Title X from withholding those funds from clinics that provide abortions. Even though the regulation never mentioned Planned Parenthood, he obviously wrote it with them in mind. At the time, Obama assumed Hillary Clinton would be his successor, but America had other plans. When Trump was elected, the Obama administration rushed to finalize the regulations, which they did in mid-December 2016. The new rules took effect two days before Trump’s inauguration.25

			Trump promised to defund Planned Parenthood on the campaign trail and, as a first step, he signed House Joint Resolution 43, effectively rescinding the Obama regulation on April 13, 2017. Marjorie Dannenfelser, the president of the Susan B. Anthony List, a pro-life women’s group, called the move “a promise kept” by Trump. “This puts an end to the outgoing gift that Obama gave the Trump administration which was to disallow states from being in charge of its [sic] own family planning funds.”26 It isn’t a full defunding yet, but, thanks to Trump, states still have the freedom to deny Title X funding to clinics that provide abortions, including Planned Parenthood.

			 

			Pro-Worker, Not Pro-Union

			Barack Obama’s relationship with unions goes back many years. In his book, The Audacity of Hope, Obama wrote, “‘I owe those unions. When their leaders call, I do my best to call them back right away. I don’t consider this corrupting in any way.’”27 The influence of big labor on American politics is undeniable. They collect billions in union dues a year, and spend a nice chunk of that backing politicians who support them—like Barack Obama and other leftist candidates. Their support has earned them influence. As president Obama owed a lot to his union supporters, he supported pro-union causes like card check, and opposed anti-union causes like right-to-work laws. When the issue of compulsory union dues came before the Supreme Court in 2016, Obama’s Justice Department sided with the unions.

			The Trump administration reversed that position, arguing that compulsory union dues violated workers’ free speech rights.28 The Supreme Court ruled 5–4 in favor of the Trump administration’s position—a major blow to public-sector unions. A ruling two years earlier on a similar case resulted in a 4–4 split because of the empty seat left by Justice Scalia, so Justice Neil Gorsuch was seen as the deciding vote.29 The Trump administration also axed an Obama-era exemption to a federal law preventing states from “skimming” Medicaid subsidies paid to independent in-home care workers. The 2014 exemption created by the Obama administration allowed unions in eleven blue states to collect $200 million annually from health workers without them even being aware of it.30

			Now, let’s talk about the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). With a Trump-picked majority on the NLRB, Obama-era pro-union rulings were quickly reversed, restoring many pre-Obama precedents friendlier to workers than to partisan unions.31 Trump vowed to be an advocate for American workers, and he has successfully managed to dramatically shift labor laws in favor of hard-working Americans instead of powerful partisan labor union bosses.

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Reinterpretation of Title VII

			In 2014, the Obama administration reinterpreted Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which makes it unlawful for employers, including federal, state, and local governments, from discriminating against employees on the basis of sex, race, color, nationality, or religion. “‘I have determined that the best reading of Title VII’s prohibition of sex discrimination is that it encompasses discrimination based on gender identity, including transgender status,’” wrote Attorney General Eric Holder in a memo to Justice Department employees.32 

			Liberals have a very nebulous and broad interpretation of what constitutes “discrimination.” As Ryan T. Anderson, Ph.D., of the Heritage Foundation explains, “According to liberals advocating such policies, ‘discrimination’ on the basis of ‘sexual orientation’ can be something as reasonable as an adoption agency preferring married moms and dads for orphans. And ‘discrimination’ on the basis of ‘gender identity’ can be something as simple as having a bathroom policy based on biological sex, not gender identity.”33 The Obama administration had no constitutional authority to do this; they rewrote existing legislation by changing the meaning of the word “sex”—a biological reality—to “gender identity.” Congress couldn’t possibly have intended this when they passed the Civil Rights Act. Transgenderism wasn’t even a part of the public discourse in 1964.

			When the City Council of Charlotte, North Carolina expanded their non-discrimination ordinance to include sexual orientation and gender identity, and allowed individuals to choose restrooms corresponding to their gender identity instead of their biological sex, the state Legislature responded by passing House Bill 2 (H.B. 2) which prevented local governments from allowing transgender people (or anyone else, for that matter) from using bathrooms that don’t correspond with their biological sex. Then-Governor Pat McCrory signed the bill. Obama’s Attorney General Loretta Lynch accused McCrory of violating Title VII and Title IX of the Civil Rights Act and threatened to withhold millions in federal funding unless state officials confirmed that “‘the State will not comply with or implement’” the law.34

			The Trump administration reversed the Obama administration’s unconstitutional reinterpretation of Title VII in October 2017. Attorney General Jeff Sessions explained, in a memo to federal prosecutors, that when Congress passed the law, the word “sex” meant “biologically male or female,” and the Obama/Holder policy exceeded its authority in expanding the law without the consent of Congress. Sessions elaborated that the change in policy should not “be construed to condone mistreatment on the basis of gender identity, or to express a policy view on whether Congress should amend Title VII or provide different or additional protections.” He added, “The Justice Department must and will continue to affirm the dignity of all people, including transgender individuals.” While Democrats and LGBT activists cried foul, the blame really rests with the Obama administration. “The Department of Justice cannot expand the law beyond what Congress has provided,” explained DOJ spokesman Devin O’Malley. “Unfortunately, the last administration abandoned that fundamental principle, which necessitated today’s action.”35 

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Transgender Bathroom Rules in Schools

			In 2016, the Obama administration issued guidance to public schools declaring that the Departments of Justice and Education would “treat a student’s gender identity as the student’s sex for purposes of enforcing Title IX.”36 Title IX is a law passed in 1972 prohibiting sex-based discrimination in education. Under this guidance, the Obama administration directed schools to allow students “to participate in sex-segregated activities and access sex-segregated facilities consistent with their gender identity”37 or else they’d be in noncompliance with Title IX and lose federal funding. So, Obama told schools that students could use the bathrooms, locker rooms, dorm rooms, even hotel rooms for field trips of their choice. A biologically male student could simply claim he “identified” as a female and the school would have to oblige or risk losing their federal funding. The brazen disrespect Obama and his allies showed for the dignity and privacy of women and young girls who objected to sharing bathrooms and changing facilities with biological males is galling.

			Eleven states sued the Obama administration over its transgender bathroom policy. The lawsuit asked the Federal District Court in Wichita Falls, Texas to block the federal government from “implementing, applying or enforcing the new rules, regulations and guidance interpretations,” and accused the Obama administration of conspiring to “turn workplaces and educational settings across the country into laboratories for a massive social experiment, flouting the democratic process, and running roughshod over common-sense policies protecting children and basic privacy rights.”38 US District Judge Reed O’Connor agreed that the Obama administration exceeded its authority by redefining sex as “gender identity” and, in August 2016, temporarily blocked the policy from going into effect, leaving the status quo intact until the lawsuit worked its way through the courts.39 The Obama administration appealed this decision and a Hillary Clinton administration would have continued to fight for it, but the Trump administration revoked the Obama transgender policy about a month after Trump took office, arguing that states and school districts—not the federal government—should make such policy decisions.40

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Campus Sexual Assault Policy

			Obama exceeded his authority to expand Title IX in other ways as well. In 2011, his Department of Education issued a “Dear Colleague” letter which compelled colleges and universities to investigate any incidents of sexual harassment or sexual assault, whether they occurred on or off campus, and drastically lowered the standard of evidence in order to increase the likelihood of finding the accused guilty. Schools had to comply or risk losing funding under Title IX—all at the expense of due process for the accused. “Essentially the procedure there works under the assumption that the accused is guilty and needs to use the hearing to prove his innocence,” K. C. Johnson, author of Until Proven Innocent: Political Correctness and the Shameful Injustice of the Duke Lacrosse Rape Case explained to Fox News. “But he isn’t given the tools to do that. He doesn’t have discovery, he can’t get the relevant evidence he needs, he doesn’t have an attorney representing him [and has] limited right of cross-examination. So there’s virtually no way, once an accusation is made and gets into the system […] that the accused can be exonerated.” In some cases, students were found to have been falsely accused after getting kicked off campus. For those students, one lie ruined their lives. Despite hundreds of lawsuits by male students who said they were falsely accused and denied due process, the Obama administration never wavered. They continued to pressure schools to hold kangaroo courts to address campus sexual assaults. Harvard Law professor Janet Halley, in a 2015 essay in Harvard Law Review, was critical of the “pressure on schools to hold students responsible for serious harm even when—precisely when—there can be no certainty about who is to blame for it. Such calls are core to every witch hunt.” Christina Hoff Sommers, the author of The War Against Boys, agreed schools often complied with these rules out of the fear of losing federal funding. “University and college officials were terrified of running afoul of the new version of Title IX mandated by the Department of Education in 2011. […] Due process is being treated as a barrier to justice—rather than its essence.”

			That was until the Trump administration stepped in. In September 2017, the Obama-era guidance on campus sexual assaults was rescinded. “Schools must continue to confront these horrific crimes and behaviors head-on,” explained Education Secretary Betsy DeVos. “There will be no more sweeping them under the rug. But the process also must be fair and impartial, giving everyone more confidence in its outcomes.” 

			A year later, the Trump administration released a draft of new federal guidance on campus sexual assault and harassment, designed to achieve a balance between the rights of both the accuser and the accused. The proposed rule requires schools “to respond meaningfully to every known report of sexual harassment and to investigate every formal complaint.” Colleges and universities are ordered to “apply basic due process protections for students, including a presumption of innocence throughout the grievance process; written notice of allegations and an equal opportunity to review all evidence collected; and the right to cross-examination, subject to ‘rape shield’ protections.” 

			“Every survivor of sexual violence must be taken seriously, and every student accused of sexual misconduct must know that guilt is not predetermined,” Secretary DeVos added. “We can, and must, condemn sexual violence and punish those who perpetrate it, while ensuring a fair grievance process. Those are not mutually exclusive ideas. They are the very essence of how Americans understand justice to function.”

			Due process may have been an antiquated notion during the Obama years, but under Trump, the Constitution still matters.

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Transgender Prison Rules

			In the United Kingdom, a convicted rapist and pedophile raped a woman and sexually assaulted four others within a day of being incarcerated in an all-female prison. How did this happen? Why would anyone be stupid enough to place a convicted rapist in a female prison? The felon claimed to be a transgender female. Despite not undergoing gender reassignment surgery, state officials placed this man in a cage with easy targets.41

			This was the absurdity Obama wanted for America. Obama introduced rules that took effect two days before Trump took office, which dictated the gender identities of “transgender” inmates would determine where they’d live and what facilities they could use. The justification for this policy was to help prevent transgender prisoners from being harassed, assaulted or abused. The threat that women might get raped by male prisoners “identifying” as female was of no concern to Obama.

			Four women in a Texas detention center were concerned, however, and sued the federal government, arguing that the Obama-era policy created “a situation that incessantly violates the privacy of female inmates; endangers the physical and mental health of the female Plaintiffs and others, including prison staff; [and] increases the potential for rape.”42 In May 2018, the Trump administration rolled back the Obama-era guidelines. The revised guidelines “will use biological sex as the initial determination,” and officials would consider gender identity only if “there has been significant progress towards transition as demonstrated by medical and mental health history.”43

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Rule Allowing Transgender People in the Military

			Even the military couldn’t avoid Obama’s radical social engineering. In his view, “social justice” was more important than combat readiness. Two concrete examples of this bias stand out: women in combat and transgender people in the service. In January 2013, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta announced plans to integrate women into more combat roles in the military, a reversal of a 1994 ban on women in combat.44 As a result, the military would reevaluate their physical standards. “If we do decide that a particular standard is so high that a woman couldn’t make it, the burden is now on the service to come back and explain to the secretary, why is it that high? Does it really have to be that high?” said Army Gen. Martin Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.45

			After nearly three years of study, Obama’s Defense Secretary Ash Carter announced, in December 2015, that all combat jobs would be open to women. “They’ll be allowed to drive tanks, fire mortars, and lead infantry soldiers into combat. They’ll be able to serve as Army Rangers and Green Berets, Navy SEALs, Marine Corps infantry, Air Force parajumpers, and everything else that previously was open only to men.” Carter said, claiming that women would still have to “qualify and meet the standards.”46 But women couldn’t meet the standards…and the Obama administration knew this. In 2014, half of female Marines in boot camp reportedly couldn’t do three pull-ups; that minimum was reduced from prior standards and women still couldn’t reach it. That requirement was subsequently delayed.47

			The Marine Corps attempted to see if female officers could complete its Infantry Officer Course. Only four made it through the first day, and none graduated. According to Robert Maginnis, a retired Army officer, “The pressure is on the services from the White House’s politically correct crowd vis-à-vis Obama’s Pentagon appointees, who will force the services to accept degraded standards.”48 According to the Marine Corps’ research, “women often couldn’t carry as much weight or shoot as well as the men. Allowing women to compete for ground combat jobs […] would make the Marine Corps a less-efficient fighting machine.”49

			Nevertheless, the ban on women in combat was formally lifted by the Pentagon in March 2016, opening up more than two hundred thousand military jobs previously only open to men. With military readiness not a primary concern of his, Obama defended his decision as a civil rights issue, comparing the move to desegregation.50 Trump has yet to formally reverse Obama’s policy of forming coed combat units and opening all combat roles to women. 

			As for the policy on transgender people, Ash Carter announced plans for the military to end the ban on transgender people serving in the military in June 2016, ordering a new policy to be drafted within six months. Once again, military readiness was considered less important than political correctness. “This is yet another example of President Obama using America’s military to fight culture wars instead of to fight real wars against the enemies of our nation,” said Family Research Council President and Marine Corps veteran Tony Perkins.51

			When asked about Obama’s transgender policy for the military, Trump said, “We’re going to get away from political correctness.” He added he would leave decisions about such issues to “the generals, the admirals, the people on top.”52 Obama’s policy was to take effect on July 1, 2017, but Trump’s Defense Secretary Jim Mattis gave military chiefs another six months to determine the impact of transgender soldiers on military readiness and lethality.53 Allowing transgender persons into the armed forces also came with a hefty bill. One study found it would cost the Pentagon $1.3 billion over ten years to cover the costs of transgender surgeries. This could even be a conservative estimate, since taxpayer funding would serve as an incentive for transgender people to enter the service so their surgeries might be covered.54 Near the end of July 2017, Trump announced a full ban on transgender people in the military, which was then blocked by a federal judge in October 2017.55

			The Pentagon released its review of Obama’s transgender military policy in February 2018. They found, “there are substantial risks associated with allowing the accession and retention of individuals with a history or diagnosis of gender dysphoria and require, or have already undertaken, a course of treatment to change their gender.” Exempting transgender individuals from military mental, physical, and sex-based standards “could undermine readiness, disrupt unit cohesion, and impose an unreasonable burden on the military that is not conducive to military effectiveness and lethality.” The study also faulted the Obama administration’s policy, which was largely based on a RAND National Defense Research Institute study which relied on “limited and heavily caveated data to support its conclusions, glossed over the impacts of healthcare costs, readiness, and unit cohesion, and erroneously relied on the selective experiences of foreign militaries with different operational requirements” than the United States military. The study recommended transgender persons without a history or diagnosis of gender dysphoria should serve in their biological sex, while transgender persons requiring or who have undergone sex reassignment surgery should be disqualified from service.56 

			The following month, Donald Trump issued another, more focused memorandum, based on the Pentagon’s recommendations.57 Thomas Spoehr of the Center for National Defense said the Pentagon’s transgender policy was “no different from its treatment of hundreds of other medically disqualifying conditions such as bipolar disorder, asthma, or diabetes.” Because individuals suffering from gender dysphoria have been found to “experience significant distress and impairment in social, occupational, or other important areas of functioning,” allowing them to serve in the military puts them and others at high risk. Spoehr also noted that “the Pentagon went to great length to carve out an ability for transgender individuals to serve in the military if they don’t suffer from gender dysphoria. This was a logical and sound conclusion that helps the military fill its ranks.”58 LGBT activists succeeded in blocking the new guidelines, gaining injunctions from four federal judges pending various discrimination lawsuits.59  In January 2019, the Supreme Court allowed the ban to stay in place pending ongoing litigation. However, the constitutionality of the ban will eventually end up back at the US Supreme Court. Considering the makeup of the court at the time of this writing, I’m confident Trump’s policy will be upheld.

			 

			Restoring Religious Liberty

			Under Barack Obama, religious liberty, a bedrock right guaranteed by the first amendment to the Constitution, was constantly under attack. “Obama views traditional religion as a temporary opiate for the poor, confused, and jobless—a drug that will dissipate as the federal government assumes more God-like powers, and his new secularist beliefs and policies gain adherents,” wrote Phyllis Schlafly and George Neumayr in their book No Higher Power: Obama’s War on Religious Freedom.60 I already covered Obama’s abortion and contraceptive mandates, but his attacks on churches and faith-based non-profits went far beyond the seamy underbelly of Obamacare. He cut funding for faith-based groups, he unilaterally decided the 1996 Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) was unconstitutional, he threatened the tax-exempt status of religious institutions that oppose same-sex marriage, and his justice department went after family-owned businesses for refusing to serve gay couples seeking to get married owing to their religious convictions. I could go on, but the point should already be clear: Obama was an enemy of religious liberty. 

			Under Donald Trump, religious groups found an ally. In October 2017, Attorney General Jeff Sessions “issued twenty principles of religious liberty to guide the Administration’s litigation strategy and protect religious freedom.” In January 2018, the Justice Department updated the US Attorneys’ Manual, “raising the profile of religious liberty cases and directing the designation of a Religious Liberty Point of Contact for all U.S. Attorney’s offices.” The Department of Health and Human Services also announced policy changes geared toward defending religious freedom for health care providers. The new rules created a new Conscience and Religious Freedom Division and mandated more vigorous enforcement of existing statutory conscience protections.61 The ACLU predictably opposed the order, but it’s been decades since they’ve stood for civil liberties that didn’t conform to a left-wing worldview.62

			Trump issued two other executive orders expanding religious freedoms of all Americans. The first came in May 2017, establishing religious exemptions from the contraception mandate in Obamacare for religious groups. The second, a year later, rolled back Obama-era rules he found offensive that prevented faith-based groups and charities with social beliefs from providing services to the public.63 The latter executive order also established the White House Faith and Opportunity Initiative, which would focus on protecting religious freedom and ensure that “the faith-based and community organizations that form the bedrock of our society have strong advocates in the White House and throughout the federal government.”64

			According to the Family Research Council, Trump’s executive order allowed religious groups and charities to provide health care and social services to nearly 14 million people and at least forty-four schools with 148,000 students to continue operating. “Thanks to President Trump, over the last year we have witnessed nothing less than a revival of legal protections for religious freedom in America,” said Family Research Council president Tony Perkins.65 

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Military Surplus Rule

			The “1033 Program” which allowed the Department of Defense to transfer surplus military equipment to civilian law enforcement agencies, was created as part of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996. It was passed by Congress and signed into law by President Clinton.

			Then, in August 2014, Michael Brown assaulted a police officer and paid for it with his life. Riots ensued and Barack Obama signed an executive order establishing the Law Enforcement Equipment Working Group, which would review the program. “We’ve seen how militarized gear can sometimes give people a feeling like there’s an occupying force as opposed to a force that’s part of the community that’s protecting and serving them,” Obama said when he signed the executive order. “It can alienate and intimidate local residents and send the wrong message.” That group ultimately issued a report recommending that the military be prohibited from transferring certain equipment, while also imposing stricter rules on others.66

			Aside from the issue that Obama had used an executive action to roll back an act of Congress, this action also ignored the fact that situations escalating due to overreactions to heavily protected law enforcement are rare. John Malcolm, the vice president for the Institute for Constitutional Government, said, “It is also true that there are occasions where law enforcement authorities need such equipment in order to protect the public—for instance, during terrorist attacks, search-and-rescue operations, or in the wake of natural disasters.” Malcolm cited Hurricane Harvey, the terrorist attacks at the Pulse nightclub in Orlando, and San Bernardino as examples.67 The American Economic Association commissioned a study called Police Officer on the Frontline or a Soldier: The Effect of Police Militarization on Crime which determined the 1033 Program is a cost-effective deterrent on crime.68

			President Trump signed an executive order reversing the Obama-era restriction in August 2017. “These restrictions that had been imposed went too far,” Sessions said at the Fraternal Order of Police national convention in Nashville. “We will not put superficial concerns above public safety. We will do our best to get you what you need.” 

			While there may be legitimate concerns, equipment obtained through the 1033 Program saved lives and has been instrumental in emergency and disaster response efforts. Images of police officers in military gear may have left a bad impression with the American public after the riots in Ferguson, but the benefits of the program weren’t given enough consideration before Obama once again exceeded his constitutional limits and saddled the American people with bad policy.

			 

			Reversing Obama’s Racial Quota Discipline Policies

			On July 26, 2012, Barack Obama issued an executive order titled “White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for African Americans,” which linked the high dropout rate of African-American students to allegedly discriminatory enforcement of school discipline.69 He followed up with a guidance letter in January 2014 from the Departments of Justice and Education instructing schools to adopt racial quotas for enforcing discipline. If schools failed to comply with the order, the Obama administration would consider them in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which would cost them their federal funding.70

			Hans A. von Spakovsky and Roger Clegg of the Heritage Foundation made a compelling case that this guidance violated both the Congressional Review Act and the Administrative Procedure Act. “The Education Department lacks authority to use the ‘disparate impact’ standard in enforcing Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which prohibits discrimination in programs or activities that receive federal funds. […] Title VI bans only ‘disparate treatment.’ In any event, the letter’s hyper-aggressive approach violates other Supreme Court and lower federal-court decisions, including a ban on racial quotas in school discipline.”71

			Unfortunately, the issues with this policy weren’t simply legal. The real-world consequences of the Obama guidance resulted in schools being unable to protect students who were victims of bullying, sexual harassment, or violence. One family in the Baltimore County Public School system in Maryland sent their kids to private schools after their public school failed to protect them. Their nine-year-old son endured bullying for months “to the point of being suicidal,” but the school did nothing. Their twelve-year-old daughter was repeatedly sexually harassed, but the school did nothing. Their eighteen-year-old son was threatened after reporting a student with a knife in class, but the school did nothing. All this because of a misguided attempt at social engineering.72 

			School districts nationwide have experienced surges in violent behavior since changing their discipline policies under Obama’s new directive. “Large shares of teachers now say they feel unsafe, as more and more students physically attack faculty and staff, according to school-climate and teacher surveys from dozens of districts, including Buffalo, Syracuse, Philadelphia and Denver.”73

			In December 2015, a sixteen-year-old black student beat and choked a science teacher in St. Paul, Minnesota. The student called him a “f–king white cracker,” put him in a stranglehold, and beat his head into a concrete wall and the pavement, causing a concussion and brain damage. The victim of this assault believes school violence has gone out of control because of the Obama policy. “The district is not suspending students for fighting, theft, drugs and alcohol in an effort to show less students of color are suspended.” Principals got bonuses as high as $2,500 for low suspension rates.74 In Buffalo, New York, an elementary school teacher was thrown to the ground and kicked in the head by a student who said, “we can’t be suspended.”75
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