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			Introduction

			On November 20, 2016, while speaking at a news conference on the last foreign tour of his presidency in Lima, Peru, Barack Obama claimed, “I’m extremely proud of the fact that over eight years we have not had the kinds of scandals that have plagued other administrations.”1 He would echo this claim weeks later in an interview on 60 Minutes, telling host Steve Kroft, “I’m proud of the fact that, with two weeks to go, we’re probably the first administration in modern history that hasn’t had a major scandal in the White House. In that sense, we changed some things.”2

			He actually said those things.

			It’s true that Obama often distanced himself from controversies as they arose in his administration by claiming he heard about them on the news. However, given the volume of scandals from which he distanced himself, such claims are hard to swallow.

			Yet the mainstream press frequently echoed his dubious sentiments. Obama’s top advisor Valerie Jarrett told CNN’s Fareed Zakaria, “The president prides himself on the fact that his administration hasn’t had a scandal.”3 A few days before Obama left office, White House Chief of Staff Denis McDonough told CNN’s Jake Tapper that he was most proud of the fact that the Obama administration was “historically free of scandal.”4

			This should surprise no one. The press made a habit of pressing the same “scandal-free” talking point throughout Obama’s two terms. Rana Foroohar, managing editor of TIME magazine, said on MSNBC back in May 2013, “...the president has been very rightfully proud of the lack of scandal in his administration so far.”5 The same day, Steve Inskeep, host of NPR’s Morning Edition said, “this administration has been described—I don’t even know how many times—as remarkably scandal-free.”6

			Here are a few other examples of this remarkable consistency of narrative among the press. The New York Times columnist David Brooks wrote, “The Obama administration has been remarkably scandal-free.”7 In a May 2016 column in The Week, Paul Waldman marginalized Obama’s scandals as “piddling little scandalettes,” later claiming, “as far as we know, whether you like Barack Obama or not, his hands are pretty clean.”8 USA Today’s editorial board wrote, “Obama has been a largely classy, mature, and personally scandal-free presence in the White House.”9 Joe Klein wrote in TIME magazine, “There would be little melodrama and absolutely no hint of scandal during his time in office.”10 Tom Brokaw, reacting to Obama’s farewell address a month later on MSNBC, said, “He’s been scandal free, frankly, in the White House. We haven’t had that what for a while.”11 The View’s Joy Behar said, “President Obama, for eight years, was completely scandal-free.” This patently absurd claim was actually met with applause. According to Behar, “The worst thing he did was smoke a cigarette and put his feet up on his desk.”12

			The media could not have been more consistent with their “scandal-free” messaging if the press operated right out of the Oval Office. Even when The Washington Post fact checker Glenn Kessler addressed these claims of a scandal-free administration, a bumbling litany of nuances and excuses for various “controversies” resulted in “no rating” for a four-Pinocchio lie. He claims that “scandals are in the eye of the beholder.”13

			Liberal media bias is well documented, but with Barack Obama, something worse is happening. In 2007, Ezra Klein, blogger and columnist for The Washington Post, founded JournoList.14 The private, invitation-only online forum of several hundred left-wing journalists, academics, and activists served as a conduit for collusion. According to records obtained by The Daily Caller, while Obama was running for president in 2008, “employees of news organizations including Time, Politico, the Huffington Post, the Baltimore Sun, the Guardian, Salon and the New Republic participated in outpourings of anger over how Obama was treated in the media and, in some cases, plotted to fix the damage.”15

			Members of this group trashed conservative figures, but they also collaborated to protect candidate Obama when stories, such as his association with anti-American pastor Reverend Jeremiah Wright, threatened his campaign. If they failed to kill or bury a story, they tried to smear his critics. Jonathan Strong, a contributor at The Daily Caller, reported, “In one instance, Spencer Ackerman of the Washington Independent urged his colleagues to deflect attention from Obama’s relationship with Wright by changing the subject. ‘Pick one of Obama’s conservative critics,’ Ackerman wrote, ‘Fred Barnes, Karl Rove, who cares—and call them racists.’”16 Tucker Carlson, the cofounder and former editor-in-chief of The Daily Caller, said, “Again and again, we discovered members of JournoList working to coordinate talking points on behalf of Democratic politicians, principally Barack Obama. That is not journalism, and those who engage in it are not journalists. They should stop pretending to be.”17

			JournoList may have disbanded in 2010, but organized left-wing collusion to protect Obama continued unabated, and wasn’t limited to the media. Academia also played a role in covering up the scandalous Obama years. When TIME magazine asked ten historians to weigh in on Obama’s legacy, their comments often sounded much more like propaganda than analysis. Presidential historian Doris Kearns Goodwin said Obama would be remembered “for his dignity, grace, and the lack of scandal.” James Grossman, executive director of the American Historical Association, said Obama was “virtually scandal free.” Timothy Naftali, Clinical Associate Professor of History and Public Service at New York University, said Obama would “leave office scandal-free.” Nikhil Pal Singh, Associate Professor in the Departments of Social and Cultural Analysis and History at New York University, said Obama “avoided scandal.”18 Edna Greene Medford, a Professor of History of Howard University and the academic advisor of C-SPAN’s 2017 Presidential Historians Survey, said she was surprised that Obama ranked as 12th best president in the survey . . . not because 12th was absurdly high, but because she thought Obama should have ranked higher. Amongst other reasons, she said, “I am especially surprised that he was ranked at 7th in moral authority (despite heading a scandal-free administration).”19 Are these so-called experts in history ignorant of the recent past, or co-conspirators in whitewashing Obama’s record?

			When I coauthored The Worst President in History: The Legacy of Barack Obama, I warned you this was coming. After all, even before Obama took the oath of office on January 20, 2009, greatness of messianic proportions was bestowed upon him and his presidency. Americans learned the hard way that “hope and change” weren’t all they were cracked up to be. Obama couldn’t possibly live up to such premature canonization, so his allies constantly made excuses. The media turned a blind eye, and academics are now covering his tracks for posterity. While the impact of his policies will be debated for years, no one can pretend that the Obama years weren’t plagued from the beginning by controversy and scandal—unless, that is, they’re either ignorant or dishonest.

			Obama was one who liked to feign ignorance in order to distance himself from his scandals. When a scandal broke, Obama’s default response was to claim he had learned about it from the media at the same time the rest of country did. That’s not a rejection of the scandalous nature of any given outrage; it’s an admission that the outrage was warranted. Only Obama could get away with spinning his responses as proof of the lack of scandal in his administration.

			Is the media so left-biased that spying on journalists or waging war on whistleblowers is seen as problematic only when conducted by a Republican? What do historians think there is to gain by downplaying the significance of Fast and Furious, the IRS Scandal, or the Benghazi cover-up? Why are they protecting Obama from us instead of protecting us from Obama? If we refuse to recognize teachable moments in history as they happen just because they reflect poorly on the political savior du jour, we will learn nothing from our mistakes, and are, thus, doomed to repeat them.

			While it may be cliché to do so, it’s worth quoting George Orwell here. In his classic dystopian novel, 1984, he wrote “Who controls the past controls the future. Who controls the present controls the past.” Today, historians control the past and “journalists” control the present. If they’re both getting it so terribly wrong, then it is safe to say that the facts surrounding the scandals, that so many pretend never happened, will be lost to the memory hole. If people like you don’t expose the truth about Obama’s scandal-ridden administration, we’re going to wake up, one day, in a world that thinks he’s Santa Claus—a savior as fictional as a fairy tale.

			Of course, Kessler’s point about scandals being in the eye of the beholder forces us to more carefully define our terms. In one sense, he’s right. In 2016, polls showed that the Hillary Clinton email scandal was a much bigger deal for conservatives than it was for liberals.20 The eye of the beholder may be biased, but journalists should be focused on reporting the objective facts. They’re not, and that’s why I wrote this book.

			In The Worst President in History: The Legacy of Barack Obama, Mark Noonan and I detailed the many failings of his presidency, but we also noted that history will be the ultimate judge of Obama’s legacy. While we are confident that our assessment, and the plethora of facts to back it up, will stand the test of time, it will take years before Obama’s presidency can be more objectively assessed by the masses. We wrote that book because we saw so clearly that the media wasn’t speaking truth to power and that academia was a willing accomplice in a massive cover up to protect Obama’s presidency from proper scrutiny. While that book covered all aspects of his presidency, this book will focus specifically on the scandals and controversies that marred Obama eight years in office, putting an end to the fallacy of a scandal-free administration.

			Years of political polarization has resulted in a political climate where corruption and scandal are selectively tolerated—where party identification, not the facts, determines one’s perception of guilt or innocence. This is by no means limited to the political left, but the media outlets with the loudest megaphones are all working as one to turn a false narrative about Obama’s sterling record into historical “fact.” Knowing this, Obama heard from the “watchdogs” of the press: do as you please. And he did. As the following pages will show, Obama’s eight years in office were constantly tainted by scandal and controversy, not even his presidential transition or his return to the private sector were immune. 

			Many of the scandals and controversies covered in this book could have entire books devoted to them individually (and some of them do) in order to cover everything there is to know about each of them. This book is meant to be a resource covering the most significant scandals and controversies, and the most salient details you need to respond with the next time someone tells you that Barack Obama had a scandal-free presidency. They might not like to hear the facts, but they need to. Leftists, I have noticed, tend to self-segregate ideologically and don’t like having their beliefs questioned. So, they may call you a racist for daring to question the conventional wisdom as reported by the media, but don’t be discouraged because they won’t stop. Obama’s supporters in the media, academia, and the grassroots of the Democratic Party are invested in the idea that his presidency was an unparalleled success, and that he was the archetype of presidential ethics. Nothing could be further from the truth, as the following pages prove, but if they repeat their lies often enough, perhaps others will believe them.

			It is up to conservatives and ethically consistent liberals who approach this book with an open mind to digest the facts and use them to debunk the myths of friends and family members with unflinching Obama messianism. My message is this: let this book be your reference in that next argument at the dinner table or debate on social media. Each and every little crack in the impenetrable wall of their citadel of denial takes us one step closer to the day when we all wake up and begin standing for truth and moral rectitude.

		

	
		
			The BlagoGate Scandal

			Obama’s corrupt administration began before he took office. On December 9, 2008, just over a month after Obama’s historic victory, Illinois Governor Rod Blagojevich was arrested at his home following a years-long corruption investigation.1 In the state of Illinois, the governor has the power to fill a U.S. Senate vacancy; Blagojevich was charged with attempting to sell it. In transcripts of tapped phone conversations, Blagojevich called the position “a [expletive] valuable thing. You just don’t give it away for nothing.”2 What did the Governor want in exchange for the seat? The criminal complaint claimed he was interested in several positions, including a position in Obama’s cabinet, or an ambassadorship. If Obama failed to meet his demands, Blagojevich considered appointing himself.3

			Obama distanced himself from Blagojevich when the corruption charges came to light. He claimed he was “appalled and disappointed” and denied any involvement in the scandal. “I have never spoken with the governor on this subject. I am confident that no representative of mine would have any part in any deals related to this seat.”4

			There was just one problem with that claim. It turned out that Valerie Jarrett, Obama’s top advisor, was interested in his vacant seat, and is referred to in the criminal complaint as “Senate Candidate 1.”

			 

			Later on November 3, 2008, ROD BLAGOJEVICH spoke with Advisor A. By this time, media reports indicated that Senate Candidate 1, an advisor to the President-elect, was interested in the Senate seat if it became vacant, and was likely to be supported by the President-elect. During the call, ROD BLAGOJEVICH stated, “unless I get something real good for [Senate Candidate 1], shit, I’ll just send myself, you know what I’m saying.”5

			 

			According to the complaint, Blagojevich offered to appoint Jarrett “in exchange for the position of Secretary of Health and Human Services in the President-elect’s cabinet.”6 Four days after the presidential election, CNN reported that a “Democratic source close to Barack Obama” had confirmed that Valerie Jarrett was “Obama’s choice to replace him in the Senate.”7 But Jarrett ultimately followed Obama to the White House as an advisor.

			To nip the brewing scandal in the bud, the Obama Transition “investigated” his connection to Blagojevich. Astonishingly, no improper contact was discovered!8 In a written statement, Dan Pfeiffer, communications director of the Obama Transition, ‘cleared’ the president-elect. The Obama Transition’s internal review “affirmed the public statements of the president-elect that he had no contact with the governor or his staff, and that the president-elect’s staff was not involved in inappropriate discussions with the governor or his staff over the selection of his successor as U.S. senator.”9 Did anyone really expect that Obama’s transition team would conclude that Obama talked to Blagojevich about his Senate seat and violated federal law? Was Pfeiffer really going to say, “Yes, Obama’s guilty, but we hope this doesn’t change anything”? Of course not. However, their findings contradict both the criminal complaint against Blagojevich and numerous documents obtained by Judicial Watch through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request.

			Judicial Watch president Tom Fitton explained, “Not only was Team Obama aware of Blagojevich’s scheme but they seemingly participated in illegal negotiations with Blagojevich and his representatives.”10 One of the documents was a letter from president-elect Obama to Governor Blagojevich, dated December 2, 2008—just one week before Blagojevich’s arrest—thanking him for meeting him the day before.11

			What did they discuss at this meeting? KHQA, a CBS affiliate based out of Quincy, Illinois, published two stories about the meeting between Obama and Blagojevich, both acknowledging that the two met to discuss Obama’s Senate seat. KHQA withdrew both stories without explanation.12 Obama’s senior advisor, David Axelrod, confirmed that Blagojevich and Obama met and that the Senate was discussed when asked about it on Fox Chicago Sunday on November 28, 2008. “I know he’s talked to the governor. And, you know, he’s—there are a whole range of names, many of which have surfaced. And he’s—I think he has a fondness for a lot of them.”13 Axelrod would later claim he “misspoke” in a statement released shortly after Blagojevich’s arrest. “I was mistaken when I told an interviewer last month that the president-elect has spoken directly to Governor Blagojevich about the Senate vacancy.”14

			Testimony during the trial also debunked the internal Obama team’s investigation. Barack Obama and his chief of staff Rahm Emanuel came up frequently during Blagojevich’s trial.15 In May 2010, Blagojevich’s top aide, John Harris, testified that Obama knew he wanted a job in his administration in exchange for appointing an Obama-approved candidate. “The president understands that the governor would be willing to make the appointment of Valerie Jarrett as long as he gets what he’s asked for.”16 When Jarrett withdrew from consideration, a list of “acceptable” candidates to fill Obama’s seat in the United States Senate was supplied by Obama.17 Harris’s testimony matched secret FBI recordings of conversations between him and Blagojevich. Governor Blagojevich also wanted Obama to testify, since he had “direct knowledge to allegations made in the indictment” and his public statements “contradict other witness statements...”18 

			More damning testimony came from Tom Balanoff, a powerful union official in Chicago, and Obama’s emissary to the governor regarding his Senate seat. He claimed that Obama called him the night before the election to talk about what he was looking for in his successor in the U.S. Senate. He said he wouldn’t publicly support anyone, but that Valerie Jarrett would fit his criteria. Balanoff then relayed this information to Governor Blagojevich.19 The Obama Transition team’s internal investigation failed to mention this conversation. Yet, the media treated it as if it were a thorough and honest investigation, sufficient to put the issue to rest.

			What do we know? Obama was interested in who replaced him in the Senate, provided a list of acceptable candidates to the governor and met with him about the seat, and used an intermediary to discuss the quid pro quo. All of this is public record. Obama’s statements also contradicted sworn testimony in Blagojevich’s trial. How was this not a bigger story?

			When the media wasn’t trying to distance Blagojevich from Obama, they were trying to turn the scandal into a positive story for the new president. CBS correspondent Chip Reid dubbed GOP attempts to link Obama and Blagojevich a “tough sell.” He added, “Barack Obama and Rod Blagojevich have both been leaders in Illinois Democratic politics for years, but long-time observers say that’s about as far as the connection goes.”20 George Stephanopoulos not only accepted Axelrod’s claim that he misspoke without question, but he called Blagojevich Obama’s “best character witness.”21 NBC’s Chuck Todd bizarrely claimed, “there’s clearly no evidence that anything was going on, and if anything, the quotes from Blagojevich in that amazing indictment are the most exculpatory thing there for the President-elect.”22 Others suggested the scandal was insignificant. “What’s the big deal here?” asked PBS’s Jim Lehrer.23 If you have to ask, you have no business being in the media.

			In retrospect, this scandal served notice to the American people that Obama’s tenure would be rotten to the core and that the press would cover the stench. With a zealous investigation, he’d have resigned in disgrace, ending his presidency before it began. Instead, the media tipped its hand. Obama had the freedom to push the boundaries of ethical governance and the media would cover for him. Establishment “journalists” were anxious for Obama to take office unencumbered by scandal so he could deliver on all that “hope and change” he spoke of during the campaign. Far from acting as America’s watchdog, the press became Obama’s lapdog.

		

	
		
			The Audacity of Opacity

			Remember when Barack Obama was running for president, and he promised that his administration would be the most transparent and open administration? As the pages of this book show, there’s a reason Obama’s promise for transparency was as much of a sham as his Nobel Peace Prize. If you believe he sincerely intended to open up the government to public scrutiny, his actions are even more galling. For the record, I don’t.

			From the start, the grandiose platitudes of the campaign proved empty. Obama played the part of a president who desired transparency. On day one of his presidency he issued a memorandum instructing federal agencies “to usher in a new era of open government.”1 How did he do following his own instructions? Prior to entering the White House, Obama promised that all bills would be posted online for the American public to read for five days prior to signing them into law. It took him nine days to abandon that promise when he signed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act less than a day after it arrived on his desk.2

			Failing to live up to a relatively minor campaign promise was just the first in a long string of decisions made by the most opaque and guarded administration in American history to undermine all attempts to hold government accountable. Here are several other instances of obfuscation. Remember, this is far from an exhaustive survey.

			Obama gets praise for his policy of voluntarily releasing White House visitor logs, but he fought hard to keep them secret, only revising the policy after a lawsuit from Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington (CREW).3 After that “change,” the White House conducted many meetings with lobbyists off White House grounds to keep his associations secret.4 It took losing a lawsuit from Judicial Watch to force the administration to release all visitor logs.5

			As a candidate for president, Obama promised to protect whistleblowers. As president, he waged war against them. The Obama administration used the 1917 Espionage Act to go after whistleblowers who spoke with the media three times more than all past presidents...combined!6 In a rare moment of honesty, his promise to offer increased whistleblower protections was deleted off his transition website change.gov in the summer of 2013.7

			Transparency on health care reform also met an untimely demise at the hands of an ethics death panel. Remember when Obamacare negotiations were supposed to be televised on C-SPAN to demonstrate true openness with the voters? Obama said, “I’m going to have all the negotiations around a big table. We’ll have doctors and nurses and hospital administrators. Insurance companies, drug companies—they’ll get a seat at the table, they just won’t be able to buy every chair. But what we will do is, we’ll have the negotiations televised on C-SPAN...”8 That never happened. The bill was instead drafted by a panel of Obama-appointed experts behind closed doors9 and then rammed through both houses of Congress using parliamentary tricks to stop Americans from knowing anything about the plan.10 Perhaps that explains why we had to pass the bill to find out what was in it.

			Did you know the Obama White House had a policy of banning photojournalists from certain events? The media, despite its glowing coverage of Obama, was not amused. In lieu of a hashtag campaign on Twitter, the White House Correspondents Association and nearly forty leading media outlets and organizations sent a letter to the White House to protest their policy. They believed the Obama policy set “a troubling precedent with a direct and adverse impact on the public’s ability to independently monitor and see what its government is doing,” and “raised constitutional concerns.”11

			Early in Obama’s administration—less than four months in—White House Counsel sent a memo to all federal agencies instructing them to delay, censor, or prevent the release of any documents involving or referencing any communication with the White House requested under the Freedom of Information Act. According to one FOIA officer, the Obama White House also kept a “Nixonian list” of FOIA requesters. “They not only want to know what is sent out from the government, but also who’s doing the asking.”12 If a president is that paranoid, something is very wrong. It should have been widely discussed when the Washington Times broke the story in the summer of 2014, but it met with crickets outside the conservative blogosphere.

			And, speaking of FOIA requests, the Obama administration spent a record amount of money—our tax dollars, no less—fighting FOIA lawsuits to prevent the release of documents. An Associated Press analysis concluded that the Obama administration also “set records for outright denial of access to files, refusing to quickly consider requests described as especially newsworthy, and forcing people to pay for records who had asked the government to waive search and copy fees.”13 Your tax dollars at work preventing you from exercising your rights as defined under federal law? 

			While Obama thinks he deserves credit for signing bipartisan FOIA reform in the summer of 2016, he was actually a strong opponent of those reforms. That’s according to documents obtained by the Freedom of the Press Foundation, a nonprofit group that had to sue Obama’s Department of Justice for stonewalling their FOIA requests. Those documents show the Obama administration actively undermining bipartisan efforts to reform FOIA and make government more transparent.14 When given the chance to codify his stated ideal of a transparent government into law, with rare, bipartisan support in Congress, Obama balked.

			When it really mattered, Obama fought to keep his administration anything but transparent. He fought (and won) the right “to keep secret a memo that outlines the supposed legal authority for the Federal Bureau of Investigation to collect Americans’ telephone and financial records without a subpoena or court order.”15 Even The New York Times editorial board lambasted Obama over that one.

			In 2012, Bloomberg News gave the Obama administration a transparency test, and found that “Nineteen of 20 cabinet-level agencies disobeyed the law requiring the disclosure of public information.”16 A major study by the Committee to Protect Journalists released in 2013 called the Obama White House the most secretive since Nixon. “The administration’s war on leaks and other efforts to control information are the most aggressive I’ve seen since the Nixon administration when I was one of the editors involved in The Washington Post’s investigation of Watergate,” wrote Leonard Downie Jr.17 A 2014 Associated Press analysis reached a similar conclusion, determining that the Obama administration grew increasingly secretive over the years.18 According to analysis from Reporters Without Borders (RWB), the United States’ ranking on the World Press Freedom Index plummeted from 20th out of 180 countries when Obama took office,19 to 41th place in 2016, after hitting a low point in 2015 coming in at 49th overall.20

			James Risen, the Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter for The New York Times who was pressured by the Obama administration to reveal his confidential sources in a leak investigation, called the Obama administration “The greatest enemy of press freedom in a generation.”21 The New York Times executive editor Jill Abramson called the Obama White House, “the most secretive White House that I have ever been involved in covering.”22

			The Washington Post was also critical of Obama’s record on transparency and secrecy, noting that WaPo reporters had only been given an opportunity to interview Obama during his first year in office. “Think about that. The Post is, after all, perhaps the leading news outlet on national government and politics, with no in-depth, on-the-record access to the president of the United States for almost all of his two terms,” wrote columnist Margaret Sullivan in May 2016. “I couldn’t get anyone in the White House press office to address this, despite repeated attempts by phone and email—which possibly proves my point.”23 

			Sullivan showed that Obama gave an unprecedented number of interviews, but his strategy was to avoid hostile cross-examination and dictate the terms of his media appearances. According to a study from retired Towson University professor Martha Joynt Kumar, access to Obama was strictly controlled, as were terms and topics of all interviews. Press conferences and question and answer sessions with the media were limited.24 Rather than face a potentially combative press corps that would be unwilling to tolerate a list of demands by Obama for an interview, he focused on smaller media outlets more willing to accept those demands for access. Take his interview with YouTube celebrity GloZell Green, famous for a video of herself immersed in a bathtub filled with milk and cereal...and eating it.25 I watched the infamous bathtub video as part of my research for this book. There are literally no words to describe it, and no legitimate justification for Obama to debase the office of the presidency by granting an amateur YouTube attention-seeker like GloZell an interview.

			While Obama lauded transparency in public, he avoided transparency like the plague behind the scenes. Even so, he pushed the “most transparent administration” mythology throughout his presidency. It wasn’t enough for Obama to pretend that he was a true advocate for government transparency; he actually demanded credit for it. In what can only be described as a pathetic attempt to rewrite Obama’s scandalous record on transparency, press secretary Josh Earnest wrote a letter to the editor that appeared in The New York Times on August 31, 2016, claiming Obama improved government transparency and journalists should recognize and acknowledge that.26 Forty journalism and open-government groups responded with a letter explaining how transparency had actually gotten worse.27

			What do you get when you cross the least accessible White House in history with a submissive, fawning press? A transparent scandal that’s invisible to the average American. 

		

	
		
			The New Black Panther Scandal

			On Election Day 2008, members of the New Black Panther Party stood outside a Philadelphia polling place wearing military garb making racial remarks and discouraging people from voting. The incident was captured on video and uploaded to YouTube, gaining national attention. A voter intimidation case against the New Black Panther Party began weeks before Obama took office.1 And that’s where this open-and-shut case turned in one of the earliest Obama administration scandals.

			The case continued under the Obama administration. Between the video evidence and eyewitness accounts, it was a slam dunk. In fact, the New Black Panthers never showed up in court to defend themselves, establishing their likely conviction by default. But then, in May 2009, the Justice Department made the controversial decision to drop the case. Despite the video evidence of the men using racial slurs, with one of them brandishing a weapon, and witness reports of voters turning away from the poll because of their intimidating presence, the Justice Department claimed the incident was minor and blown out of proportion. They said career attorneys had determined there was no merit to the case.2 Their excuses were as implausible as the pitch for Obamacare.

			Many believed Obama’s Justice Department was refusing to prosecute minorities for civil rights abuses. As Virginia Congressman Frank Wolf asked, “If showing a weapon, making threatening statements and wearing paramilitary uniforms in front of polling station doors does not constitute voter intimidation, at what threshold of activity would these laws be enforceable?”3 For the Obama administration, the answer—apparently—was “only when the victims aren’t white.”

			Around the same time this scandal was growing, Obama got himself in the middle of another race-based controversy by speaking publicly about the arrest of Harvard professor Henry Louis Gates, Jr. at his home. He implied that the officers who were responding to a neighbor’s 911 call about a possible break-in in progress had suspected the professor based solely on his race. He called together the professor, the police officer and, of course, the press, to hold a “beer summit” to open a dialogue about race relations in law enforcement.4

			But, the scandal at the Justice Department was far more serious. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights looked into the allegations against the Justice Department. Republicans in Congress demanded answers. The new “open and transparent” Obama administration was having none of it, however. If you’ll pardon my echoing of Obama here, they “acted stupidly.” They refused to respond to requests from the commission and congressional inquiries.5 Obviously, they had nothing to hide, right? Months of stonewalling later, the commission voted to formally investigate the Justice Department’s actions.6 

			And the obstruction continued. The Justice Department instructed federal attorneys J. Christian Adams and Christopher Coates, who were subpoenaed by the commission, not to cooperate with the investigation. Adams and Coates had both worked on the case against the New Black Panthers and wanted it to move forward.7 Coates was removed from his position at the Department of Justice and sent to a U.S. Attorney’s office in South Carolina.8 Adams later resigned from his position at the Justice Department “because of the corrupt nature of the dismissal, statements falsely characterizing the case and, most of all, indefensible orders for the career attorneys not to comply with lawful subpoenas investigating the dismissal.”9

			Adams asserts that “the dismissal of the Black Panther case was motivated by a lawless hostility toward equal enforcement of the law.”10 He is not alone in this assessment. According to Adams, others in the department agree with him. “The department abetted wrongdoers and abandoned law-abiding citizens victimized by the New Black Panthers,” he added.11 When Adams appeared before the Civil Rights Commission in July 2010, he testified “I was told by voting section management that cases are not going to be brought against black defendants on [behalf] of white victims.”12 Adams mentioned deputy assistant Attorney General Julie Fernandes, an Obama appointee, by name, saying she’d told him that the Obama administration was only interested in pursuing civil rights case where the victims were minorities.13 Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights Tom Perez refused to confirm or deny whether she made the statements. Christopher Coates, after originally being blocked from testifying by the Justice Department, echoed a similar story when he spoke before the commission. “I had people who told me point-blank that [they] didn’t come to the voting rights section to sue African American people.”14 Equal justice under the law was not an ideal of the Obama administration.

			Both Adams and Coates also accused Tom Perez of lying under oath when he testified to the commission about the case. According to documents obtained by Judicial Watch via a FOIA lawsuit, they were right. The Justice Department had been claiming—for over a year, to both Congress and the commission—that career attorneys, not political appointees, had been responsible for dismissing the case. Perez had testified under oath to this point, but according to internal emails, high ranking political appointees were regularly discussing the case. The Washington Times even reported in 2009 that Associate Attorney General Thomas J. Perrelli, the third-ranking official in the Justice Department at the time, “was consulted and ultimately approved” the decision to drop the case.15 Attorney General Eric Holder was also being updated on the case, bringing the corruption straight to Obama’s cabinet.16 

			So, Perez lied under oath. No big deal, right? Obama was pleased. Perez later became Labor Secretary in 2013, serving until the end of Obama’s presidency. As of this writing, he is the chairman of the Democratic National Committee. Lying under oath pays if you’re an Obama crony. Considering the Democrats already have a president who was impeached for lying under oath, and a former chairman who resigned in disgrace after rigging the 2016 Democratic presidential primaries for that president’s wife, having a party chairman who lied under oath (and got away with it) is small potatoes.

			Not only were senior officials at the Justice Department involved but, according to an analysis by The Washington Times, there was also evidence of coordination with the White House.

			 

			Flagrant Justice Department stonewalling of numerous outside inquiries concerning the case already had deepened the suspicion that high-level political interference was involved. Now a new analysis shows that the top Justice political appointee positively identified as having approved the controversial decisions, Associate Attorney General Thomas J. Perrelli, had a strange habit of consulting key White House lawyers in person at exactly the times the key Black Panther decisions were being made—but very rarely visiting the White House when Black Panther matters were not pressing.17

			 

			On January 27, 2011, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights released their final, damning report on the New Black Panther Party intimidation case. It not only detailed the merits of the case, but also the Obama administration’s involvement in the decision to drop it, the stonewalling of the investigation by the Justice Department (including not allow key witnesses in the department to testify) and unambiguous evidence of a racial double standard in the Civil Rights Division.18 Despite all the damning evidence, an internal Justice Department investigation concluded that politics played no role in the dismissal of the Black Panther case.19 Gee, who didn’t see that coming? 

			What we had here was an explosive scandal involving accusations of systemic racial bias in the Department of Justice, stonewalling investigations, lying under oath, and evidence of White House involvement. Calling it a scandal is an understatement. Surely the media covered the story with gusto, right?

			Not. Even. Close.

			There was no coverage of the scandal at ABC, CBS, or NBC. In the summer of 2010, more than a year after the controversy began, The Washington Post’s ombudsman skewered the paper for ignoring the scandal while other papers like The Washington Times and even The New York Times had covered it.20 Around the same time, CBS anchorman Bob Schieffer interviewed Eric Holder, but never asked him about the scandal, claiming, after the fact, that he didn’t know about it during the interview.21 Even more ridiculous was a claim by MSNBC’s Keith Olbermann that the decision not to prosecute the New Black Panther Party “was not made by Obama, nor the Obama administration, nor the Attorney General, Mr. Holder. It was made during the administration of President George W. Bush.”22 Perhaps Schieffer was ignorant of the scandal (which I doubt) since the media gave it little attention, but Olbermann’s claim was a verifiable lie. As I’ve already documented, the decision to drop the case happened after Obama took office and was made by Obama appointees.

			Soon after the release of the Commission on Civil Rights’ final Interim Report on the scandal, several commissioners’ terms expired, and the vacancies filled by Obama’s appointees.23 The commission’s investigation was as good as dead.

			In 2012, the New Black Panthers once again returned to polling places in Philadelphia to intimidate potential voters. With Barack Obama and Eric Holder protecting them from being held accountable, what was stopping them? So much for that post-racial presidency we were promised. Like the rest of the media narrative surrounding Obama’s term in office, reality bore little resemblance.

		

	
		
			The Walpin Firing Scandal

			Most people probably don’t know who Gerald Walpin was, or why he’s important in the grand scheme of Obama’s scandals. He was the Inspector General for the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS), appointed by George W. Bush and confirmed by the U.S. Senate in December 2006 by voice vote. Walpin, a conservative, had a long and distinguished career in the private and public sectors and had worked to convict Democrats and Republicans for wrongdoing.1 When Obama nominated Sonia Sotomayor to the Supreme Court, the White House distributed a talking points memo to support her nomination citing Walpin’s past support of Sotomayor’s nomination to the Second Circuit in 1998.2 Twelve days after the White House distributed this memo citing Walpin to bolster Obama’s nomination of Sotomayor, Obama fired Walpin without explanation or warning. One reporter for The Daily Beast said that the firing: “might be President Obama’s first scandal since taking office.”3 It wasn’t the first, obviously, but it would prove to be quite the scandal.

			Gerald Walpin had been investigating Sacramento Mayor Kevin Johnson, a former NBA basketball star and Obama supporter, for misusing federal grant money from AmeriCorps. The program was created by the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 and has grown to over 80,000 members since its inception. Participants get benefits such as student loan deferment, living allowances, health benefits, career opportunities and training, and so forth.4 The program has done some good, but has also been plagued by waste and corruption. 

			What did Walpin do to merit being fired by Obama? He found that Johnson gave $850,000 of AmeriCorps grant money to a nonprofit organization he founded called St. HOPE Academy. That grant money was used to pay AmeriCorps volunteers for political activity, to wash his car, and to run his personal errands.

			Because of the investigation, Walpin recommended criminal charges and Johnson was barred from receiving any federal money. He referred the case to the local U.S. Attorney’s office. Prosecutors chose not to file charges against St. HOPE, but a settlement agreement was reached: about half the $850,000 grant money it received from AmeriCorps had to be paid back in exchange for restoring its eligibility to receive future grants.5 Johnson called the settlement agreement “excessive.” Walpin disagreed. He said the settlement was lenient, and that the U.S. Attorney’s office had given into political pressure.

			White House lawyer Norman Eisen then informed Walpin that he had an hour to resign or be fired. He refused to resign and Obama informed Congress that Walpin was fired. His only explanation was: “It is vital that I have the fullest confidence in the appointees serving as Inspectors General. That is no longer the case with regard to this Inspector General.”6 

			Obama’s justification was vague, and his actions were illegal. The president has the power to fire inspectors general, but he must give them thirty days’ notice, and Congress must receive a letter explaining the firing, according to the Inspector General Reform Act of 2008. Obama was aware of this since he was a cosponsor of the legislation while in the U.S. Senate.7

			The day Obama terminated Walpin, Rick Maya, the executive director of St. HOPE, resigned from his position. In his resignation letter, Maya accused Johnson and other St. HOPE board members of obstructing the investigation into their spending practices, and said emails under federal subpoena had been deleted. The allegations not only gave more credence to Walpin’s claims, but also prompted a new FBI investigation.8

			A Republican-led investigation began almost immediately, as did a White House smear campaign against Walpin to justify his firing. Obama’s excuse wasn’t even cutting it for some Democrats, so he responded with a letter the leaders of the Senate committee overseeing AmeriCorps. In it, he accused Walpin of, among other things, being “confused, disoriented and unable to answer questions,” and exhibiting “behavior that led the board to question his capacity to serve” during a CNCS board meeting a month earlier. He also asserted that Walpin’s dismissal was the result of a “unanimous request from the AmeriCorps board of directors.” Walpin told Glenn Beck he was amazed at these claims since, a mere two days before he was fired, they asked him to go to San Francisco to give a speech.9

			The Republican investigation of Walpin’s illegal dismissal concluded that all the accusations against Walpin came after his firing, and were likely part of a cover-up of Obama’s illegal actions. The Obama White House never sought the opinion of the board until after the firing, providing them with talking points on the matter in case the media asked any questions. Documents previously withheld by the White House, released only hours after Senator Charles Grassley and Rep. Darrell Issa released the report on their findings, corroborated the report. The only person with any “substantive input” on Walpin’s removal was the board chairman, Alan Solomont, an Obama supporter and big-time Democrat donor. The board’s vice-chairman, Stephen Goldsmith, was contacted before the firing, but after the decision to fire Walpin had already been made. As Hot Air’s Ed Morrissey noted, “The White House not only deliberately misled Congress on Walpin’s firing, they also withheld these new documents until after Grassley and Issa made their initial report on the investigation...”10

			The report also found that “concerns about Walpin’s fitness to serve as IG lacked merit,” and that White House lawyer Norman Eisen’s statements to Congress were “explicitly contradicted by witness testimony.” Walpin’s investigation also unearthed an apparent cover-up of sexual abuse allegations against Johnson by three female St. HOPE Academy students. One student was offered hush money but refused to accept it.11

			This all begs the question: How did Johnson avoid prosecution? Well, acting U.S. Attorney Lawrence Brown “was actively seeking a Presidential appointment as the U.S. Attorney at the same time he was negotiating a lenient settlement agreement with Kevin Johnson, excluding the Inspector General from the negotiations, and filing a complaint against Walpin with the Integrity Committee,” according to an update and supplement to Senator Grassley and Rep. Issa’s initial report on the firing.12 

			Walpin was cleared of all the charges made against him; the smear campaign against him failed and Brown never got the appointment. Nevertheless, Obama broke the law to protect a donor and ally who had misused federal grant money and sexually abused three students, then he and his appointees misled Congress in an attempt to cover it up. Is that not a scandal?

			According to the media, it wasn’t. Analysis from the Media Research Center shows that, except for the Fox News Channel, and a few reports on CNN, the media was silent.13 Tom Brokaw featured a laudatory profile of Johnson, including his founding of St. HOPE, in a documentary called “American Character Along Highway 50” that aired in January 2010.14 Somehow, Tom Brokaw’s “search of the American character” lead him to Johnson despite Johnson’s misuse of AmeriCorps grants, the obstruction of the investigation, the FBI investigation of that obstruction, and the allegations of sexual misconduct. Why? Because protecting Obama meant protecting Johnson too. 

			Members of the media had a duty to be government watchdogs—like Gerald Walpin—and expose corruption and abuse of power. Walpin did his job. The only crime he committed was going after Johnson, Obama’s friend and donor. And Johnson knew he could rely on the president because he knew the press wouldn’t hold Obama accountable for abusing the power and resources of the government to help a friend and donor.
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