Which Constitution?
Reagan

I've read the constitutions of a number of countries, including the Soviet Union's. Now, some people are surprised to hear that they have a constitution, and it even supposedly grants a number of freedoms to its people. Many countries have written into their constitution provisions for freedom of speech and freedom of assembly. Well, if this is true, why is the Constitution of the United States so exceptional?  Well, the difference is so small that it almost escapes you, but it's so great it tells you the whole story in just three words: We the people. In those other constitutions, the Government tells the people of those countries what they're allowed to do. In our Constitution, we the people tell the Government what it can do, and it can do only those things listed in that document and no others. Virtually every other revolution in history has just exchanged one set of rulers for another set of rulers. Our revolution is the first to say the people are the masters and government is their servant. 

--Ronald Reagan (State of the Union 1987)


Obama

If you look at the victories and failures of the civil rights movement and its litigation strategy in the court, I think where it succeeded was to vest formal rights in previously dispossessed peoples so that I would now have the right to vote, I would now be able to sit at a lunch counter and order and as long as I could pay for it I'd be okay. But the Supreme Court never ventured into the issues of redistribution of wealth and sort of more basic issues of political and economic justice in this society.

   As radical as I think people try to characterize the Warren Court, it wasn't that radical. It didn't break free from the essential constraints that were placed by the Founding Fathers in the Constitution at least as its been interpreted and the Warren Court interpreted it in the same way, that generally the Constitution is a charter of negative liberties, says what the states can't do to you, says what the federal government can't do to you, but it doesn't say what the federal government or the state government must do on your behalf, and that hasn't shifted, and one of the tragedies of the civil rights movement was because the civil rights movement became so court focused, I think that there was a tendency to lose track of the political and community organizing and activities on the ground that are able to put together the actual coalitions of power through which you bring about redistributive change. And in some ways we still suffer from that.

   I think we can say that the Constitution reflected an enormous blind spot in this culture that carries on until this day and -- and -- and that the framers had that same blind spot. I -- I don't think the two views are contradictory to say that it was a remarkable political document that paved the way for where we are now and to say that it also reflected the fundamental flaw of this country that continues to this day.
--Barack Obama (on Chicago FM radio station in 2001)

Reagan's 1987 address points out that our Constitution was created different from all the others of the world for a reason --  the same reason fifty-six signers of the Declaration of Independence, in spite of imminent imprisonment, ruin, and death during the ongoing Revolutionary War,  solemnly stated: "…for the support of this Declaration, with a firm reliance on the protection of Divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes, and our sacred Honor."

     Reagan  reminded us that our Founders had established a unique form of government in which "…the people tell the Government what it can do, and it can do only those things listed in that document and no others." He directly contrasted our Constitution with those of other countries, under which "Government tells the people … what they're allowed to do."

Obama's 2001 interview revealed his core beliefs that now drive his agenda, speech, choices, and policies as President. He made it clear that he laments a Constitution that impedes "coalitions of power that can redistribute wealth" -- and he deplores a Constitution that "reflected an enormous blind spot in this culture that carries on until this day". His statements plainly demonstrate that he regards the Constitution as an ill-conceived and inadequate basis for government.

     Nevertheless, in January 2009, he raised his hand and swore a solemn oath before God and the world to "preserve, protect and defend " the same Constitution. In direct violation of his oath, his words and actions since then have shown that he will ignore the Constitution in pursuit of his "hope and change" dream of a utopian collective society in which "From each according to his ability, to each according to his need." will be forced on everyone except him his chosen elite.
Which Constitution will we leave to our children and grandchildren? What can one person do? One person can realize that "political correctness" has nothing to do with politeness  It's plain Orwellian speech censorship (recall his Thought Police), designed to make you afraid to say what you know is right.. The Fort Hood massacre shows that political correctness kills. The old taboo, "don't bring up politics or religion" plays easily into the hands of tyranny.  One person can talk. --2010aug08-sls
