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Introduction: Still in the Woods




You are not out of the woods yet. I know about the Republican electoral momentum ... and about the legislative resistance to some of the president’s agenda ... and about the adaptability of American entrepreneurs. Like you, I’ve read the sanguine analysis of Obamacare and the alleged overreactions of its opponents. I know all about the Tea Partiers, too; in fact, I am one of them myself. None of those facts will prevent the era of economic malaise and financial disruption through which you and I must pass.

Anyone who thinks we dodged a bullet on health care has failed to gather the proper intel about the weapons we face. Obamacare is not something that flows from the barrel of a conventional firearm; it is much more like an agent of biological warfare. It does not explode out of the barrel and either immediately hit (or miss) you. Its effects spread—gradually. It emerges from the original enabling legislation and spreads down through the heavily left-of-center bureaucracy at HHS and the IRS and all the other acronyms that end with an s but don’t actually produce any palpable services.

The simple truth is that no matter what else passes the legislature and no matter how many congressional seats change hands, America elected a president who was outside of the mainstream of our political culture, and the office of president is a very powerful one in our constitutional system. It was designed that way as a reaction to the extremely weak executive powers inherent to the Articles of Confederation. The powers inherent to our chief executive are found largely in Article II of the Constitution and they are considerable. So the loss of firm control of the legislative branch by the party in charge of the White House may be a setback for the Obama agenda, but only a partial one. Presidents who are hostile to the American tradition of free enterprise can do quite a bit of damage on their own with the powers that are explicitly granted to them.

But our troubles are even worse than that, because we have a president who does not consider himself to be limited only to the powers that have been granted to him. He is not limiting himself to the powers enunciated in Article II. He understands that the founders of our country held a conception of government consistent with “negative liberties”—that is, freedom from government intrusions—instead of one consistent with “positive liberties”—that is, entitlements to government services. But going back at least as far as his days on the faculty of the University of Chicago Law School, he has rejected the founders’ view in favor of a more expansive and redistributionary role for the national government.

Such a president can wreak havoc upon health care, energy, labor, insurance, financial, and telecommunications markets. He can use the enormous purchasing power of the federal government to punish non-union, non-green, non-domestic, non-“patriotic,” and otherwise noncompliant businesses. He can use the enormous powers of the office of Attorney General to enforce vague statutory prohibitions against anticompetitive, predatory, and manipulative market actors. Such a president can do this, and much more, without the approval of Congress.

As of this writing, the president and his team have already begun to launch such “legislative bypass operations”—that is, policy initiatives that bypass the traditional Article I role of the legislature and govern economic life progressively more and more through executive orders, initiatives, and regulatory rule-making powers.

Only the courts stand as a possible bulwark against such executive powers’ incursions into the private economy, and, unfortunately, the courts have mostly surrendered in those battles since the late 1930s. No prudent investor would dream of depending on either the self-restraint of the administration nor the external restraint of the judiciary as a protection against such market disruptions.

Nor would any prudent investor ignore the threats coming from another branch of government, which is neither entirely executive nor entirely legislative, neither entirely public nor entirely private. The Federal Reserve System, especially the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC), which determines our money supply through open market operations, represents nearly as large a risk factor as do executive actions. The Fed controls the monetary base, the money out of which the members’ banks derive the money that we all save and spend. By extension, it controls the level of inflation, speculation, and the value of the dollar relative to other currencies. As of this writing, Fed policy is the most expansive of our lifetime, perhaps of our peacetime history. More congressional Republicans won’t save us from that; in fact, it is Republicans who gave us Dr. Bernanke and his magical money machine. Much of that monetary base has already moved out of reserves and into our economy. Much more of it probably will. You are already in a high-risk environment for inflation.

These are not easy predictions for me to make—I’m an optimist. For years I’ve been the guy whom TV and radio producers call when they’re looking for someone to counterbalance a doomsayer they’ve booked for their programs. I’ve debated the “coming collapse”-ers and the “looming depression”-ers, the gold bugs, and the Y2K profiteers. I’ve done this during Republican and Democratic administrations. They were wrong under Reagan; they were wrong under H. W. Bush; they were wrong under Clinton; and they were wrong under seven years of W. Bush. There were, of course, recessions amid those decades of boom, but nothing like the Armageddons and apocalypses on which newsletter publishers, numismatists, and assorted authors have made a handsome living.

Things are different now. I’m still an optimist. I believe that with God’s grace, a little wisdom, and a lot of courage, America will come to her senses. In the meantime, your world has changed before your eyes. Let me make it more personal: This is not just a matter of reading unusual words in the newspaper like “nationalize” or “judicial modification” or “expropriation”; your daily life is changing right now. So is mine.

I’ve been thinking about this event for a long time. At a key time in my childhood I was raised by my paternal grandparents, who had lived and suffered through the Great Depression. They communicated to me through stories, and through their own frugal ways, the sense of scarcity that they brought with them out of that time of national crisis. My grandfather was a socialist and a small business owner at the same time. I guess both came from the same root: a mistrust of corporate America. When he died, I read his books and became a Fabian socialist like Pop-Pop.

I threw myself into the study of economics and politics. I read the economics classics of the Right and the Left starting in my early teens. Eventually, I moved on from theoretical economics to accounting and then finance. I wanted to understand how wealth is created and destroyed. I wanted to understand why the Great Depression occurred and how to avoid another. I researched to find out whose predictions had been right about that terrible tragic contraction in the 1930s, and who had failed to see it coming. I asked similar questions about the stagflationary ’70s and the booming ’80s and late ’90s. Who saw it coming? Who got it right? Who got it wrong?

It took almost a decade to figure out that Pop-Pop was wrong about socialism. It took two more decades to learn that he was right about entrepreneurialism. This book is about both. It is about how to use the latter to survive and overcome the former.

You will not find lists of investments in this book. I’ve read scores of books about finance and investing, and very few of them have lists of stocks and bonds to buy. That’s how it should be. A good investment can turn into a bad investment in less than a minute; all it has to do is see its price appreciate from a level of undervaluation to a level of overvaluation. Stock tips are for newsletters, or now perhaps only for e-mails and Twitter. Good investment books are not built on tips; they’re based on principles. You will be the judge of whether this book is a good investment book, but I assure you that it is a book based on principles. I have, to the best of my ability, reasoned through to these principles. I may well be wrong about many things, but like an obedient algebra student, I’ve shown all my steps. If I’m wrong, you’ll find it easier to see where the error crept in.

....

HERE, IN SUMMARY form, are some of the principles you will need to follow to prosper under the current anti-wealth climate:

1. Leftism won’t work; don’t invest in it. The general drift of “enlightened” opinion has been in Obama’s favor. His efforts to revive the economy have been treated as plausible, if not definitive, successes. Don’t believe it. A centrally planned economy will lag well behind a free one. Investment bets on the success of the program are unwise. The general practice of investing in all things American should be put on hold until this fleeting moment of lunacy passes.

2. Don’t invest in the specific industries that the politicians are focused on. When Washington decides to fix or “reform” an industry, sell your interest in that industry. Don’t try to take advantage of bailouts or subsidies. Those things are rewards for friends of the regime. For you, on the other hand, they are bait. Don’t take it.

3. Invest in solutions to leftism. Central planning creates many problems, unintended and otherwise. Invest in solutions to those problems. Help taxpayers, carbon-based energy consumers, politically disfavored media outlets, and people who depend on private health care.

4. Invest in alternatives to the institutions destroyed by the Left. Look at investments in alternatives to any institution that is the subject of “reform.” If government decides to fix the big banks, sell them and buy small banks, or bank alternatives. As government gradually nationalizes large health care conglomerates, move toward alternatives.

5. When the government hates things that are big, be small. Don’t invest in anything big enough that the state sees it as a rival to its own power.

6. When the government trashes contracts, invest in people who don’t need them. The extended chains of legally binding agreements that link the world of investment are being dissolved by legal doctrines that question the sanctity of contracts. This places a premium on trust relationships over legal ones.

7. Find cities of refuge. There are kinds of investments that the Left will not attack. Perhaps these investments are politically sacrosanct. Perhaps, as in municipal bonds, private involvement is a necessary part of their grander design. Or maybe, in the case of foreign markets, they lie outside the reach of our leaders. Try, wherever practical, to place your wealth in those zones that are insulated from the tax man and the regulator.

8. An inflationary dollar changes every single transaction in which you engage. Money loses value every moment that you hold it. Protect yourself by shifting assets away from those that pay you a future promised quantity of dollars—such as domestic stocks and bonds. Shift your wealth toward assets that pay you a quantity of something else, ounces of a commodity, or units of a different currency.

9. When dealing with dollar-yielding assets be aware of the distortions created when something that is supposed to be a stable unit of measure becomes an unstable one. A central bank that manipulates the value of money is analogous to a Bureau of Weights and Measures that fluctuates the length of a foot or the weight of an ounce. The financial statements of any U.S. company in which you invest will all be distorted by this effect. If you don’t understand the nature of those distortions, don’t invest in the company.

ONE THING SEEMS certain to me: There is pain ahead. Socialism is a violation of the iron laws of human nature. It is a source of misery. The people have voted for security over liberty and for living off the sweat of another man’s brow. I don’t believe that if my grandfather had lived through the 1970s that he would have remained a socialist. He was always learning, and I think he would have learned, as did millions of small business owners, from the pain. America will have to learn, as have so many hundreds of millions around the world, about the false promises of socialism, the “god” that failed.

I pray that this book would spare you and yours some of that pain.








Chapter One
 Not Clinton




Barack Obama is a Fabian socialist who prefers a centrally planned economy to one in which the decisions are made by investors, entrepreneurs, and consumers. Fabian socialists differ from their revolutionary comrades in that they are committed to gradualism as a strategy. That was the case a hundred years ago when Fabianism first emerged, and it is even more the case now that socialism has been discredited in the eyes of the masses around the world. Fabians know that socialism scares people, and so they use their propaganda tools to project an image of moderation.

Initially Obama had appointed a number of moderates to positions of high visibility in his economic team. But when pressed by media to reveal whether he will back off of his tax hike pledges, he refuses to endorse anything more than a delay in hiking taxes. He will hike taxes, he said; it’s not a matter of whether, but of when. Members of the financial press, who tend to understand economics (at least a little) better than the generic press corps, seem unwilling to accept this answer. How could he stick to a tax hike pledge in the middle of cataclysmic financial disruptions? Some of them are personal acquaintances and even friends, and I have seen them gradually move from denial to acceptance. Obama is not a moderate, and now everyone knows that.

Why did it take so long for so many to come to that conclusion? It is because they failed to follow the Obama line of reasoning. Obama genuinely believes that markets have collapsed because they have been given too few regulatory restrictions. He genuinely believes that business has contracted because of the Bush tax cuts of 2003. If that is the case, why wouldn’t he have stuck to his regulatory and taxing agenda?

No Centrism

Yes, he has spoken favorably about some of the things that Clinton did, but not about Clinton’s centrist initiatives. Obama apologists have tried to appropriate the economic outcomes of the Clinton administration, but only because they wrongly believe that Clinton’s modest tax hikes on the wealthy in 1993 caused the boom that occurred later that decade. However, deep down there are some important differences between Clinton and Obama. Clinton had already recast himself as a Southern moderate long before he ran for president. Clinton had not come up through Hyde Park leftism, like Obama, into a brief stint as senator and Democratic presidential primary aspirant. Clinton came up through a culturally conservative Southern state. He gained and then lost the office of Attorney General, an inherently conservative law-and-order post. He had his crisis early, and that crisis forced him to conform to the politics of his state.

Obama has not suffered any comparable political crises so far, and certainly none that required a shift to the center. He came to the most powerful political, economic, and military post in human history with his leftism quite intact. It will not be surrendered without a life-transforming leadership crisis and a struggle.

Some of my colleagues were wrong to predict a shift to the center. They forgot one of the fundamental principles of modern presidential policy forecasting: Don’t be fooled by moderate appointments, especially cabinet ones. A new presidency is like a new kitchen—the cabinets are for show. The real story is behind the cabinets. In the modern presidency, staff positions trump constitutional offices. Look to the chief of staff most of all—a hyperpartisan attack dog named Rahm Emanuel. Some hopeful investors took solace in the appointment of a moderate like Tim Geithner as treasury secretary. They argued that he would be a moderating influence on President Obama, but the treasury secretary has shown himself to be a company man, standing on the podium and smiling and nodding his way through presidential remarks that come roaring out of the environs of the Far Left.

Besides, Geithner is busy running the financial world. Former secretary Henry Paulson (a captive of his own leadership path, as we all are if left to ourselves) left Goldman Sachs to come to the Treasury Department, which he quickly turned into a giant Goldman Sachs. The only thing Paulson has ever done in his career was to build and maintain a giant investment bank, so in a time of crisis, he went back to his baseline and re-created his old job at his new job. Secretary Geithner is, among other things, the CEO of the world’s largest investment bank, formerly known as the Treasury Department. He will have his head and hands full running this new financial behemoth, and he is dealing with the ripples of ripples of ripples that come with any government intervention into the market. Geithner is unavailable for the task of creating America’s new economic program.

For that, Obama will stay at home. No need to go next door to Treasury when he’ll have his economic team right downstairs. Lawrence Summers may have been a moderating influence on the tendency to overregulate and overtax, but in the end those decisions have been political ones. Geithner and Summers and Christina Romer and the rest of the gelded moderates have so far been brought in at the end, to stand near (but not too near) the podium for the announcement of yet another Five-Year Plan. The Left has been running the Congress and they have wanted to please their constituents back home. Members of the House of Representatives don’t have a four-year cushion before facing the voters again. They’ve got two years, which in today’s world means they have no cushion at all. The Left is going to want something, and they seem to have an inordinate interest in hurting wealthy people. They simply won’t stand for a renewal of the Bush tax cuts. They won’t stand for CEO pay to be left alone.

The Obama playbook has involved enormous increases in public spending. Summers won’t resist that; he was one of the first public voices to call for the stimulus that was enacted in 2008. Summers believes, as does Obama, that spending—not production—is the chief measure of economic health. As of the time of this writing, there seems to be no effectively functional voice of spending restraint in the West Wing. Yes, Peter Orszag of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has some history of squawking about deficits. I’ve debated him myself on this issue, but in the final analysis the deficit hawks in the Democratic Party are really arguing more for tax hikes than for spending cuts. And Orszag recently quit anyway.

Forget Obama’s calm demeanor. A good friend of mine wrote an open letter to the president-elect during the transition period in which he expressed the belief that maybe Obama was more moderate than my friend had feared. Why did he change his mind? Obama’s calm demeanor. I told my friend to stop looking at the faces of politicians, who tend to be less scrutable than World Series of Poker champions. FDR emitted an air of confidence and recovery as he enacted policies that took a short recession and turned it into the longest depression in U.S. history. Yes, we want our president to be calm; but more than calmness, we want wisdom. If personality could trump law, taxes, and regulation, then the Great Depression would have ended in 1932 instead of 1942.

Yes, Reagan was a sunny optimist, but he was an economically literate sunny optimist. He didn’t grin us into the booming ’80s, he governed us into them. The grin just told us that he enjoyed it.

If, against my expectations, Obama ever shifts to the center, the structure of his arguments will change. Obama is a reasonable man. I don’t mean that he holds reasonable views. I mean that he thinks in syllogisms and expresses them out loud in paragraphs; he really does explain himself. The trick (which really is no trick at all) is to listen carefully to what he actually says. Don’t look for code words, or signals, or “dog whistles,” or any of the other chicken entrails that pundits use to ply their professions. Listen to the “we should do A, because of B, C, and D.” His policy will shift when his thinking shifts, and since he likes to talk to the press, he will do it in full view.

Obama is not afraid to speak his mind. Many politicians are, and for good reason. They’ve been burned by a press corps that takes their quotes out of context (or even worse, in context) to create “gotcha” headlines. That’s why so many politicians babble those inane talking points that we hate so much. They call it “message discipline.” Bush, for instance, knew that if he started winging it, he would get into trouble. Knowing his limitations, he stopped winging it. Obama doesn’t know his limitations. He’s not afraid to think out loud. And he likes the sound of his own voice. He likes the sound of his own thoughts in his own voice. It’s not that he lets his guard down when he speaks; it’s that he doesn’t really have guards to begin with. It’s refreshing that he speaks his mind. More than that, it is useful for investors like us to be able to peer into his mind and spot the shifts and turns, which we can leverage to preserve and expand our capital.

So, what would a shift sound like?

First, let’s learn to read the president’s rhetoric without illusions.

During the second presidential debate, candidate Obama was asked questions by ordinary citizens in a town-hall format. The first came from a man named Allen Shaffer:

ALLEN SHAFFER: With the economy on the downturn and retired and older citizens and workers losing their incomes, what’s the fastest, most positive solution to bail these people out of the economic ruin? ...

OBAMA: It means that we are cracking down on CEOs and making sure that they’re not getting bonuses or golden parachutes as a consequence of this package. And, in fact, we just found out that AIG, a company that got a bailout, just a week after they got help went on a $400,000 junket.

And I’ll tell you what, the Treasury should demand that money back and those executives should be fired. But that’s only step one. The middle class needs a rescue package. And that means tax cuts for the middle class.

It means help for home owners so that they can stay in their homes.

In order to recognize the redistribution philosophy in Obama’s answer, one must learn to understand the algebra of his rhetorical style—that is, you must learn to practice substitution for his verbal variables. The best example is “middle-class tax cut.” A large proportion of the people who get a check from the federal government pay little or no federal income taxes. Therefore, the check they get from Uncle Sam cannot possibly be honestly treated as a refund; therefore the amount of the check that exceeds the taxes paid is a transfer payment, not a refund. A tax proposal that takes more money from high earners and gives that money, in the form of a transfer payment, to moderate earners is no different in substance from traditional left-leaning redistributionist policies of the past. The only difference is rhetorical.

Substitute “transfer payment” for “tax cut” and you find candidate Obama proposing a general transfer payment to the middle class in order to stimulate the economy, and some sort of targeted transfer payment to delinquent home owners to stave off foreclosure. Note, especially, the “pivot.” The candidate was not asked a question about the middle class or even about economic recovery. He was asked about the financial rescue package. His mind went automatically to transfer payments as a cure to the financial disruptions on Wall Street.

Obama was clearly an advocate of trickle-up economics prior to the election, but did that change once he was elected? Many people think so; I do not. First of all, such a transition is, on the face of things, generally implausible. Liberal candidates move left during the primaries, right during general elections, and back left when in office. If a tilt right comes at all, it comes in the run-up to reelection, or (like Clinton) after a punishing midterm election. The wise investor kept a very close eye on the 2010 congressional races for a hint into Obama’s future policy direction. That election changed nothing.

President-elect Obama’s rhetoric did not shift after his own election. His first press conference focused on economic matters. As he stood at the podium, a collection of (generally moderate) financial statesmen stood behind him. Like props in a stage play, none of them had been given a speaking part.

All of the lines were spoken from the holder of the “office of the president-elect.” He reaffirmed his commitment to the redistributionist model, explicitly rejecting the possibility that he would reverse his position on taxes: 95 percent would get their checks, 5 percent would pay for those checks. Consumers would be stimulated. His campaign position was right, and was all the more necessary in a time of crisis. A meeting with some of the great economic minds of the Democratic Party had no discernible effect on President-elect Obama.

Nor, apparently, did his choice of key advisors alter his redistribution plans. As media apologists were waxing eloquent about the centrist credentials of former Clinton treasury secretary Larry Summers, Obama was explaining precisely why he had invited Summers to join him in the West Wing:

We’ll need to bring together the best minds in America to guide us. And that is what I’ve sought to do in assembling my economic team. I’ve sought leaders who could offer both sound judgment and fresh thinking, both a depth of experience and a wealth of bold new ideas—and most of all, who share my fundamental belief that we cannot have a thriving Wall Street without a thriving Main Street; that in this country, we rise and fall as one nation, as one people. ...

Larry Summers also brings a singular combination of skill, intellect, and experience to the role he will play in our administration. ... He also championed a range of measures, from tax credits to enhanced lending programs to consumer financial protections that greatly benefited middle-income families.

As a thought leader, Larry has urged us to confront the problems of income inequality and the middle-class squeeze, consistently arguing that the key to a strong economy is a strong, vibrant, growing middle class.

This idea is at the core of my own economic philosophy and will be the foundation of all of my economic policies.

Forgive the long quote, but it is important, if you are to be able to discern a shift in investment climate, that you learn not just to identify Obama’s positions on issues but to read the structure and flow of his thought as well. When Obama speaks in terms of national unity, he is brilliantly recasting class warfare as unity.

Genuine classical free-market economics does recognize that we stand or fall together; that Wall Street needs Main Street, and that Main Street needs Wall Street. But that is not the point that the president has continually made. Notice in the quote above that our national unity is unidirectional: Wall Street needs Main Street, period. If Wall Street is hurting, it’s not because U.S. corporate tax rates are higher than in the rest of the developed world, or that a wave of financial regulation post-Enron has driven financial activity to London and Dubai. No, it’s because there have not been enough transfer payments to the “middle class.” What does Wall Street do for Main Street? As far as Obama’s rhetoric is concerned—nothing. We’re left to believe that financial markets are non-contributing—even parasitical—elements of our economy.

Summers’s job, then, was not to deregulate the banking sector—as he did under Clinton—but to oversee the redistribution of wealth to consumers. His job was not to oversee a cut in the tax rate on capital gains—as he did in 1997—but to oversee an increase, the proceeds of which (if there are any) have been transferred to politically favored classes and businesses. If there are no proceeds from the higher capital gains taxes, at least a sense of “fairness” is created. The populist mob will have been mollified.

The announcement of Summers was conspicuously empty of any of the pro-growth elements of the program he helped implement under President Clinton. Tax cuts, trade liberalization, deregulation, and welfare reform were MIA. We were expected to believe that the boom of the late ’90s came about because Summers spoke, from time to time, about income inequality.

Some investors bought into the symbolism of the choice of Summers as an economic advisor, but that turned out to be a suckers’ bet. The rally quickly abated as it became clear to investors that no fundamental policy shift had occurred.

Ditto for press conference number three. When asked a question about the deficit, he pivoted once again to “the core of his economic philosophy”:

And part of the charge to my economic team is to find areas where we can get a twofer, where we’re getting both a short-term stimulus and we’re also laying the groundwork for long-term economic growth.

For example, during my campaign I talked about the need to provide a tax cut to 95 percent of workers. Now, for us to get that tax cut in place, that is going to put money into the pockets of the middle class and will help them in spending for their basic needs. That can help the economy. The sooner we do that, the better.

That will also, though, restore some balance to our tax code over the long term. So that’s an example of where the immediate needs of the economy and the long-term concerns that we have are not necessarily incompatible.

Let’s perform a little more rhetorical algebra. What does “restore balance to our tax code” signify? It signifies a tax rate for the bottom half that is roughly zero (or less), and a tax rate for the top earners that is somewhere in the neighborhood of 50 percent all in. How is that balance? Because the baseline Obama’s using is not actual, absolute tax rates, but recent changes in rates. In other words, if Bush took the top rate down from 40 percent to 35 percent, it would be seen as “giving” money to the wealthy. The hated wealthy have been given too much in the eyes of the Left, so “balance” must be maintained. Like young Anakin Skywalker, Obama is “the Chosen One” who has been sent to restore the balance of the universe.

Please excuse the length of this section, but it is very important that you learn to discern the structure of the new president’s thoughts; your success as an investor is dependent on your mastery of this skill. It is in the nature of gradualist socialism to appear calm and nonthreatening to the business community. This was true a century ago when very few people were investors, and it is truer now that most of us are. It is essential to be able to tell the difference between a genuine policy shift to the center and a counterfeit one.

I want you to be especially careful about retail investing. Not only does trickle-up economics fail to grow the economy in general, but it has little lasting impact even on retail spending. That’s because human beings are rational creatures when it comes to their economic decisions (if not their voting ones). Their spending patterns conform largely to their expectations of their long-term income prospects. In other words, we basically decide what class we’re in, and then spend accordingly. We may time things a little differently on occasion, waiting for prices to drop in a deflationary cycle or holding off on some purchases during a panic. But then we return to baseline. Any stimulus large enough to get us to the store will at most just cause the local Walmart to staff up for a couple of months with temps, who will then be laid off once the checks are spent. Don’t make a long-term bet on retail stocks in response to a stimulus plan.

Bail ’Em and Nail ’Em

I once debated Jared Bernstein when he was working for a union-funded think tank. Now he is a key player in the Obama administration and chief economist for the vice president. Bernstein was advocating vast increases in the regulatory powers of the state over capital markets and I was arguing against them. At one point Jared loudly exclaimed, “If you can bail ’em, you can nail ’em!” How revelatory: you “can nail ’em.” In other words, it is a given that business should be nailed by the Left; the bailouts provide the justification for a goal already established before subsidies are contemplated.

The numerous and expensive bailouts initiated under the Bush administration have provided ample material that the Left has used to micromanage, bully, and in some cases to outright nationalize large swaths of American business.

Obama and the Left have a complicated relationship with business bailouts, which it is very important for you as an investor to understand.

Let’s look now at Obama’s rhetorical approach to business subsidies. We’ve already looked at Obama’s first press conference after the election. You’ve seen that his first priority was a massive system of transfer payments from top earners to consumers. What was his second priority?

Second, we have to address the spreading impact of the financial crisis on the other sectors of our economy—small businesses that are struggling to meet their payrolls and finance their holiday inventories, and state and municipal governments facing devastating budget cuts and tax increases. ... The news coming out of the auto industry this week reminds us of the hardship it faces—hardship that goes far beyond individual auto companies to the countless suppliers, small businesses, and communities throughout our nation who depend on a vibrant American auto industry. The auto industry is the backbone of American manufacturing
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