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INTRODUCTION






Youre writing a book about WHO?


WHY GIVE HER ANY MORE ATTENTION?


Because shes already gotten the attention.


The question is no longer attention.


Its time to take her on. And take on those who give her a forum.


We can have fun with it. We dont have to be mean. Meanness is what people hate. Parody, humor, witit all works. But to an end.


Its important to take her on.


She is not just a harmless entertainer, just another blowhard on the scene. Shes been around for ten years. She is part of something larger. She provides the ideological muscle and the intellectual cover for a movement that is aiming for your local ballot box, and even your childs school.


I know what youre thinking. Why stoop so low? Youll pretend she isnt there. Well, then you can be certain of one thing: Youll lose. Well lose. Not just our shirts, but our souls. Been there, done that. I worked for that candidate. If youre my age, you can remember


I dont believe in ignoring the Ann Coulters. Not when they get powerful enough to command the best time spot on Today and the top spot on the New York Times bestseller lists; not when my hero Jay Leno not only invites her on, but plays softball with her.


No, when someone who trades on hate for the fun of it is doing that well you dont put your head in the sand and wait for her to go away.


There are no problems, only opportunities, we always say in politics.


Ann Coulter is a giant opportunity. She is an opportunity to ask fundamental questions about how we do politics, how we address issues, how we communicate in this culture.


The only choice in dealing with an Ann Coulter is to figure out what shes selling, and then engage and win.


I have nothing against Ann Coulter personally. Quite the contrary, we get along just fine. I respect her intelligence and ambition, which is part of the reason I am writing this book. But I believe she and others who share her tactics are doing tremendous damage to our public discourse and our way of doing politics. Its an overused expression but its true: Were fighting for our political soul.


I used to have this idea for a television show where a bunch of people start all over the political spectrum and the challenge is to see if they can agree on something; seeing people actually try to agree might ultimately be more interesting than the cheap thrills of televised food fights, or so I thought, apparently wrongly. But one thing is clear: The person in the group who would not want the consensus, who would see it as her job to stop it, is Ann. That is her role in the discourse.


You look at every poll and what you find is a decent, moderate, tolerant nation, being torn apart by the divisive, polarizing, mean-spirited politics of a selfish few. You find that on the fundamental issues that are supposed to be tearing us apart, were far more united than you think, and were being divided for sport.


Ann Coulter and those who mimic her are part of that divisiveness. She doesnt just pull the whole curve to the right, as if that werent bad enough; she pulls us down, into the sewer, into the dark side. She feeds on the worst in people, and then nurtures it. Her specialty these days is Muslim jokes. That takes courage.


Time portrays her as the laughable, lovable Ms. Right.


Wrong. But its not just about her.


Shes not just building a personal following. Shes trying to inspire a political movement. Its only the next generation. Thats all.


Where are you headed?


The worst thing is not to be engaged at all.


Godless, she says.


How dare she?


Let it be an inspiration to us.












1.


GODLESSNESS




My book makes a stark assertion: Liberalism is a godless religion. Hello! Anyone there? Ive leapt beyond calling you traitors and I am now calling you GODLESS. Apparently, everybodys cool with that. The fact that liberals are godless is not even a controversial point anymore.


Ann Coulter








Welcome to Anns world. And what a mean and nasty world it is. Here she is taking all the decent impulses that make Americans compassionate, hopeful, and generousreal Liberalismand, with a total disregard for history and humanity, twisting them into the opposite of what they are.


How does she do it? An ounce of sophistry, a touch of misrepresentation, lit up with invective and some sly wit.


But she doesnt do it alone. Not even close.


She does it by using a media thats obsessed with entertainment. For them, long, blond, svelte Ann is the cutely packaged girl next door (if next door is Darien, Connecticut) who can impress the college boys by being able to talk dirty and nasty with the best of them. Venom is what she spills.


And why does she do it?


To amuse herself? So she claims: Most of what I say I say to amuse myself and amuse my friends. I dont spend a lot of time thinking about anything beyond that.


It goes beyond amusement, of course. Well beyond.


Ann is not harmless, an amusing conversationalist. Far from it. What she succeeds in doing is dividing us against each other, polarizing us whether we want to be polarized or not (and often we do not), playing to the lowest common denominator, and not only moving the ideological line to the right, but moving it downward in the process.


Social scientists argue, using polling data, that there is no culture war. Ann needs to create one in order to destroy the possibility that a decent progressive majority might ever triumph over the forces of hate.


The book Godless is Anns latest call to arms for her hordes of true believers. What makes it different than the rest of her rants is that it plays the religion card.


In politics, thats a big card to play.


Welcome to Anns new worldview: A politicization of God.


Look at the opposition. They have no God.


Look at us. We do. God is on our side.


Its classic stuff. When all else fails, they bring in God. Remember what Lincoln said: Sir, my concern is not whether God is on our side; my greatest concern is to be on Gods side, for God is always right.


Anns view is not Lincolns. Whats clear to everyone except Ann is that the president has failed. The war in Iraq has failed. So what do we have in Anns world? We have God taking sides, with certain religions preferred over others. Want to guess which ones? You might not be right. And it was just Republicans and Democrats in politics last time I checked; now you have Ann putting God in the mix.


Ironic, wouldnt you say? Here we are, facing religious zealots in the Middle East, and what is the answer? Were arguing about who has God on their sidethe Right or Liberals? Do we learn nothing?



First she said liberals were biased.


Then she said we really were traitors.


Now she says were Godless.


Its a trilogy.


Slander/Treason/Godless. Ann does it all. Attack the New York Times. Defend Joe McCarthy. Declare God to be on your side. Of course.


If Alan Dershowitz hadnt written a book called Chutzpah, Ann could have done it.


This is what Ann writes: Liberalism is a comprehensive belief system denying the Christian [and Jewish] belief in mans immortal soul. Their religion holds that there is nothing sacred about human consciousness.


No God.


The Episcopal Church is barely even a church in Anns view.


I bet you guessed Episcopalians came out on top. Only at the country club.


Everything liberals believe is in elegant opposition to basic Biblical precepts.


Nonsense!


In one sense, in the writerly way, Ann uses God as a gimmick. Religion is the spine of her new book. She admits this. She uses God as the organizing principle for her attack.


Of course liberalism is a religion. It has its own cosmology, its own miracles, its own beliefs in the supernatural, its own churches, its own high priests, its own saints, its own total worldview, and its own explanation of the existence of the universe. In other words, liberalism contains all the attributes of what is generally known as religion.


By trying to turn liberalism into a religion, Ann makes the old attack feel fresh and clever: Hello again to Willie Horton and partial birth abortion; hello again to gay bashing and good-bye to evolution. Liberalism isnt just liberalism, its a religion. Teachers arent teachers, theyre priests. The schools arent schools, theyre temples. Abortion isnt abortion, its a sacrament. Got it?


But God is more than a gimmick for her here. What better source of new political energy than that old standby, religious fervor, particular with a little Muslim-hating and a lot of Charles Darwin thrown in? You can hate liberalism a lot more if its Godless, after alland if God is on your side, not to mention signing you up to vote with the help of Reverend James C. Dobsons Focus on the Family, and telling your kid what to think in schools.


Using God is not a new idea in politics. It brings me back, most recently, to the days at the turnstile in the Houston Airport at the 1992 Republican Convention. I had gone to Houston to work for ABC News. This was the convention where Ronald Reagan would be the moderate, where Pat Robertson would give his memorable Religious Right speech, where the platform committee would fight about references to Lincoln. But before any of that happened, I got off the plane, walking very carefully, on doctors orders, because the airport was crowded and I didnt want to bump into people. I had checked my baggage, which I never do, because I had promised my doctor not to do my Superwoman routine.


I know who you are, the woman said to me. I smiled; she didnt. Youre the baby killer. My jaw dropped. I clung to my purse, which contained the needles and progesterone I needed to keep me pregnant.


It was that convention. By the end of the week I was in a hat and sunglasses. I didnt want the folks who were taking Lincoln out of the platform to recognize me. I didnt want any more bad karma. But I knew Clinton would win.





This is Anns view of the world: We believe in populating the Earth until theres standing room only and then colonizing Mars; they believe humans are in the twilight of their existence.


She writes, Their rage against us is their rage against the Judeo-Christian tradition. I dont particularly care if liberals believe in God. In fact, I would be crestfallen to discover any liberals in heaven. [Would you be crestfallen to discover Ann Coulter in heaven?] So fine, rage against God, but how about being honest about it? Liberals can believe what they want to believe, but let us not flinch from identifying liberalism as the opposition party to God.


This is a religious attack. They are the party of God. We are the opposition party.


Men have died for less. Thats a joke, of course. Or is it? Do you find the fact that you are Godless ultimately amusing?


If you agree to Anns terms, you play into her hands. This is her definition of liberalism. But its just a gamean amusement for her and her right-wing friends.


According to Ann, our (liberals) religion holds that there is nothing sacred about human consciousness. In other words, no God.


I had to erase everything I wrote here, I got so mad. Better write nothing, my mother would have said. What can you say to hate?





Lets start from the beginning. Bresheet.


Liberals love to boast that they are not religious, she writes, which is what one would expect to hear from the state-sanctioned religion.


This is the first sentence of Godless. It is a sign of what is to come. With all due respect, it is gibberish.


What in the world does it mean?


For starters, does she mean religious as in Jewish or Christian or Muslim religious, or religious in the sense that liberalism is a religion religious?


And does it matter?


Most everyone I know, liberal and conservative, boasts about how religious they are, whether they are or not. Americans tell pollsters they are very religious, in higher numbers than attend church regularly.


Most everyone I know also likes to boast about his or her politics, although Ive never heard anyone talk about it as a religion, much less a state-sanctioned one. This raises a separate point.


Ann used to have herself introduced as a constitutional law expert. She knows that we constitutional law experts (I actually teach the subject) are familiar with a pesky topic called the establishment clause, which is a kind of matched setsalt and pepperwith the free-exercise clause, and prohibits the establishment of any state-sanctioned religion. We liberals feel very strongly about this, actually. We are against state-sanctioned religions. Perhaps Ann missed that day in class. The idea is that people exercise their own religions, free from state intrusion, because the state stays out of the religion business.


Other than that, I have no idea who she thinks loves to boast that they arent religiousand, since she gives us no citations or references for the point, theres no reason to think she does either. Shes just saying it. How does she know what liberals think?


So the truth is, the first sentence of her book doesnt mean much. But if we do this for every sentence well get nowhere at all.


There are terrific websites (excuse me, Nazi block watchers, as Ann and her friends call them) put together by really smart people (excuse me, really bad people, according to Ann and Co.), that collect information, filter it, and keep track of everything Ann Coulter says and does, and every single mistake she makes, on a daily basis.


If you go to www.mediamatters.org, youll get connected to every error Ann Coulter has ever made; it is much more up-to-date than any book could be. Tapped, the American Prospect website, did a comprehensive fact-check on her last book, Treason. This time, to deal with this new book Godless, a group of smart scientists (which no one would accuse Ann of being) have created a website that thoroughly discredits her take on evolution. Turns out she didnt go back to the primary sources (remember that from high school science?).


There is something about Ann. She invites attack. The controversy she creates makes her more popular. She is made of something different than most people, certainly most women. Criticism and controversy really doesnt seem to bother her. That is how she keeps doing it. It has been a decade now. This will be her life.


She makes you so angry sometimes that you become a mirror of her. That is her power. Thats why people throw pies and nitpick footnotes.


You have this sense that shes laughing at you while youre out there struggling to find answers. She makes it a point not to break a sweat. To wear a cocktail dress in the morning. The rest of us fools are trying to dig our way out of the usual holes, but Ann doesnt get her feet wet. Even when she slips up she doesnt admit it.


I come here not to bury Caesar because of her mistakes, or cover her with whipped cream pies, but to take on her political case. Whats wrong with Ann, in my judgment, is not that she is sloppier than anybody else in the political world, but that shes meaner, and it does matter; not that she copies more, but that she is crueler, and it contributes to her success; not that she is stupid but that shes clever; not that shes a copycat, but that shes creatively sly; not that shes following others, but that others will follow her. Not that she isnt guilty of some of those things some of the time.


I do think shes smart. What shes up to in this current book, politicizing God, points in directions where others are likely to head. God is a good idea. When the machine is broken, theyll be looking to heaven for new parts. They need to rally the troops, and shes good at it. If her red meat works, youll see others use it.


So heres what shes selling, to spare you some of the painand her some of the profits.


She asks: What does liberalism believe? (Were supposed to call ourselves progressives, by the way; it polls much better.)


As a matter of faith, liberals believe: Darwinism is a fact, people are born gay, child molesters can be rehabilitated, recycling is a virtue, and chastity is not.


Thats Anns list.


I would have thought she might have included social justice and equality, some obligation to preserve and protect the environment, educating the next generation, providing for those in need, but do I sound too liberal?


Her list is selected to serve another purpose.


For myself, I believe that Darwinism is a fact, people are born gay, child molesters often cannot be rehabilitated, recycling is a virtue, and so is chastity, especially when talking about my own children.


And why are gay people and child molesters getting compared in Anns world?


It is a trick of logic, of course, and (need I add) a mean one. She wants us to say that we believe gay people are born gayand that molesters can be changed, though of course we dont believe thatso she can use it against us. So tell me, Al Rantel, my favorite openly gay conservative talk show host, why do you laugh? Is it funny?


Ann throws clear signals to her faithful about what shes up to. I almost missed the first one.


Godless actually opens with a quote from Romans:




1:2526: They exchanged the truth of God for the lie, and worshiped and served the creation rather than the Creator. Therefore, God gave them up to passions of dishonor; for their females exchanged the natural use for that which is contrary to nature.




I sent the quote to my rabbi, and this is the note he sent back to me: My translation for Romans 1:2526 is close but a bit differentyou should include verses 24 and 27 as well as it is a unit:




24: Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to the dishonoring of their bodies among themselves. 25: Because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen. 26: For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural. 27: And the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own persons the due penalty for their error.




Ann left out the last line. And that last line is, according to the Independent Gay Forum, one of the Bible verses most frequently cited by conservative, anti-gay Christians. Its Pauls Letter to Romans. Famous.


Shes talking to her base here. Now why would she choose that quote, if not as a signal? And why drop the last line, if not to fool us progressives?


Of course Godless was not written to recruit liberals, but to rile people against them.


We swoon in pagan admiration of Mother Earth, mystified and overawed by her power.


The core of environmentalism is that they hate mankind.


Since we think the Earth is actually precious, we have to protect it.


Since you think its God given, you can destroy it and get another one.


She says we reject God so we can save Tookie Williams.


I dont even know what she means. I thought Tookie Williams found God.


Tree-huggers. Tookie savers. What ridiculous pictures to draw of liberals. What is the point of this exercise?


She is turning us into cartoons.





Throughout the book, she is quick to draw inappropriate yet worrisome analogies.


Consider her effort to demolish bestselling writer Jon Krakauermy guess, not a Christian, she writes of himfor his criticism of George Bush and John Ashcroft in Under the Banner of Heaven: A Story of Violent Faith.


In chronicling the dangers of Mormon extremism, Krakauer described the Bush administration this way: This, after all, is a country led by a born-again Christianwho characterizes international relations as a biblical clash between forces of good and evil. The highest law officer in the land, Attorney General John Ashcroft, is a dyed-in-the-wool follower of a fundamentalist Christian sect.


Ann writes: If liberals are on Red Alert with one born again Christian in the cabinet of a Christian president, imagine how they would react if there were five. Between 25 and 45 percent of the population calls itself born again or evangelical Christian. Jews make up less than 2 percent of the nations population and yet Clinton had five in the Cabinet. He appointed two to the Supreme Court. Now guess which administration is called a neoconservative conspiracy.


Its not a neoconservative conspiracy that Krakauer was (by Coulters own description) worried about, but a theocracy, a difference that makes the comparison to Jews a bit of a stretch. None of the Jews were orthodox fundamentalists, not to my knowledge anyway.


So the comparison is off. But pointing out how overrepresented Jews are in the Cabinet is just one of those things that you know wont be good for the Jews.


Ann is also dated in her description of the Democrats as not particularly welcoming of folks who do not believe it is a Constitutional right to stick a fork in a babys head.


You know she wants to use the line about the fork. In fact, the Democratic Senate Campaign Committee cleared the way for anti-abortion candidate Bob Casey (Im confident on this one) to run in Pennsylvania this year, and told the pro-choice left to pipe down about it.


The party went through a transition period where it had difficulty tolerating dissent on the issue, but that period has passed, and nowhere was this played out more symbolically than in the treatment of the son of the man barred from speaking at the 1992 Convention, whose path to the nomination was cleared.


The party that has yet to come of age on the abortion issue, as it turns out, is the Republicans.


There is, of course, a long tradition of religious involvement in politics in this country, most recently in the form of the black churches in the civil rights movement. Most of us who do politics bring our religious views to our politics; as a Jew, my religion shapes everything from my position on Israel to my commitment to social justice.


But there is a difference between a religious person doing politics and bringing your religion into politics. The former is entirely appropriate; the latter is playing with fire.


Religion is about faith and absolutes; politics is about deals and compromise. It is precisely because of the certainty that faith produces that it has no business in politics. Faith does not allow for compromise.


It is one thing to bring Christian values to politics, and quite another to seek to legislate them as policy.


So warned our students, politicians, and political operatives from the Middle East and the emerging democracies of Eastern Europe, who were already facing the challenges of Islamic fundamentalists in their countries, when we met them at a conference at the Salzburg Institute a decade ago. We were supposed to be teaching them the fundamentals of democracy at the schlauss where the Sound of Music had been filmed in Austria. But when it came to the influence of religion in politics, the campaign managers and candidates in attendance had much to teach Karl Rove, Ralph Reed, and me. And it amounted to: Watch Out.





What do you think of Ann Coulters book, I ask my friend Cal Thomas, conservative columnist, onetime Moral Majority stalwart, and every bit as conservative as Ann in his way, but different.


I havent read it, comes the reply.


Im not letting him off that easy. Cal and I have done TV shows together for years, and we respect each other. It is inconceivable that he would ever call me Godless. I respect his religious views. He respects mine. We dont call each other names.


But what do you think of her as a religious spokesman? I ask.


I wasnt aware that she was a religious spokesman, he says.


Where is the part of Christianity where Jesus says that the way you deal with the people who disagree with you is by calling them names, sticking your finger in their eyes, accusing them of not believing in God?


So let me say it once. Who do you think you are, Ann Coulter? How dare you?


I am not Godless. I find that offensive. It is not okay, Ann. I am protesting.


I am sad to say that I have known days when I have felt so close to God that He has almost breathed for me, helped me place one foot in front of another, put words in my mouth. I have asked Him for the strength to get me through the day, and He has taken me by the hand and led me through the valley of the shadow of death.


I am not playing victim, Ann, it is just my life: When you lose a parent when youre still in school; when your life is threatened at twenty-one; when your sister faces cancer in her thirties and your brother faces heart disease in his fortiesthings like that.


God has been good to Ann. But where is her grace? She has grown up with privilege. Where is her generosity of spirit? When I was in law school, the joke was that my roommate and I were so broke that she sold blood to make ends meet, but I couldnt because my blood wasnt good enough that anyone would take it. Then my dad died, and things went downhill from there. Ha ha. I prayed to God to see me through. And yes, I was also a liberal.


My mother died last spring, and again I turned to God to see me through. She had been so afraid for so much of her life, a daughter of the Depression and of the Holocaust, a witness to discrimination and disaster, so afraid that bad things could happen to her and to her children that she lived much of her life paralyzed by fear. And bad things did happen; we weathered more than our share of storms. But on the morning she died, we were all there, her three children, by her bedside. And our cantor happened to come by, and this is what we did. We sang our favorite prayers, the ones she loved, we sang in Hebrew, we praised God, Shma Yisrael. And I felt like my mother was in Gods hands.


I am raising my children to be Jews. We say our prayers, we try to remember to be grateful, to live our lives as our blessings. I dont advertise it. It isnt anyones business. It is simply who I am. How ridiculous to call me Godless. How offensive. How dare you?


The very idea that Ann stands on her high horse and calls us Godless, and gets a national forum to do it, and then gets attention for it by attacking the 9/11 widows, calling them names, is so ludicrous.


A religious war?


A political war?


A publicity campaign?


A modern marketing assault?


What makes this effort particularly troubling is the extent to which it debases our discourse and undermines our collective civility in the name of God.


Who is using God to make a buck? Who is using God as a battering ram, a political weapon, a debating point? Not me. Not Cal. When my mother died, Cal sent a note of condolence. God bless you, he said.





Do you let her get away with it?


Or, once and for all, do you say, enough!


Draw a line in the sand. This far and no further. This is enough. Because if we dont, there is more to come.


Here is the truth. She is the ideological wing of something much larger than herself.


Her book, recasting the political debate with God as a partisan, came out in June.


In August, Reverend Dobsons Focus on the Family announced a massive voter registration drive aimed at recruiting millions of new voters in an explicit effort to counteract President Bushs faltering poll ratings heading into the midterm elections. The plan was to set up voter registration booths right on church parking lots, although some IRS concerns have been raised.


Whats significant about Reverend Dobsons plan is how sophisticated it is: It is targeted toward eight key states that are thought to hold the balance in terms of the House and Senate Republican majorities next fall.


Imagine: God, targeting.


Once you conclude that He takes sides, why not? These are only the first steps. Ann is leading the charge.


Can you stop her?


You can if you can see through her.


And thats because, when pressed, she has no real answers.


Look how Chris Matthews pins her down:


He has seen Ted Kennedy in small churches, where there is no one there to give him credit. Is she calling him Godless? Who is she calling Godless? Will she name a Godless liberal?


She will not.


He keeps pushing.


After months of taunting the media that no one has attacked her on the subject of her book, she is under attack.


She has two answers.


He must be Godless if he supports sucking a babys brains out. These are her words. They apply if your name is Kennedy but not if your name is Giuliani.


Chris doesnt buy this.


So she says she is describing a religion and not a person.


But if it is the public religion of liberalism, and the charge is that we keep our own religions out of it, that we adhere to the establishment clause, since when does that make you Godless?















2.


WHO IS ANN COULTER?





Ann Coulters claim to fame in the Paula Jones case was that she was the one who leaked to the press the presidents distinguishing physical characteristic. Yes, that physical characteristic.


Thats Ann. She was hoping to break up the negotiations that were on the verge of producing a settlement in the case, so she thought shed undermine the trust between the two sides. So she leaked to the press the fact that the then-president had a crooked member.


That about describes her.




Who is this woman who is such a presence on television, who defines our political culture, who is capable of writing a sentence that creates a media mania and an instant bestseller?


Off camera, she is perfectly pleasant.


On television, she can be viciously hateful.


Off camera, she wants to know how she looks, and compliments others.


In print, she calls people pie-wagons and whores, as well as witches and harpies.


In an interview, she says all feminists are weak and pathetic.


To me, she complains about how hard it is to be a woman pundit, and how the boys have it so much better than we do.


Is she a mass of contradictions? Hell, no!


She has a private and a public side. But she is consistent as can be, right-wing to the core, pleasant or pumped up.


She is one of many demagogues on the right. She is the smartest of the group. Personally I get along just fine with her. Professionally I hate what she is doing to our politics. This book is about the latter. It is not personal. She has told many people: Susan Estrich has the best legal mind at Fox. I appreciate the compliment. Shes very smart. Thats why its a challenge to take her on. And a measure of my great respect. And concern.


She was the first of what Charles Taylor, in his defining Salon.com essay, called the conservative fembots. I just call them the Anns.


His version of the group, as of 2002, included Kellyanne Conway, Laura Ingraham, Monica Crowley, and Lisa Pinto, along with Coulter. Ann started the trash-talking blonde gang, and it grew immediately.


Coulter suggests the same thing. Originally I was the only female with long blonde hair. Now they all have long blonde hair.


I know about them all looking alike. In the early days, I hit upon a way to drive them crazy. It started innocently enough. I called one of them the wrong name. I cant remember if it was Laura I called Ann, or Ann Kellyanneyou know what I mean. She, whoever she was, went nuts. Im not[whoever I thought she was], she stammered. Remember Im in a studio in Los Angeles looking into a camera monitor, so half the time I cant even see the other people, but it didnt matter. I started doing it on purpose. Back then, I wasnt sure who would emerge from the pack, or how.


Now, to be nice, why dont we just call them all the Anns.


Taylor describes the conservative fembots (or CFs) without even actually knowing their individual stories:




They are the essence of the white privileged kids at the small New England college I attended during the heyday of the early Reagan years. What characterized those kids and what characterizes the CFs is that they seem unaware that not everyone shares their privileged existence, or seem to believe that anyone who doesnt has only themselves to blame. Its a small world, after all, and the CFs are absolutely secure about their place in it and the rightness of their views.



Coulter is forty-four (although she doesnt like to talk about her age), forty-five in December 2006. She was raised in the wealthy suburbs of Connecticut in an upper-middle-class home; her mother is reportedly even more conservative than she is.


My father was a lawyer. He was a union buster, she told The Guardian with pride.


She became active in conservative journalism at Cornell, where she was one of the founding editors of the Cornell Review, Cornells answer to Dartmouths famous conservative journal. According to the New York Observer, she enjoyed going out after work and drinking and mocking the letters they received. She went on to Michigan Law School, where she chartered a Federalist Society chapter, clerked for a year on the United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, then worked in corporate law in New York City.


Coulter conveys an aura of privilege, wealth andabove allcertainty, wrote John Cloud in Time, who had to defend himself from attacks that his cover story was too positive. Clouds story made the point that Ann makes very few mistakes; not so, as the websites prove. They have found some very serious mistakes in her work, along with a score of relatively minor ones.


Such as this unfortunate gaffe where Ann changes the history of an epoch while talking to interviewer Bob McKeown on the Canadian Broadcasting Corporations TV news program The Fifth Estate:




COULTER: We were on Hannity & Colmes and we were discussing the anti-war protestors. Canada used to be one of our most loyal friends. And vice versa. Canada sent troops to Vietnam. Was Vietnam less containable and more of a threat?


MCKEOWN: Actually, Canada did not send troops to Vietnam.


COULTER: I dont think thats right.


MCKEOWN: Canada did not send troops to Vietnam.


COULTER: Indochina?


MCKEOWN: CanadaSecond World War, of course. Korea, yes.


COULTER: I think youre wrong.


MCKEOWN: No. Took a pass on Vietnam.


COULTER: I think youre wrong.


MCKEOWN: No. Australia was there. Not Canada.


COULTER: I think Canada sent troops.


MCKEOWN: No.


COULTER: Ill get back to you on that.



As Taylor puts it, No one does smug like Ann Coulter. Almost nowhere else, including anywhere in academics (okay, occasionally in math and science, but never in social science) do you ever find such certainty. No one is ever as sure that theyre right as a modern very conservative ideologue of a certain age and persuasion. The fact that this war in Iraq is proving them wrong has yet to penetrate fully.


Youve got some very smart women in the groupIngraham, Crowley, and Coulter, to name the three I know best. But the smugness is another thing. It comes, if you buy Taylors thesis, from their very limited experience of life, in which people who work hard and play by the rules can get to the top, to just where they are, because theyve seen it happen. So if it doesnt happen to you, its your fault, or your limits and you should be content with what you have. You get what you deserve.


After all, the Anns know people, of every race, who have made it. Gotten the scholarship. Gotten to the top. And theyre conservatives now, too, the ones they know. The others they dont know: The ones who arent conservative and the ones who never get anywhere. They think they belong where they are and that they are entitled to be there. They believe in the American Dream, equally available. Theirs was never in doubt. Must be nice, I say.


She went from Connecticut to New York to Michigan to New York to Washington. Other than her year as a law clerk for Pasco Bowman on the Eighth Circuit, it is widely observed that she has spent her lifetime in blue states.


Ann owns condos in New York and Florida. She likes to ski in Aspen and Vail.


I do what comes naturally, Coulter says describing herself. I write the things that would cause belly laughter among my right-wing friends when having after-dinner liquor. I usually get up at noon, check the Drudge Report, carefully read the Treason Times [her affectionate nickname for the New York Times], do a little writing, chat with my friends until midnight, write for another three hours and then collapse into bed at 4 A.M. Book tours completely ruin this idyllic schedule.


Ann decided to be a pundit, and she became one. I talked to one lawyer who worked in the firm with her when she made the decision; she said she was going to DC to work on the Hill and then become a pundit. It was a deliberate choice.


She did not become a pundit, the way some of us have, because her experiences in politics and law were thought to be unique; or even just because she had a lot of experience; or because she had earned the right to be thought the worlds expert in something. She became a pundit because she was arrogant about what she had to say and had the looks to dress her package up; or to be cruder, a big mouth and a skinny waistline.


She also became one of Paula Joness junior lawyers in her lawsuit against President Clinton. It is sometimes described as her biggest case. The judge ended up dismissing the suit as being without merit. By then, Ann had used the Clinton scandal
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