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INTRODUCTION: A LABOR OF NECESSITY



On December 6, 2010, President Barack Obama publicly surrendered.

And although the red, white, and blue flag still furled over the White House on that wintry day, it might as well have been all white.

Because when Obama ditched his seminal campaign pledge—to allow the Bush tax cuts to expire and to raise taxes on families making more than $250,000 a year—he acknowledged that the game had changed.

For him and for us.

It was a humbling moment and a stunning admission. Only two years into his term, Obama was in retreat on the very cornerstone of his presidency—a massive and audacious income redistribution scheme to be achieved by increasing taxes on the wealthy (families making over $250,000) to pay for expansive programs to benefit the poor.

Americans never supported it and Republicans blocked it. Left with no other choice, Obama capitulated.

The White House called it a “compromise.” But Barack Obama’s “compromise” with the Republicans was no more of a compromise than the deal that Japan’s Emperor Hirohito cut with General Douglas MacArthur on the deck of the battleship Missouri after the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. It was an abject surrender, not a compromise; an utter submission, not triangulation.

There’s a big difference.

Obama was not making a calculated, voluntary move to the center, as some have suggested. Not at all. Those who think he was are altogether mistaken.

Moving to the center is not just a two-dimensional process of taking the best from the left and the right and synthesizing it all into a new paradigm that is palatable to some of the left and some of the right. That’s the essence of it, but there’s more to it—an additional third dimension that reflects the difference between arriving there from a position of strength or from a position of weakness.

In the course of coming in from the cold of his extreme far-left positions, the president looked like a wimp, openly abandoning his long-held fervent views in the face of electoral defeats, adverse court rulings, recalcitrant Democrats, and strong, united Republican opposition.

It was not courage that propelled him to change his position; it was weakness that forced him to back down. And the future will only bring more and more surrenders.

The game change for us is that he is vulnerable; he can be beaten. Weak presidents don’t get reelected.

But he’s hasn’t been knocked out yet. We have work to do.

The liberal media tried to spin Obama’s successes in the lame duck session of Congress—held right after the election—as major achievements. But how could he fail with a Congress filled with defeated Democrats who were no longer even marginally accountable to us?

The fact is that Obama blinked in the tax cut fight and he will blink again and again and again if we confront him and stand firm.

Stay tuned.

Now is the time for us to force him to back down over and over, until he backs out of the White House on January 20, 2013!

But that’s just part of what we need to accomplish. It’s not just Obama who must be defeated. For the next two years, we have our work cut out for us—rolling back Obama’s disastrous programs, sending his Democratic cronies back home, capturing the Senate, and building bigger Republican majorities in the House.

We need to revolt.

This is a labor of necessity that we cannot turn our backs on.

Because we’ve all had enough. Enough ObamaCare, enough corporate bailouts, enough repeated attempts to raise our taxes, enough failed economic policies that generate class warfare and pit neighbor against neighbor. Enough of Congress and the White House ignoring us.

It’s time to fight back, time to rebel, time to say “No more.” Time to remind Obama and the Democrats that this is our country, our lives, our families that they are endangering with their drastic policies. We won’t stand for it any longer.

And we don’t have to.

Because the astonishing events that started with the Tea Party Patriots and culminated in the voting booths across America on Tuesday, November 2, 2010, were only the first phase in a long and unavoidable journey that lies ahead of us for the next two years.

A journey of necessity that we must complete; a journey of necessity that we must start today.

The new Republican majority in the House of Representatives and the diminished power of the Democratic establishment in the Senate have given us the means, the motive, and the opportunity to reject the Obama agenda, repeal his ill-advised programs, and show him the door out of the White House.

That is our mandate: to save us all from the socialist ideas of Obama and his Democratic cronies.

These ideas, if realized, will transform our country, our culture, and our economy into an unrecognizable society and will obliterate the values that have been inherent in these United States for more than two hundred years and are the very basis of our liberty and freedom.

Most Americans don’t agree with the ideas this administration is trying to force on us.

Ideas that are naive and don’t work.

Ideas that must be rejected.

Let’s not mince words. Barack Obama is a socialist! He wants to expand the role of the government until it mirrors the bloated size of modern Europe. He wants universal, government-controlled health care. He wants banks under direct federal control, subservient to the government’s economic directives. He wants indirect government control over manufacturing. By controlling what comes out the smokestack, he realizes, he can control what gets made in the factory. He wants to ban the use of coal no matter how much it makes us dependent on foreign oil. He seeks to change our tax laws into a massive scheme for income redistribution. And he wants the poor to have upward mobility, not through hard work and education, but through increasing government handouts, aid paid for by outvoted rich people.

That’s what Barack Obama wants. But we can—and must—stop his plans to transform our country into a European socialist nanny-state with an oversize government that dictates just about everything that we do. We can’t afford not to.

We can—and must—stop Obama’s health care debacle that will inevitably lead to the intentional rationing of critical health care to the sickest and most vulnerable, while costs skyrocket. We owe it to our parents and to those who have no one to fight for them.

We can—and must—stop Obama’s madcap economic policies, which are just plain wrong. Simply look around. He’s on the brink of destroying everything that we’ve worked for. He’s given us no choice.

We can—and must—stop him from raising taxes on the very people who create jobs and lift the economy.

We can—and must—stop him from implementing endless federal regulations that will paralyze our ability to do business or to live our lives without constant government intrusion.

And, finally, we can—and must—stop his unprecedented and astronomical spending, which is driving the deficit through the roof and bankrupting our future.

How can we do these things?

By continuing the Revolt that started in November 2010; by continuing our expression of vigorous dissent.

This book is a guide to beating Obama’s policies over the next two years so that we can beat him in the next presidential election and, ultimately, increase the Republican majority in Congress so that we can get America back on the right track.

We can do it. Join us in this labor of necessity.

Think about it: Obama is checkmated as long as Republicans hold firm, challenge him on solid grounds anchored in public opinion, and remain united. He can either lose the election of 2012 because he is an obstinate ideologue who won’t compromise and won’t abandon his socialist principles or he can lose it because he totally surrenders and is too weak to be president.

He does not have a third option—winning the budget fights and winning reelection—as long as the Republicans properly mount their challenge, because public opinion, the essential element for victory, is not with him.


	Americans want spending cuts, not tax increases.

	Americans believe that cutting spending is more important even than cutting the deficit.

	Americans oppose ObamaCare.

	Americans are against letting the EPA impose carbon dioxide restrictions without consulting Congress.

	Americans are against an administrative fiat by the NLRB to eliminate the secret ballot in union elections.

	Americans oppose earmarks.

	Americans do not want the FCC to limit or censor talk radio or to control the Internet.



These are the battlegrounds for 2011–2012. It is on this turf that the Republican House majority must fight. The fearful “moderate” Democratic senators will cave in. And then Obama will be forced to surrender because the Force—public opinion—is not with him. In 2009 and 2010, Obama could ignore the opinions of the majority of Americans because his Congressional majority was so overwhelming that he could ram through anything he wanted. Now he has lost his majority and he will have to back down when the public turns against him.

And with each surrender—over his desire to raise the debt limit without mandated spending cuts, over his support for bailing out states in trouble, and over his demand to raise taxes in the 2012 budget, Obama will get weaker and weaker.

His inability to fight and win the war on terror and his choice to become mired in Afghanistan with no real plan for winning will contribute to the image of weakness.

In 2012 he will face America, denuded of all the programs he passed in 2009–2010, with an economy still struggling with 7–8% unemployment, and with a manifest inability to measure up to the job of president.

Former British prime minister Tony Blair said it best in his new memoir, A Journey: My Political Life. He described how voters can bring down a politician: “…once public opinion had gone sour it didn’t seem to matter whether what [the government] did was right or wrong; and that once the mood had turned from the government and embraced us [the opposition], the mood was merciless in its pursuit, indifferent to anything other than satisfying itself.”1

Now it is up to us.

Obama’s surrender on the extension of the Bush tax cuts at the end of last year is a case study of what can—and must—be done in the next two years. We don’t have to cave in—he does!

We learned in November 2010 that we can win, we can prevail. And we will. But we have a lot more to do in 2011 and 2012.

Now we need to work together to vigorously reject Obama’s fanatical agenda, repeal his reckless legislative follies, and replace him as president.

We have no choice.

It’s that serious. Because it is our obligation, our duty, to save America.

By continuing the Revolt that started in November 2010.

This book is a guide to beating Obama’s policies over the next two years so that we can ultimately beat him in the next presidential election.

Join us in this labor of necessity.

 

Author’s Note: As of the date Revolt! went to press,
 all the information in this book was current and accurate.








PART ONE

DEFEATING OBAMA












 



There is only one way to defeat Obama’s misguided and dangerous socialist agenda for America, and that is to resoundingly and categorically defeat Barack Obama.

It’s that simple: He and his fanatical policies have got to go.

We know that. We’ve already started the process by taking over the House of Representatives. With the leadership of courageous Tea Party members and other activists across the country, along with the support of so many disgusted and alienated voters, we threw out a large number of arrogant and self-serving congressmen, who deserved exactly what they got. We also sent Obama a message about our plans for him.

In case there’s any doubt about it, we’re planning to send him back to Illinois. For good.

Accomplishing this will require a disciplined twofold strategy: First we have to block him in Congress by repealing his most offensive programs and impeding any new catastrophic legislation. Then we need to rout him in the voting booth.

And we can—and must—do both.

Let’s start with Congress first. During the next two years, we have to capitalize on our control of the House in order to systematically undo the damage that Obama and his naive policies have already done. That includes using the budget to defund health care “reform” and his other extravagant follies, and doing whatever else it takes to reject and repeal his colossal blunders.

At the same time, we have to thwart any fresh attempts by Obama to further devastate our fragile economy. There’s no doubt about it, he’ll be back with more and more outlandish legislative schemes to implement his radical dreams. That’s why we have to be both vigilant in recognizing what he is up to and rigorous in stopping him. Each and every time one of his wacky and expensive programs comes up for a vote, we need to beat him.

But it won’t be enough just to thrash his initiatives and reverse his mistakes. We also need to trounce him in the voting booth and get him out of the White House. So, our next step, on November 6, 2012, is to vote him out of office.

We’ll gladly give him a one-way ticket back home.

Let’s face it. Defeating an incumbent president, even an unpopular one, is not an easy task. A sitting president has an amazing arsenal of tools available to woo the voters that a challenger can never match. And, in fact, most presidents are reelected. Of the ten presidents since World War II, seven were reelected: Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower, Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan, Bill Clinton, and George Bush 43. Only Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter, and George Bush 41 were not.

But when a president loses badly in the Congressional elections after only two years in office, it becomes a lot harder for him to bounce back. Only Eisenhower and Clinton won a second term after losing control of Congress during their first midterm election. And, in Ike’s case, the magnitude of the swing in opposition seats was not very great and he personally remained a very popular and likable figure. In Bill Clinton’s case, he moved deliberately and significantly to the center and enthusiastically embraced conservative policies that attracted swing voters.

[image: image]

That’s not likely to happen with Obama. After the cataclysmic Congressional elections, he did not seem to have even considered a voluntary change in his political direction. And he won’t. When he finally realized that he did not have the support in Congress to limit the extension of the Bush tax cuts, he surrendered, while petulantly lashing out at the Republicans.

Obama is vulnerable and we can defeat him. To borrow his own words, “Yes, we can!”

Consider how far and how fast he has fallen. When he took office, he was riding high. His favorability and job approval were stratospheric. Now they have plunged sharply; each week seems to bring him to a new low!1

The Zogby poll shows Obama even lower with his approval dipping below 40%!2

What happened?


	Obama reached the height of his surge in popularity after his victories in the early caucuses and primaries. In the later primaries, he mostly lost the large, industrial states like Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Ohio to Hillary, in part due to the Rev. Wright tapes. He won the nomination anyway because his early victories, many in sparsely populated caucus states, had given him enough delegates to prevail.

	McCain had surged to a lead over Obama after the conventions, and the Democrat only moved ahead because of the sudden economic collapse and McCain’s inability to seize the moment by opposing TARP. So Obama was fading at the finish line.

	Doubts about Obama surfaced right before the election in the Joe the Plumber flap, where he explicitly embraced income redistribution.

	On taking office, he overpromised on what his stimulus package could deliver, claiming it would stop the recession and lower unemployment.

	His health care bill was a vast overreach. And when he failed to sell it to the people, he pushed it anyway. Even when the most liberal state in the nation—Massachusetts—voted for a Republican senator, Scott Brown, to protest the proposal, he used parliamentary tricks to push it through anyway.

	As unemployment soared up to nearly 10% and stayed there for his entire first two years as president, public patience wore thinner and thinner. More and more people began to realize that, at best, Obama had no clue as to what to do and that, at worst, his policies were causing things to get worse.

	Obama’s takeover of GM and Chrysler illustrated the lengths he will go to socialize our economy. His vast expansion of federal regulatory powers over banks and his huge financial bailouts of the states underscored that he was a big-spending, big-government man, out of control.

	The British Petroleum oil spill began to create an image of incompetence. As the facts of his late and tepid response came out, we began to suspect that he would rather spend his time using the spill to stick it to the oil companies than figuring out how to mitigate the environmental damage. As BP scrambled to contain the spill and Obama looked on passively, he seemed like a president out of touch and out of answers.

	Terror attacks began again after a seven-year hiatus under Bush after 9/11. At Fort Hood, a gunman massacred our troops, and a terrorist was only seconds away from detonating a bomb in a plane over Detroit before alert passengers wrestled him to the ground. Mayhem was only narrowly averted in Times Square in the heart of New York City when a terrorist failed to set off his bomb amid a crowded street.

	The war in Afghanistan grew hotter and seems to have no end in sight. This peace candidate has failed to end the war and has only escalated it.



Then came his “shellacking”3 at the polls on November 2, 2010. His losses showed the country how weak he was and how much his citizens disapproved of his presidency. When he caved in and backed the Republicans on extending the Bush tax cuts, voters gave him credit for compromise, but the affair reinforced his image of weakness.

Now it is up to us to finish the job.

FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS: BARACK OBAMA

How do we defeat Obama?

There’s only one way: by running front and center against his deplorable policies and programs. Our message is very simple: Obama’s big picture for our country will bankrupt us and transform the America that we love into a superbureaucracy that controls every aspect of our lives and businesses. That’s his plan; that’s his passion; that’s his ideal.

It’s not ours. That’s why we have to stop him. It’s not too late. But we can’t waste any time. Starting today, we have a burning mission: to incessantly remind our fellow voters that Obama is the archetype of a zealous tax and spend liberal. That’s truly what he is. That’s truly what he believes in.

This is not simply a call to obstruct everything that Obama proposes. If, by chance, he suddenly introduces initiatives that make sense, we should support them. This is not a call for a knee-jerk opposition to everything he calls for.

It is, however, a call to systematically reverse his calamitous signature achievements, such as health care and deficit spending, and to stop him from any further disasters.

It’s important not to forget just how dangerous his ideas are. We need to remind voters about the real Obama. To do that, we need to repeatedly call attention to his history: the genuinely frightening implications of his health care “reform,” his commitment to class warfare and the redistribution of wealth, his nonstop plans to raise more and more taxes, his utter failure to create jobs, and his over-the-top spending. In short, we need to use his dismal record and his frightening delusions to beat him.

To do otherwise and run a campaign that attacks him personally would only help him win reelection. It might be tempting to some, but that kind of strategy would take us down a dangerous and futile road. We have to take the high road. Voters like Obama, even if they don’t believe that he is particularly competent. So personal attacks just won’t work.


Pollsters routinely rate presidents according to two different measures: personal favorability and job approval. The former measures the public’s opinion of the politician as a person, while the latter gauges how people feel he is doing his job as president.

Most modern presidents score better on personal favorability than on job approval. Americans like their presidents. So, at times, even though our economy may be falling apart or casualties in a foreign war may be mounting so high that we express disapproval of a president’s policies, we still like the guy.

Here’s an average of post–World War II presidents and their ratings compiled by Gallup. Notice how their personal favorability is usually higher than their job approval.



COMPARISON OF FAVORABLE PERSONAL RATINGS AND JOB APPROVAL RATINGS OF PRESIDENTS: EISENHOWER TO BUSH

President: Eisenhower

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 84%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 65%


President: Kennedy

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 88%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 70%


President: Johnson

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 77%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 55%


President: Nixon

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 80%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 49%


President: Ford

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 73%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 47%


President: Carter

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 70%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 45%


President: Reagan

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 70%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 53%


President: George H. W. Bush

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 73%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 61%


President: Clinton

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 56%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 55%


President: George W. Bush

Average Favorable Personal Rating: 67%

Average Favorable Job Approval Rating: 68%


Source: Gallup, http://www.gallup.com/poll/8938/historical-favorability-ratings-presidents.aspx4





Recently Bill Clinton and George W. Bush have had favorability and job approval ratings that were more equal. Clinton’s scandal with Monica Lewinsky and his impeachment diminished his popularity, while unhappiness about President Bush’s handling of Iraq and the failure to find weapons of mass destruction in Iraq slashed Bush 43rd’s previously high favorability ratings.

But Obama has picked up the old pattern of higher personal favorability than job approval. Because Americans genuinely admire Obama’s personal journey and because of what his election as president represents for America, Obama’s personal favorability has run much higher than his job approval. Pollster John Zogby says that the gap between them has averaged 7 to 8 points during his first two years in office.5

This means that in working to defeat Obama, we must be especially careful to take on the president, not the man. Our attacks must never go to his motivations, character, veracity, integrity, personal life, middle name, or intellect. That won’t work. Americans may wonder if Obama knows how to handle the economy, and most think his ideas about health care are cockeyed, but they still admire him personally. It’s important not to forget that.

Some may have come to feel that he is a liar and a faker. Even in that case, it would be best for those who do to keep their opinions to themselves and their eyes on the ball. We want to defeat him! It might feel temporarily good to criticize him personally, but those who do so are helping him. Those who criticize what he has done in office, his initiatives and his programs, are hurting him.

HOW TO BEAT OBAMA

To understand how to defeat Obama in 2012, it’s important to examine what brought his party down in 2010. There are three theories:

The first is the Gospel According to Obama, which claims that the Democrats lost because he failed to end the bitter partisan tone in Washington.

The president is fond of saying that he simply did not communicate his message well and that he was so intent on getting the policy right that he neglected to explain it adequately. “I neglected some things that matter a lot to people, and rightly so: maintaining a bipartisan tone in Washington…I’m going to redouble my efforts to go back to some of those first principles.”6

Of course, this apologia for the election defeat is pure self-serving nonsense. There’s no evidence that Obama didn’t tell us enough about health care or the bank bailouts. He did. The problem isn’t that we didn’t understand him, it’s that Americans fundamentally disagree with him. His tone or communications style is not the issue. In fact, most of us like his coolness, his calm and dispassionate reason. We find his speaking style attractive (even if he does have to drag a teleprompter everywhere he goes). And, when he gets going, we sometimes even forget how much we disagree with him and find ourselves attracted to his enthusiasm. Although MSNBC anchor Chris Matthews seems to be the only one who feels a tingle going up his leg when the president speaks.

But it’s not like we don’t understand him. We do.

We get it. But we don’t like it.

We don’t like partisan rancor, but if the alternative is to follow Obama’s misguided policies, we would rather hear the noise of debate in Washington than the sound of boots marching in lockstep in the wrong direction, as they did when ObamaCare passed through Congress.

There’s nothing that Obama could do to improve communications about that. Nothing at all.

Then there’s the Establishment Gospel, which posits that the Democrats lost simply because the economy was in the tank. According to this line of reasoning, the Congressional defeats were directly linked to the unemployment rate and slow—almost nonexistent—economic growth. With foreclosures and For Sale signs all around us, we are constantly reminded of how dire the economic situation has become. And it touches all of us. A McLaughlin & Associates poll reports that 84% of us know someone who has lost their job.7

The implication, of course, is that Obama’s success or failure is totally dependent on the economy’s improvement or decline. If the numbers get better, he’ll win. If not, he’ll be a one-term president. Under this theory, it’s out of our hands. It doesn’t matter how the campaigns go. If the Federal Reserve and the Treasury and the global economy pull us out of the recession, Obama is in for eight years.

But history doesn’t bear this argument out. Bush 41 lost in 1992 despite improving economic numbers. The recession ended in March of 1991—a year and a half before he was defeated,8 and the fourth quarter of 1992, when the ballots were counted, featured an astounding 4.3% growth rate.9 And, in 1994, a recovering economy did not save Clinton’s Democrats when they went down to massive defeat, losing both Congressional houses.

It takes time for good economic news to filter down to the voters. The economists may be euphoric, but the public barely notices when unemployment drops a bit or growth rises. It takes a while for people to see any change in their own lives and for the word to get around.

And things are so bad right now, even a modest improvement will still leave us in dire straits. If unemployment drops to, say, 7%, there won’t be any celebrations. To have the truly massive recovery that a president needs to buoy his chances for reelection, the turnaround must be long lasting and massive.

When Clinton was reelected in 1996, aided by a robust recovery, the reversal in our national fortunes had been going on for five years. An amazing 11.5 million new jobs10 had been created since he took office. That is the kind of economic performance a president needs to get a second term. A few good numbers or a couple of quarters of positive news didn’t do much. It was only a real economic sea change that helped to boost his fortunes.

What about Ronald Reagan, who also lost ground due to a bad economy, during the midterm elections of 1982, but was able to win two years later, proclaiming “It’s morning again in America”? But remember that Reagan’s reverses in the midterm elections of 1982 were comparatively minor. He lost only twenty-seven seats in the House and none in the Senate. Though he fell further behind in the House, the Republican Party kept control of the upper chamber. The recession, which ended in late 1982, was followed by a robust recovery, the sort Obama can only dream about. In 1983, economic growth was 4.5%, and in the reelection year of 1984 it soared to 7.2%. Obama might post numbers like these and cruise to reelection, but don’t bet on it.

Finally, there’s the Conservative Gospel, which correlates the 2010 Congressional losses to the fact that Americans fundamentally disagree with Obama’s policies. According to the Rasmussen Reports’ Daily Presidential Tracking Polls, 57% of American voters oppose his health care reform legislation and want it repealed, while only 39% oppose repeal.11 Americans think government spending has gotten too big and that the deficit is out of control. They are basically in sharp disagreement with their president.

That’s why the Democrats lost so dramatically, and that’s why the voters repudiated the president’s programs. This is the only explanation that fits the facts of the 2010 election. According to the McLaughlin Poll, there has been a marked shift to the right among the American people, and almost half now describe themselves as “conservative.”



IDEOLOGY OF AMERICAN VOTERS

Conservative

Nov. 2008: 40%

Nov. 2010: 49%


Moderate

Nov. 2008: 35%

Nov. 2010: 28%


Liberal

Nov. 2008: 21%

Nov. 2010: 21%


Source: McLaughlin & Associates12




Obama has made us conservative. We get it. He doesn’t.

So, to beat Obama, we must focus intently on his policies and programs.

Obama’s obvious weakness is his total failure to create jobs. At this writing, we have already lost 9 million of them since he took power. Next to Herbert Hoover, Barack Obama has the all-time worst jobs record of any president in history.

Republicans need to make the nation understand that Obama’s policies are holding our economy down. That is our mission for the next two years.

People need to realize that his threatened tax increases are deterring consumer spending. Americans are afraid to spend money when they don’t know whether their taxes will suddenly rise dramatically—both as individuals and as business owners.

We need to make people recognize that it is ObamaCare that has stopped job creation in the health care sector and raised insurance rates. His bank overregulation, particularly of community banks, is strangling loans to small businesses. The threat of a carbon tax and forced unionization is paralyzing manufacturing. Who can grow and expand with the federal government’s tax policy in limbo? What will be deductible? What will capital gains taxes be? Will rates go up? Will the ceiling on Social Security taxes be lifted? Will the deficit block new lending? Who knows? So who can plan? Who can add new jobs?

We can’t have a recovery with this widespread fear and uncertainty.

Obama doubtless hopes that these issues will be ancient history by November 2012. His political people want us to forget our fears about his health care changes—that’s why it is slated to take full effect only after the presidential election. They hope that the failure of the stimulus package will fade from memory by the time Obama seeks a second term.

After all, when the presidential race came around in 1996, who remembered Bill Clinton’s 1993 tax increases or Hillary’s 1994 health care proposals?

Obama is right: unless the Republican House keeps those issues front and center, they will fade from memory. And we must not let that happen!

Having battled to defeat Obama’s socialist agenda throughout ’09 and ’10, conservatives must now fight to defund and repeal it in ’11 and ’12. And we know that even if our bills pass the Democratic Senate, Obama will undoubtedly veto them.

Our only choice is to wrap our proposals to defund ObamaCare into the two pieces of legislation that have to pass for the government to keep operating: the increase in the debt limit, which we will need this spring, and the 2012 budget, which will have to pass by October 1, 2011. We have to stop his program before it starts. Before they will approve a debt limit increase or a new federal budget, Republicans must demand that Obama’s expensive and intrusive programs be cut. They must hold firm despite the chaos that will ensue. Obama will refuse to sign a debt limit increase or a new federal budget without his programs. The great budget battle lines will be drawn.

As we fight these battles we will be keeping the issues Obama wants to go away alive. We are assuring that they will remain front and center in the 2012 elections.

Not so if the GOP folds and accepts compromises with Obama. If we settle for some improvements in his health care proposal—a weakening here, a dilution there—conservatives will be unable to make these issues central to the 2012 election. If we compromise in ’11 and ’12, we will have to live with Obama as president for four more long years.

It’s that simple.

We must use the battles over the debt limit and the federal budget for fiscal year 2012 to replay and relitigate all the issues that made Obama so unpopular that he lost control of the House.

Start with blocking tax increases.

Higher taxes are Obama’s central goal. He sees them not as vehicles to raise money, much less as necessary steps toward lowering the deficit. To him, they are instruments to redistribute income and promote what he calls “social justice.” His goal is economic leveling, which entails soaking the rich with ever higher taxes and using the money to fund a permanently enhanced public sector that placates and pacifies voters with subsidies. Capital flows from private hands to the government, and socialism sets in.

That’s what he wants.

But when he took office, Obama realized that he could not raise taxes, especially not right in the middle of a massive recession. His party wouldn’t have passed it, no matter how overwhelming his majorities, and he would not have gotten any Republican support.

So Obama decided instead to raise spending to incredible heights and borrow the money, making the deficit totally unmanageable. By incurring a massive debt and building up a huge deficit, Obama assured that the cry for an American tax increase would swell and sweep around the world. He knew that the pressure to close the deficit he had created would be irresistible. Central to his political strategy was the assumption that the forces of fiscal responsibility would make Republicans join in voting for higher taxes.

But he thought wrong.

Republicans must, instead, pass a debt limit bill and a budget that brings down the deficit dramatically and ratchets back his big spending policies—but does it with no tax increase.

In the next chapter, you’ll find out just how to accomplish this. Surprisingly, it’s not that hard, even with an extension of the Bush tax cuts and an end to the alternative minimum tax (AMT) hikes.

All you have to do is to roll back the massive, unbelievable spending increases that Obama pushed through in the opening months of his presidency: the so-called stimulus package. Under his leadership, the government spent money on all kinds of junk. Every useless program that had been kicking around for years, every congressman’s dream pork barrel appropriation got money.

To bring down the deficit to about 3% of our economy (the level economists aim at) you have to get rid of all of that new spending. The way budget mavens put it is, you have to freeze domestic discretionary spending at 2008 levels for three years. That’s not so hard to do. After all, the federal government wasn’t exactly starved for funds in 2008. We just had not yet gone on the wild spending spree of the Obama years.

We also need to stop the crazy growth of Medicaid spending, which has doubled in the past ten years, and cancel Obama’s plans to add 16 million people to the rolls as part of ObamaCare.

Then we just have to commit to bringing our troops home by 2015, leaving only 60,000 in Iraq and Afghanistan.

And you’re there! The deficit will be down to a reasonable size by 2014.

No need to cut Medicare or Social Security…and no need to raise taxes. The numbers work just fine without higher taxes.

This is important: Republicans must not be dragged by our idealism into battles we cannot win and that, if we wage, will cost us the White House in 2012. It is vital for the long term that we reform Medicare and Social Security. But we’ll do that after we win in 2012. Not before! Don’t sacrifice our chances by wading into those thickets. We will have our hands full with the essential fights we must win.

Then, Republicans must use the debt limit and budget battles to defund ObamaCare. The program he jammed through Congress is massively unpopular. More than any other factor, it was what led to his defeat in the 2010 elections.

Republicans cannot actually repeal ObamaCare until we retake the White House and win a Senate majority. But there’s a lot we can do to stop it cold in the meantime. We can take away the money to implement it. We can refuse to appropriate money to the IRS to hire the 16,500 new agents the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) says it will need to enforce the requirement that everybody buy health insurance and that employers provide it.13 And we can stop funds from going to the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) that would be used to implement Medicare cuts or to gather data on which to base health care rationing. Zero funding!

The courts may help us out in stopping ObamaCare. As we said in our previous book, 2010: Take Back America—A Battle Plan, ObamaCare is unconstitutional. Now a Virginia District Court has found that the individual insurance mandate to buy insurance violates the Constitution. If the Supreme Court agrees, we may kill ObamaCare even before the 2012 elections. But we can’t take that for granted. We must paralyze ObamaCare by defunding it now.

The Republican House can also stop Obama from using his control over the executive branch to attempt an end run around Congress to enact his most controversial proposals without even asking for legislative approval. In two areas where Congress has rejected his bills (even with his overwhelming Democratic majority), the president has moved to implement them by executive action.

Congress turned down his cap and trade proposal to combat global climate change. So Obama is getting the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to require businesses and industries to buy permits to emit carbon dioxide, using what it claims is its power under the Clean Air Act, passed in 1970. Carbon dioxide, of course, is not a health risk like the particulates, sulfur dioxide, or nitrous oxides, which are the targets of the statute. We all breathe carbon dioxide with each breath. But because he says it contributes to global climate change, Obama wants the EPA to limit CO2 emissions.

Meanwhile, the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) is moving to impose Obama’s card check legislation (the so-called Employee Free Choice Act) on the nation’s business. Currently, when workers want to form a union, a majority of them have to check off cards asking for one and then the issue is put to a referendum—by secret ballot. Obama tried to get Congress to eliminate the secret ballot and let the card checkoffs alone determine the workers’ wishes. But much of the time, the referenda result in a rejection of the union, even though a majority have signed cards asking for one. The workers say one thing when their union rep is peering over their shoulder and another when the ballot is confidential. Congress rejected the proposal. But now the NLRB, by a 3–2 party line vote, is planning to ban the secret ballot and just use card checks.


The pollution tax and the card check law are both job killers and Americans overwhelmingly oppose them.

According to the Rasmussen Reports, 61% of voters think “it’s fair to require a secret ballot vote if workers want a union. Only 18% disagree.”14

Voters break even on whether or not carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions should be regulated. Rasmussen Reports found them splitting 41–41 on the question. But when asked if the EPA should be able to impose these regulations without consulting with Congress, voters said no by 53–24.15

So the Republican House must amend the EPA and NLRB budgets to prohibit these agencies from using any of the money it appropriates to implement a carbon tax or card check regulations.

No sooner did the election results come in last year than Obama’s Federal Communications Commission (FCC) came up with new ways to squelch talk radio and control the Internet. We must block this devious attack on free speech launched in the names of “localism,” “fairness,” and “net neutrality.” Republicans should insert language into the FCC appropriation prohibiting the proposed changes.

Finally, Republicans need to put an end to budget earmarks once and for all. GOP congressmen and senators have just voted to do so. In the House, that will, of course, be binding on the Democrats whether they like it or not. But we don’t have the majority in the Senate, and know that the Democrats—particularly those running for reelection—will jam up the budget with earmarks.

They will say the earmarks are to create jobs in their home states, but don’t believe it. They are really devices to generate campaign cash for themselves. Democratic senators such as Robert Casey (PA), Robert Menendez (NJ), Bill Nelson (FL), Jim Webb (VA), Debbie Stabenow (MI), Sherrod Brown (OH), Jeff Bingaman (NM), and Jon Tester (MT)—who are all up for reelection—receive between a quarter and a third of their total campaign war chest from lobbyists for whose clients they have secured earmarks. (Go to Part IV, The Democrats We Must Defeat, to see who is funding their campaigns with donations, and in return for earmarks.)

Without the earmarks, would the campaign funds still flow? We doubt it. These Democrats are hanging on to their earmarks so that they can use them as a legal form of bribery to get campaign donations in return.


We have to put an end to this little shell game! We must stop any earmarks from making their way into the budget for 2012!

Finally, we need to force changes in the new regulations that Obama imposed on small community banks. The big boys on Wall Street need more regulating. But we need to free local banks from the shackles that Obama’s federal bureaucracy imposed on them. These restraints, more than anything else, are impeding our economic growth. Banks must be freed to make loans to create jobs or jobs won’t be created!

We need to bring all these issues into the debt limit and the budget battles. We must wage the fight on nine fronts:


	Stop any increase in taxes

	Roll back Obama’s outrageous spending

	Cut the deficit to 3% of GDP

	Defund ObamaCare

	Block the EPA from imposing a carbon tax

	Halt NLRB efforts to ban secret ballots in union elections

	Kill all earmarks in the budget

	Block the FCC from curtailing free speech

	Free community banks to lend, thus creating jobs



In effect, we must use the debt limit and the budget debates throughout 2011 to revive, relive, refight—and win—the Greatest Hits of 2010!

Obama will veto the debt limit extension and the budget as long as our amendments are attached. He will demand clean bills that preserve his programs and his spending. But the Republican House must not give in. We need to battle through the stalemate that follows. Don’t blink. Don’t cave. Even if a government shutdown results. Don’t compromise. Just fight and win.

In American politics, it is the president who sets the agenda, not Congress. And the president will want to move on. He won’t want a Republican House to pick through the budget increases he got passed in 2009 or the new laws he enacted in 2010 or the executive orders now coming down the pike. He will want to move on to new turf.

But the Republican House and the American people cannot let him change the subject. We need to review all that he has pushed through and defund it, cut it, and block it. In that sense, the president will still be setting the agenda, but it will be the agenda he set in his first two years, not the new agenda he would like to focus on.

The nation will be watching this Armageddon-like battle very, very closely. Just as we hung in suspense on every vote as Obama passed his health care program, over our objections, in 2010, we will be riveted to the television (FoxNews, we hope!) as the 2011 confrontation over the debt limit and the budget unfolds. Obama will fight with every ounce of his strength as the 2012 elections approach. The issues of 2010 will be the issues of 2012. And then, we’ve got him!

Some ask if Obama will move to the center. Will he emulate Bill Clinton and his strategy of 1995 and 1996?

He won’t, because there is no center. Either you raise taxes or you don’t. No matter how Obama may try to dress up or conceal a tax hike by claiming that he is also cutting spending, it will still be a tax increase. Obama won’t get credit for the spending cuts, and the debate will quickly move to his tax proposals.

The other issues Republicans will insert in the budget debate also do not admit of compromise. Either you let the IRS go after people who don’t have health coverage or you don’t. The budget either permits Medicare cuts and rationing or it doesn’t. Either it bans a carbon tax or allows it; either allows a secret ballot in union elections or doesn’t.

There is no compromise. There is no center ground. If Obama proposes to phase in his programs more gradually or to adjust them to make them more palatable, that won’t help much. The heart of his proposals will remain unpopular.

Obama may well try to disguise his defeats as compromises. His cave-in during the lame duck session of Congress in December 2010, when he agreed to extend the Bush tax cuts, for example, was portrayed as a bipartisan compromise, a concession to lower the intensity of the partisan debate. But America was not deceived. We saw it for what it was—a Republican victory and a defeat for Obama. We could tell the difference between compromise and surrender.

And even if Obama is able to moderate the liberal, dogmatic, obstinate image he acquired during his first two years, by gracefully conceding fights he is losing and making a virtue out of surrender, it will still hurt him. He cannot escape being increasingly seen as weak, or Carteresque. His inability to stand firm on foreign policy and his continuing defeats at the hands of the Republican House will lead voters to conclude that he is not up to the demands of the presidency. The bad economy—even if there is a slight lowering of unemployment—will reinforce the impression of a president who is in over his head.

Obama will have to choose between a rock and a hard place. Either stand up to the Republican House, battle tenaciously, and try to win, at the price of looking doctrinaire, liberal, and dogmatic. Or give in and make concessions and look weak and inept. Either way, we have him. Once we fight—and if we hold firm—we’ve got him!

But won’t Obama have all the money he needs to win? Won’t he be flush with campaign funds? Won’t his union buddies hand over the keys to their treasure chests to keep their man in office?

Of course an incumbent president will have a big financial advantage. But money doesn’t always determine elections. At the start of the 2010 election, Congressional Democrats in both chambers enjoyed a huge financial advantage. Since they were in power and solidly controlled both houses, they outraised the House and Senate Republicans dramatically.

But, as the likelihood of a Republican victory loomed larger, the GOP began to catch up and raised more than their rivals did in the crucial months before the election. Obama will, indeed, have an early financial edge, but, by Election Day, it is likely to have eroded.

Nor can Obama ignore the rising discontent on his left flank. Democrats were outraged when he conceded the fundamental issue of the 2008 campaign and did not raise taxes on the wealthy. He has not closed the Guantánamo Bay detention center. He failed to get a public option on health care (i.e., a government-owned insurance company). And his job creation record is dismal.

Will all this discontent lead to a Democratic primary challenge? It very well might. Perhaps someone like former senator Russ Feingold (D-WI) or radical congressman Dennis (the Menace) Kucinich (D-OH) might mount a challenge. If they do well in the polls, that might open the door for Hillary Clinton to run. It’s too early to tell. But the more Obama concedes to the Republicans in the House, the more he catalyzes a primary on the left. And let’s all remember history: the three presidents who faced serious primary challenges—Johnson, Ford, and Carter—saw their party defeated in the ensuing general election.

Of course, you can’t beat somebody with nobody. Whom will the GOP run? Whom should we nominate?

AND THE REPUBLICAN CONTENDER IS…?

The Republican victories of 2010 were based on national issues, but there were no national leaders.

In 1994, when the GOP took Congress, it was clear that Newt Gingrich was the leader. He had been planning for the 1994 takeover for much of his adult life. It was he who worked for years through GOPAC (Grand Old Party Political Action Committee) to fund state legislative races around the country to groom and advance local Republicans for the day when they would be able to topple their Democratic congressmen. It was he who uncovered the dozens of Democrats who bounced checks to the House Bank.

But the GOP victories of 2010 had no leaders. Incoming House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH), Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY), and Republican National Committee Chair Michael Steele all worked hard to win, but none of them was really the leader. Most Republican voters were only dimly aware of who they were.

The real hero was the Tea Party movement, which engineered a massive grassroots rebellion against Obama’s policies, spearheaded by people like Tea Party Patriots leaders Jenny Beth Martin and Mark Meckler, Americans for Prosperity director Tim Phillips, and billionaires David and Charles Koch. FoxNews’ Glenn Beck and Sean Hannity, and 60 Plus Association leader Jim Martin were the spark plugs that catalyzed the win, but they were unknown. (See Part VI, The New Leaders, for brief sketches of them.)

Sarah Palin’s endorsements and active campaigning contributed mightily to the victory—far more than any other politician’s—but the 2010 elections were dominated by the grass roots. It was the millions of Tea Party activists who impelled the Republican Party to victory.

So the Republican Party is leaderless. Who will emerge as its candidate in 2012?

First let’s understand how the candidate will be nominated. The process will fundamentally change this year. In fact, it will be the opposite of what we are used to.

Since the procedural reforms initiated by Democrat George McGovern in 1973, which carried over into the Republican Party as well, primaries have determined the winner of the nominations in each party. Iowa and New Hampshire—the first caucus and the first primary in the nation—have tended to sort out the candidates for us. They narrowed down the field and left the rest of the nation with two or three alternatives in each party.

These two small states have dominated the process because the contenders usually did not have the money to wage national campaigns. At the start of a campaign, they could only afford to run in these two small states. And those who had the financial resources to compete nationally (like Hillary Clinton, and Mitt Romney in 2008) were forced to battle in these two states anyway because they were the first test. Having more money didn’t help that much in states so small that TV time was pretty inexpensive.

In effect, Iowa and New Hampshire have become the quarterfinals, narrowing the field to two candidates in each party who compete in the subsequent primaries. In 2000, Al Gore and Bill Bradley were the Democratic semifinalists who survived these early rounds; George Bush and John McCain were their Republican equivalents. In 2004, John Kerry and John Edwards emerged as the alternatives. In 2008, Iowa and New Hampshire winnowed down the Democratic field to Hillary Clinton versus Barack Obama and the Republican contest to John McCain versus Mike Huckabee. The other contenders—Giuliani, Romney, Edwards, Dodd, et al.—might have staggered on for a few more rounds, but their candidacies were doomed.

Now, in the Republican primaries, it will be different. The short list of contenders for the nomination will not be chosen in the early primaries. Iowa and New Hampshire will not impose their will on America. America will impose its will on Iowa and New Hampshire.

The quarterfinals will not be waged in the cornfields of Iowa or the former mill towns of New Hampshire. They will be held in the living rooms of America, among the FoxNews audience!

The share of the GOP electorate that watches FoxNews has become so dominant that the early stages of the Republican nominating process will be held on its airwaves. It is there, and not in the early-morning handshaking at factory gates in Iowa and New Hampshire, that we will meet the candidates and come to choose our favorites.

About half of those who call themselves Republicans report that they watch FoxNews every night, and two-thirds say they watch it “several times a week or more.” Among Independents, 46% and even 21% of Democrats also watch FoxNews several times a week or more.16

FoxNews’ market dominance among Republicans and Independents was not as extensive in 2008 as it is today, but its subsequent growth in market share and ratings has been phenomenal. Now its impact in Republican primaries is decisive.

In 2012, the Republicans and Independents who will choose the GOP nominee will be found watching Bill O’Reilly, Sean Hannity, Glenn Beck, Greta Van Susteren, Shep Smith, Bret Baier, Megyn Kelly, Steve Doocy, Brian Kilmeade, and Gretchen Carlson, because it is on these shows that the early narrowing process will take place.

Day after day, we will see all the candidates on FoxNews. Not just in debates, but in frequent appearances on the network’s opinion and news shows. We will watch how they handle themselves, we’ll learn how they answer questions, and we’ll come to our decision. The Republican nominating process will resemble the TV show American Idol, where we watch the candidates perform and vote on who we like best.

Then, we will tell pollsters who we have come to like and those we don’t like. They will record our views every few weeks and, through this process, the front-runners will emerge, candidates will surge, leaders will fall back, and the winnowing process will take place.

Normally, the early national polls don’t mean much; the surveys that professionals follow are in Iowa and New Hampshire. In 2008, Rudy Giuliani and Hillary Clinton led all the early national surveys, but neither one was there on election day.

But now, surveys in Iowa and New Hampshire will show the same results as the rest of the country because all the Republicans will be watching FoxNews—the same broadcasts the rest of us are seeing. Whatever local activity is going on in Des Moines or Cedar Rapids or Manchester or Concord will be drowned out by the constant coverage Republicans will be getting on FoxNews.


And, as the polls begin to tilt to one candidate or another, campaign contributions will follow them. Those who surge ahead will attract funding and the ones who falter will find their bank accounts drying up. Mitt Romney, who will self-fund his campaign (and can count on the strong support of the Mormon community), will not face any financial scarcity, but if he falls back in the polls, his electoral appeal will fade. Money won’t bring him back in 2012 any more than it did in 2008.

When the actual primaries take place, their results will tend to ratify the consensus the country has come to from watching FoxNews. Americans will impose their views on the early primaries, not the other way around.

Of course, the final decision will be made in the big state primaries that follow. There, the delegates will be selected to the nominating conventions and the winner will emerge.

So, the quarterfinals will be waged over FoxNews and ratified by the voters in the early, small state primaries.

The semifinals will take place in the big state primaries later on.

And the finals will be in November when we choose a president.

This process will favor the less well known candidates. They won’t have to compete financially at first, but can rely on their FoxNews appearances to build their constituencies. Mike Huckabee, whose consistently witty, incisive, and conservative debate performances in 2008 led to victory in Iowa, will be the model for candidates to follow in 2012. Mike never had two dimes to rub together, but he defeated Romney in Iowa and outlasted him in the contest against McCain by months.

OK, but who will be the candidate?

We don’t yet know. Neither of us has even met all the candidates, but here are our subjective, early impressions.

Mitt Romney

Although he led in the realclearpolitics.com average of polls from October 27 to November 21, 2010, with 19% of the Republican primary vote,17 Romney can’t get the nomination, and he shouldn’t. Some object to his religion; we don’t. That’s not our problem with him. We object to his support of an individual mandate to buy health insurance in Massachusetts (the very provision that has been found unconstitutional by a Virginia court). He passed and signed a bill that comes awfully close to ObamaCare in its essentials.

As Grace-Marie Turner, writing in the Wall Street Journal, noted, “the former Massachusetts governor enacted something very similar to the Obama health plan. It isn’t working well.” She said he “has been on the wrong side of the defining political battle of our time.”18

Romney said on Fox News Sunday that the plan he signed into law is the “ultimate conservative plan.”19

Really? Conservative? The Wall Street Journal emphasizes its similarity to Obama’s program.

“Both have an individual mandate requiring most residents to have health insurance or pay a penalty. Most businesses are required to participate or pay a fine. Both rely on government-designed purchasing exchanges that also provide a platform to control private health insurance. Many of the uninsured are covered through Medicaid expansion and others receive subsidies for highly-prescriptive policies. And the apparatus requires a plethora of new government boards and agencies.”20

Romney defends his program saying “our plan is working well.”21 But in fact, it is ruining the state’s finances.

While 97% of his state has health insurance now, more than half of the 408,000 newly insured pay nothing and are entirely subsidized by the taxpayers.22

Like Obama, Romney promised that his program would lower health care costs, but a Harvard study said that one-third of the state residents report higher health care costs. In Massachusetts, a family of four pays almost $14,000 on health care, which is 27% higher than the national average.23

And, predictably, both scarcity and the inevitable de facto rationing have set in. A study by the Massachusetts Medical Society found that 56% of internal medicine physicians are no longer accepting new patients. For those who get an appointment, the average wait is seven weeks. In the words of Dr. Sandra Schneider, vice president of the American College of Emergency Physicians, in the Journal, “Just because you have health insurance doesn’t mean there’s a [primary care] physician who can see you.”24

As the Journal noted, “Many patients are insured in name only: they have health coverage but can’t find a doctor.”25

Romney defends his program by pointing out that “we didn’t do what President Obama’s doing, which is putting controls on our system of premiums for private insurance companies.”26

No, indeed. But the requirement of universal coverage without any expansion in the supply of doctors and medical facilities has led insurers to request rate hikes of 8 to 32% this year.27

As Michael Graham wrote in the Boston Herald, “the disaster of Romneycare is already upon us.”28

And so are the health care police! The Herald reports that the Commonwealth Health Insurance Connector “created under Romneycare [is] cracking down on more than 3,000 [Massachusetts] residents who are fighting state fines, and has even hired a private law firm to force the health insurance scofflaws to pay penalties of up to $2,000 a year.”29 Their crime? Not having health insurance!

The Herald summarizes the impact of the legislation: “Before Romneycare, you were on the hook for $1 billion for Medicaid and other state health care subsidies. Less than three-years later, the taxpayer bill has gone up another $750 million—a 75% increase!”30

Though Romney now says he will repeal or modify the heath care law, he signed a bad bill once and can’t be counted on not to do so again.

After Romney, there are three front-runners for the nomination: Sarah Palin, Mike Huckabee, and Newt Gingrich.

All have three things in common:


a) They are all good, solid conservatives.

b) Each is well known and well liked by Republicans.

c) All three have massive political baggage that could drag them down to defeat.



In other years, in other elections, we might be inclined to take a chance on overcoming the baggage. But in 2012, running against the likes of Barack Obama, we don’t dare do so. So the question for each of them is: can they overcome their baggage?

We will see a lot of each of them. Palin and Huckabee live on FoxNews, and Newt shows up there all the time. In the battles of 2011, we will see how they hold up and whether we sense that the American people are willing to embrace them.


Sarah Palin

Let’s begin by getting one thing straight: Sarah Palin was a masterful choice for vice president. She delivered something to John McCain that no vice presidential candidate has ever given her running mate—a lead! For three weeks after the nomination, McCain led Obama in the polls. It was the only three weeks he ever did. Then McCain blew it by going back to Washington and voting for the TARP bank bailout, but that wasn’t Sarah’s fault.

Neither was the firestorm that greeted her nomination. Nobody


























































	The program was in effect for more than a year and a half before it was shut down.

	During that time, activists deluged both the media and the MHFA with criticisms of the program. It is hard to understand how the governor could have remained ignorant of the program until he finally acted.

	And if, despite all this publicity and attention, Governor Pawlenty did not know about the Shariah-compliant loan program his own state housing agency had launched, what does that say about his management style?
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