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    | FOREWORD |


    I am happy to contribute this foreword to Bob Ehrlich’s second book about American politics, policy, and culture.


    Governor Ehrlich’s first book, Turn This Car Around, was a well received critique of how the left leaning media and their political allies seek to manipulate public opinion to their ideological advantage. Car’s analysis of topical issues such as voter photo identification, union imposed wage scales, education reform, cultural identity, and the genesis of the mortgage crisis is particularly important today, as an aggressive Obama administration seeks to remake American capitalism and culture along hyper-progressive lines.


    This well written second entry is equally important as it focuses on the issue of security in all its iterations. Whether discussing culture, economics, health, defense, energy, or retirement, Governor Ehrlich makes the case for a freedom-based approach to what ails America. His prescriptions are commonsense stuff mixed with a deep understanding of what makes America so unique in the annals of human history.


    Bob Ehrlich is well known to followers of American politics. He enjoyed successful tenures in the Maryland legislature and the U.S. Congress. But it was his governorship of a deep blue state that caught my eye. In Annapolis, Governor Ehrlich navigated dangerous waters with aplomb and success. He transformed a huge budget deficit to surplus, passed Maryland’s first charter schools bill, and wrote the historic Chesapeake Bay Restoration Act. Quite a record for a Republican outnumbered 3 to 1 in one of the most liberal legislatures in the country.


    Governor Ehrlich is an excellent writer and thinker with regular appearances on Fox, CNN, and MSNBC, as well as a weekly opinion piece in The Baltimore Sun. Most importantly, he is a thoughtful spokesman for a party and movement in desperate need of a crisp, clear message.


    Bob Ehrlich brings a common touch and clear thinking to a country in desperate need of both. His appreciation for the central role of security in our daily lives is a valuable addition to our national conversation.


    I hope you will take the time to read Governor Ehrlich’s second serving of good old conservative common sense. This is the stuff that will get you recommitted to a conservative majority. In the process, this book will increase YOUR security. Now that’s a pretty good deal . . .


    —Rudy Giuliani

  


  
    | PREFACE |


    
      “A person who publishes a book appears willfully in public with his pants down.”


      —EDNA ST. VINCENT MILLAY

    


    They say the true definition of an expert is someone who has accomplished a task one time. I must be the exception to the rule, however: the process of outlining, editing, and drafting this second book was as daunting as my initial attempt with Turn This Car Around. Indeed, my respect for those blessed with the ability to turn out high quality books on a consistent basis knows no bounds.


    Nevertheless, the strong sense of exhilaration that accompanies the drafting process has become familiar enough. It is a sense of satisfaction derived from the successful completion of a difficult task. In my case, the added attraction of contributing to the national dialogue on the most pressing issues of the day made this effort every bit as satisfying as the first. Of course, a degree of commercial success is helpful, too. All authors look forward to the day when one’s publisher decides to order additional printings. Pleasantly, such was the case with Car. In this respect, I offer a note of sincere thanks to the many companies and associations that sponsored book signings and speaking events over the past year.


    Special appreciation must be given to members of my Finance Committee, many of whom stepped up in support of Car in the same way they supported my numerous campaigns for public office. Their—and so many others’—willingness to back that initial effort made the decision to proceed with this one much easier.


    On substance, what follows is the natural progression of the serious policy challenges chronicled in Car. The purpose here is more expansive, however. Car sketched a commonsense policy agenda for use in an increasingly politically correct (PC) world. It included a heavy dose of advice on how to respond to the aggressive intolerance of the modern left and its accompanying PC police. This volume explores the causes and remedies attendant to the seven most intractable issues confronting (and confounding) our culture and country: the role of government vis-à-vis the individual, strengthening American culture, fiscal practices and debt, healthcare delivery, job creation, social security, and national security. The obvious theme here is security: for ourselves, our culture, our government, our health, our jobs, our retirement, and our defense. The manner in which we handle these security challenges will determine the quality of life and culture we leave to future generations.


    That we have differences of opinion regarding the way in which our country should handle these security challenges is obvious to all. What may not be so obvious is the degree to which modern progressivism has assumed a radically different view of these collective challenges. Here, it’s not simply the familiar clashes of right versus left. Increasingly, it’s more about a center-right majority versus those who wish to remake America in a stridently progressive manner. And nobody said winning this clash would be easy: the leader of today’s progressives is the charismatic 44th President of the United States!


    One of my former staffers used to comfort me during President Obama’s first term by suggesting that in the same way it took a failed Jimmy Carter presidency to produce a Ronald Reagan, a failed Obama first term would lead to a Republican resurgence in 2012. But the theory was proven incorrect on November 5, 2012.


    Talk about an unexpected result: a not-terribly-popular Obama was easily re-elected on the heels of a failed Stimulus, tepid economic recovery, historic budget deficits, and singularly unpopular healthcare reform. And it was accomplished by means of a grossly transparent campaign of class warfare, guilt by association, and character assassination. This time “hope” and “change” were nowhere to be found, replaced by cynicism and fear. The sum of which proved too strong against the handsome, wealthy private equity capitalist with the blue blood resume.


    Our worst fears about a lame duck Obama were confirmed by an Inaugural speech widely viewed as the most progressive in many, many years. A re-elected Obama no longer needed to sound (or appear) moderate. The widely acclaimed speech (at least on MSNBC) promised a more intrusive federal government at every turn. This was the Obama of “you didn’t build that”—fame propelled back to the White House secure in the knowledge he would never have to face the electorate again.


    Amid the many recriminations coming from a thoroughly depressed GOP, at least one positive emerged: a re-elected Republican House is certainly a significant counterweight to an unleashed Obama agenda. But executive orders, appointment power, and Harry Reid’s iron fisted control of the Senate will ensure another unsettling four years for those of us who wish to curtail the growth of government authority over our lives.


    In these pages, I articulate the way in which American security in all its iterations is at risk due to an Obama-led resurgence of progressive thought and action. But this is not just the latest merry band of angry liberals taking advantage of a re-elected telegenic leader in order to grow government. These ascendant progressives are intent on remaking America’s market economy and culture into something neither was meant to be: vessels for the growth of an egalitarian-guided government, where values (and value judgments) are degraded and the centralized state is celebrated. And they are making more progress than many of us could have imagined a few short years ago.


    To make things more difficult, many of today’s progressives do not share the security goals outlined in this book; their disparate constituencies (environmentalists, public sector unions, civil rights groups, feminists, peace activists) reject many of the baseline principles that define our system of democratic capitalism.


    Exposing the fault lines in this progressive campaign to redefine America as we know (and love) it may cause discomfort for those who want everyone to simply get along. Well, such indulgence may sound good when you say it fast. And bipartisanship is always a big winner in public opinion polls. But going along in order to get along is not the answer for an America facing so many dramatic, nontraditional threats to its health—and security.


    The political conflicts and policy arguments recited herein cover thirty years of toil in the public and private sectors, including public service in a state legislature, Congress, and as Governor of Maryland. Opinions generated as a result of campaign travels with the likes of President George W. Bush, Mayor Rudy Giuliani, and Governor Mitt Romney are included, too. Together, they reflect a narrative that can be frustrating, but always instructive. It is this instruction into the ways and means of contemporary progressivism (and what to do about its recent progress) that is the primary focus of this tome. The challenges described herein are quite serious in nature. Our collective response must be just as serious. The phrase “collective response” is used with purpose; collective as in majority, and response as in political action. The bottom line: my books are about far more than political analysis; they are calls to action on behalf of that conservative, commonsense majority most opinion polls cite as (still) the majority political force in this country. I have endeavored to set forth these challenges (and what to do about them) without “setting my hair on fire” i.e., resorting to gratuitously wild statements or headline-grabbing attacks in order to secure guest appearances on the cable news shows—or sell more books. This modus operandi may work for some, but not me.


    Only you the reader can judge whether I have met my goal. I await your judgment—secure in the knowledge that an activated majority can indeed arise (2014 would be an opportune time) to begin an economic and cultural reawakening. It’s time to get to work.

  


  
    INTRODUCTION

    


    “America is great because she is good, and if America ever ceases to be good, America will cease to be great.”


    —ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE
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    We have reached a fork-in-the-road in America. If we continue down our current path, we will diminish beyond repair our quality of life and culture, and that which we leave to future generations. If, however, we take another route—the more commonsense one that I’m prescribing—we can create security for our culture, our government, our health, our jobs, our retirement, our defense, and ourselves. We can dig ourselves out of the ditch that the progressives and Obama-ites have driven us into. Make no mistake: The time for action is now. Inaction, or just staying the course, presents us with dire consequences.


    The health of our future hinges on securing America on all fronts. A great nation avoids policies that are penny-wise and pound-foolish. It honors its social contract obligations with its citizens. It welcomes qualifying immigrants but expects its newest citizens to learn and accept its cultural values. It pays its bills and does not mortgage the country’s future through multi-generational debt. It primes its economy and rewards entrepreneurship to ensure good jobs for future generations. It remembers that Job One for this government is to protect its people from harm, either foreign or domestic. It recognizes that markets are far more dynamic (and efficient) than governments. And it supplies the goods and services required to ensure the health and safety of its citizens, particularly its senior citizens.


    That America has fallen short in these lofty goals is without question. There is no perfect nation. We see the consequences of our failures in daily media reports. These shortcomings are the object of great debate in political races. They remind us that, try as we may, we have a long way to go in order to secure a strong and vibrant America.


    But it is a mistake to dwell on the negative. America retains a special and unique role in an era of terror and austerity. The founding fathers got a lot of the important stuff right. Our social contract describes a unique arrangement between government and the governed. It nurtures individualism and societal responsibility simultaneously. It guarantees freedom of religion, not freedom from religion. It decentralizes power to protect its citizens from the worst inclinations of an overreaching federal government. It has generated a culture, for all its foibles and indulgences, that is the envy of the world. It altruistically sends its best sons and daughters to foreign shores to fight and die without territorial ambition. Its job creation machine is unmatched. Its standard of living is second to none. Its message of economic opportunity for all continues to attract newcomers from the far corners of the world. Its people live longer and are more secure in their retirement than those of any previous generation.


    So, all is not lost. We have survived cataclysmic events, from world wars to a Great Depression—and have come back stronger, better. But today’s challenges are sobering in their variety and magnitude. It does not help that we are led by an aggressively ideological President who is hell-bent on changing the terms and conditions of our social arrangements—not least of which is America’s still strong (but diminishing) ties to free market capitalism.


    At home, regulatory overkill, ever-expanding federal intervention, and a pro-redistributionist mindset are suddenly fashionable. The growing cultural acceptance of a larger federal presence in our daily lives presents new challenges to the entrepreneurial class. Employers fear the unknown and the wildly unpredictable, perhaps especially in national fiscal policy. Businesses both small and large continue to park their investment dollars and hiring sprees on the sidelines. A historic recession and tepid recovery contribute to a strong sense of economic angst. American-style capitalism is challenged to maintain an ever-increasing standard of living in the face of technological innovation and cheap foreign labor. And the American middle class begins to wonder if the quintessential American Dream will continue to exist for its children and grandchildren—the first generation since the Depression to have such consensual insecurity.


    Abroad, the Obama diplomatic “reset” with hostile regimes such as Russia, Iran, Syria, and North Korea has produced precious few positive results. Aggressive entreaties to the Muslim world likewise have gone nowhere at best and negatively impacted America’s influence at worst. (Obama’s marginally improved international polling numbers as compared to the Bush era are his signal “accomplishment” to date.) Indeed, growing Islamic fundamentalism in the Middle East and around the world continually challenges America’s grand experiment in pluralism and assimilation. Militarily, our cultural instincts are severely tested as an episodic, drone-centric state of war (incongruously coupled with a dependently non-aggressive and non-influential foreign policy) is maintained in a country grown weary of foreign interventions.


    These are the battlefronts in our mission to secure and grow our uniquely American way of life. And as a commonsense majority daily engages in these social and economic culture wars, it is imperative that we take seriously an uncomfortable (indeed, distressing) observation about the loyal opposition: its underlying value systems are barely recognizable to the average American. In other words, an increasing number of today’s progressives no longer share the commonly agreed-upon cultural and economic aspirations and premises that have defined our American experience over the past 237 years.


    No better example of this new and dangerous value system presents itself than the collectivist narrative presented by President Obama and his surrogates along the 2012 campaign trail.


    The president’s aggressive rhetoric asserted that Horatio Alger stories (the very tales that have proven so inspirational to generations of young Americans) are indeed works of fiction; that nobody is a real self-made man (or woman) because everybody receives help along life’s long and winding road to success. The narrative was succinctly articulated to enthusiastic response at a campaign stop on July 13, 2012 in Roanoke, Virginia:


    
      If you’ve been successful, you didn’t get there on your own. You didn’t get there on your own. I’m always struck by people who think, well, it must be because I was just so smart. There are a lot of smart people out there. It must be because I worked harder than everybody else. Let me tell you something, there are a whole bunch of hardworking people out there.


      If you were successful, somebody along the line gave you some help. There was a great teacher somewhere in your life. Somebody helped to create this unbelievable American system that we have that allowed you to thrive. Somebody invested in roads and bridges. If you’ve got a business, you didn’t build that. Somebody else made that happen. The Internet didn’t get invented on its own. Government research created the Internet so that all the companies could make money off the Internet.1

    


    Overheated rhetoric of this sort was scaled back as Election Day approached, but the Obama campaign’s obvious enthusiasm for the narrative provided insight into how he viewed American enterprise and culture circa 2012. This anti-individualist mindset discourages accomplishment, rejects the notion of a self-made man or woman, and provides a convenient excuse for failure. To wit, one should not be expected to make it on one’s own due to America’s inherently corrupt culture. “The man” (usually not identified) will keep you down. Indeed, this is the “go to” narrative for many on the left—just too much racism, sexism, and intolerance to overcome. But don’t worry, the federal nanny will be along shortly to make everything “fair!”


    And herein lies the gravamen of the progressive mindset: it rejects judgment because it leads to disparate results. The consequence: a “cult of indiscriminateness”2 lacking notions of right and wrong, good and evil. Nothing is black and white, just shades of gray. Hence, capitalism holds no moral high ground over socialism or work ethic over welfare-ism.


    For this group, choosing requires judgment, and judgment utilizes values, and values inevitably lead to bigotry, privilege, and discrimination—anathema to this new breed of progressive warrior. It is indeed a convenient world where no behavior, ideology, or political system is deemed superior to any other. And how is this indiscriminate school of thought accomplished? Easy . . . just indoctrinate the young. The brilliant political communications pundit Evan Sayet phrased it just about perfectly:


    [T]he elite does this by teaching our children, starting with the very young, that rational and moral thought is an act of bigotry; that no matter how sincerely you may seek to gather the facts, no matter how earnestly you may look at the evidence, no matter how disciplined you may try to be in your reasoning, your conclusion is going to be so tainted by your personal bigotries, by your upbringing, by your religion, by the color of your skin, by the nation of your great-great-great-great-great grandfather’s birth; that no matter what your conclusion, it is useless. It is nothing other than the reflection of your bigotries . . .3


    What a well-articulated diagnosis of the progressive’s self-fulfilling prophecy!


    That Barack Obama continues to sell this collectivist approach cannot be disputed, as he has reiterated such sentiments consistently throughout his life. To paraphrase Obama’s former primary opponent, Hillary Clinton, it’s all about the “village.” And Barack Obama’s village (and career) is filled with older mentors and friends willing to take young Barack under their wing. That these individuals were of an ultra-progressive bent is a matter of fact. The likes of anti-war activist and bomber Bill Ayers, Professor Derrick Bell, poet Frank Marshall Davis, and the Reverend Jeremiah Wright are but a sampling of those who mentored and influenced the charismatic orator and young community activist in the ways of liberation theology and progressive action.


    The replacement of American ideals by indiscriminate valueless-ness proceeds unabated in the Obama era. Take the appropriate role of government, for example. Obama-ites interpret governmental security in an expansive way, not simply providing the short-term safety net a majority of Americans still see as the state’s appropriate role. It was this worldview that caused Obama’s Health and Human Services agency to issue its infamous work requirement exemptions during the heat of the 2012 campaign. Such is the approach of so many academics, clergy, and community activists: always more government and always-diminished individualism. These folks recruit others of like mind in order to bring about cultural change to a “broken” America they see as chauvinistic, racist, imperialistic, and greedy. The Lions Club it is certainly not, but more like a bunch of countercultural enthusiasts with a burning desire to expand federal power into every nook and cranny of American life. For them, it’s less about a work ethic and opportunity to succeed and more about redistribution of income and federal preemption. For context, check out Dodd-Frank, Stimulus I, the automobile industry bailout, Medicaid expansion, and the unrelenting and successful campaign to repeal the Bush era tax rates on the upper class. Comparisons to European Social Democrats and their socialist brothers and sisters follow rather easily. Differences are there, but they are not material. Indeed, that a European-centric world view tends to cast a wide pall over the President’s opinions is most probably attributable to American academia’s well recognized “Europa complex” experience.4


    What is absent (indeed anachronistic) in this background is the notion of good old-fashioned entrepreneurship: of self-reliant, innovative individuals willing to assume a reasonable risk in order to live the American dream; to take a path that can lead to the good life so despised by class warriors. This more traditional and conservative narrative emphasizes individual initiative and a demonstrated willingness to lose initially, but then to get back up and try again. The progressive thought that simply entering the arena is enough to generate a reward or a guaranteed result is antithetical to American competitive ethos. Traditionally and practically, Americans correctly view too much government as an impediment to success, not a preferred option whenever life throws us a curve ball. Hence, the strident opposition to Obama’s policies throughout America’s business-oriented states.


    The security goals outlined in this book are not what drive much of today’s progressive agenda. Fashionable left wing causes invigorate them. From the Occupy movement to Code Pink to the Service Employees International Union, theirs is a far different set of values for a re-made America. An all-encompassing entitlement state is their governmental model. For them, it’s egalitarianism in lieu of capitalism’s winners and losers. It’s open borders rather than border security. It’s an insistently implemented multiculturalism as opposed to all cultures within American exceptionalism. It’s government healthcare over personal choice. It’s peace rather than security. It’s secular progressivism in all its glory. It’s “hope” and “change,” and an inexorable loss of individual freedom. And despite the reality of an Obama second term, all this must be reversed if we are to preserve our uniquely American values of pluralism, democracy, and market capitalism.


    To be clear, by using the term reversed, I do not mean to imply a complete dismantling of the welfare state as we have come to know it. Indeed, some on the right have written cogently on this goal. But an increasingly diverse populace and highly complex economy have made Americans more comfortable with a larger federal role in our lives. This societal attitude would be nearly impossible to reverse. Truth be told, a large social safety net and significant degree of economic regulation are here to stay. Yet, there remains a significant middle ground between European-style socialism and a large federal government that nevertheless respects principles of federalism and freedom. It is this latter goal which should mobilize conservatives; ideological battles to reverse the federal takeover of healthcare, high marginal rates of taxation, and Keynesian-inspired stimulus spending practices are but a few of the more recent issues of engagement.5


    Indeed, such mobilization against Obama-era interventionism has begun in more formal settings as increasing numbers of state legislatures, governors, and attorneys general pass legislation or turn to the courts in order to protect their traditional Tenth Amendment rights.


    The battlefield is crowded: challenges to federal pre-emption regarding education (“No Child Left Behind”), healthcare (“Obamacare”), environmental protection (proposed fossil fuel regulations), financial regulations (“Dodd-Frank”), gun control (national registries and expanded background checks), and national emergency response (FEMA reform) now litter state and federal dockets.


    Here’s hoping such activism produces positive results since there is no reason to believe this Washington-centric administration intends to slow down. There are no more elections in this President’s future. He feels no inclination to engage in election year pretense to govern from the middle. Instead, there is only an enthusiastic preference for feeding the ravenous appetite of Big Brother in Washington, D.C.


    The re-election of Barack Obama most assuredly signals a turn away from traditional notions of security, both domestic and foreign. At home, the progressives’ version of a remade social contract will again be trotted out for social consumption. Increasing dependence will again be the goal; an aggressive, more intrusive federal government will continue to be the means. Entitlement reform is out, but diminishing welfare-to-work requirements, rapidly expanding food stamp enrollment, exploding disability rolls, and an increasingly provocative labor agenda will continue to challenge traditional notions of individual responsibility, fiscal constraint, and market capitalism.


    Small business entrepreneurs will continue to feel the brunt of government’s heavy hand. Higher taxation and regulation will make it more difficult to make a buck. And the reality of Obamacare will make businesses wary of meeting hiring thresholds that activate the law’s more onerous provisions. This “triple whammy” represents a progressive panacea, but is precisely the wrong prescription for a more secure domestic economy, and culture.


    In foreign affairs, the specter of a reflexively indulgent President makes us less secure abroad. How else to characterize a leader who orders a surge (in Afghanistan) on one hand while assuring the enemy of a firm withdrawal date on the other? What other way to describe an administration that declares its intention to create “space” between the US and Israel at a time when Iran is on the threshold of nuclear weapons and a once promising Arab Spring looks more like an Arctic winter? What better description fits an administration that refuses to employ the phrase “Islamic terrorist” in the context of the Fort Hood murders and the Benghazi embassy fiasco?


    Opposition to this progressive tide continues to produce the oft-repeated indictments that seek to silence, or at the very least decertify, the right. This time tested Clinton-esque tactic (accuse the accuser, hard and fast) is straight out of “Progressive Politics 101.” The narrative(s) are all too familiar:


    
      Oppose affirmative action—you’re a racist.


      Oppose women in combat—you’re sexist.


      Oppose abortion—you’re the worst kind of sexist.


      Oppose gay marriage—you’re a homophobe.


      Oppose multiculturalism—you’re a nativist.


      Oppose gun control—you’re a child killer.

    


    But today’s progressives have added a second element to Bill Clinton’s formula: a scorched earth policy toward the accuser accompanied by a vicious intolerance. Add a complicit media and there you have it: a lethal cocktail of venomous progressivism.


    Our last presidential campaign provides excellent context: select any week of Obama campaign 2012 and you will catch such attack-dog messaging. You see, in politics, when you’re explaining, you’re losing; and the Mitt Romney led GOP was regularly on the explaining end of progressive missiles intended to divert attention from a miserable Obama economic performance. And it worked . . .


    The bottom line: a commonsense majority now finds itself on the defensive with regard to policy—and rhetoric.


    An unpleasant reality emerges: America’s security in all its iterations will be severely challenged during the remaining years of the Obama reign. And defenders of the conservative realm must be ready to defeat the worst inclinations of the president’s progressivism while explaining its many dangers to the American people. No easy task.


    All is not lost, however. A more secure America can successfully meet the challenges presented by the Twenty-First century. True security—of our finances, of our borders, of our culture—is not related to soaring, optimistic rhetoric. Such is a hard-earned lesson of the Obama era. True security on all fronts is dependent on the difficult policy changes I prescribe that will make a difference in the real world. A more secure America awaits that day.


    | INTRODUCTION FOOTNOTES |


      1. “Obama claims Romney ‘twisted’ his words on ‘you didn’t build that,’” Fox News, July 24, 2012, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/07/24/obama-claims-romney-twisted-his-words-on-didnt-build-that/#ixzz24d51m6V2


      2. Evan Sayet, Heritage Lectures, Regurgitating the Apple: How Modern Liberals “Think,” p. 5, May 10, 2007.


      3. Ibid.


      4. For an excellent analysis of European influence on the President’s views, see: Mark Helprin, “Obama’s Europa Complex,” The Wall Street Journal, March 26, 2012.


      5. For a provocative analysis regarding viable policy goals in an age of progressivism, see: “Conservative Survival in A Progressive Age,” The Wall Street Journal, December 13, 2012.

  


  
    SECURING OUR SOCIAL CONTRACT

    


    “The inherent vice of capitalism is the unequal sharing of blessings; the inherent virtue of socialism is the equal sharing of miseries.”


    —SIR WINSTON CHURCHILL
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    Myriad books have been written about the respective obligations of citizenship and democratic government in the United States. Countless scholars from the right, left, and center have attempted to delineate the rights, obligations, and expectations of citizens in this unique arrangement of representative government and far-reaching individual liberty.


    It is not my purpose to add yet another analytical text to this mountain of intellectual history. That is the pursuit of professors, historians, commentators, and other pundits. Indeed, the proper role and function of government within a capitalistic, democratic framework is the fundamental predicate behind just about every policy issue presented to the American public. Think about it: the proverbial line of where individual liberty stops and government regulation begins shapes the debate on virtually every issue within the public realm. To wit, a sampling from modern political battles royale over the degree of appropriate government intrusion into individual liberty:


    
      [image: image]    Under what circumstances should police be allowed to record private telephone conversations?


      [image: image]    How limited is one’s right to own a firearm?


      [image: image]    Under what circumstances should government act to protect the unborn fetus?


      [image: image]    Should marriage be legally limited to one man and one woman?


      [image: image]    Should government agencies be allowed unfettered access to one’s body at airport checkpoints?


      [image: image]    Should it be legal for speed cameras to act as prosecutor, judge, and jury?


      [image: image]    What thresholds should activate government access to one’s private bank accounts?


      [image: image]    At what age and circumstances should teenagers be allowed access to birth control without parental permission?


      [image: image]    Should an individual be allowed access to ameliorative substances in end-of-life situations?


      [image: image]    Why are beer and liquor legal and marijuana illegal?


      [image: image]    Should it be legal for mandatory student fees to fund campus political organizations?


      [image: image]    Why are Christmas decorations banned in the public square while Congress begins each day with a prayer?


      [image: image]    Which, if any, Constitutional rights should remain available to convicted felons? Foreign-born terrorists? Home-grown terrorists?


      [image: image]    What gives the government the right to take half of an individual’s hard earned income?


      [image: image]    Should today’s longer life spans dictate an increase in the age at which one qualifies for Social Security or Medicare benefits?


      [image: image]    What rights should illegal immigrants possess? Drivers licenses? In-state tuition? Welfare benefits? Voting rights?


      [image: image]    And, of course, to what extent may government compel and mandate the purchase of health insurance? (Well, guess that one’s been answered . . . )

    


    The reader may feel free to add additional examples of complex issues presented by the dynamic tension between government regulation, fiscal reality, and individual freedom. And feel free to reference Jefferson and Hamilton; their disparate views of federalism remain fodder for the great philosophical debates of the new millennium.1


    Our most important policy debates are delineated in the following pages. The respective outcomes of these debates will define the type of country we will leave to our children and grandchildren.


    These line-drawing exercises are exceedingly difficult; many of the baseline debates have been around in one form or another for the last two-hundred-thirty years. Yet, so much of the acrimony around them proceeds without an essential underlying definition of our collective “social contract” and how extensive such a “contract” may be by government fiat. And the lack of a common definition to such an important democratic principle makes a majoritarian remedy to seemingly intractable problems almost impossible to identify.


    So, what is a working definition of a modern social contract? Can we properly define its mutual obligations? And, can a working majority of Americans ultimately agree on such a definition in light of dynamic immigration patterns and changing sociology, politics, and cultural values?


    An introductory political economy class at a left-leaning college or university might introduce the concept as follows: a cultural arrangement wherein the government agrees to provide the basic necessities of life and wherein such governmental support is guaranteed ad infinitum per an ever-expanding list of “rights” guaranteed to every individual—citizen and non-citizen. Such is the inexorable nature of an ever-expanding welfare state.


    A similar introductory course at one of the relatively few right-leaning colleges or universities might define the concept in much the same way, but with two essential caveats: that such support be expansively defined to include non-governmental support agencies (non-profits, religious institutions) but be limited in scope and duration. This self-limiting definition implies concurrent responsibility to become independent of government largess as soon as possible. The essential element here being the familiar American concept of individual responsibility—a seminal conservative value.


    This latter definition presupposes a more active individual initiative than many progressives wish to acknowledge. It denotes an expectation that citizens who utilize the government’s safety net benefits (welfare, unemployment, disability, etc.) will quickly seek to regain their independence in order to make room for the next person in line. Unfortunately, this expansive definition of individual obligation has gotten lost in the Obama era rush toward European style social welfare-ism. Here, the dynamic tension between individual freedom and government has been skewed as public expectations about the role of government grow larger . . . and increasingly expensive—$5.4 trillion dollars worth of new debt during Obama I.


    The Occupy Movement


    Nevertheless, a historic recession has generated much progressive-orientated analysis around the need to redefine the modern social contract. The American Occupy street protests of 2011-2012 in turn excited numerous left-leaning pundits to offer their unique redefinition(s) of a modernized social contract for consumption by an American public daily exposed to this angst-laden movement until campaign 2012 and its own rather quiet implosion took it off the front pages.


    Alas, in their unbridled zeal to [re]define our contractual obligations from a progressive point of view, most of the mainstream pundits chose to dismiss the obvious in order to search for the absent.


    The obvious speaks for itself: media reporting from the left and right generally focused on the (very) loose coalition of progressive causes brought together first in Europe and then to Wall Street and other well known locales around the world. It was a political menu of every major known (and some lesser known) cause and/or grievance guaranteed to produce a mob: homelessness, Wall Street scandals, the “evil” rich, corporate greed, endless wars, green energy, endangered species protection, drug legalization . . . all had their individual support group involved in the extended sit-ins. Indeed, the unofficial list of seemingly random (and therefore sometimes contradictory) demands associated with the movement was quite diverse, and (for the most part) a little kooky to boot: free college tuition, foreign and domestic debt forgiveness, a $20.00/hour minimum wage, a guaranteed “living wage,” an open borders policy, a trillion dollars on ecological restoration, yet another trillion on national infrastructure, a racial/gender equal rights amendment, pro-union voting procedures, guaranteed full employment, a negative income tax, repeal of corporate funding for political campaigns, “pay-as-you-go” military engagements, paid “sick leave,” and reinstatement of the depression-era Glass-Steagall banking law.2



OEBPS/Images/box.jpg





OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
foreword by Rudy Giuliani

Governor

ROBERT EHRLICH






OEBPS/Images/title.jpg
AMERICA

HOPE fr CHANGE





OEBPS/Images/line.jpg





OEBPS/Images/star.jpg





OEBPS/Misc/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





OEBPS/Images/logo.jpg





