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UNDERSTANDING THE AMERICA THAT WILL EMERGE


Whesn I began writing this book, the world seemed stable and definable. There was a clear split: The radical Democratic Left was on one side, and President Donald Trump and the Republicans were on the other. Trump was winning on seating judges, deregulation, and economic growth. The hatred and unending attacks of the Left, and especially of their media allies, were mostly bouncing off a successful Trump administration. The two sides were tied to a draw in national polling, but the radical Democratic Left could not hurt President Trump with his base.


In the four and a half years since he and Melania came down the big escalator at Trump Tower to announce for the presidency, Donald J. Trump had remade the Republican Party into a Trump Party. No Republican president, not even Ronald Reagan, had acquired the depth of loyalty and the capacity to anoint primary candidates that President Trump has exhibited.


The great divides between the traditional American system (the rule of law, free enterprise, work ethic, and individual achievement) on the Trump side, and the socialist-collectivist radical agenda on the other seemed predictable.


That was the world in which I began writing this book.


Then everything on the surface changed. The underlying struggle over America’s future is still there—and it will resurface over time. The need for reforms to make America productive and safe is still there. If anything, they have been highlighted by problems in coping with the public health crisis and the shortages in domestic production of key items that had moved to China.


Beginning in January 2020, it became obvious that the novel coronavirus was gaining strength in China. By late February that pandemic was moving well beyond China.


The worldwide coronavirus pandemic, the depth of change being driven by the disease, and the increasingly stringent public health measures represent the largest change in our collective experience since World War II.


By the time this pandemic (and the government actions in response to it) have come to a halt, the individual and collective understanding of government, individualism, the economy, which institutions work, and so forth, will have changed significantly.


The Civil War was such a crucible that it forged two different Americas in the North and South. The North was more nationalist, patriotic, triumphal, optimistic, profitable, and confident than it had been before the war. The South was defeated, embittered, and impoverished. In response, it developed a sense of identity that rejected the North and maintained a segregated society with a Democratic political monopoly that lasted almost ninety years. Trying to understand American politics from 1865 to 1968 without accounting for the effect of the Civil War would be hopeless.


People are deeply frightened by the coronavirus. Many Americans are closer to panic than at any time in their lifetimes. The threat from the virus is both general and personal. It can wreck the country, and it can kill me and my family. The scale of the threat worldwide is confusing and unnerving. The breadth of the Chinese and Russian intervention in Europe and elsewhere is an enormous threat and challenge.


In this environment, every level of government—federal, state, and local—is going to acquire vast power comparable to that of an all-out war. If sheriffs want to close gun stores and keep open marijuana stores, they will. If governors want to outlaw church services with more than ten people attending, they will. If Twitter wants to redefine free speech to be only that which is acceptable to the public health experts, it can.


There was also a brief blame-minimization period, but as the crisis continued, a lot of fingers started pointing: The failure of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) with testing cost us three weeks of effort and made it impossible to go to a Korea-Taiwan-Singapore style of massive testing and isolating only the people who have the virus. In the absence of thorough testing, it is also impossible to discern the real mortality rate. It would probably be much lower than people think, but the full number of infected people cannot currently be tabulated. With widespread testing, those who have shown no symptoms or have had such minor symptoms they never paid attention to it would surface. The increased number of cases would lower the death rate dramatically. That would lower the sense of fear.


There will also be a hard look at how badly the Chinese dictatorship handled the virus—and how much blame they must bear for it spreading around the world. A lot of people died because the Chinese dictatorship tried to hide the virus and pretend it was not a problem.


As we live through several months of turmoil, our thinking about ourselves, and our families, communities, government, and country will evolve and shift as different events occur and as we talk with each other about what is happening and what we are experiencing.


With all this happening, we have to develop an in-depth approach to a dialogue with the American people to get some sense of how different people are reacting.


Americans will have gone through four extraordinary changes in just a few months:




1. They will have been frightened individually and collectively by a pandemic that stressed both the public health system and the medical delivery system.


2. They will have lived through enormous government intervention in their lives and their jobs, with an outpouring of money on a scale we have never seen in such a short time, and with a premium on understanding how to get money out of bureaucracies.


3. They will have experienced the largest growth in government power in American history. With the exception of rare, localized impositions of martial law, there has never been this kind of expression of government power—capable of telling you to stay home, fining you for being on the streets, and exercising decisive power to define if you can have any kind of gathering of any number. These impositions of government power will have been experienced by virtually everyone.


4. Every individual will have to think through how these three experiences change their understanding of life, American history, and core values—and then create a new sense of the future built around a changed America.




Understanding these changes requires thinking of, and interacting with, a wide variety of Americans, across all ages, ethnic backgrounds, income levels, educational experience, and so forth. Each will have a different story to tell.


What does it mean to the student and his family to have been sent home from school? What does it mean to have worked from home for weeks at a time? Do you miss the office and your friends, or do you like the convenience of not commuting? Did the government checks work? Do you want to get back to work, or do you want politicians to send you more money? Has your local government been helpful in surviving the pandemic, or has it been incompetent or overly intrusive? Are you more optimistic about the future, or are you shaken by the idea that something else we never thought of could happen to ruin your life?


Thinking through and designing the research to help understand how Americans are changing under the collective weight of what they are experiencing is enormously important. We need to identify the things we don’t know. Then we need to create the questions we need answered to fill in the things we don’t know. Here are some examples of what might happen as the immediate crisis is solved.


The Democrats decided to open House investigations into how the administration handled the pandemic. They are seeking to blame the president for every shortfall in the process. What if, in response, the Republicans emphasize the decisions of the Obama-Biden administration to cut funding for the CDC and to allow the supply of masks to remain virtually empty after the Asian flu epidemic used up 100 million of them? What if the Democrats decide to campaign on promises of a second and third check to American families? What if the Democrats decide to campaign on a pro-hospital plank of rebuilding and restoring every health facility in the country in a massive capital investment “to be ready for the next virus?” What if the anti-gun strategy of closing gun stores becomes a nationwide effort by Democrats? What if Democrats fight for radical immigration and voting reforms as the price of the next economic package in April or May?


We need to imagine the issues that might emerge in this new world by September. This may define the debate in October and the election in November (which actually begins weeks before Election Day).


This book is an introduction to the long-term struggles that will define America. While some of it may be altered by the immediate crises, in the long run these basic choices between traditional America and the radical Democratic Left will be the dominant struggle of our lifetime.
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2020 IS VITAL


If President Donald Trump is reelected, and especially if he can help elect a Republican majority in Congress, he will be able to consolidate the dramatic gains he has made and create a remarkable future for all Americans.


Further, if he is successful, he will cement his place in history among the great disruptive presidents who have shaped America. Victory in 2020 will put President Trump in the same league as Thomas Jefferson, Andrew Jackson, Abraham Lincoln, and Franklin Delano Roosevelt. His opponents will be infuriated at this suggestion, but his record of achievements is already astonishing.


However, Trump’s supporters should not kid themselves. The 2016 election was remarkable, but not decisive. It was a beginning. The decisive election is in 2020. If the combined weight of the radical Democratic Left—including the news media, billionaires, and unions—can defeat him, then President Trump will be recorded in history as a temporary detour on the march to a radical, government-controlled, socialist-leaning America.


To understand the importance of winning both the White House and Congress, consider this simple contrast: Speaker Nancy Pelosi or Speaker Kevin McCarthy. Imagine how limited the range of options will be for President Trump and his administration if they are still fighting with Speaker Pelosi instead of working with Speaker McCarthy. Similarly, if Republicans keep and grow our strength in the Senate, and Majority Leader Mitch McConnell remains in his post, steady progress toward a constitutional judiciary will continue. If President Trump has to confront Chuck Schumer as Senate majority leader, the real transformation of the judiciary will be virtually halted.


Of course, in reaction to Trump, the radical Democratic Left has become even more aggressive, and the deep state has become even more willing to resist him—even if it means bending or breaking the law.


One effect of the 2016 election and President Trump’s bold policy changes has been to polarize America more clearly than any time since the election of 1860. As a result of this polarization, the election of 2020 will force the American people to choose between two radically different futures.


The Trump team will be advocating dynamic new proposals to fix the nation’s problems, help relaunch the American economy after the coronavirus outbreak, strengthen the rule of law, and promote the culture of patriotism, which has historically defined American exceptionalism.


Former Vice President Joe Biden and the radical Democratic Left will be advocating extraordinary, deep changes in virtually every aspect of American life. These changes will be designed to centralize power in Washington bureaucracies, increase the influence of public employee unions, favor criminals over the police, impose radical societal values, and submerge America in globalism and multilateralism.



The Trump Phenomenon Behind the Trump Presidency



The radical Democratic Left (including most of the news media, Hollywood, and the academic world) has such contempt for President Trump that its members can’t examine facts and explore how we have gotten to this point. This lack of honest analysis distorts all their thinking and their reactions to the president.


To understand the Trump presidency, you first must look honestly at the man who creates it. As I wrote in my number one New York Times best-seller Understanding Trump, President Trump’s unique style developed from his upbringing. But you can understand a great deal about him as a leader and politician by looking at his candidacy in 2015 and 2016. Candidate Trump had been remarkably successful in understanding customers through his golf courses, hotels, books, beauty pageants, and his hit television show The Apprentice. He brought to politics and government the key understanding that voters are customers.


When he came down the long escalator with his wife, Melania, at Trump Tower on June 16, 2015, to announce his campaign, he knew exactly what he was doing. He knew that he had a built-in support network of the millions of people who had sustained The Apprentice for fifteen seasons. He knew that he had a good implementation team, which had successfully sustained a worldwide empire of properties. He knew he had an airplane that, as he liked to say, was better than Vice President Biden’s Air Force Two. He had been cheerfully fighting with the New York media for thirty years. He knew he didn’t need a handler or a spokesperson.


It was from this position of strength in American business and culture that Donald Trump surveyed the political field. He knew that there would be a lot of candidates. In the traditional world of professional politicians, they would be formidable. However, he knew that in the larger world of American consumers, these candidates and their consultants did not even exist. He was sure the competition would hire boring, narrowly experienced Washington professionals, who would put together boring, carefully calculated campaigns. Then, they would bore most people.


Candidate Trump knew three big things about reaching large numbers of people. In a sense this was the first building block of the Trump phenomenon. These were lessons he had learned marketing all his different enterprises:


Noise wins. Normal candidates would run around the country raising money to buy an occasional TV ad. Candidate Trump would get up in the morning and tweet to a growing following, including much of the news media. Then he would have a friendly call with Fox & Friends. Then he would do some radio and TV in local areas before the local primaries. Then he would have a rally with tens of thousands of people (all of whom brought their smartphones, took pictures and connected him to thousands more electronically). Then he would go on Sean Hannity’s show during prime time. It was impossible for traditional candidates with traditional consultants to match the sheer volume of noise Trump generated every day. Notice: He has never stopped doing this.


Politics is combat. Candidate Trump had learned in the 1980s that fighting with Page Six (the most widely read gossip column in New York) simply worked. His constant back and forth with the editorial board made him a persona in Manhattan—rather than an interloper from Queens. This public fighting made his first book, The Art of the Deal, a huge and continuing best-seller. When he entered the presidential race, he knew it was an enormous advantage to have the courage to fight—and to keep the audience’s attention. You could argue that he was such a good entertainer (and still is if you attend his rallies) that he totally dominated the stage through a combination of personality and skills. The other candidates were simply bewildered. In fact, even after watching the Trump campaign gather momentum for fifteen months, the normal, boring professionals advising Hillary Clinton could not find any way to cope with him.


Social media beats national media. In the fall of 2015, the Trump team began to really develop its Internet capabilities, which put Trump in a different league from everyone else. Because candidate Trump was interesting and advocating bold policies, which about half the country really wanted, he rapidly developed a massive Twitter and Facebook following. This following on social media allowed for free, instantaneous communication with the American public. It enabled the growth of self-recruited local advocates, who would take the messages to their friends and loved ones at work, the diner, the bar, or the family gathering. Furthermore, it was the growth of the massive online following that made possible the enormous rallies. As with all things Trump, these are not traditional rallies. They are massive focus groups, which inform the candidate (and now the president) what policies, arguments, and lines work or fall flat. No one else has anything like this capacity to interact with tens of thousands of people with such enthusiasm.


The other great advantage candidate Trump had was that he really believed in his own policies. He had been thinking about the presidency for at least thirty years. In 1988, after Oprah Winfrey had talked to him about his ideas about trade—that America was getting ripped off by countries that do not pay their fair share—she asked him if he would run for president someday. At the time he said, “probably not,” unless “things got really bad.” But if he did run, “he wouldn’t go in to lose.”1 In fact, on several occasions he had seriously considered running.


In political elections, many people love an outsider. Outsiders break up the current power structure and bring government closer to “we the people.” Candidate Trump could campaign as an outsider because he really was an outsider. He did not need think tank analysts, the Washington policy establishment, or retired bureaucrats to tell him what to say. He had reflected long and hard on the changes America would need to make if it was going to continue to be the greatest country on the planet. When he took on illegal immigration, he knew he was speaking for many Americans who were tired of a broken system that allowed cheating. When he said there were too many regulations and bureaucrats—that the swamp needed to be drained—he knew it resonated in small-town America. When he said that trade had been one-sided and made other countries richer while killing American jobs, he knew there would be a huge chorus of blue-collar voters who felt their government had sold them out. When he said America’s Middle East policies had become a trap, and young Americans were dying and being wounded with no ability to achieve victory, more and more Americans approved. When he said lower taxes, fewer regulations, and better trade deals would create jobs, he really believed it. As the only businessman running, Trump was confident he understood how to unleash the economy better than the politicians standing onstage with him.


Candidate Trump’s personal and policy certainty, when combined with his ability to entertain and brand, gave him an unstoppable advantage. No one else could have coined “Low-Energy Jeb” and made it stick. Yet, with every candidate, including “Crooked Hillary,” he was able to operate outside all accepted boundaries of traditional politics.


So when Trump became president, he continued these patterns to the delight of millions, the astonishment of many, and the hatred of some. One of the things that most upset the Republican establishment and the Left was the degree to which President Trump had been shaped by his career in business. Anyone who’s read Trump’s two best-sellers, The Art of the Deal and The Art of the Comeback, would have recognized that this was a very thoughtful, calculating, and daring businessman. He had made billions in the world of business. Furthermore, Trump was not a Harvard Business School manager who calmly ran a traditional, orderly system with experts. While Trump had gone to the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania (a superb business school), his real education had come from negotiating, construction, and customer satisfaction. He has a relentless, energetic, entrepreneurial mind and is the antithesis of the orderly leader of a traditional corporation (or government bureaucracy).


The result was a style of abrasiveness, abruptness, and determination to rely on himself. He used the language of the construction worker rather than the smooth talk of an Ivy League professional. All of it drove the Republican establishment to despair and the Left to desperation.


So, Trump was interesting enough to win the nomination against competent but boring opponents. Then he proved tough and confrontational enough to defeat the Clinton machine. As her campaign grew more negative and nastier (attacking the “deplorables” and smearing Trump), the Trump campaign matched her punch for punch.


I can’t imagine any other candidate having the nerve and toughness Trump had when the Access Hollywood story broke. This would have doomed any other campaign. Clinton thought she could take advantage of it. Trump simply brought the women who had accused President Bill Clinton of sexually predatory behavior to the debate. Instantly, it was Trump on offense and the Clintons on defense. Of course, the aggressive, rapid counterpunch is an integral part of the Trump system and goes back to his Page Six fights. I have never seen him accept an attack without immediately and aggressively counterpunching harder than his opponent. This is not a function of personality. It is a deliberate habit he acquired through long years of practice in New York.


Election night 2016 was a nightmare for those on the left—unlike any they had experienced in modern history. At eight p.m., they were sure Hillary Clinton was going to be president. The next Supreme Court justice would be a liberal. The march of imposing radical Democratic values on the American people would continue. Many of them would have prestigious jobs in the Clinton administration.


Yet by ten p.m., it was beginning to be obvious Clinton would lose—and that meant Trump would become president. This was unthinkable. This outcome was so shattering that many on the left went into catatonic shock. Others suffered the political equivalent of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). This condition became known as Trump Derangement Syndrome.


Many in the national news media, especially in Washington, don’t just cover the Left; they are active allies and personal friends of the left. They are totally intermingled by career, marriage, or education. They were as shocked and terrified by Trump winning as any left-wing activist. They had suffered George W. Bush winning the presidency in the Electoral College, despite having the minority of the popular vote. They had grown to deeply dislike Bush, but he had not gone out of his way to enrage them.


After Bush, their patience paid off, and they had what they saw as the golden days of the Barack Obama presidency: left-wing policies, left-wing appointees, left-wing bureaucracies. They enjoyed a left-wing foreign policy of apologizing for America, submerging America in global and multilateral institutions, and appeasing and paying our enemies. They saw enormous advances for new sexual-gender-ethnic rules as the law of the land. It was a happy time for leftists. Then, on election night 2016, this was all crashing and burning.


Even before Trump won the Republican nomination, there were some articles saying he would have to be impeached. The day after the election there were already anti-Trump meetings in cities across the United States. On Inauguration Day, the Washington Post published an article proclaiming, “the campaign to impeach President Trump has begun.”2 The day after the inauguration, there was a massive left-wing women’s rally on the Washington Mall attacking the new president.


President Trump’s Miscalculation


The biggest miscalculation President Trump and his team made early on was the failure to think through how bitter and deep the counterattack would be. Citizen Trump had spent a lot of time with Washington and state-level politicians. They had come to his office asking for money. He had golfed with them. A number had come to Mar-a-Largo to see him. He had gone to innumerable dinners for politicians. He had actively helped Mitt Romney in 2012 (I know because I was with him helping Romney in Las Vegas during the general election). In the traditional world of American politics, you run hard. Someone wins, and someone loses. Everyone accepts the result as if it were a sporting event. Then there is a period of working together before the next election cycle ramps up.


What President Trump and his team did not understand was how deeply they had challenged the very survival of the Left and the traditional establishment. The Trump victory was not a partisan victory within the playing field that had been created by President Franklin Delano Roosevelt in 1933. Historically, Republicans had represented the conservative wing of the FDR consensus. Except for Senator Barry Goldwater, they had not broken out of that consensus. Even President Ronald Reagan (who had been a New Deal Democrat, supported President Harry Truman in 1948, and made commercials to help Hubert Humphrey win his first Senate race) was ultimately operating within the consensus except for his focus on defeating the Soviet Union.


If either Jeb Bush or John Kasich had won, those on the left would have been unhappy, but they would not have been alienated, threatened, and enraged. In fact, the insider style of Bush and Kasich probably would have guaranteed that they would have lost to Clinton—but they would have done so graciously, as Romney did in his loss to Obama in 2012.


The challenge for President Trump and his team during the transition was that they did not appreciate how deeply and profoundly they were challenging every aspect of the system. They were busy focusing on the personnel and policies of the new administration. Transitions are an enormous project, and for a couple of months absorb an immense amount of time and energy. So, the team focused on transition issues. Its members assumed the Left’s hostility was a temporary irritation that would go away as Americans reverted to the normal behavior of accepting that the winner was the Trump administration. This meant Trump’s team did not develop a strategy and system large and thorough enough to get ahead of the various assaults that would come from the Left. Yet the new administration’s policies and speeches virtually guaranteed a radical opposition campaign would turn into a war.


President Trump’s policies were a decisive, historic break with the Democratic-Republican establishment’s system, which is why there were Republican Never-Trumpers joining in the hostility. The Republican Never-Trumpers were further irritated by Trump’s style. Many of them were elegant Ivy Leaguers who could never appeal to the blue-collar workers who’d given Trump the margin of victory. They despised his blue-collar style, use of coarse language, and self-confidence.


The fact that Trump said the establishment was wrong on trade, the economy, military affairs, the Middle East, and a host of other issues simply infuriated them. He was equally infuriated by their efforts to supposedly educate him to their way of thinking. A good part of the first three years of the Trump administration was spent sorting out who wanted to educate President Trump (they virtually all left in frustration or were forced out) and those who wanted to implement the president’s ideas (they seem to be flourishing).


The Never-Trumpers were a symptom of how radically different President Trump was. But some of them were mostly useful to the Left as validators who could be put on TV: what Lenin would have called “useful idiots.” So the real problem for President Trump was the initial failure to recognize that he had declared war on the system, and the radical Left was going to declare war back.


A good case in point was the list of potential US Supreme Court nominees Trump had proposed. Candidate Trump turned to the Federalist Society and the Heritage Foundation to develop a list of highly qualified conservative nominees for the high court. Liberals had gradually taken over the American Bar Association (ABA) (and as far as they are concerned, it should be the only standard-setter for judges). The Federalist Society had been growing in stature. In a Trump administration, it became clear the Federalist Society would play a major role, and the ABA would be ignored. This was a pointed but significant revolution in the power to define American values by defining who was fit to serve on the federal bench. It was a switch from the increasingly radical Democratic Left to a firm commitment to constitution-minded conservative judges.


Ever since Earl Warren became a US Supreme Court justice in 1953 (which President Dwight Eisenhower looked back on as one of his biggest mistakes)3 the court system had been moving to the left. It was the courts that had been the engine imposing radical rules on abortion, sexual behavior, immigration, crime, and more. Now, with the release of his list of ten conservative potential US Supreme Court justices, candidate Trump was threatening the heart of the radical-liberal system. None of us who supported candidate Trump fully appreciated that his success, like President Lincoln’s in 1860, would create a crisis of survival for his opponents. As Allen Guelzo, a Civil War historian, has written, the viciousness and intensity of language smearing Trump after the election closely parallels the language of South Carolina newspapers in 1860 and 1861, which saw Lincoln’s election as the death knell for their way of life.


The great challenge of wars of identity is that they become life-or-death. The election of President Trump, and his persistence in disrupting the old order, has created a backlash that is a matter of survival for the Left and for part of the establishment. This is why the intensity and the viciousness are so deep—and why the news media is so thoroughly dishonest. It isn’t just fake news. it is maliciously and deliberately fake news.


2020 Is about Survival


Similarly, the 2020 election is not a normal election. We can now understand it is not a contest between two teams operating within a common overall framework. Unlike any election in modern times, this is an election about which set of values will survive and be fully implemented. To President Trump’s credit, he really is as big a threat to the institutions and values of the Left as they think.


In his first three years, he has teamed with McConnell to fill a quarter of the federal judgeships, including placing two US Supreme Court justices. It is a truly historic pace. If President Trump is reelected and Republicans keep control of the Senate, it is possible that the Trump court system will have essentially replaced the liberal court system. Since the Trump team has cleverly insisted that new federal judges be under fifty, this change could easily last two generations. For the Left, this is a nightmare.


In his first three years, Trump’s administration has repealed seven regulations for each one it has written. It is the largest deregulation effort in American history, and it is building momentum. By the end of a second term, so much power may have been moved from Washington back to states, local governments, businesses, voluntary organizations (including religious organizations), and individuals, the influence of Washington on our everyday lives will be back to a pre–Lyndon Johnson level. It might even be approaching the level of the 1930s. For the elitist Left, which totally distrusts the American people, this undoes eighty years of work.


President Trump has broken two generations of bipartisan, international, elitist efforts that submerged American interests in global interests and structures. President Trump withdrew from the Paris climate accord on behalf of American jobs. He demanded revision of trade agreements that hurt American workers. He insisted that North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) nations pay their fair shares for their own defense (something both Bush and Obama asked for but did nothing about). And he has described Western civilization as something worth defending. President Trump has again and again infuriated those in the foreign policy and national security establishment who see their decades of work going down the drain.


To a lot of people’s surprise, President Trump is the most pro-life president in our history. His willingness to go to the March for Life and give a full-blown defense of protecting innocent life is a real breakthrough. Former pro-life presidents were always cautious about being too closely and publicly identified with the pro-life movement. In some ways, past presidents would treat it as if its members were so-called deplorables, speaking to them by telephone even when the march was right outside the White House. Trump has been willing to be seen with his allies even if (and especially when) it drives his opponents crazy. At a time when a former Democratic presidential candidate said flatly there was no room in the Democratic Party for anyone with pro-life views, the contrast could hardly be clearer.


The list goes on, but consider one last example: President Trump has been profoundly and consistently committed to fighting for religious liberty. He has argued that religious beliefs are as legitimate as sexual orientations. In all these steps, he angers the secular Left—including many in newsrooms across the country. It is just one more example of the clash of two worlds we are living in and the threat to the Left’s world that President Trump represents.


When you look at the totality of the Trump agenda, you can see why the Left thinks its survival is at stake. However, in the transition period, and for at least a year afterward, the Trump team could not bring itself to believe that this war from the Left was as big, angry, and vicious as it has turned out to be. The Trump team’s responses were too small and fragmented to meet the scale of the assault.


A key part of the reelection campaign—and the second term—will be adapting to and getting ahead of these attacks.
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FRENZY, CORRUPTION, AND CONFORMITY


Aside from being interested in beating President Trump for its own survival, the radical Democratic Left is also dealing with someone who is antithetical to its views.


The American left has a tradition of self-righteous certainty, which has metastasized into a totalitarian belief that any other view is not only wrong, but it cannot be tolerated. The uniformity of views on college campuses are enforced by who gets tenure. The uniformity of views in the news media are enforced by who gets hired and promoted. In Hollywood, if you do not parrot the Left’s line, you will be ostracized and unemployed (unless you are a big box-office star). It was this drive for conformity that ultimately forced Speaker Pelosi to proceed with an impeachment she had resisted for months.


Because there is such uniformity, when the Left gets together it has no reality check. People explain to each other how supposedly evil President Trump is. Then they convince themselves that if he is that evil, then anything they say or do against him is legitimate. Then they begin moving toward hysteria and clearly crazed comments: We will all die in the next twelve years if we don’t act now on climate change; Immigration and Customs Enforcement resembles the Gestapo; American immigration centers with recreation facilities and medical care are concentration camps. Now, since everyone on the left nods and chants the same emotional-but-crazy things, there is no check on what they can legitimately do to stop the evil they have identified.


This vehement passion is what leads to support of sanctuary cities, no cash bail systems for criminals in New York, abortion after a birth, blanket support for health care for illegal immigrants, and district attorneys who refuse to work with the police or prosecute criminals. At each step, the Left gets a little crazier. Since only the true believers are allowed in the room, there is no one to ask if these ideas really make sense or are good for Americans.


Theodore H. White described the radical shift on the left in his book The Making of the President 1972 as transitioning from the liberal ideology to the liberal theology. White argued that it was the harsh inflexibility of the emerging liberal theology that doomed the George McGovern campaign to a catastrophic defeat.


Ideologies can be argued about, but theologies are religious systems. To challenge them is to commit heresy. The theological Left now lives in a world of good and evil. In this world, they are the good and the conservative nonbelievers are evil. Virtually anything you do or say in support of the good is forgiven, no matter how dumb. You submit to the system, or you are ostracized and driven out of acceptable society.


The radical Democratic Left’s craziness and viciousness are protected by the news media, which shares most of the Left’s more radical values. Recall that the New York Times wants to recenter all American history on slavery with its 1619 Project (which, as the National Review’s Rich Lowry has written, many legitimate scholars have debunked).1 In fact, the news media is a major engine driving the radical Democratic Left to more extreme positions. It is the news media that made Greta Thunberg, a sixteen-year-old, a world spokesman for the climate, even though her positions are scientifically false, and her passion provides no reasonable solutions.2 It is the news media that made Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez (AOC) a symbol of the younger House Democrats (to the extreme discomfort of most of her fellow freshmen, who know they will not survive if they become identified with her).


The Hostile Bureaucracy


Maybe the biggest surprise in the rebellion against the Trump victory was the aggressiveness of some elements of the deep state bureaucracy to try to destroy him. One thing that has surfaced from all the erroneous investigations throughout Trump’s first term have been the amount of deeply disturbing, concerted efforts to destroy him. The joint efforts of the Clinton campaign, senior elements of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, rogue elements at the top of the intelligence community, and the news media is the stuff of novels and movies. It is astoundingly clear that there was a steady, deliberate effort that broke the law and used the power of the federal government to try to destroy Trump, both as a candidate and president. Much of the news media were participants, coconspirators, and enablers.


Apparently, the contempt for the law among senior intelligence officials and FBI leadership was an outgrowth of their commitment to Clinton’s election. They apparently reasoned that if Clinton won the election, their various aggressive, dishonest, and illegal actions against Trump and his campaign would simply be ignored. After all, the FBI had ignored all the corrupt practices of the Clinton Foundation, all the foreign money going to that foundation, the Uranium One Deal, which enriched Russians who were donating to the Clinton Foundation—and the list goes on.


In fact, it is clear that senior FBI and intelligence officials were breaking the law in 2016 to stop Trump in the belief that a Clinton administration would overlook their criminal behavior. Then, when Clinton lost, in desperation, the same officials felt they had to go after the new president, because it was now clear they had put themselves in danger of going to jail.


This pro-Clinton bias was pervasive in the federal bureaucracy. In the Department of Justice, 97 percent of those who made political donations in 2016 donated to Clinton. In the State Department, the figure was 99 percent. At the Department of Education, it was 99.7 percent.3 In a climate where 99 out of 100 of your colleagues is for one side, there becomes a presumption that anything you do to ensure victory is OK.


If we had not lived through it, and if we had not had continuing investigations into the depth of corruption, I would have thought the whole idea was an example of conservative paranoia. However, it is now clear that people such as Representative Devin Nunes and others, who warned that profoundly wrong and illegal acts were being committed, were right.


In many ways the House Democratic impeachment effort was just a continuation of the lawless and dishonest efforts that the deep state had been using to neutralize President Trump all along. The number of times Congressman Adam Schiff, using the prestige of his position as chairman of the House Intelligence Committee, just flat-out lied is staggering. The entire dishonest handling of the so-called whistleblower (who was an anonymous excuse for impeaching a president who had already been exonerated after a massive and lengthy investigation and report by Robert Mueller) is just astonishing.


The so-called whistleblower in the impeachment scam is the parallel to the Steele dossier in the Russian collusion investigation. Both were lies. Both were used to set up legal processes that should never have occurred. In both cases, the officials on the left in the FBI and House of Representatives knew that they were using a lie to try to take down President Trump.


I’m writing this in late March 2020. Over the next few months, more will come out, and the system may end up sicker and more criminally dishonest than we thought possible. It is important to remember when discussing the hostility of the deep state that it involves far more resistance than these investigations.


The Washington bureaucracy and its lobbying and activist group allies are trying to slow-walk President Trump’s reforms at virtually every front. If Trump wants transparency in health care costs, he will be opposed by hospitals, doctors, medical technology companies, and their lobbyists and allies. If Trump wants to move toward much less expensive and more innovative private companies in space, there will be elements of the NASA bureaucracy and the old, established big firms that will fight every inch of the way to keep the slow, expensive systems they are comfortable with. If Trump wants to create a new, modern Space Force, parts of the Department of Defense and the US Air Force will slow-walk the proposal and try to minimize the change. For them, it’s better to be behind China than to shake up existing comfortable bureaucratic habits. Speaking of China, if Trump wants to defeat Huawei and ensure that the new 5G Internet is based on free-world principles instead of totalitarianism, he will find the Pentagon bureaucracy, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), and the lobbyists for big telecom companies doing everything they can to stop him.


Yet, despite all this deep state, interest group, and bureaucratic resistance, there is hope for dramatic change. If President Trump gets reelected, there will be a substantial collapse of the resistance in the deep state.


First, the president and his team now have a lot better sense of how the system works, where the resistance is, and who they need to overcome to impose bold changes.


Second, the president’s team has been able to identify the key centers of resistance and the various outside allies on which those centers rely.


Third, whatever question there was about President Trump’s legitimacy will be wiped away by the reelection. If the American people choose Trump to be their president again—after having had four years to get to know him through unending attacks from the Left—it will be impossible to establish a moral center of resistance. The authority the American people confers on a president can lead to dramatic changes at a speed that seems impossible when the president’s authority is still being contested.


A Movement, Not an Organization


One of the things which really confuses Republicans is the radical difference in both the psychology and organization of the radical Democratic Left.


Republicans like to be organized. As a party with a strong business background, they also like to be orderly and efficient. While Republicans like entrepreneurship in theory, in their politics they really want to follow the leader. Republicans in a sense are always looking for a quarterback to call the plays, and they want to be on the team.


The radical Democratic Left is a movement that also has a party. However, the Left is genuinely entrepreneurial. Anyone can emerge at any time and try to create a following or build a cause. When Will Rogers said, “I am not a member of any organized political party. I am a Democrat,”4 he was hitting at something real. The absurdity of the collapse of the Iowa Caucus system sort of proved Rogers’s point. The radical Democratic Left is a tumultuous, constantly evolving, impossible-to-control, and stunningly disorganized pattern of beliefs and activities. It doesn’t have planning sessions. Because of its long, symbiotic relationship with its allies in the news media, it simply communicates by diffusion. Watch how rapidly a term or meme can start and then be parroted by politicians, analysts, and the news media. (The overwhelming agreement on the defense of the so-called whistleblower’s legal right to anonymity, which was baloney, is a good case study.) In 2016, all over the country, leftists gravitated toward an understanding that Trump had to be an illegitimate president, and the election had to be rigged. Within a few hours after the results were in, the legend had begun. Since Clinton could not have lost fair and square, there had to be something wrong. Some analysts believe the heart of the Russian collusion myth came out of election night. To the radical Democratic Left and its allies, it simply was not possible for someone as unacceptable as candidate Trump to have won. Therefore, the victory had to have an alternative explanation.


The speed of mass validation and commitment can also be seen in the rise of AOC. In both cases, people who had remarkably limited claims to being prophetic figures suddenly were chosen by the media to represent the future. These patterns of mass enthusiasm followed by gradual decay and disappearance are a major part of the energy of the Left—and the way the news media frames the news and the political dialogue to ensure the right is always on defense.


The charges against Justice Clarence Thomas and Justice Brett Kavanaugh reveal this kind of mass, rapid unity of message. In these cases, you have personal viciousness, media bias against questioning the integrity of the witnesses, broad acceptance of accusations as truth, and universal understanding that the accused should withdraw regardless of facts. In both cases, each member of the Left knew how to read the pattern, expand it, and drive it home. So, the Left has a speed of attack which conservatives and Republicans have not yet learned to match.


Part of what drives the Left crazy about President Trump is his ability to be a one-person war room communicator. The president’s ability to spot a fight, analyze it, and tweet a response or make a comment on the way to Marine One gives us the first American leader capable of keeping the Left off balance, in real time, every day.


If the Republican Party is going to capture Congress and win state and local governments, it must learn to acquire more of the Trump speed and aggressiveness. We also need to recognize when the Left is on a new strategic communications effort. We must learn, in the tradition of British prime minister Margaret Thatcher, to win the argument and then win the vote. This means we must identify the argument early. Ideally, we might even decide that we will launch our own arguments and let the Left be on defense.


One of the keys to the Trump offense is his willingness to create new arguments, to stay on offense, and to relentlessly attack the Left in direct language every American can understand. It is a set of skills every Republican should acquire.


They Simply Have More Resources


All Republican planning must start with an assumption that our communications plans assume endless, unfair hostility from the news media, and be designed to reach the American people despite this bias. Of course, the better we get at reaching the American people without the media the more angry, bitter, and nasty the news media will become as it grows desperate.


When I see glowing reports of how much more Republicans are raising than the Democrats, I get worried. This is because I know it is only a small part of the resources available to the Democrats. Because Republicans are so much more orderly and organized—and because Republicans spend a great deal of effort gathering resources for the official party committees—they consistently raise more than the Democrats.


The Democrats’ inefficiencies, and indeed incompetence, can be seen in just looking at the Democratic National Committee (DNC) in 2016, and again in 2020. Compared with the Republican National Committee (RNC), the Democratic National Committee is disorganized, underfunded, and indeed a little pathetic. Comparing Reince Priebus and Ronna McDaniel (RNC chairs in 2016 and 2020) with Debbie Wasserman Schultz and Tom Perez (DNC chairs for the same years, respectively) gives you some insight into the difference of professionalism, management strength, and seriousness of the two national party organizations. As of this writing, according to Ballotpedia, the RNC has raised $294,533,798, while the DNC has raised $113,985,451.5


However, focusing on the two national committees overstates the relative resources of the Republicans and greatly understates the resources of the Democrats. The Democrats’ great power centers are not their party committees. Their real power comes from the media, activist groups, unions, and dedicated billionaires—in that order.


First, when Harvard finds that CNN and NBC’s coverage of President Trump is 93 percent negative, any serious Republican campaign plan must include offsetting the media bias.6 Republicans must spend a lot of time and resources simply fighting their way back to even from the consistently negative and biased coverage they receive from the media. If we quantified the value of the constantly anti-Republican, anti-Trump news media, we would be shocked at how much they are worth to the radical Democratic Left’s movement. It isn’t just that they cover issues negatively or from a left-wing bias. The herd mentality of the news media enables the Left to define stories as important and appropriate (if they help the cause) or as irrelevant (if they help Trump).


Again, there was a huge, intense news media consensus that the so-called whistleblower at the center of the Democrat’s impeachment plan could not be named. Reporters and hosts of news shows would cut off Republicans and try to shame them if they insisted on trying to name this person. So the news media created an entirely new rule that (without evidence) you could accuse the president of the United States of a crime, spur an impeachment effort, and remain anonymous. This violated Trump’s basic right to face his accuser. It violated every principle of common sense. Something as serious as an impeachment should require basic evidence.


There was an equally strong news media consensus that former Vice President Joe Biden could not be investigated for having admitted on video to the Council of Foreign Relations to doing exactly what President Trump was accused of doing. Biden bragged that he threatened to withhold $1 billion of financial aid from Ukraine if the Ukrainian president did not fire the prosecutor investigating a business paying Biden’s son $50,000 a month.7 Ironically, Biden claimed he wanted the prosecutor gone because the prosecutor wasn’t investigating corruption. Somehow, the media decided that the filmed admission by the former vice president’s quid pro quo wasn’t a big issue.


So, there’s one thing every Republican needs to understand in 2020: The unending media hostility is not a problem. It is a fact. What we do about it is the problem.


Once again, Trump’s philosophy can be the answer. It has, so far, been devastating in meeting the challenge of the Left head-on—and counterattacking intensely, consistently, and with enormous impact. Trump’s knack for branding things was driven home to me when Callista and I were in Turin, Italy, at the second-largest Egyptian museum in Europe. Our guide was enthusiastically showing us around and pointed out a statue.


“The story they used to tell about that statue was fake news,” he told us.


I stood there amazed that Trump’s language was beginning to permeate to such a degree that an Italian tour guide could use it to describe a three-thousand-year-old event in Egyptian history.


It is this power of relentless branding, his enthusiasm for the fight, and the speed with which he counterpunches that has made President Trump the most successful Republican in stopping the media in our lifetime.


However, the media is not the only hurdle. The left-wing activist groups are far bigger, more ideological, combative, and politically savvy than their conservative counterparts (if indeed they have conservative counterparts). Whether it is the Sierra Club or the National Education Association, the Left has allies and supporters that dwarf comparable systems on the right. This is especially true because most Republican-leaning business groups are deeply unwilling to be partisan. The left-wing groups use a sledgehammer, while the so-called conservative allies tend to pull their punches and seek to avoid controversy.


The same disparity of resources occurs when looking at activist billionaires. The 2018 election was made more anti-Republican by Mike Bloomberg dropping as much as $5 million in individual congressional races during the last two weeks before the election. George Soros has invested massively to elect left-wing, pro-crime, and anti-police district attorneys. There is nothing comparable on the right. Republicans must wage campaigns of such clarity and frame the choice with such power that it overcomes the quantitative advantage of the Left’s system. Republicans must reach voters at levels that lead them to shrug off the Left’s bigger system and campaign. In fact, this need to communicate so intensely and effectively is why I wrote this book.


Why This Book Matters


I decided I had to write this book because the stakes in 2020 are so critical.


Back in the 1980s, when we were trying to break decades of Democratic control of the House of Representatives, we developed a program called GOPAC. It helped our candidates, incumbents, and their campaign and legislative staffs develop new language and new solutions. We worked very hard to answer every Democratic attack and develop clear ways to explain our positions and our answers.


Ultimately, this educational effort led to the 1994 Contract with America and a Republican Party that was sufficiently prepared to win the argument. As a result, for the first time in forty years, America elected a majority.


In 2020, we have five great goals, which call for a serious educational effort to win arguments—and then votes:




1. Reelect President Trump and Vice President Pence and prove that 2016 was not a detour but a profoundly historic turning point away from the Left and the deep state.


2. Elect a majority in the House, so McCarthy can replace Pelosi as speaker, Nunes can replace Schiff, and solid conservative reform legislation can be passed in collaboration with the Trump White House.


3. Gain Senate seats, so Majority Leader McConnell has a bigger margin to work with and has a solid future of retaining control of the Senate in 2022 and beyond.


4. Develop a powerful, consistent argument, which demolishes the lies of the Left and the fantasies of the radicals. There are campaigns in American history that profoundly reshaped the dominant ideology and vision of America. Jefferson in 1800, Jackson in 1828, Lincoln in 1860, McKinley in 1896, and Roosevelt in 1932 all shattered the opposition and, in Lincoln’s words “put forward a new proposition.” As the Democrats move toward the radical left, they create the opportunity for 2020 to be a decisive debate about the nature of America and the difference between rules that work and fantasies that fail. This is the most important reason for this book as a first step toward making this argument.


5. Republicans have an opportunity and an obligation to carry the argument into every neighborhood, every ethnic group, and every age group. The gap between the positive world of opportunity and progress we will create and the nightmare of unemployment, big bureaucracy, government domination, and imposed radical values that the Left represents is a case we must make to every American. If we do this, we will win record support from Latino Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, the young, and virtually everyone except the radical hard Left.




This book is focused on giving the arguments and facts to help every American who favors a more prosperous, safer, and American-based future make the 2020 election one of the great turning points in American life. Once the coronavirus pandemic is contained and defeated, the mission will be to rebuild our economy and prosperity. If we have President Trump leading the country, we will succeed. If the radical democratic left wins, we will face years of big government, slower growth, and crippling regulations.
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THE FAILED COUP ATTEMPTS


As I am writing this in March 2020, roughly a month has passed since the radical Democratic Left, the deep state, and the national media wrapped up their latest attempted coup d’état against President Trump. Right now, it appears the failed impeachment circus will be the last effort to unseat the duly elected president of the United States before the 2020 election—although I will not be surprised if another scheme is hatched before then.


After the US Senate acquitted President Trump of the Democratic House’s phony impeachment allegations in February, Speaker Nancy Pelosi—in what I expect was a frustration-fueled moment of carelessness—said that she had been personally working on President Trump’s impeachment effort for two and a half years. Keep in mind, the impeachment inquiry had been announced only in September 2019.


I was surprised to hear Pelosi’s statement. I don’t mean I was surprised that she was involved in a multiyear effort to impeach President Trump for whatever she could find. I was surprised she said it out loud. Her comment illustrated the contempt and hatred the radical Democratic Left and the establishment have for President Trump and the people who elected him. That Pelosi freely admitted working on this effort for nearly his entire presidency was eye-opening.


Despite her admission, the total impeachment effort started long before Pelosi got involved. The truth is the radical Democratic Left’s media allies started publicly seeking ways to overthrow a potential President Trump shortly after he descended the escalator at Trump Tower in New York to announce his candidacy on June 16, 2015.


The Impeachment Narrative


The media has played a key role in the Trump opposition by making impeachment—something which is historically rare—a part of everyday conversation. Remember, only two other presidents in history have been impeached: Andrew Johnson and Bill Clinton (Nixon resigned before the House voted on impeaching him). None have been convicted by the Senate. Like President Trump, Johnson and Clinton were acquitted.


One of the first major news stories which explored the possibility of a Trump impeachment was published by Politico on April 17, 2016—less than a year after he became a candidate and three months before he was the official Republican nominee for president.1 The piece starts off disguised as a fairly straight report that some people in the Washington, DC, establishment were talking about impeaching Trump before he even became the Republican Party nominee. The author, Darren Samuelsohn, quickly acknowledges that such a move is highly unlikely to happen.


But then, after explaining that he spoke with “a dozen members of Congress, former Capitol Hill administration and presidential campaign aides and legal experts,” the writer embarks on an absurd Washington elite daydream set in the summer of 2017 (a year into the future and mere months into President Trump’s term). The Politico piece is useful because it is a perfect portrait of everything the so-called experts were wrong about when President Trump was still a candidate—and what those same experts continue to be wrong about today. It further shows the coziness between the elites and the national press—and the media’s willingness to spread propaganda to protect this symbiotic relationship.


The Politico anti-Trump fantasy kicks off by asserting that in the first six months of his administration, President Trump will have deployed the National Guard to “round up” Muslim Americans in Detroit, Chicago, New York, and other cities. These Americans would be illegally held at secretly reestablished World War II–era detention camps, and at a reopened Alcatraz Island. This alone should give you some sense of the depth of the anti-Trump delirium on the left.


In this fiction, the United Nations would be calling for President Trump to be tried for war crimes over massive military airstrikes on civilians throughout the Middle East. (For perspective, as I’m writing now, the Trump administration has effectively defeated ISIS in Iraq, is near to signing a peace agreement with the Taliban, and has pulled a majority of American forces out of the conflict in Syria.)


Amusingly, in this fantasy, the Never-Trumpers have won and been elevated. The entire Republican Party would be working against President Trump, including Rush Limbaugh. (I find this particularly ironic, since Limbaugh was awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom—the highest civilian honor the president can bestow—at the State of the Union address in February 2020.)


The story gets more and more detached from reality. In this delusion, South Carolina Senator Lindsey Graham would be leading the charge on impeachment from the Senate (where Republicans would be in the minority). Graham has of course become a stalwart ally of President Trump—largely because of the Trump administration’s foreign policy and economic success. House Republicans (who would be the majority) would be the ones to begin the impeachment investigation—and the House Democrats would nobly, soberly acquiesce. How ridiculous does this sound now?


In this fairy tale, Trump’s poll numbers will have steadily declined to the point where Congress’s job approval overshoots his own. (In reality, as I’m writing this, Trump’s approval is at 46.9 percent, and Congress’s is at 24.2 percent, according to the RealClear Politics average.)23


In short, the entire piece is complete baloney. It is a make-believe ideal future deeply hoped for by everyone in Washington, DC, who hates President Trump. It is no surprise that the writer came to these ridiculous conclusions, because the named sources in the piece included several Washington, DC, attorneys and consultants—along with current and former staff of Harry Reid, John McCain, and George W. Bush. Not a single Trump supporter is quoted.


But this was only the beginning of the effort to normalize and promote an impeachment narrative. On December 15, 2016, a month before Trump was inaugurated, Vanity Fair published a piece explaining how President Trump could be impeached on his first day in office if he did not entirely divest himself from his business dealings—specifically in the way that congressional Democrats prescribed. This claim was based on no legal foundation. The story was simply written to champion Democratic legislation touted by Senator Elizabeth Warren that would invent a path designed to impeach President Trump. The story ended by declaring that the president’s plans to cede control of his businesses to his sons—who were not involved in the administration—created conflicts of interest that were “immensely harmful to the sanctity of the office he will soon hold.”


In fact, President Trump did cut ties with his business, on his terms and with the advice of his attorneys. As he said, he believed that focusing solely on running the country was more important. Despite this, a group of 215 Democratic Congress members tried (and failed) to find him in violation of the emoluments clause—a part of the Constitution aimed at restricting government officials from receiving gifts from foreign governments without approval from Congress. They argued because foreign officials stay at Trump hotels, the president was receiving financial benefit. A federal appellate court later threw out the lawsuit.


So once the president took office, a seemingly never-ending barrage of impeachment stories alleging various made-up high crimes and misdemeanors started to pour out of the national media. Remember the supposed Russia–Trump Tower scandal, the absurd controversy over the president’s decision to fire Jim Comey, or the media crusade against virtually every one of President Trump’s early cabinet appointees?


The elite national media have been salivating over the idea of kicking President Trump out of office since before he was even the nominee. I’m sure some journalists are just chasing the dream of being the next Bob Woodward or Carl Bernstein—the next hard-nosed reporter to take down an American president. But some simply want him gone because they hate him. He threatens their influence, their manufactured prestige, and their ability to impose their values and policies on the American people.


There is some media hostility against every administration, but the anti-Trump level has been historic. And it only ramped up higher once he took office. For example, according to the Media Research Center, nightly broadcast news coverage of the administration on ABC, CBS, and NBC from September 24, 2019, to January 1, 2020, was 93 percent negative.4 This period begins with the day Speaker Nancy Pelosi announced the start of the Democratic impeachment inquiry over a benign phone call between President Trump and Ukrainian president Volodymyr Zelensky. This proportion of negative coverage has been par for the course during the Trump administration. But the impeachment coverage was especially significant because of the amount of time the media spent on it. As the MRC pointed out:




In the first 100 days since Pelosi announced the start of the House impeachment inquiry on September 24 (through January 1), ABC, CBS and NBC have generated a combined 849 minutes of evening news coverage about the subject.


For comparison, after Special Counsel Robert Mueller was named back on May 17, 2017, it took those same newscasts more than twice as long (until December 29 of that year, or 226 days) to register the same amount of airtime for the Russia investigation. In other words, the networks are spending more than twice as much airtime on the Ukraine probe as they did on the Russia probe.5





Importantly, the major networks spent so much time talking about the failed impeachment, they largely ignored any other news—especially positive news about the economy. According to another MRC study from February 4, 2020, “For each minute the broadcast evening newscasts spent talking about the president’s successful economic programs, viewers heard 77 minutes about the Democrats’ impeachment push, a massive disparity. Overall, coverage of the president was 93 percent negative during the last four months, reaching 95 percent negative in January 2020.”6


It seems to me 77:1 negative coverage does not pass any reasonable test for objectivity or fairness. This was tested again once the coronavirus began to harm economies around the globe, when the media spent a great deal of time and effort trying to place blame for the epidemic on the administration. This sort of blatant bias is not going to help the national press. Most Americans already believe the mainstream media has lost its objectivity. In fact, a Rasmussen survey from November 14, 2019, found that a full 53 percent of likely US voters believed that reporters were actively helping Democrats to impeach President Trump.7
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