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Introduction


On November 2, 2010, the American people repudiated the secular-socialist machine that has seized control of our federal government.

The scale of the Republicans’ electoral victory that day was historic. In addition to gaining six seats in the Senate, the GOP took control of the House of Representatives after winning more than sixty seats—the biggest turnover for either party in the House since 1948. At the state level, Republicans gained power in at least eleven governorships, while losing control of just one. Additionally, the GOP won more than 680 state legislative seats—the largest number for Republicans since 1932, with at least nineteen Democrat-controlled state legislatures turning Republican.

The message of this extraordinary election is clear enough: the American citizenry has rejected the secular dogma, socialist policies,  and machine-driven politics that comprise the Obama agenda. Now, the question is whether President Obama and his Democratic Party will accept the will of the people and change the destructive course upon which they have set this country.

The initial indications are not good. In a press conference the day after the election, Obama blamed the electoral drubbing largely on widespread dissatisfaction with the economy and on the public’s impatience for change. But he emphatically rejected the notion that his policies are not working and are effectively harming the economy.

President Obama also divined the message that Americans want more bipartisanship and civility, and a healthier legislative process. While it’s satisfying to see the president commit to bipartisanship, transparent government, and non-ideological pragmatism, Americans can hardly be blamed for questioning the extent of this commitment. Although he paid fealty to these principles during his election campaign, since he was elected, he has presided over a political machine that has tried to impose on this country a radical left-wing agenda that is alien to American history and American values.

During his press conference, Obama paid tribute to defeated Democratic congressmen who had taken “tough” votes to support his agenda. Those votes—for policies like a massive cap-and-trade energy tax and a near-trillion dollar spending binge that was misnamed a “stimulus”—were tough for one reason: because the American people stridently opposed them. This holds especially true for his disastrous healthcare reform bill; the reason why it was “tough” for congressmen to support it, and why its passage relied on disgraceful and corrupt political bribes, secret backroom deals, and legislative chicanery, was because the American people didn’t want it.

Obama doesn’t resort to these machine methods because he’s a bad person. He resorts to them because his big-government agenda  of wealth redistribution, unsustainable government spending, high taxes, suffocating business regulation, and the denigration of traditional American values is so widely rejected that it can’t be imposed openly and honestly—even when his party controlled both houses of Congress. Once Americans saw the gulf between his reasonable, optimistic campaign promises and his radical presidency, they rallied against him at tea parties, denounced his policies at townhall meetings, and finally, severely punished his party at the ballot box.

During his post-election press conference, while defending his policies, Obama seemed puzzled at the unsatisfactory results they have yielded. But there’s really no mystery here: many of us have predicted this outcome for some time. When you rack up $3 trillion of new debt in two years, you won’t produce confidence in the economy. When you demonize businesses and smother them with regulations, you won’t encourage them to invest money, grow their companies, and hire new employees. When you launch a crusade against the fossil fuels that power most of our economy, you won’t produce low-cost energy to fuel growth or improve our energy independence.

We’ve seen how these socialist policies have played out in Europe. In Britain, socialized healthcare has produced a never-ending cascade of horror stories about healthcare rationing, years-long waits for surgeries, people resorting to self-administered dentistry, and patients dying in hospitals due to shocking negligence by nurses and doctors. In France, the population has become so dependent on government that any attempt to trim social benefits results in widespread social unrest. Most recently, a modest but crucial reform to help stabilize the budget of France—raising the retirement age for public pensions by two years—sparked months of protests, strikes, and rioting. In Spain, government debt, an unsustainable pension system, and inflexible labor markets have provoked a severe economic crisis, with unemployment reaching near  20 percent. In Greece, decades of unaffordable social spending and expanding government have brought the country to the brink of economic collapse.

Notably, throughout Europe, governments have responded to the meltdown of socialism by instituting free-market reforms and cutting spending. This is most evident in Britain, where a new, conservative-led government is seeking to reverse years of socialist decay through a dramatic, Thatcher-like policy of radically shrinking the public sector, slashing government spending, reducing welfare, and restoring private enterprise.

Swimming against the tide, Obama has embraced the exact big-government, big-spending approach that Europe is beginning to abandon after decades of failure. But Americans have looked at Europe and decided we don’t want that future for ourselves—a future of spiraling debt, high unemployment, economic stagnation, union domination, emasculated entrepreneurship, and government dependence. And we let Obama know that on November 2.

It’s still possible the president will come to understand what Americans were saying in the mid-term elections. He could conceivably abandon his ideological approach to governing and cooperate with Republicans in restoring a dynamic, low-tax, high-growth economy. But we must be prepared for the worst. Having lost the House of Representatives, Obama is unlikely to get any of his remaining big-ticket agenda items through Congress. But if he is determined to stick to his current course, he could try to circumvent Congress and impose administrative regulations through executive branch agencies like the Environmental Protection Agency—regulations that would fundamentally transform the U.S. economy into a European-style, union-controlled, bureaucratic nightmare.

There are two major policies Obama is most likely to pursue administratively. The first is card check, a major priority for  Obama’s Big Labor backers. Effectively eliminating secret ballot voting for unionization, card check could possibly be implemented through Obama’s National Labor Relations Board. This anti-democratic regulation stands to vastly expand the power of Big Labor over both employers and workers, resulting in lost jobs, declining business competitiveness, and lower income for workers who are coerced into joining unions and forced to pay union dues.

The second policy is cap and trade, a carbon trading regime that would function as a giant energy tax. Although the cap-and-trade scheme itself may not emerge, the Environmental Protection Agency may try to claim the power to impose an equivalent carbon tax. Ominously, when asked point-blank during his post-election press conference whether the EPA would regulate carbon, Obama declined to answer directly, but referred vaguely to the need to make “progress” on the issue. He said cap and trade was “just one way of skinning the cat. It was not the only way. It was a means, not an end. And I’m going to be looking for other means to address this problem.”

Obama clearly views an EPA-mandated carbon tax as one such “means.”

Aside from insisting that Obama respect Congress’s authority in these matters, the new Congress should concentrate on the issues of most concern to the American people. Cutting spending, of course, is a priority—a good first step would be to return to 2008 budget levels, which would save around $1 trillion over ten years. We also need to restore economic growth by encouraging private-sector job creation—Congress could start by passing a “no tax increase on any American during the recession” bill and immediately send it to the president. To begin restoring transparency and accountability to government, Congress could immediately ban or at least suspend earmarking—a move to which Republican leaders have already committed. Congress could also vote to defund the  administration’s various policy czars, whose appointments evaded the constitutionally mandated approval by the Senate.

Finally, in a step toward achieving all these goals—establishing fiscal restraint, encouraging economic growth, and improving government transparency—Congressional Republicans can immediately move to repeal ObamaCare. Although a full repeal bill is unlikely to survive a presidential veto, Congress should force a vote to make ObamaCare’s dwindling number of supporters take a stand. Republicans should defund and slow down the implementation of every possible element of the bill. We must attack this ruinous legislation from every direction until we completely abolish it and replace it with effective, affordable, market-oriented healthcare reform, as demanded by the American people.

Benefitting from a huge new pool of talented, committed conservatives, the new Congress has a good opportunity to halt its predecessor’s audacious attempt to transform America. But Republicans must not misread the outcome of the 2010 election. It was not a mandate for the Republican Party. Instead, the election was a mandate from the American people to return to our traditional, constitutionally mandated principles of limited government. If Republicans fail to act on this mandate, they will not last long in Washington—the tea party will make sure of that.

This means, first and foremost, Republicans must fight to dislodge the secular-socialist machine whose methods and goals are described in this book. This machine has driven America so deeply into debt, and has so fundamentally changed the relationship between the American citizenry and our government, that our children’s future is now imperiled. We cannot assume that after the 2010 election, the machine will simply accept the will of the people. After all, the very purpose of a political machine is to thwart the will of the people.

Our victory on November 2, 2010, was not the end of the fight. It was just the beginning.





CHAPTER ONE

Who We Are


For the first time since the Civil War, we as Americans have to ask the most fundamental question possible: “Who are we?” In 1861 that question related to whether the American Experiment was to be dissolved, whether one-half of our country was to perpetuate the institution of slavery, or whether we, as a united country, were going to abolish it.

Today, we face a challenge equally grave: whether the United States as we know it will cease to exist. I’m not talking—not yet—about the threat of terrorism, or of the growing power of China, or about any other external threat. I’m talking about losing what defines us as Americans.

Most of us know who we are. We know that America is an exceptional country with a unique genius for combining freedom and order, strength and compassion, religious faith and religious  tolerance. But in 2008 we gave power in Washington to a radical left-wing elite that does not believe in American exceptionalism. Barack Obama has told us so. When he was asked by a Financial Times reporter whether he believed in American exceptionalism, he replied, “I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism.”

In other words, everything we cherish about America, our president thinks is not so very special, not so very different from any other country. That’s why he and his supporters feel free to change our country as they see fit, to use all the levers of federal power to annex our healthcare system to the federal government, to act as if the bureaucracy—not the private sector—is the great job creator, to make America a more socialist, more secular society.

To put it plainly, America is facing an existential threat—and it comes from a movement that fundamentally rejects the traditional American conception of who we are. No longer, in the Left’s view, are we the Americans of the frontier, the sturdy, independent farmers; no longer are we America, the capitalist colossus, serving as the arsenal of democracy; no longer are we the America that believes our liberty is an unalienable right that comes from God. All this the secular socialist wants to deny—and is denying—in favor of a secular, bureaucratic society guided by government elites.

Overall, the fundamental definition of what it means to be American is being undermined and distorted by the values, attitudes, and actions of the secular-socialist machine.

This brings us back to the essential question: who are we? By this I mean what are America’s basic values and traditions, and what ideals have successfully guided us in the past? By contrasting these historic American attitudes with the alien, destructive values the Left are now imposing on us, we can develop solid principles that should guide our efforts to rescue our country from secular socialism.

The fundamental difference between historic American ideals and those of the secular-socialist Left can be seen in ten conflicting values:1. Work versus theft

2. Productivity versus union work rules and bureaucracy

3. Elected representation versus bureaucrats and judges

4. Honesty versus corruption

5. Low taxes with limited government versus high taxes with big government

6. Private property versus government controls

7. Localism versus Washington control

8. American energy versus environmental extremism

9. Conflict resolution versus litigation

10. Religious belief versus secular oppression



Any one of these conflicts represents clashing values on the most basic level. Taken collectively, they indicate two irreconcilable worldviews that, in the long run, cannot coexist in the American system. Eventually one of these value systems will defeat and replace the other—and that time will come sooner rather than later. If we lose this struggle, the America of our fathers and forefathers will be forever lost, giving way to a secular-socialist machine that will never relinquish power of its own accord.




1. Work Versus Theft 

The work ethic is so central to the American experience that it was already being emphasized over 400 years ago, in 1607, during the very first summer of English-speaking colonization in Jamestown, Virginia. When wealthy aristocrats told Captain John Smith they did not have to work, he replied with a dictate reminiscent of St. Paul’s  second epistle to the Thessalonians: “This is a new world and we can’t afford to carry people who won’t work. If you don’t work you won’t eat.”

Thus, from its earliest days, America was based on a simple proposition: people should work hard, and in return they could keep the fruits of their labor.

There is a vivid contrast between a free, work-oriented society and the dependency-dishonesty model of Soviet Communism—and to some extent of the left-wing welfare state. Soviet workers had a motto: “We pretend to work and they pretend to pay us.” Americans had a remarkably different slogan: “An honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay.” America today is still filled with small businesses, self-employed people, professionals, and others who live by that principle every day.

Because we are self-reliant and operate in markets where people won’t pay us if we cheat, Americans have created an environment where honesty pays. In contrast, the secular-socialist machine, with its commitment to a socialist vision of wealth redistribution, has undermined the very concept of “an honest day’s work,” especially through its union power. In fact, it spreads the opposite ethic: game the system to get as much pay for as little work as possible.

A typical example is the Long Island Railroad. According to a September 2008 New York Times investigation, nearly every career employee of the Long Island Railroad is approved for disability payments shortly after retiring.1 In one recent year, 97 percent of all new retirees applied for and received disability, part of a scam that has cost taxpayers at least $250 million since 2000.

Here’s another example: at the heavily unionized Big 3 automakers in Detroit—General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler—thousands of workers were paid not to work. They were part of a United Auto Workers “jobs bank” plan to keep them as dues paying members even if they did nothing productive. According to Mark Perry, an  economics professor at the University of Michigan-Flint, the jobs bank program cost the Big 3 automakers more than $4 billion between 2005 and 2008.2 With these kind of union “deals,” is it any wonder the auto companies got in such trouble?

The Post Office, which is suffering from a $7 billion deficit, has a similar program called “standby time” that pays a large group of employees more than a million dollars a week to do nothing.3 Union rules prevent the Post Office from laying off redundant workers.

Worse, until recently, New York City had “rubber rooms” to house teachers who were so incompetent they couldn’t be allowed to teach children. Yet because of their union contract, it takes up to seven years to fire them, so in the meantime they were paid to sit in a room and do nothing. This act of theft—taking something for nothing—cost New York City schools about $65 million a year, which should have been spent on educating children.4


Or consider today’s typical mode of school attendance certification. Students are officially counted two or three times a year, and the results determine how much the school gets paid for the rest of the year. On these counting days, some schools hold “pizza days” or adopt other gimmicks to encourage maximum attendance. After that, attendance can be dramatically lower because it does not affect the school’s payments.

Clearly, we need reforms to restore the traditional work ethic. And it can be done. Just imagine a reform movement that insists:1. You should only get disability if you really deserve it.

2. You should only get paid if you actually work.

3. Teachers who can’t be allowed near students should be removed from the payroll.

4. Every teacher should report actual attendance electronically every hour (a method McDonald’s uses to report  every sale in its 37,000 stores worldwide), and schools will only get paid for students who actually attend class.



Think what would happen if these kinds of reforms spread throughout the entire economy—once again, we would live by “an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay.”

One thing’s for sure: these reforms would provoke bitter resistance from those members of the machine who profit from the status quo. Their source of income might be called cheating or extortion (like New York’s rubber-room teachers); it might even be considered theft in some cases (such as lying to get disability or workmen’s comp). But the machine bosses consider it “their” money, and they think their members are entitled to it.

The people who live off your taxes without doing an honest day’s work understand exactly what they’re doing. They are beating the system. And if you advocate reforms that threaten their lifestyle, they’ll try to beat you, too.

What kind of society emerges from this sort of system—one where work, honesty, and competition are devalued by the government, which uses its power to redistribute wealth from the honest and hard working to the dishonest and not so hard working?

A recent example can be found in Greece, where, as shown in a stunning 2010 exposé by author and journalist Michael Lewis, decades of collectivist economic policies have resulted not only in economic catastrophe, but in a shocking moral breakdown as well:
The Greek state was not just corrupt but also corrupting. Once you saw how it worked you could understand a phenomenon which otherwise made no sense at all: the difficulty Greek people have saying a kind word about one another. Individual Greeks are delightful: funny, warm, smart, and good company. I left two dozen interviews saying  to myself, “What great people!” They do not share the sentiment about one another: the hardest thing to do in Greece is to get one Greek to compliment another behind his back. No success of any kind is regarded without suspicion. Everyone is pretty sure everyone is cheating on his taxes, or bribing politicians, or taking bribes, or lying about the value of his real estate. And this total absence of faith in one another is self-reinforcing. The epidemic of lying and cheating and stealing makes any sort of civic life impossible; the collapse of civic life only encourages more lying, cheating, and stealing. Lacking faith in one another, they fall back on themselves and their families.

The structure of the Greek economy is collectivist, but the country, in spirit, is the opposite of a collective. Its real structure is every man for himself. Into this system investors had poured hundreds of billions of dollars. And the credit boom had pushed the country over the edge, into total moral collapse.5






The Greek government attempted to rescue the economy by cutting spending and loosening work restrictions that had heavily favored unions. Those unavoidable moves provoked widespread strikes and riots; in one incident, three people, including a woman who was four months pregnant, were killed after a mob set fire to a bank. Accustomed to their coddled, government-subsidized lifestyle, the protestors were seemingly oblivious to the fact that their deformed work ethic had resulted in economic ruin. As Lewis observed,
Thousands upon thousands of government employees take to the streets to protest [government austerity measures]. Here is Greece’s version of the Tea Party: tax collectors on the take, public-school teachers who don’t  really teach, well-paid employees of bankrupt state railroads whose trains never run on time, state hospital workers bribed to buy overpriced supplies.6






Greece has produced quite a different kind of tea party than the American version, whose central demand is that the government stop irresponsibly spending so much money. But the dishonesty, social atomization, and sense of entitlement that pervades Greece are a natural outgrowth of a culture that prioritizes beating the system over hard work. In comparing the American tea party with its degenerate Greek counterpart, we see two starkly different cultures. The Greek model of stronger unions, bigger government, more entitlements, and patronage-based jobs is a culture vastly at odds with American tradition—though not far divorced from the values of the Obama administration.




2. Productivity Versus Union Work Rules and Bureaucracy 

From the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, to victory over Japan in August 1945, America won World War II in three years and eight months. That’s the traditional, can-do America.

In contrast, it recently took twenty-three years to add a fifth run-way to the Atlanta airport. More strikingly, we still have not rebuilt the World Trade Center more than nine years after it was destroyed. That’s bureaucratic America.

The father of the modern Democratic Party, Franklin D. Roosevelt, understood the danger of paralysis posed by a unionized, bureaucratic government. In 1937, he explained how government employee unions must be held to a different standard than private ones:
All Government employees should realize that the process of collective bargaining, as usually understood,  cannot be transplanted into the public service.... The very nature and purposes of Government make it impossible for administrative officials to represent fully or to bind the employer in mutual discussions with Government employee organizations. The employer is the whole people, who speak by means of laws enacted by their representatives in Congress. Accordingly, administrative officials and employees alike are governed and guided, and in many instances restricted, by laws which establish policies, procedures, or rules in personnel matters.7






Unfortunately, FDR’s Democratic descendants have ignored his wise counsel. Today, can-do America is being steadily eroded by its bureaucratic counterpart. America is now so tied up in regulations, litigation, and bureaucratic rules that key sectors of our economy—especially energy exploration—are becoming stagnant.

Consider New York Times columnist Tom Friedman, who continually laments America’s inability to match China’s speed in developing large-scale projects. Yet he cannot understand that the U.S. government bureaucracies he admires and the liberal policies he supports are the very heart of the problem.

For example, President Obama needed emergency stimulus money so fast that no one in Congress had time to read the $787 billion stimulus bill. Then that legislation met the federal bureaucracy. Consider the example of “fast track” green energy projects which, despite their name, still have to go through a multi-layered environmental impact and public review process. According to the website of the Bureau of Land Management (which handles green energy projects for the Department of the Interior), these projects could “potentially” be cleared for approval to receive stimulus funds by December 2010, almost two years after the stimulus was passed.

Of course, Obama’s promise that much of the stimulus would go toward “shovel-ready” projects that would quickly create jobs and expand the economy—a key argument for passing the stimulus—was exposed as a complete fraud in October 2010, when Obama himself admitted that “shovel-ready” projects don’t actually exist.8


Still, Friedman is correct that China is developing quickly. When my wife Callista and I were in China in August 2009, it was clear the Chinese were heavily investing in building the world’s largest and most efficient high-speed train system. They are determined to connect all their major cities with 215-mile-per-hour trains.9


That project will allow the Chinese to save energy, improve the environment, and dominate the world’s high-speed train market with the most advanced manufacturing in the world. They have an investment strategy rather than a stimulus strategy. They focus on getting the job done, rather than on following bureaucratic red tape.

We could apply the same technology in the Boston-Washington corridor or along the Florida and California coastlines, but the combination of union work rules, land use studies, bureaucratic red tape, and the likelihood of litigation bottles everything up, keeping Americans trapped in obsolete, slower trains—even Amtrak’s high-tech Acela is outdated by the new Chinese standards.

Similarly, the United States has enormous amounts of energy reserves.a However, American energy is trapped by litigation, regulation, and hostile bureaucracies. Even when a decision is made to open up federal land for natural gas exploration, bureaucrats slow down the permitting process. Then, when the permits are finally issued, left-wing environmental groups file lawsuits. The Left’s goal is to exhaust the time and money of potential energy producers so   they will develop foreign resources instead of American ones. The result is a government-created energy scarcity that increases prices, drives jobs abroad, and hurts our balance of payments.

Again and again the process of studying, organizing, preparing, and then regulating and litigating adds months, years, and even decades to critical American initiatives.

Yet the secular-socialist machine will resist any effort to bring back America’s traditional can-do attitude, which would reduce the machine’s power. The Left have spent decades building a trap of bureaucracy, union work rules, and litigation to erode the independent, competitive, and productive instincts of the American people. And they will not relinquish their system without a fight.




3. Elected Representation Versus Bureaucrats and Judges 

Elected representation is the heart of the American political system.

Since our Declaration of Independence in 1776 proclaimed that we are endowed by our “Creator with certain unalienable rights—among which are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness,” we Americans have believed we have been entrusted by God with rights that no politician, bureaucrat, or judge can revoke.

America’s commitment to these self-evident truths was forged during our long, bitter dispute with the British Empire, its London bureaucracy, and its imperial and dictatorial judges. Our forefathers believed ultimate power should always reside in the people, who would loan power to elected officials and who could reclaim it from them if necessary.

The government was viewed as a servant of the people, not the other way around. New Hampshire’s state motto, “Live free or die,” was typical of the intensity with which Americans guarded their natural-born rights.

Characteristically, one of the first acts of the first Congress was to pass a Bill of Rights to the Constitution. Not satisfied that a Constitution of enumerated (and thus limited) federal powers provided enough protection of individual liberties, our Founders decided to define very specific limits on federal power so that there could be no ambiguity.

The First Amendment protects the right to free speech and also prevents the government from trying to control religion.

The Second Amendment guarantees the right to bear arms—something that is not understood by many politicians today who confuse it with the right to hunt ducks, as President Clinton once did. The Founding Fathers knew better. The British were stopped at Lexington and Concord by a well-trained and well-armed local militia. The American right to bear arms turned out to be the key to retaining all other rights in the face of tyranny.

Secular socialists believe it’s the government’s right, and even its duty, to change the people—to make them more progressive, more secular, and more “tolerant.” Thomas Jefferson believed so deeply in the opposite proposition—that it’s the people’s right to change their government—that he declared every generation might need its own revolution. He was speaking about a peaceful, democratic revolution, and he proved his seriousness in 1800 when a political party he helped to create, the Democratic-Republican Party, swept away the establishment and took control of the presidency and both houses of Congress.

For the first 100 years of American self-government, elected officials dominated relatively small, politically appointed bureaucracies. The Jeffersonians completely reshaped government after their 1800 victory, abolishing over half of all sitting federal judges—eighteen of thirty-five. A generation later, Andrew Jackson’s election in 1828 led to a “spoils system” in which the winning candidate could dramatically  reshape the bureaucracy by packing it with his supporters. And at the beginning of his presidency, Abraham Lincoln regarded appointing people to federal jobs as one of his most important tasks. He believed the bureaucracy had to be changed to heed the will of the people as expressed through their choice of elected officials.

One occasion when unelected officials tried to impose their views on the country was the Supreme Court’s 1857 Dred Scott decision. Extending slavery to the entire country, the decision was a major cause of Lincoln’s reentry into politics, and it sparked the rise of a Republican Party that split the nation and led to our most devastating conflict—the Civil War.

After a century of subservience to elected representatives, the bureaucracy began accumulating power in the 1880s, when the rising professional class produced a civil service movement that aimed to modernize government. The Progressives, as they were called, believed well-educated professional bureaucrats were more capable than elected officials of rendering “correct” judgments. This view, derived from the snobbish elitism of the professional classes, gradually came to dominate our bureaucracies, courts, and our universities, leading to a much bigger, more dominating federal bureaucracy.

Today, we have moved from a world of decisive elected officials to a world of elected officials being limited and trapped by red tape, litigation, bureaucrats, and lawyers. And the American people know it. A recent Rasmussen poll revealed only 21 percent of Americans believe the U.S. government has the consent of the governed.10


Much of the current anger at the political establishment resembles the righteous rage Andrew Jackson and his allies felt while fighting to clean up what they perceived to be an oligarchy trying to impose a corrupt, Washington-centered, elitist system on the American people.

“I weep for the liberty of my country,” said Jackson, “when I see at this early day of its successful experiment that corruption has been imputed to many members of the House of Representatives, and the rights of the people have been bartered for promises of office.”

Today, the tea party movement, the explosion of insurgent primary challengers, the general anger at Washington, Sacramento, Albany, and all the other centers of unionized bureaucratic power—all these elements are coming together to force a fundamental choice in the Jeffersonian and Jacksonian tradition: will the American people continue to select representatives to whom we loan power? Or will America become a European-style country in which the permanent bureaucrats and permanent judges decide virtually everything, while the politicians merely play partisan games to entertain the public and satisfy their own ambitions?

The people’s fight to take back power from the bureaucracy is a fight all the Founders would support. With Bill Forstchen and Steve Hanser, I recently completed two novels on George Washington and the American Revolution. When you immerse yourself in the stories of people who fought to create this country, you realize how passionately they believed in liberty. They really did risk everything—their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honor—to give us a free country. And they fought for eight long years.

At Gettysburg, commemorating the first national military cemetery, Lincoln observed that Americans were involved in a great struggle to decide if we will have “government of the people, by the people, and for the people.” He was prepared to fight our bloodiest war—620,000 Americans killed—to ensure the continuation of this Union where people lent power to those they elected.

Now we will discover if we have the same commitment to America that Washington and Lincoln had, the same willingness to endure, and the same courage to stand for our beliefs.




4. Honesty Versus Corruption 

Historically, America’s insistence on the rule of law and honest government has contrasted sharply with the tradition—and even acceptance—of corruption and dishonesty around the world.

America, of course, has had corrupt episodes—look at the Tammany Hall political machine in New York City during the 1800s, or the Democratic machine that dominates Chicago to this day. But the American people have never tolerated corruption—we’ve consistently tried to clean it up as soon as we learn of it, lock up the crooks, and maintain a standard of honesty.

Part of this attitude stems from the religious core of the American experience. “Thou shalt not steal,” the Eighth Commandment God gave Moses during the exodus from Egypt, is an injunction taken seriously throughout American history. Furthermore, if we were endowed by our “Creator with certain unalienable rights,” then stealing someone’s endowment is an offense against the Creator. Finally, if we’re all born with equal rights, then theft by one diminishes the rights of another.

Americans have also understood that honesty is the key underpinning of the free market. If people trust you, they’re more likely to undertake bigger projects and take bigger risks with you.

The American belief that honesty is the key to a successful free market drew much of its inspiration from two very different men. The first was in some ways the first modern American—Benjamin Franklin. As a successful businessman, social entrepreneur, scientist, and politician, Franklin understood the importance of hard work, honesty, frugality, and of opposing corruption. His writings in the Almanac and in his autobiography show he was a prototypical self-made man.

The second champion of honesty was a Scottish intellectual, Adam Smith, who wrote two introductions to free-market theory. The first, A Theory of Moral Sentiments, outlines the importance of  honesty and conscience in living the good life. His classic work arguing for free enterprise, The Wealth of Nations, was published in 1776, the same year as our Declaration of Independence. Note that moral philosophy came first and free markets second in Smith’s writing.

Smith and his fellow writers of the Scottish Enlightenment strongly influenced the Founding Fathers. In fact, one of the most famous phrases from the Declaration of Independence—Jefferson’s reference to “the pursuit of happiness”—was borrowed from the Scottish Enlightenment. In that context it meant “virtue and wisdom,” not “hedonism and acquisition” as it’s often interpreted today.

Abraham Lincoln’s life was marked by this same sense of simple honesty, which obliged him once to walk miles to return a few cents to an overpaying customer. Furthermore, as a young man he voluntarily took on the massive debt that his unscrupulous business partner left behind when the partner skipped town. It took Lincoln years to pay it off, but he earned a growing reputation as “Honest Abe,” a name that resonated with a population that valued honesty, self-sufficiency, and clean government.

Americans traditionally have believed corruption favors the privileged few at the expense of the many. The rule of law, in contrast, favors the average person because it means everyone—rich and poor alike—has the same opportunity.

Thus, the Wright brothers in their bicycle store in Dayton, Ohio, could believe they had as good a chance to invent the airplane as the top researchers at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C.

Henry Ford, working for Detroit Edison Electric Company and building his first car in his garage at night, could believe he had as good a chance to invent the mass-produced automobile as the most powerful person in the country.

But today, an un-American tolerance for corruption has spread throughout government. When Henry Paulson, a secretary of the  Treasury who had been chairman of Goldman Sachs, pushed through a bailout that placed $13 billion of taxpayer money in the hands of Goldman Sachs, Americans knew something was wrong.

When a mortgage company gave Senator Chris Dodd a sweetheart deal for a home mortgage while the committee he was chairing had oversight of that company, Americans knew something was wrong.

When fellow congressmen tried to protect William Jefferson after police found $90,000 in cash hidden in his freezer, Americans knew something was wrong.11


When Congresswoman Eddie Bernice Johnson awarded around $30,000 in scholarships from a nonprofit foundation to her grand-sons, great nephews, the children of one of her aides, and to the daughter of a Dallas airport official who oversees contracts with an airport business that Johnson partly owns—Americans knew something was wrong.12


When the Democrat-led House ethics committee decided to delay corruption-related trials for Democrats Charlie Rangel and Maxine Waters until after the November 2010 elections—and after Democratic House Speaker Nancy Pelosi had claimed, earlier that year, to be running the most ethical and honest Congress in history—Americans knew something was wrong.

The scale of corruption at every level of American government—from local city and county officials, to state officials such as former Illinois governor Rod Blagojevich, to members of Congress—now rivals that found in some of the worst governments around the world.

There are three forms of this corruption. First, there is the “gaming the system” mentality outlined above. It’s exemplified, for example, by Americans willing to lie to get workmen’s comp or disability pay, or to take money while doing no work.

Second, there is the natural corruption of big government. As Jefferson and other Founders argued, big government is inherently corrupt. Markets are ultimately fair because they empower individual consumers to make their own choices among producers who compete to provide consumers with goods and services at the best possible value. Bureaucracies, in contrast, are fundamentally unfair because they empower government officials to use rules and regulations and their own discretion to favor certain producers over others, irrespective of consumer preferences. The inevitable result is a drift toward cronyism and corruption of both the government officials and producers, with consumers having to pay more for less value. The only solution for big-government corruption—and for the real economic costs that such corruption imposes on all of society—is smaller government. Any other solution is self-deception. As Lord Acton warned, “Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.”

Third, there is the corruption of the secular-socialist machine, which knows if it competed fairly in the political system it would be crushed by the vast majority of Americans who oppose its values. Thus, out of necessity, left-wing politicians routinely encourage vote theft, lie about their policies, and defame their opponents.

The secular-socialist machine relies on corruption for its very existence. It has to coerce money from union members who oppose its political policies; it has to rig the laws to enrich its trial lawyer allies; it has to cut special deals with big, rich corporations. Otherwise, the secular socialists would have no money. And that’s why they fight tooth and nail against attempts to clean up corruption.

An America marked by limited government, honest politicians, and a small bureaucracy, and which focuses on fairness and the rule of law for every small business, every entrepreneur, every worker, and every retiree, is inherently a conservative, decentralized, individualistic America. It is the antithesis of a secular-socialist America  dominated by political machines of big government, huge bureaucracies, and powerful politicians.

Recently, everyday Americans have erupted in outright revolt against corrupt so-called public servants. The backlash began in the small town of Bell, California, when residents discovered that city officials had voted themselves exorbitant, taxpayer-funded salaries, including nearly $800,000 a year for the city manager (whose annual pension benefits would have reached $600,000), $457,000 for the police chief, and almost $100,000 for city council members who served part-time—this, in a city with an average per capita personal income of $24,800.13


Outraged Bell residents forced the resignation of many officials, eight of whom are now on trial for corruption-related charges. More important, the Bell uprising spread throughout California, as citizens demanded accountability from their officials. City officials as well as the California legislature were forced to develop proposals to increase the transparency of government.14


This kind of endemic corruption in the public sector is a serious nationwide problem. The New York Times reported similar circumstances in cities throughout New York, where six-figure pensions are being doled out to some former police officers, firefighters, hospital workers, port authorities, and power utility employees. The report noted, “A special audit of police overtime in Yonkers in 2007 found that the police department had failed to enforce its own rules, creating pervasive opportunities for abuse.”15


American taxpayers have had enough of this exploitation. Notably, even San Franciscans have joined the revolt—in 2010, 77,000 city residents signed a petition to secure a ballot measure called Proposition B that would trim city employees’ pension and healthcare benefits. In the Wall Street Journal, Michael Moritz outlined these outrageous benefits which, as a former San Francisco mayor admits, stem from corrupt political deal-making:
A typical San Francisco resident with one dependent pays $953 a month for health care, while the typical city employee pays less than $10. In 2009, San Francisco’s deputy police chief earned $516,000 in cash compensation and retired with a $230,000-a-year pension—a package that could cost the city $8 million over the balance of his life. Yet the only major local political figure who champions Proposition B is Willie Brown, a former mayor, who admits that decades of backroom deals have led to fiasco.16






Threatened with the roll-back of a small part of its benefits, San Francisco’s Democratic/Big Labor political machine roared into action. As the New York Times reported, Nathan Ballard, a Democratic operative working against Proposition B, “estimated that the unions spent between $1.5 million and $2 million on the campaign. On Election Day, labor leaders deployed hundreds of members to work the phones and make appearances throughout San Francisco.” In contrast, supporters of the measure “raised about $1 million [and] had just 20 people working on Election Day.”17


With the measure’s backers hopelessly outmatched by the Democratic machine, Proposition B was defeated. As Ballard noted, the result showed that “like it or not, unions are still the most potent political force in California.”18 Nevertheless, the fact that even residents of notoriously left-wing San Francisco are fighting back is another sure sign that Americans nationwide have been stirred to action.




5. Low Taxes with Limited Government Versus High Taxes with Big Government 

Americans have historically favored higher take home pay and lower taxes—we believe we could do a better job spending the  money we earn than bureaucrats could. And unlike proponents of European-style socialist welfare states, we’re willing to forego many government services in favor of lower taxes.

Paul Johnson caught the American tradition perfectly when he wrote in his classic book, A History of the American People, that in 1770 Americans were one of the lowest taxed people in history—and they resented every penny of it.

Americans historically came to this continent to escape from intrusive, expensive, overbearing European governments. They created an American model (stated quite explicitly by Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson) comprising small government, low taxes, and enormous incentives for hard work. They believed highly motivated Americans would invent new products, establish new companies, steadily raise the standard of living, give to charity, and do it all better than any government-dominated, high-tax system could.

For two hundred years that model has made America the envy of the world in income, productivity, innovation, and the overall standard of living. But a different approach is now undermining and crowding out that model.

Since 1932 we have gradually built a new system of too much government with too many bureaucrats taking too much of our money to decide too many things for us and impose too many things upon us. And the growth of government has empowered enormous interest groups of bureaucrats and their clients who fight ferociously to sustain a high-tax, big-bureaucracy system. Developing specific proposals to replace this system with our traditional low-tax, small-government model will be one of the greatest intellectual and entrepreneurial challenges of the next decade.

We have already made some progress, however, such as the gradual replacement of bureaucratic state schools by charter schools. A Pell grant system for K through 12 would be an even  bolder model. Another positive trend is the replacement of defined benefit retirement plans with retirement systems based on defined contributions and 401k plans. The spread of Health Savings Accounts that increase transparency and empower individuals to make informed choices is another good trend.

The Left, unsurprisingly, have opposed every one of these reforms toward more personal freedom, more personal control, more personal empowerment, and more personal responsibility.

Education reforms in particular are furiously resisted by teachers’ unions that fight tooth and nail to maintain every one of their privileges and benefits, regardless of the cost to the students they are tasked with educating. In 2010 in Washington, D.C., School Chancellor Michelle Rhee had begun shaking up the city’s woefully underperforming public schools by firing incompetent teachers and administrators, closing worthless schools, and promoting merit pay for teachers. These reforms, offering a ray of hope to thousands of poor students stuck in disastrous, failing schools, earned the wrath of teachers unions, which campaigned hard for the electoral defeat of Rhee’s key supporter, D.C. mayor Adrian Fenty. After Fenty lost his primary, Rhee announced her resignation—a tragic outcome for Washington’s long-suffering, under-educated kids, but a major victory for the government employee unions.




6. Private Property Versus Government Controls 

Early Americans passionately believed in private property rights. In fact, Jefferson originally wrote property rights into the Declaration of Independence where the right to “the pursuit of happiness” now appears.

For early Americans, freedom was inextricably linked to property rights. If the government could take your property, confiscate your  wealth, define what you could do with your own land, money, or goods, and even quarter troops in your home, then clearly you were not free, but a mere subject of the state.

Thus, the Founding Fathers counted private property among the unalienable rights endowed by our Creator. They wrote the Constitution in part to protect private property rights (including the value of money and the sanctity of debt) from the mob (meaning popular demagoguery) and the mob’s government.

Rejecting the sanctity of private property, the secular-socialist model has no problem with a city council or Washington bureaucrat taking your property and giving it to someone else. It has presided over a steady decline in private property rights over the last generation, highlighted by the tragic case of Kelo vs. City of New London, in which the Supreme Court unconscionably ruled that private property can be confiscated from individuals and given to private developers if, in the judgment of local, state, or federal bureaucrats, doing so would aid economic growth and raise tax revenues.

Reasserting private property rights will be deeply resisted by every local and federal bureaucrat and every judge who likes having the power to use your property to enrich someone else. And it will be opposed by every environmental group eager to tell you what you can and cannot do with your own property.




7. Localism Versus Washington Control 

There has been an enormous transfer of power from local and state governments to the Washington bureaucracies. Historically, Americans largely governed themselves. Local people mostly governed their affairs in their own communities, while states enjoyed immense freedom from the federal government. Likewise, local school boards had real power, and city councils and county  commissions used their own community resources to solve problems. Washington was a distant place that had relatively little day-to-day impact on the average citizen. And that is the way our government was devised, with the Tenth Amendment decreeing that all power not specifically assigned to the federal government should reside in the states.

This intense localism led to an extraordinarily dense system of local elections that we still have today, even if the elected representatives have lost much of their power to the federal bureaucracy. There are more than 513,000 elected local, state, and federal officials in the United States, only 537 of whom are federal, or about one-tenth of one percent. In other words, 99.9 percent of all elected officials are at the local and state level.

One in 600 Americans holds elected office at any one time, and when you consider these offices have routine turnover, it’s likely that one out of every hundred Americans holds an elected office during their lifetime. This creates a common understanding of the give and take of public life, of collective decision making and of the responsibility of citizenship.

While local citizens can hold their local elected officials accountable at the next election, U.S. senators may represent so many million people that they don’t even have the resources to respond to all their constituents’ letters and phone calls, much less know them all personally. This situation creates an outsized influence for powerful interest groups and insiders, and a debilitating remoteness for average citizens.

A decentralized system of local power empowers local people who are most familiar with the complexities of their own communities. Today’s big-government system, however, assumes bureaucrats in Washington who have never been to your town so profoundly understand the principles of good government that they should  make decisions your mayor, city council, county commission, or school board cannot be trusted to make.

I often tell audiences to imagine their local mayor has a cousin in the Washington bureaucracy. According to the secular-socialist model, the cousin in Washington knows better than the mayor what’s right for the local community. Now imagine that the mayor swaps jobs with his cousin. As the mayor drives toward Washington, his IQ goes up. Meanwhile the IQ of his cousin, as he drives home from Washington, drops with every passing mile. By the time the former mayor reaches Washington and takes on his new bureaucratic job, he has grown smart enough to issue orders to his cousin, the new mayor, who has grown dumb enough that he needs instructions from Washington to solve the problems of his local community.

This story shows how the principles of the current Washington-centric system are simply, irredeemably wrong.

Craig Shirley, the great biographer of Ronald Reagan, draws another analogy: megabanks versus microlending in poor neighborhoods. Shirley notes that microlending efficiently gets small amounts of money to local entrepreneurs in poor countries. Microlending requires a very inexpensive process of understanding and analyzing the borrower, analyzing the project, making and implementing a decision to lend, and sometimes advising the recipients.

Megabanks, which got into so much trouble during the Wall Street meltdown, could never successfully microlend. They’re too big and too bureaucratic to understand and analyze millions of small entrepreneurs, and they could never afford the cost of analyzing so many loan applications and processing checks.

Now consider this: if big banks are too isolated and too bureaucratic to operate successfully in small, local settings, why would we think big, centralized government bureaucracies could do better?

Shifting from centralized bureaucracy to localism is a crucial reform, though the secular-socialist machine will bitterly oppose it. The Left built these big bureaucracies precisely because they knew they could never win enough local elections to change the country. When localities are empowered, they prove time and again that conservative solutions work and left-wing solutions fail.

Advocates of big government may point to instances of local-level corruption, such as the scandal in Bell, California, to argue that local control is no panacea for political problems. In fact, that example only boosts the case for localism.

First, we must acknowledge that as long as there is politics, and as long as human beings have free will, there will be corruption. It’s something that can be dramatically reduced with the right policies, political structure, and political culture, but it would be foolish to think any government could end the phenomenon entirely.

What localism does is to reduce the possible scale of corruption. Take the Bell example—with all their years of outrageous graft, these corrupt officials are estimated to have bilked the taxpayers out of $5.5 million.19 That’s a lot for a small town of 40,000 people—but it’s a drop in the bucket for politicians and bureaucrats in Washington, D.C., who oversee budgets that are geometrically larger, are the focus of far more influence peddling, and are so complex that pay-offs, political back-scratching, and outright theft are relatively easy to hide. As Frank Gilliam, dean of UCLA’s School of Public Affairs, noted about the Bell scandal, “People look at this and figure, ‘if these guys in this itty bitty town are doing this, then what are much smarter guys doing in much bigger places ?’”20


Localism—returning power from Washington to state and local governments—will be one of the most important movements of the next decade. I frequently remind governors and state legislators they need to move power from their state capitol back to local  communities just as energetically as they fight for power to return from Washington back to them.




8. American Energy Versus Environmental Extremism 

There is no American energy shortage. And there is no reason America (and the world) should be vulnerable to energy blackmail by dictators from Venezuela to Saudi Arabia to Iran. What we have is a long-standing government policy to restrict our own energy production and to artificially inflate energy costs.

Most Americans are shocked to find out just how extensive our energy resources really are.


• We have a 500-year supply of coal, which will remain the lowest cost source of electricity in our lifetime barring a fantastic breakthrough in some other production method.

• Our offshore oil reserves are big, though we don’t know exactly how big because, from 1984 until very recently, the Left had prevented any geologic surveys from being conducted.

• On land, it now seems we have more oil than we thought, with indications, for example, that the Bakken formation in North Dakota is three times as large as previously estimated.

• We have three times more oil than Saudi Arabia if you count our shale oil deposits, and we have an astounding 1,100-year supply of natural gas that can now be tapped thanks to new technology.

• We have the technology to produce virtually unlimited amounts of carbon-free electricity through nuclear power.



Traditional America used all available energy to build the world’s richest economy. Science and technology led the process, constantly  creating new, more efficient ways to extract resources and produce energy.
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