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To my dad, who taught me to think for myself, and my husband, who accepts the market risk of me doing so






“…hate suits him better than forgiveness. Immersed in hate, he doesn’t have to do anything; he can be paralyzed, and the rigidity of hatred makes a kind of shelter for him.”

—JOHN UPDIKE, RABBIT RUN








Introduction

As the meet and greet started wrapping up at the Montgomery, Alabama, stop on my tour, I found myself overwhelmed with guilt. One person toward the end of the line was so out of place, I just knew that she didn’t want to be there.

Why was I so sure? Because she was young, covered in tattoos—including on her neck—and, quite clearly, a lesbian. Her family, all of whom were much older, had definitely forced her to come, probably because they needed a ride or something, and I felt a strong urge to shout out: “Hey, sorry I exist because if I didn’t, then you wouldn’t have to be here right now.”

Her family started asking me lots of questions about Gutfeld!, the Fox News show I co-host every day, while she, as I’d expected, hung far, far back. Once her family walked away, however, she did something that I didn’t expect: come up to get a photo with me and tell me she had a question of her own.

“Sure, what is it!” I said, smiling on the outside but internally preparing myself for her to ask me what it felt like to be ruining the country.

“You’ve dated a girl before, right?”

I was stunned. I had been so, so wrong. Well, except about the lesbian part, but you get what I mean.

Not only that this person was there on purpose because she liked me, but also because, you know, yeah, I have dated a girl, and apparently, she somehow knew that, or at least strongly suspected it, because if she didn’t, she wouldn’t have asked me that. She especially wouldn’t have waited until the very, very end, making sure no one was listening but her, if she thought I wouldn’t answer the way that I did. Which was, “Yeah,” and then some muttering about how almost everyone in my life knew that, but there was nothing about it on the internet, because I always worried that if I were to talk about it publicly, then The Public might turn it into a bigger deal than it was to me, which is that it’s no bigger deal than the fact that I’ve dated men.

She also offered me her number. Although I declined, I didn’t mind that she’d offered. A woman flirting just doesn’t feel as uncomfortable or offensive or alarming as it does when it’s coming from a man. It might not be fair, but there’s plenty of unfairness regarding the sexes that tilts in men’s favor, stuff like them generally being able to physically overpower most women. Which I am sure is, like, a total coincidence in terms of their advances feeling less comfortable.

Anyway! I am sorry, Montgomery Lesbian in the Red-and-White Air Jordans, that I doubted you… but you taught me something about myself. I had just been up onstage preaching about how messed up it is that so many people will notice a single thing about a person and then assume that it tells you everything that you need to know about that person. It’s the thesis of this book, which I’d already been writing, and yet, I’d still gone and done it myself. I thought that her being a neck-tatted lesbian meant she didn’t want to be here in this room full of old white straights, and was so certain that I’d actually wasted mental energy feeling embarrassed to be in front of her.

Unfortunately, the impulse to allow a single facet of a person to form your overall opinion of them can lead to far worse outcomes than unnecessary embarrassment. All too often, we will let a single difference in viewpoint or association be enough to write off another person entirely, even if we know nothing else about them.

A lot of people have used some variation of the phrase “I used to like you until…” on me throughout my life: “I used to like you until you told me how you voted” or “I used to like you until you told that joke” or “I used to like you until you got food coloring all over our apartment from Popsicles that were mine in the first place. I know you apologized, but you posted a YouTube video you made dancing around with them called ‘It’s Popsicle time, bitch!’ just minutes later, which made the apology mean a lot less.” (Okay, that last one might have been fair. Sorry, Emilia. I really am.)

There are, of course, many legitimate reasons to write people off. What is never a good reason, though, is on behalf of a partisan-political-power scheme that cares nothing for you, other than as a pawn for its own ends. This scheme has, unfortunately, been increasingly successful—blinded by outrage, we’re missing the reality that it’s rarely if ever as simple as one team versus another. Issues are often nuanced and complex, and people always are.

By the end of this book, you’ll be reminded of this reality, and also see how, the more divided and tribal and polarized we become, the more we’ll lose. We miss out on opportunities to connect, or even collaborate, all while people in power over us turn us against each other for their own gain.

I begin this book by calling myself out not because it’s fun, but because it’s important. Throughout this book, in fact, you’ll see me be far more vulnerable than an admission that I misjudged a stranger—which is terrifying, but will hopefully show you how vulnerability might be a huge help getting us out of this mess.

LFG.






1 I Work in Pornography


In the past, I’ve told random people at parties (you know, the kind of people you’ll literally never see again, but are stuck talking to for three to seven minutes until you can think of some reason you have to go) that I work in porn instead of telling them I work at Fox News… because it’s less controversial.

I’ve shared this trick several times, including with New York Times reporters who were doing a piece on Gutfeld! And do you know what they did? They wrote: “Ms. Timpf—a libertarian commentator who tells friends in New York that she does pornography because, she said, it is ‘far less controversial’ than naming her employer,” which made me sound psychotic and didn’t even make sense logistically. I have friends who think I fuck on camera for a living? How would that even work? They come to my birthday parties and are like, “Headed to that porn girl’s birthday!” and I’ve managed to keep this ruse up despite being on literal (non-fuck-related) television for a decade?

Other times, I simply say I work “in television” and follow it up immediately with a question about their job, or I just say I’m “a writer.” One of my favorite answers to the “What do you do for work?” question is a simple “No thank you!,” which usually weirds people out enough to move on to something else.

Dropping the Fox News bomb at a party changes the vibe of the entire thing. People will look around, like, Who let her in? She’s complicit in hatred! And then pull out their child-labor-built phones to text shit about me to each other. Sometimes someone will say something like: “How can you handle working at a place that’s devoid of compassion for the marginalized?” Like, bro, don’t you work at a bank? (Oddly enough, the announcement of bank employment never leads to “How can you handle working at a place that takes away people’s homes?” questions!)

Once I bring up my employment at Fox News, the interaction ceases to be a conversation and instead becomes some kind of weird hybrid between a job interview and a police interrogation, except I’m not constitutionally entitled to a lawyer.

But when I say I work in porn, I’m met with, “Oh, really? That’s cool!” Because they don’t want to seem judgmental.

As for me, I’m also not judgmental about porn careers. In fact, a whole career in porn is objectively impressive statistically speaking; most can’t make an entire career out of it. According to a CNBC interview with Steven Hirsch, owner of Vivid Entertainment, the average female porn actress makes only between $800 and $1,000 per sex scene, and someone with “bad representation” might make as little as $300. Although I’ve never worked in porn, or any kind of sex-related industry, I don’t consider it, OnlyFans, or even boots-on-the-ground sex work to be anything other than another person’s decision to make, which, of course, is none of my business. I don’t even find it scandalizing. Politically, I think it should be decriminalized, because rightfully, in a free society, you own your own body and the government does not. Of course, it’s also not something I’ve been able to bring myself to do, Fox News employee notwithstanding, especially as my dad is still alive. I’ve put the poor guy through enough already. For example, most dads wouldn’t have to know that their son-in-law had sex with their daughter while she had an ileostomy, let alone sit next to him while she talks about it onstage during her live show. I just wouldn’t feel comfortable with a video of me having sex living online forever, but I also don’t see my lack of comfort with it as a moral high ground. It’s just a personal preference that actually comes with a pretty big downside: not making as much money as I would make if I did leave my current life behind to start an OnlyFans instead. Sure, the average creator on that platform may make between only $150 and $180 per month, but I am (unfortunately) the star of enough perverted, pornographic deep-fake photos and videos to make it disgustingly clear that there absolutely is a market for my nudity. Not to brag. Or barf.

Anyway! I know what the Public Perception of Fox News is by many of the people who have never walked through the doors of 1211 Avenue of the Americas: It’s the channel For Old White Men by Old White Men, a haven of heartless Republican lunatics. I also know, as someone who has worked there for nearly ten years now, just how much that perception differs from the reality of my own experience. Fox News isn’t a monolith. Sure, the prime-time lineup is stacked with hard-core conservatives like Sean Hannity, Jesse Watters, and Laura Ingraham. The host of the show I co-host, Greg Gutfeld—although definitely outside of the typical conservative mold as a pro-legalization agnostic with perhaps the most homoerotic sense of humor I’ve ever encountered—is conservative. But Fox also employs talking heads who are Democrats, like Jessica Tarlov and Harold Ford Jr. It employs meteorologists, makeup artists, camera operators, floor directors, and many others, all of various political persuasions. It employs apolitical anchors, unafraid to ask the tough questions relating to Donald Trump and his administration, like Neil Cavuto and Bret Baier. It employs straight-news reporters like Trey Yingst, whom I’ve seen countless times calmly reporting from the Middle East as rocket fire rages above him.

Back to Gutfeld for a second: Unlike me, or the people I just mentioned, Gutfeld is a Trump guy. We disagree, including on his show, about several issues, such as stop-and-frisk and broken windows policing (he’s pro; I’m anti). And guess what else? We’re close friends! Throughout my time at Fox, I’ve also gotten close with Dana Perino, turning to her for advice regarding both my personal and professional life, although there are certainly areas (Edward Snowden, to name one!) where we’ve strongly disagreed politically.

There are lots of ideologically different friendships at Fox. Democrat Jessica Tarlov is a friend not only of mine but also of Greg’s. The three of us have gotten dinner together after work. We’ve hung out at his apartment. We’ve celebrated his birthday. (Notice that I said “his” and not “ours.” Despite my near decade of close friendship with Gutfeld, the guy has never made it to a single one of my parties.)

The liberals who somehow see my position on Fox News as a tacit endorsement of every single statement that’s ever been uttered on the channel—as if that would be possible, given the fact that there is debate on our air—don’t get it, and the conservative viewers who comment trash about Tarlov with Greg and me tagged in it, as if we would agree with calls for her firing because we disagree on economic policy, don’t get it either.

By the way: When it comes to Trump himself, I’m low-key proud of my ability to thoughtfully consider news related to him on a per-issue basis. I have a set of core principles, and my view of any situation depends on those principles instead of a predetermined allegiance. The partisan lens is so powerful, people from opposing groups can look at the exact same subject and see something completely different. Like Trump’s mug shot! A Trump supporter would say it’s evidence that we’ve become a banana republic, and that Trump’s arrest threatens the very existence of our nation. But a Democrat looking at the same photo would say it proves that Trump himself threatens our nation’s existence, and that democracy will not survive if he regains power.

A tender balance, I’m aware, not everyone is capable of. But Ice Cube was! In October 2020, he announced he’d been working with Trump to help create a plan that would create jobs for black Americans, which both sides interpreted as “Ice Cube Goes MAGA,” pissing off the Left and elating the Right. This, even though Ice Cube had posted on then-Twitter, now-X in August 2016 that he would “never endorse a mothafucka like Donald Trump! EVER!!!” and released a song in 2018 called “Arrest the President.” Ice Cube was clear in his reasoning for the collaboration, saying he saw it as “a totally bipartisan issue that the country wants to solve.” He later explained he’d been speaking with both campaigns, but that Trump’s was the only one that wanted to delve into the issue with him before the election. I’ve always been a fan of Ice Cube. “Once Upon a Time in the Projects” has been one of my favorite songs since childhood (damn, I really have always been a libertarian, haven’t I?), and I became an even bigger fan once he declared his defiance of blind partisan loyalty. Sure, he later said he would vote whichever side implemented his agenda, even if it were Trump, but made it clear that this was not because he was taking Trump’s side, but because “[e]very side is the Darkside for us here in America. They’re all the same until something changes for us. They all lie and they all cheat but we can’t afford not to negotiate with whoever is in power or our condition in this country will never change. Our justice is bipartisan.”

Ice Cube wasn’t declaring a new partisan alliance, he was rejecting the tyranny of partisan alliance, refusing to allow the demands of partisan purity to stop him from helping find solutions to a problem that he cared about.

Unfortunately, Trump was such a lightning rod that you had to unequivocally shun him—even if you thought working with him on something might make the world a better place—to avoid the Blue Team declaring you an irredeemable pariah.

Just as many on the Left will demand that you unequivocally shun Trump for them to consider you an acceptable human being, many on Team MAGA have demanded that you unequivocally support him. Believe me, I’ve been on the receiving end of just how not well some Trump supporters can take it when someone speaks anything but glowingly about him.

As frustrated as I’ve felt at times, I’ve also seen plenty of reasons for hope. Throughout my nearly forty-city tour of “You Can’t Joke About That LIVE,” I saw so many different places in the country, from Portland, Ore., to Jackson, Miss., meeting so many different people along the way. Since this was a show about humanity and connection as opposed to politics and division, I found that, as different as all of us were, we all had even more in common. Another thing I found? How shocked the theater staff was to see my performance, often turning wide-eyed to members of my team and exclaiming: “She works at Fox News?!”

It’s not that I don’t have anything in common with conservatives; that’s not the point! I’m a small-l libertarian, which means I’m a registered independent who uses the common noun “libertarian” to represent her political philosophy, which is that the government should be limited and questioned and individual rights respected. There are many misconceptions about what this means. For example: Contrary to what many people may think, believing that government power isn’t the best way to solve a problem does not equal not caring about the problem. Similarly, focusing on people as individuals doesn’t deny the importance of working together. Actually, it demands it! If each of us is a unique individual with unique strengths and weaknesses, then we will need to work together if we want to achieve the best outcomes. But I’ll get more into all that later.

In any case, Fox News is the place that’s given me a platform to share my own views as a nonpartisan thinker, including the importance of not hating people based on a differing political view or alliance. When I guest-hosted Gutfeld! in August 2023, I did a whole monologue about how we must remember that thinking a person’s view on a political issue is bad should not equal you thinking that the entire person is. I’ve talked about the dangers of blind partisan allegiance repeatedly, actually, including on an episode of Gutfeld! in March 2023, saying:


I’m way more interested in conversations at this point about the people versus the system than partisan conversations of Republican versus Democrat… I’m not a Republican or a Democrat; I never have been, but… it’s just become so clear to me that it’s more about party than principles, and the one thing that’s made that so clear to me lately is the views on the military. I’ve always been really antiwar; I’ve always been a huge critic of the military-industrial complex, I think the Department of Defense is more like the “Department of War Makes Money”… you can see how many times they’ve lied to us for… [ambition] and money reasons, but that’s something in the past that people on the Right would scream at me about…



At which point Greg interjected: “That I would scream at you about,” before I continued:


Especially you! And now, people on the Left are screaming at me about it… I can sometimes have a conversation with someone that’s better who is super Left-wing, for example, than a party-line Democrat… because at least they agree that the system and people in power kind of lie to you, and we should be confronting that and be honestly searching for the truth based on principles.



(Note: I have continued to not allow the fog of war to cloud my principles. For example: My first book espoused the importance of free speech and of refusing to weaken the First Amendment, and I’ve stuck to that, even when anti-Semitism on college campuses was prompting some others who had claimed to be pro–free speech previously to now want to make concessions in that area. In a discussion on Gutfeld!, I reiterated my belief that “even the most hateful, vile hate speech is constitutionally protected under the First Amendment,” adding that I still didn’t feel comfortable agreeing to give up our rights for the sake of banning speech, no matter how hurtful we might find it. I added that I remained consistent and firm in my belief that the answer to hurtful speech was using our own speech to counter it, and that “censoring constitutionally protected speech” on campuses was the wrong approach. (I got a lot of strongly worded “I used to like you until…” comments for that one, even though it was the same thing I was saying when they did like me, the only difference being that the speech in question had been something they agreed with.)

Anyway! My comments on that March 2023 show about being a nonpartisan thinker were picked up by stand-up comedian and nonpartisan political commentator Jimmy Dore, who shared them on his radio show, saying he completely agreed with my point, but also adding: “I don’t see how she’s gonna make it on Fox.”

But I’ve always been free to openly express my views on Fox, even when a segment was clearly framed with the opposite point of view. Just one example: In February 2021, I was invited on Harris Faulkner’s show to discuss Dr. Carl Hart, a Columbia professor, psychologist, and neuroscientist, who had admitted to dabbling in heroin. The framing, quite clearly, was that a professor admitting to heroin use was outrageously unacceptable. But since I’m pro-legalization in real life, I’m also pro-legalization on the air. So when Harris asked me for my reaction, I said:


Honestly, I think the more important thing to talk about rather than his heroin use is some of the policy ideas that he’s discussing, which are things that I happen to completely agree with. Personally? I don’t do heroin. But the fact that he does heroin also doesn’t affect me. He says in this country, we are supposed to have the right to make whatever choices we want to make for our own lives as long as they don’t interfere with other people’s rights to do the same… He also points out the fact that the vast majority of overdose deaths in the United States are from illicit substances, and that a lot of harm could be reduced by legalization and regulation, which is also something that I agree with.



Harris was a bit stunned. Kind of like she would be in an interview a few months later when I’d tell her I’d like to abolish the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, because most of the agency’s attention is on taxation, regulation, and prohibition—very little of it goes toward the investigation and prosecution of violent crimes, and those are things that other agencies can and do handle. She asked me to clarify that I really didn’t want to express outrage over Dr. Hart’s heroin use: “So, it doesn’t bother you that he’s talking about that illicit drug use… in a way that you know has an outreach to his students?”

I stuck to my guns, explaining that, although heroin can lead to addiction and death, so can alcohol and even food.

I clearly have a different point of view than what many people expect to hear on Fox News. The fact that they don’t know they can get multiple views watching the channel highlights an ignorance that goes far beyond just random people at parties. I’ve had actual journalists make the mistake of seeing that I’m a “Fox News contributor” and assuming that tells them everything there is to know about me. A year or so after that heroin interview—as well as, you know, countless other instances of me saying the same thing, both on air and in my columns—Rafi Schwartz, a writer at the now-defunct millennial news website Mic, published a piece accusing me of “hypocrisy” for saying I was “on board with ayahuasca.” Why? My position as a Fox News contributor clearly meant that I must have been anti-drug previously, and the only reason I was saying that I was cool with ayahuasca now was that footballer Aaron Rodgers, whom he called a “Trump-leaning himbo,” had admitted to doing it, snarking: “All it took was a Trump-supporting handsome white guy multimillionaire athlete to get the ball rolling.” This was not the only time this sort of thing has happened to me, either. In August 2023, TheWrap identified me as a “conservative, traditional, kind of hardcore Right-winger.” Yeah, bro. Hard-core Right-wing tradwife; that’s me!

The way that hearing “Fox News” breaks people’s brains is a symptom of what has really broken people’s brains, and that is binary thinking… if it can even be called “thinking” at all.

I’ve said it before, and I’ll say it again: Binary thinking is the enemy of critical thinking. For some reason, we’ve largely limited ourselves to just two options on so many crucial, complex issues.

Once you pick a side or a lens, you no longer have to think, because all the thinking has been done for you. No matter the issue, you’ll just go with whatever the people on your side are saying. You don’t have to challenge your beliefs or feel uncomfortable. Unfortunately, that stunts personal growth, as well as personal relationships that could have been fulfilling.

As an independent, libertarian voter who works at Fox News, I’ve had to face this issue too many times to count. Some wild things can happen when you’ve refused to choose a team while working at what just might be the most hated place by one of the teams. I’ve learned so much by doing just that, and I can’t think of anyone else in the same position as I am—which means, somehow, I’m the only human who can actually write this book.

After ringing in 2016 co-hosting the Fox News New Year’s Eve pre-show, I swung by the end of a party at a friend’s house, mostly because I knew that her friend, a girl for whom I’d had a thing for years, would be there too.

It went well enough for her to come home with me for the first time ever, and that was going so well that she was still over the following night—until her family showed up to collect her from my house. Although I’m sure there was more to it than this, it was a move that our mutual friend would tell me had been inspired in part by the horror of her ultra-feminist, gender-studies-professor mom over the fact that her daughter was with a girl who worked at Fox News. (I know; I’m such a fuckin’ bad boy!)

For the record, it would turn out to be far from the last time we would see each other. For the next several years, we would go on to have a relationship whose dynamics were so confusing, even to the both of us, that trying to explain the nature of it to anyone first required the question: “How much time do you have?”

Anyway, what happened that night really is the perfect illustration of a major problem with our discourse. I mean, honestly—let’s think about how silly that gender-studies-professor mom’s fear was, just for a second. I was, uh, definitely not being anti-woman with her daughter. How could she have freaked out so much over something so clearly illogical?

But the reasoning behind her dismay will never make sense because it probably didn’t involve reasoning at all. It was likely a blind reaction to hearing “Fox News,” based on the conditioning and demands of her chosen political team, rather than any kind of thought-out response to what was actually happening.

And, like, I don’t mean to shade her mom as being uniquely obtuse here, either, because it’s not like this sort of thing is uncommon. Unfortunately, knee-jerk reactions based on political conditioning have infiltrated institutions far more influential than my old Bushwick apartment, and with far greater consequences than an early, abrupt ending to time with a girl.

Refusing to interact with people you disagree with, after all, will inevitably lead to you believing incorrect assumptions about them. Believe it or not, supporting the Second Amendment does not automatically equate to caring more about guns than children’s lives. Rather, it might just be because of a different fear, perhaps of children living in a country where there would be no Second Amendment check against government tyranny. Or get this: Enjoying performing in drag does not equate to a desire to groom your kids. Actually, it doesn’t even equate to giving enough of a shit about your kids to say hi to them.

And guess what? Someone you might disagree with on guns or gender might be a super valuable relationship to you in some other way. Maybe you each have a parent suffering from the same illness; maybe they love the same sports team; maybe they have a good lawyer that can keep you out of jail. Who knows? But we’ll never find out if we keep writing everyone off the way we do now.

Unfortunately, we do do that now. Or, as the John Updike quote I picked for the epigraph of this book puts it: “…hate suits him better than forgiveness. Immersed in hate, he doesn’t have to do anything; he can be paralyzed, and the rigidity of hatred makes a kind of shelter for him.”

The idea of hate as a shelter provides an interesting lens to try on when examining partisanship, especially during a time when politics is intensely and increasingly motivated not by common goals, but common enemies.

A 2018 Axios poll found that 61 percent of Democrats viewed Republicans as “racist/bigoted/sexist,” and about half of Democrats viewed Republicans as “ignorant” (54 percent) and “spiteful” (44 percent). Similarly, 49 percent of Republicans called Democrats “ignorant,” and 54 percent said Democrats were “spiteful.” Only 4 percent of respondents believed the other side to be fair; just 3–4 percent said the other side was “thoughtful.” Oh, and about a quarter of Democrats (21 percent) and Republicans (23 percent) said they believed that the other side was evil—or, in other words, a full 44 percent of the country was walking around in 2018 believing the other side to be not simply people with whom they happened to disagree, but people who were actually evil.

Now, presenting politics as a battle between good and evil works great for politicians. It’s a message I’ll discuss in detail throughout this book: Convincing voters that a vote for you is a vote against evil can be extremely motivating. If you believe it, when you go to vote, you’re not just a voter, you’re a warrior. You’re Batman; you’re Superman; you’re Frodo in The Lord of the Rings. (Having tickets to go see The Lord of the Rings: The Return of the King was the only time my mother ever let us leave Mass right after Communion.)

The thrill of feeling morally superior has no doubt played a huge role in how we’ve gotten to where we are now. In a 2017 study with results so obvious that I’m shocked they conducted it at all, psychologists concluded that moral outrage was often rooted in self-interest rather than altruism. It allowed people to feel less guilty about how they might be contributing to society’s problems without them having to do anything to solve them. In fact, the more a person felt guilt over a problem, the more their moral outrage toward a third-party target increased. But it gets worse: The more guilt people felt over possibly being at fault, the more they wanted to punish a third party with that outrage—and the greater their opportunity to do this, the better they felt about themselves.

Although lobbing insults at another person might make you feel better, it doesn’t mean that you are better, and it’s certainly not a way for any of the issues that we face to get better, either. In fact, the way that we keep unfairly and unnecessarily tearing each other apart is making our problems so much worse that I had to write a whole book about how it would be cool if we could cut that out.

As I unpack various issues, it will become clear that a lot of things are nuanced, and people always are. Each of us is varied and unique, and our political and social opinions will reflect that. What’s more, it’s okay that they do!

The book will also delve into the way that binary thinking enables government corruption. Rather than needing to face any actual accountability for wrongdoing, each side just points out things that the Other Side did that were “worse,” and people in power spend far more time fighting these completely unwinnable and self-righteous arguments than they do looking for actual solutions. They then anticipate that we’ll fight each other about these things, and can always rest assured they’ll have millions defending any of their wrongdoing for the sake of the Good Team.

It’s pathetic, but it’s true: Politics makes us fight with the people we actually know on behalf of people who don’t even know we exist. It would be much better to have good-faith, freethinking conversations. When you think about it, any “conversations” between the Two Sides—where they just shout talking points at each other about how what the Other Side did was worse—don’t even really count as conversations at all. They’re more along the lines of a childish, schoolyard “I know you are, but what am I?” taunt. Actually, it’s the exact inverse of that; it’s “I know I am, but what are you?”

The way people in power use partisanship and the demonization of The Other to manipulate us and play us against each other will be an overarching theme of this book. They do this on issues ranging from gender and sexuality to war to surveillance to taxation—making it easier for them to get away with growing and abusing their own power, often getting us to agree to give up our own rights in the name of The Team.

Much like how my first book, You Can’t Joke About That, examined the usually dry and thorny issue of First Amendment rights and free speech in an entertaining and vulnerable way, this book will also be funny and full of fun stories to illustrate all these points. I hope this writing will make it enjoyable for people to do the usually hard work of examining their beliefs and biases to challenge power structures and open themselves up to the idea that they might have something in common with another person whom they may have previously written off, or even seen as irredeemable.

This work is essential, not only in terms of the joy and fulfillment that relationships with others can bring us on a personal level, but also on a larger scale, allowing ourselves to be open to hearing and discussing solutions for society’s problems from a wider pool of people. If this book does what I think it can, together we will save America—by rejecting reflexive outrage and hatred based on assumptions in favor of thoughtful consideration, real conversation, and hating people only when they really deserve it. I’m not Fox News. I’m Kat, and if you’re going to hate something about me, then it might as well be for who I really am.

If at any time reading, you’re tempted to think to yourself: “Kat, you work at Fox News, how can you say all this?” It’s just like, okay, well, I do work at Fox News, and I am saying it.

Of course, as soon as this book is announced, I’m sure there will be critics posting things along the lines of: A FOX NEWS GIRL IS COMING OUT WITH A BOOK ON POLARIZATION?!?!?! LMFAOOOOOOOOO. And they will be making a great point! Just not the one they think they’re making.

In fact, they’ll be making mine.






2 Politically Nonbinary


The very first night I spent in the apartment I’d moved into with my then-boyfriend-now-husband, Cam, I slept between him and one of our friends: a gay democratic socialist who now works as a producer at MSNBC.

He’d spent the day with us drinking White Claws (it was the summer of 2019, and White Claw was really the only hard seltzer around back then; kind of hard to imagine now that each influencer on Instagram seems to be hawking a different one) and unpacking boxes. He lived deep in Brooklyn, so we weren’t going to be jerks and make him travel all the way back down there late at night after helping us out just because we didn’t have any furniture other than our bed, which was big enough for the three of us and my cat Cheens to watch TV in together, anyway.

I’d met him years earlier smoking cigarettes on a fire escape at a party in Harlem, and his quickly became one of my most cherished friendships—not only because he’s so sweet and fun and doesn’t snore or take up that much room in a bed, but also because he’s one of my favorite people to talk politics with.

You might find this surprising, as “libertarian” and “socialist” are philosophical opposites, except for how they’re not, which is that they reject the mental confines of the two-party binary enough to think outside of it. Put another way, people like my friend and I actually do share a core principle: that the system as it is, is fundamentally flawed.

I can’t really overstate just how similar we are regarding this principle. In fact, the same way I’m always clarifying that I’m a small-l libertarian and not a member of the Libertarian Party, he clarifies that, although “democratic socialist” best represents his collection of viewpoints, he doesn’t spend too much time thinking about where his views fit in terms of political parties because of his overarching lack of faith in our political system in general.

Yes, in so many of our discussions, the exact thing that he sees as the solution (the government) I diagnose as the problem. Even so, our conversations have never turned to ad hominem or yelling or anger or bad faith. Not even once, not even after White Claws, not in many years of friendship. The fact that I can have an easier conversation with him, given our generally opposing views, would seem to suggest that the system is the major divider in and of itself, doesn’t it?

Often, people say the issue is that we Need More Moderate Voices, but this relationship would certainly suggest otherwise. I’m not moderate; I’m for very small government. My socialist-leaning friend is for very big government. He’s an anti-moderate. Perhaps the issue with communication being so hostile and going nowhere is not being too passionate about the issues, but the passionate defense of a team, principles aside. I’m further convinced of this because he is far from the only democratic socialist I’ve noticed I’m able to speak civilly with.

In April 2015, about a month before I got hired at Fox News, I made my first (and so far only) appearance on Comedy Central, as a guest on The Nightly Show with Larry Wilmore to discuss Rand Paul’s announcement he’d be entering the presidential race. I’d be discussing this topic as part of a panel with two other guests: comedian Baratunde Thurston and the one and only Sen. Bernie Sanders.
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