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INTRODUCTION 2019

I wrote the book you now hold in your hands two years ago. In hardcover it was titled The Making of the President 2016, and it was the first in-depth examination of how Trump’s campaign tapped into the national mood to deliver a stunning victory that almost no one saw coming. As an adviser with intimate insight into the campaign and someone who had urged Donald to run for president more than thirty years ago, I was proud to have been a part of the campaign.

Sadly, I considered titling this new edition of the book The Unmaking of the President 2016–2019 because we are in the midst of an unprecedented effort by the permanent political establishment to undo the results of the 2016 election and remove Donald Trump from the White House.

I believed three major factors contributed to the most improbable upset victory in the history of American presidential politics: the political establishment of both parties underestimating the level of public dissatisfaction with the two-party ruling elite who had run America into the ground; the advent of a robust and widely accessible Internet which broke the mainstream media monopoly on America’s political narrative; and the dogged persistence of Donald Trump.

Even though I had chronicled the track record of the military-industrial complex (commonly known as the Deep State today) in my previous books, The Man Who Killed Kennedy: The Case Against LBJ, The Bush Crime Family, The Clintons’ War on Women, and Nixon’s Secrets, even I underestimated the shock of the two-party duopoly over the loss of “their” White House and their resolve to undo the results of the 2016 election.

We now know that the Obama national security apparatus, including the Central Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Obama Justice Department, took the danger that a Trump presidency posed to them far more seriously than I had ever suspected. In fact, the Obama administration would engage in an abuse of power in which FISA warrants were illegally and unconstitutionally used to launch surveillance of Donald Trump’s top advisers.

Imagine my shock when I read on page one of the New York Times on January 20, 2017, that I was among three Trump advisers who had been under active surveillance during the presidential campaign. To this day I do not know under what authority I was spied on and what probable cause could have been presented to any court to justify this flagrant violation of my Fourth Amendment constitutional rights. Clearly, I was targeted for strictly political reasons; I have been an adviser to Donald Trump for forty years.

Additionally, we now know that the Obama FBI used human assets to infiltrate the Trump campaign. Although the FBI now admits that their investigation into alleged Russian collusion with the Trump campaign began in July 2016, I was approached in May 2016 by a man calling himself “Henry Greenberg,” who attempted to sell me what he said was negative information on Hillary Clinton. Greenberg wanted $2 million for this information, a laughable prospect I quickly rejected. What I did not know at the time was that Greenberg’s real name was Gennady Vasilievich Vostretsov, and that he was a veteran FBI informant whose very presence in the United States was only possible because of an informant’s visa approved by the Miami office of the FBI.

In June 2016, WikiLeaks publisher Julian Assange told CNN he had obtained information on Hillary Clinton and would publish it. In late July, Randy Credico, a New York City–based progressive talk-show host with whom I had worked on drug-law reform issues, told me that a source close to WikiLeaks informed him that the information Assange had teased was “political dynamite” and “would end Hillary’s campaign.” Credico said these disclosures would come in October.

After receiving this valuable tip, I began avidly following the WikiLeaks Twitter feed as well as setting a Google news alert for Julian Assange and quickly reading the many interviews that the WikiLeaks publisher gave to media outlets big and small. I also began relentlessly hyping the coming October disclosure of the WikiLeaks material.

I publicized the coming WikiLeaks disclosures without knowing the actual source or content of the material, not to aggrandize myself or to curry favor with Donald Trump’s campaign (which I had voluntarily departed in August 2015), but in order to draw maximum voter and media attention to what I was told would be politically damaging material about Hillary Clinton and her campaign before the upcoming election.

While I was euphoric on election night, Trump’s victory did not shock me. Veteran Republican pollster Tony Fabrizio, who was polling for the Trump campaign, had aggressively pushed the Trump effort to invest heavily of the candidate’s time and resources in Michigan, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, and Florida. Fabrizio recognized that Hillary Clinton had taken the first three states for granted, failing to campaign in them in the closing weeks and cutting back her media expenditures based on an assumption that those states were safely in her column. Fabrizio and I also noted that Trump was running significantly better among blue-collar white union and nonunion voters than had his predecessors, Mitt Romney and John McCain. This allocation of late resources would prove pivotal and would carry the election of the New York billionaire to the greatest upset since Truman vs. Dewey.

I spent election night doing election coverage for Infowars.com out of their Austin, Texas, studios. While I was exhausted, I was, of course, pleased with the results. My cohost that night, Alex Jones, was strangely downbeat and seemed to be in a foreboding mood. “This is not the end,” he said, “this is just the beginning.”

How right he turned out to be.

As a young aide to Governor and then President Ronald Reagan, I had seen firsthand how the political establishment in Washington effectively moves to co-opt an outsider president who threatens the status quo. I had also seen them do it to Jimmy Carter, an outsider and former governor of Georgia who had the effrontery to address the abuses at the Central Intelligence Agency and clean house. These efforts would be child’s play compared to the efforts to co-opt the Trump presidency.

To my shock and surprise, Trump turned to former Republican National Chairman Reince Priebus to staff his government. Although nationalist Steve Bannon, who had joined the Trump campaign late and awarded himself the title of “chief strategist,” would join the White House staff, it quickly became clear that Bannon would spend no political capital to install Trump loyalists in the new government. The Trump White House quickly assembled a staff that would have been identical to that of Governor Jeb Bush had he been elected president!

Although Trump had won as a “noninterventionist” who pledged to end America’s involvement in several costly and long-running foreign wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Syria, he staffed his National Security Agency and State Department with neocon war hawks like General H. R. McMaster and Rex Tillerson, as well as South Carolina Governor Nikki Haley, who became UN Ambassador.

In the first two years of the Trump presidency, these advisers effectively overruled the president’s instincts to extract America from these costly foreign adventures and to leave America’s headlong advance to globalism untouched.

Trump’s initial appointments in the domestic realm were equally disappointing. Although Trump had severely criticized Wall Street powerhouse Goldman Sachs, first for their illegal loans to finance the campaign of Senator Ted Cruz and then for their $690,000 honorarium to Hillary Clinton for a speech (the contents of which she insisted remain secret), Trump would turn to Goldman Sachs Chairman Gary Cohn, an ardent advocate of carbon tax credits and an outspoken opponent of tax reduction, as his chief economic adviser. Fortunately, the president would recognize this error and overcome the opposition of his own economic advisers to enact deep but largely unheralded regulatory reform, as well as the largest tax cuts in American history. Trump would also wisely replace Cohn with economic growth advocate Larry Kudlow, who had coauthored Trump’s dynamic economic platform during the campaign.

The result was the greatest economic comeback in American history. Since Trump’s election, 4.2 million jobs and counting have been created. GDP growth has averaged 4.2 percent; unemployment is at the lowest point in America since 1969. Manufacturing jobs, which President Barack Obama said were “never coming back,” have grown at an astounding 714 percent. Business confidence is soaring, in part thanks to Trump’s rollback of regulations. Consumer sentiment has skyrocketed—by one measure, it is at its highest level in eighteen years. Corporate profits have approached record-setting levels thanks to the Trump corporate tax cuts. Clearly President Trump’s deep cuts in taxes and business regulation have spurred some of the most robust economic growth in American history. Trump’s economic program was very simple: an attack on taxes and regulations with an extra dose of spending on infrastructure and the military that would create a supply shock to a stalling economy.

Perhaps the president’s single greatest mistake was the appointment of Alabama Senator Jeff Sessions as attorney general. Although Sessions had been a stalwart supporter of and inspiration for Trump’s hard-line immigration policies in the 2016 campaign, he would shockingly recuse himself from authority when the Deep State made its move to delegitimize the Trump presidency by claiming that Trump had only been elected with the assistance of collusion by the Russian state.

This Russian collusion myth was both an offensive and defensive weapon. The Obama-Clinton-Bush ruling class used it as a diversion from its own more serious crimes involving the abuse of power, in which they used US intelligence services to spy on and infiltrate the Trump campaign. They also used it as a pretext for a still-festering effort to remove Donald Trump from the presidency.

We now know that the Clinton campaign laundered money through Perkins Coie, a prominent law firm, for the fabrication of the Steele Dossier, which alleged both sexual impropriety by and undue Russian influence on Donald Trump. This fabricated document found its way through several sources, including Senator John McCain, to the Obama Justice Department, which then utilized it as the rationale for the issuance of FISA warrants to spy on Donald Trump’s campaign.

For reasons that remain a mystery, the president has refused so far to declassify the contents of the bogus FISA warrant application on campaign volunteer Carter Page and other documents that would prove that the Obama administration used the intelligence services to spy on the Trump campaign and to initiate an “insurance policy” to discredit and remove the president in the unlikely event that he won the 2016 election. Congressman Devin Nunes, who served as chairman of the House Intelligence Committee until January 2019 and has the security clearances to see these documents, has publicly hinted they will expose the entire plot to spy on and undermine Trump. He has also publicly beseeched the president to release the unredacted material to the public to save his presidency.

After the recusal of Attorney General Jeff Sessions and the firing of FBI Director James Comey by President Trump, acting Attorney General Rod Rosenstein unilaterally appointed former FBI director Robert Mueller to launch an investigation into Trump, his campaign, and his presidency. (The day before his appointment by Rosenstein, the president interviewed Mr. Mueller to be the head of the FBI and did not offer him the job, thus creating a conflict Mr. Mueller can’t waive.) Because the nation’s special counsel law had lapsed, Mueller was able to operate essentially without oversight and with the authority to investigate any matter at whim.

In January 2017, I could not have predicted that my involvement in the campaign would become the center of this conspiracy. I now find myself on Crooked Special Prosecutor Robert Mueller’s hit list because I’ve advised Donald Trump for the past forty years. I am being targeted not because I committed a crime, but because the Deep State liberals want to silence me and pressure me to testify against my good friend.

For months, Mueller’s Russian investigation has tried to implicate me by saying I had direct knowledge of plans by WikiLeaks to release information damaging to Hillary Clinton’s campaign. There is no evidence whatsoever to support this claim, even after at least twelve of my current and former associates have been browbeaten by the FBI and at least six of them were dragged before Mueller’s grand jury.

Mr. Mueller may frame me for some bogus charge in order to silence me or induce me to testify against the president. At the end of the day, this epic fight could cost me over $2 million and destroy me and my family. The financial cost of this witch hunt has been debilitating. The relentless leaks of fake news have largely dried up my successful consulting business and I have been faced with the possibility of personal bankruptcy. I was forced to liquidate a small fund I had set aside from the proceeds of my book sales to pay for the college education of my grandchildren.

Despite this multimillion-dollar inquisition into every aspect of my life, neither Congress nor the special counsel has found any evidence of Russian collusion, WikiLeaks collaboration, or any other illegal act on my part in connection with the 2016 election. You would not know this, however, if you were watching CNN, MSNBC, or reading the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, The Atlantic, or the New York Times.

All of this has been a most extraordinary personal nightmare as Mueller has investigated me for over two years, probing deeply into every aspect of my personal, private, family, business, and political life. According to CNN, Mueller has reviewed all of my personal financial records, and there is substantial evidence that all of my emails, text messages, and phone calls have been reviewed by the special counsel.

Despite the fact that, by law, the special counsel is expected to operate in confidence, I have been subjected to a relentless flow of illegal leaks falsely defaming me with charges that I had some advance knowledge of the source or content of allegedly hacked or allegedly stolen emails published by WikiLeaks. This is most definitely not the case.

In September 2017, I went voluntarily to the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence for four and a half hours of testimony behind closed doors. I had requested that my testimony be public so that the American people could judge my veracity and see the partisan nature of my inquisitors and their trick questions, but this request was denied.

I reluctantly revealed that my former friend Randy Credico was my only link to WikiLeaks and Julian Assange, but that I did not know the source or content of the Clinton campaign emails, or that they were even in the hands of WikiLeaks before WikiLeaks announced the same. Since then, Credico has denied this, telling anyone who would listen—including Mueller’s grand jury—that I had lied. For months I struggled to defend myself.

Thankfully my lawyers were able to extract the smoking gun—in the form of text messages—from a cell phone I stopped using in 2016. These texts suggest that Credico lied to the grand jury if he denied being the source of the Assange information.

Those texts and the book you now hold set the record straight and explain what involvement I had in the Trump campaign. It’s this book—not Credico, not Mueller, not the liberal media—that tells the true story. Donald Trump neither needed or received help from the Russian state to defeat Hillary Clinton.

California Democratic Representative Adam Schiff—the ultimate example of the sort of slippery, duplicitous, manipulative defamation and distraction artist, fake-news fabricator, and flat-out liar that has become the standard profile of a Democrat officeholder in America today—has repeatedly charged that I was less than honest in my testimony. He is, to coin a phrase, full of schiff.

In fact, it’s Adam Schiff’s fabrications that are ever shifting. He brazenly stated on March 22, 2017, that “there is more than circumstantial evidence now” for collusion. In an exchange with Chuck Todd on Meet the Press Daily, Todd suggested that the evidence of collusion was at best circumstantial. “Actually, no, Chuck,” Schiff said. “I can tell you that the case is more than that. And I can’t go into the particulars, but there is more than circumstantial evidence now. . . . I will say that there is evidence that is not circumstantial and is very much worthy of investigation.” To date, the congressman from West Hollywood has produced no such evidence.

Schiff is a genuine standout among what has become a ruthless, repugnant rogues’ gallery of thoroughly corrupt, pathologically megalomaniacal partisan sleaze merchants who would sooner destroy democracy than have a country not incessantly held in the grip of the Democratic Party’s authoritarian central government careerists, hacks, and political lifers.

There was most definitely evidence of Russian collusion in the 2016 election, but it was not on behalf of President Trump. The Clinton Foundation, a slush fund set up to benefit the Clintons and the vehicle for the facilitation of numerous multimillion-dollar “bribes,” received $145 million from board members of the state-owned Russian energy company Rosatum. I believe this ensured approval of the sale of 25 percent of America’s enriched uranium to the control of the Russian company in what was perhaps the largest treasonous financial crime in US history.

As I detail in this book, the rise of a robust and vibrant Internet by 2016 ended the mainstream and corporate-owned media monopoly on political discourse in America. This, in turn, led to the election of Donald Trump. Realizing this, the Deep State and their allies among the tech giants have moved aggressively to ban anyone from the Internet who does not support the establishment narrative about Donald Trump, the 2016 election, unfettered illegal immigration, radical Islam, mandatory vaccinations, trade, or war. Websites like Infowars and thousands of conservatives, libertarians, Republicans, and even antiwar progressives have found themselves banned on Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, and other wide-reaching social media platforms. I myself was banned for life by Twitter in 2017 for violating their vague and unequally enforced “community guidelines.” In other words, Keith Olbermann can advocate the violent assassination of President Trump on Twitter and he will not be banned, but when I hurt CNN’s Jake Tapper’s feelings I am banned for life.

Incredibly, in January 2019 we learned that in the wake of President Trump’s firing of corrupt FBI Director James Comey, who covered up Hillary Clinton’s crimes and breaches of national security in her use of a secret private email server, the FBI opened an investigation into whether President Trump himself was “working for the Russians.” Both Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein and FBI Director Christopher Wray (a Deep Stater appointed by President Trump) lied to both Congress and the president about the existence of this investigation.

Make no mistake about it: the Democratic majority that took control of the House in the 2018 elections (in which voter fraud was unprecedented) will move to enact articles of impeachment against Donald Trump on any pretext necessary. That would lead to a trial in the Republican-held US Senate, where a two-thirds vote is required to remove the president. While that result may seem improbable today, one only need look at the entirely baseless, media-created public hysteria whipped up by the likes of CNN, MSNBC, the New York Times, the Washington Post, and their ilk in the fight to confirm Brett Kavanaugh as a Supreme Court justice to see what is to come. It should be pointed out Kavanaugh’s nomination prevailed by one vote. The accusers who later admitted to fabricating charges of sexual assault and gang rape against him have paid no penalty.

Historians will one day write about these dark days in which America’s ruling elite conspired to create the biggest witch hunt in our country’s history. I hope that when they do, they will use the book that you are about to read as the definitive account of how Donald Trump shocked the world by winning the 2016 election.

Roger J. Stone

New York City

January 2019





PREFACE

The Trumpster

On November 8th, 2016, Donald John Trump was elected the forty-fifth President of the United States. This is a singular accomplishment that can only be attributed to the talent, energy, and foresight of Donald Trump himself.

Trump’s sprint across eight states in the closing days led to the greatest upset since 1948, when President Harry S. Truman barnstormed across the country by train, breaking all railroad speed regulations, making six or seven stops per day, and ensuring his victory over New York Governor Thomas E. Dewey. The physical energy that Trump expended going down the stretch was indeed Herculean. There is no question that his final push into Wisconsin, Michigan, and returning to western Pennsylvania, was an act of pure will that, while Clinton was already celebrating, propelled him to victory.

The 2016 election was the first in which the mainstream media lost its monopoly over political media coverage in the United States. The increasingly vigorous alternative media, whose reporting standards are superior to the networks and the cable news behemoths, is where more and more voters are getting their information.

Trump’s skillful courting of the conservative media, like The Daily Caller, Breitbart News, WND.com, and InfoWars, made Trump the first presidential candidate to reach these disaffected and highly motivated Americans effectively. At the same time, Trump’s relentless attacks on the media as “unfair” and “dishonest” came right out of the Nixon playbook, where both Nixon and Trump exploited the resentment of the biased media, so hated by their supporters.

Trump’s willingness to challenge openly the media outlets that went after him kept them somewhat honest in their coverage of his campaign but the relentless cable news networks’ attacks on him were unlike anything I have seen in the nine presidential campaigns in which I worked. The media dropped all pretext of objectivity. Their motives and tactics were naked.

Most of this would largely backfire. American voters have finally become hip to the fact that the media and the political establishment work hand-in-glove to conceal many facts from the American people. The voters no longer believe the media.

Donald Trump is his own strategist, campaign manager, and tactician, and all credit for his incredible election belongs to him. I’m just glad to have been along for the ride. I wanted him to run for President since 1988 and had served as chairman of his Presidential Exploratory Committee in 2000, as well as serving as a consultant to his 2012 consideration of a candidacy.

I have worked for Trump with the Trump Organization, the Trump Shuttle, Trump Hotels & Casino Resorts, and several political explorations over a forty-year period. He is perhaps the greatest salesman in US history, with the spirit of a promoter and the infectious enthusiasm of an entrepreneur who likes making money and winning.

Trump waged the first modern “all communication” campaign, eschewing polling, expensive television advertising, sophisticated analytics, and all of the traditional tools of a modern presidential campaign.

At the same time, Trump’s campaign was centered around a “set piece rally,” just as Richard Nixon’s campaign had been. That Trump ran as the candidate of “the Silent Majority,” appealing to forgotten Americans, running as the law and order candidate and in the end, the peace candidate, was not accidental. Trump’s campaign was much like Nixon’s. He understood that politics is about big issues, concepts, and themes, and that the voters didn’t really care about wonkish detail. If they had, then Newt Gingrich would have been president.

Although there are similarities between Ronald Reagan’s victory in 1980 and Trump’s ascendancy to the presidency, Trump’s election is less an ideological victory and more a manifestation of a genuine desire for a more competent government. Like Nixon, Trump is more pragmatic, interested in what will work, as opposed to what is philosophically pure. He’s tired of seeing America lose. He is exactly the cheerleader the country needs.

Like Truman’s whistle-stop events, Trump rallies became the focal point of his entire campaign, amplified by the cable news networks that carried his rally speeches around the clock. He drew enormous crowds and voters found him funny and genuine. All the while, his trusted press aide Hope Hicks was booking as many one-on-one interviews into his schedule as humanly possible. There was literally a time when you could not turn on the television without seeing and hearing Donald Trump. The cable networks of course did it for the ratings. The fact that Trump was unrehearsed, un-coached, and unhandled, meant that voters found him refreshing and authentic.

I met Donald Trump through Roy Cohn, the legendary mob and celebrity lawyer, who was an attorney and advisor to the young real estate mogul.

In 1979, I signed on to run Ronald Reagan’s campaign for president in New York, among other northeastern states. I was given a card-file that supposedly held Governor and Mrs. Reagan’s “friends in New York” who might be solicited for help. Among them was a card for Roy M. Cohn, Esq. with the law firm of Saxe, Bacon and Bolan. I called Cohn’s office to make an appointment.

When I arrived at Cohn’s brownstone law firm on the Upper East Side, I cooled my heels for about an hour in the waiting area. Finally, I was told to go to a second floor dining room where Mr. Cohn would meet me. He was wearing a silk dressing gown. His heavy-lidded eyes were bloodshot, most likely from a late night of revelry. Seated with Cohn was his client, a heavy-set gentleman who had been meeting with Cohn.

“Meet Tony Salerno,” said Roy.

I was face-to-face with “Fat Tony” Salerno, at that time the boss of the Genovese crime family. In October 1986, Fortune magazine would call the seventy-five-year-old Salerno America’s “top gangster in power, wealth, and influence.”

It’s true that as a New York developer, Donald Trump bought concrete from a mob-connected company controlled by Salerno. On the other hand, the State of New York, the City of New York, and most major developers bought their concrete there as well, the reason being their excellent union relationships. The company had a virtual monopoly on concrete, with the state and federal government among their biggest customers. The company was properly licensed to do business in New York State.

After Salerno left, we got down to brass tacks and I pitched Cohn on helping Governor Reagan in New York State. Roy was nominally a Democrat, the son of a legendary Tammany judge, and a quiet power in the New York Democratic Party.

He was so feared because of his viciousness in the courtroom, that most plaintiffs settled immediately when they learned that Cohn was opposing counsel. Trump used this power with Roy as his attorney.

“So how can I help you, kid? This Jimmy Carter is a disaster. I told Stanley Friedman and Meade Esposito that the peanut farmer was no damn good,” Cohn exclaimed. “Ronnie and Nancy are friends from the 1950’s when I was working for Joe McCarthy, the poor dumb drunk son-of-a-bitch. Ronnie stood up to the Commies in Hollywood and was a personal favorite of J. Edgar Hoover.”

I told Cohn I needed to start a finance committee, locate and rent a headquarters, have phones installed, and launch a legal petition-gathering effort to put Reagan delegates’ names on the New York Republican primary ballot.

Cohn stared out a picture window, then suddenly said, “What you need is Donald Trump. Do you know Donald Trump?” I told the beady-eyed lawyer I only knew Trump from the tabloids. Cohn said he would set up a meeting immediately but Donald was very busy and could only give me a limited amount of time.

Roy also told me that I had to go to Queens to meet with Donald’s father, Fred Trump. “Fred is a personal friend of Barry Goldwater and has been generous to conservative and Republican candidates and causes. I guarantee you he likes Reagan,” said the twice-indicted attorney.

Following Cohn’s advice, I went to see Donald Trump.

At the appointed hour, Norma Foederer, Trump’s longtime gatekeeper and assistant, ushered me into Trump’s office. “It’s a pleasure to meet you, Mr. Trump,” I said. “Please call me Donald,” the mogul said with a smile.

Trump was interested in politics just as he was interested in sports. He was savvy in the use of legal political money and employed a platoon of lobbyists over the years. He had a low regard for Carter and, as he put it, “this George Bush is a dud.”

“Ya see, Reagan’s got the look,” he said. “Some guys have the look. Sinatra. JFK. And your man, Reagan. People are hungry for a strong leader, as Carter looks vacillating and weak.” Trump asked quite a few questions about polling and agreed to join the Reagan finance committee, raising $100,000, split between himself and his father.

Once The Donald was on board, I heard from him constantly. He wanted the latest polling and wanted to see poll results between Reagan and Carter in some western and southern states. Trump helped facilitate our rental of a once grand, but now shabby mansion, on 52nd Street, next to the 21 Club.

The old brownstone had been magnificent in its day, but at some point in the 1970s, it was divided up into office space and ultimately fell into disrepair. It had a nasty green carpet and the cheapest possible cubicle dividers. It had the advantage of many smaller rooms for offices as well as a cavernous conference room where volunteers could stuff envelopes or make phone calls to prospective Republican primary voters. A day did not go by without a rat running across my desk. At the same time, the location couldn’t be beat.

The 21 Club was Roy Cohn’s clubhouse, as well as a favorite of Donald Trump’s. One day, vaudeville comedian George Jessel dropped by after lunch at the 21 Club. A New York Times photographer captured the moment of me and the over-the-hill comic with a beaming George L. Clark, New York State party chairman, and a Reagan supporter since Reagan’s challenge to sitting President Gerald Ford in 1976.

Trump was repeatedly implored by state Republican leaders to run for governor or mayor. In 2006, for example, the New York State Senate Republican’s wily leader Joe Bruno convinced the New York State Independence Party, which controlled a valuable ballot position, to announce that they would cross-endorse Donald Trump for Governor if he would seek the Republican nomination. It was a hot story for twenty-four hours, until The Donald threw cold water on it. “I always thought he should have let it run a while,” said Bruno, “but now I understand the job was too small for him . . . His timing of running [for president] in 2016 allowed him to take unique advantage of a perfect storm when it comes to voter disenchantment and the widespread belief that the system is rigged against the little guy. Sure, he’s sometimes crude but his voters love it. It’s like sticking your thumb in the eye of the establishment who have run the country into the ground,” said the ex-prizefighter.

Donald has a wicked sense of humor and is enormously fun to hang out with. He has always had an exceptional eye for female beauty. He has the same eye for architecture, preferring towering buildings with clean lines, lots of brass, and always large signage. His construction standards are above and beyond industry norms and he has always enjoyed a good relationship with organized labor, which is particularly important in Democrat-dominated New York City.

Notwithstanding the glitter and gold of his buildings, there really is nothing fancy or pretentious about Donald Trump. He likes meatloaf, cheeseburgers, and diet coke. He thrives on a steady diet of cable news.

While the rest of the country may have been fooled by his genius, I, in fact, knew that he had quietly trademarked the phrase “Make America Great Again” with the US Patent and Trademark Office only days after Romney’s defeat. He told me on New Year’s Day 2013 that he was running for president in 2016. When I pointed out that some in the media would be skeptical that he would actually run based on his previous flirtations with public office, he replied, “That will disappear when I announce.” And so it did.

President Donald J. Trump. I like the sound of it, but then I’ve liked the idea since 1987. I can’t take credit for the idea of Donald Trump running for president because the first known progenitor of the idea was himself a former president. It was Richard M. Nixon who first noticed the potential for a presidential bid by Donald Trump.

I had grown close to the former president after I was assigned the job of briefing him weekly on the status of Governor Ronald Reagan’s campaign against Jimmy Carter.

Nixon met Trump in George Steinbrenner’s box in Yankee Stadium and was immediately impressed. “Your man’s got it”, Nixon said to me in our regularly scheduled Saturday morning phone call in which the former President satisfied his voracious appetite for political gossip and intelligence.

Nixon would famously write to Trump claiming that Mrs. Nixon had seen Donald on the Phil Donahue Show and thought if he ever ran for office he would win. This is typical of Nixon’s circumlocution. In this case he attributes his own thoughts to Mrs. Nixon.

“I did not see the program, but Mrs. Nixon told me that you were great,” Nixon wrote Trump (underlining the word “great” in his own hand). “As you can imagine, she is an expert on politics and she predicts whenever you decide to run for office you will be a winner!”

Trump was intrigued by Nixon’s understanding of the use of power. Nixon’s pragmatism also appealed to the New York developer. At Nixon’s request, I extended an invitation to Donald and his wife Ivana for a weekend in Houston. Joining this cozy foursome was former Texas Governor John Connally, who had been gravely wounded during the assassination of President John F. Kennedy.

Connally had actually screwed Nixon in Texas in 1968, appearing at a last-minute Dallas rally for Hubert Humphrey, reneging on a secret agreement to deliver the Texas bourbon Democrats to Nixon. Nevertheless, Nixon was always impressed with Connally’s swagger and certitude and he was also a prized ally for Nixon because of Connally’s historic association with John Kennedy. In 1972, Connally made good on his earlier promise to help Nixon, heading a group called “Democrats for Nixon” before formally switching to the Republican Party and serving as Nixon’s Treasury Secretary. It was Connally who sold Nixon on wage and price controls, perhaps one of the greatest blunders of Nixon’s presidency.

Nixon was in rare form. He and Trump spoke privately for hours, with the New York real estate mogul peppering the former president with questions. For both Trump and Nixon this was an important and pivotal moment. Nixon came out of his self-imposed exile and Trump absorbed as much as he could from the former president, who was downright impressed by the Manhattan businessman. As the weekend’s activities wound down, both Trump and Nixon had to return home, and that’s when Donald invited Nixon back to New York on his private 727 jetliner.

Had he lived to see the 2016 presidential race, Nixon would surely have savored the fearlessness and ferocity with which Trump routinely lambasted the mainstream media. If there is a single figure in American political history who has had to endure a news media as hostile and antagonistic as Richard Nixon did, that figure is without doubt Donald J. Trump.

In 1989, I was working for Donald Trump as a lobbyist in Washington handling currency transaction rules that his casinos were subject to. I believed I had worked out regulatory language acceptable to the regulators, subject to Donald’s approval. I called Donald at his office asking if I could jump what was then the Eastern shuttle from DC to New York and meet him at noon in his Manhattan office.

Donald told me he couldn’t meet because he was leaving for Atlantic City with a group of his executives by helicopter. I convinced him to wait for me, sending the executives on ahead and having the chopper return to pick up Trump and bring him to Atlantic City later.

Shortly after I was ushered into Donald’s office, his ashen-faced assistant Norma Foederer told Donald that New Jersey State Police Superintendent Clint Pagano was on the phone. Trump put him on the speaker. “I’m sorry to say that the helicopter your company chartered crashed in the pinelands and everyone aboard was killed.” “Are you certain?” Trump asked. “One hundred percent,” said the veteran cop.

The women at the Trump Organization were openly weeping with Trump losing Steve Hyde and Mark Etess, his two top gaming executives. Hyde was a Mormon with twelve children and a pleasure to work with when I represented the casino company on a few issues.

Donald had Norma place calls to the widows. He spoke to each of them and, in some cases, Trump’s call about their husband’s death was their first news of the cataclysmic event. While Trump may have booked other appointments after mine, I know that his life was spared to save our Republic and restore our economic vitality.

This was the point at which I realized that Trump had been put on Earth for this larger purpose. This was the point that I realized he would be President.

Trump’s First Run for the White House, 1999–2000

If I couldn’t win, if I felt I couldn’t win, I wouldn’t run. I absolutely would not run. I’m not looking to get more votes than any other independent candidate in history, I’d want to win.

Donald Trump, on Larry King Live, October 9, 19991

It was mid-September 1999 and the two of us just sat in his office on the twenty-sixth floor at Trump Tower on Fifth Avenue in New York City, in uncomfortable silence. It seemed to go on forever. But I knew as well as anybody, Trump never stayed quiet for too long.

Those rare silent moments are usually broken by a major pronouncement. I sat there and waited as he pored over the morning newspapers.

As he continued to read, Trump flashed that now famous frown and shook his head in disgust. “I’m pretty sure it’s going to be Bush and Gore,” he said breaking the eerie stillness of the room. “They are both absolutely terrible—just terrible. What’s going on in this country?”

It wasn’t the first time he had asked me that question. And I knew it wasn’t going to be the last.

He looked me squarely in the eyes and, with a hint of a smile, said: “Roger, I want to take the next step. I want to see if Donald Trump can win the White House. Is this country ready for President Trump? The one thing I do know is that I’m better than any of those assholes who are running.”

It was a decision I had been urging him to make for months—to set up an exploratory committee to test the waters. In fact, we had already put together a book, The America We Deserve,2 which outlined his domestic and international policies.

It was due out January 1, 2000 from St. Martin’s Press, in anticipation of a possible Trump bid for the White House.

The book was produced to sustain interest should he become a candidate and to let people know where he stood on the issues. It presented a much more moderate view of Trump than the one most people have today.

And there was good reason for this: In 1999, Trump was hoping to attract support from people in the Reform Party, which was basically made up of moderates—compared to 2016, when he was trying to win support from Republicans who are generally conservatives.

Of course his stand on certain issues changed. In politics, you play to your audience—plain and simple! Trump knows this better than anyone.

Looking back, one particular comment in the book stands out today: “I believe non-politicians represent the wave of the future,” he wrote.

It’s astonishing now, in retrospect. It was like Trump was forecasting 2016.

Although we talked about the White House over and over again, that day in his office was the first time he had actually given me the nod to get things rolling.

The Reform Party

Trump’s fellow-billionaire Ross Perot had been working hard for weeks in an attempt to persuade Trump to run as a Reform Party candidate for president who could offer a viable alternative to the two candidates. The enormously successful Texas businessman had run for the White House in 1992 as an independent and pulled in nearly 19 percent of the popular vote against President George H. W. Bush and his Democratic challenger Bill Clinton.

Perot went on to create the Reform Party three years later and became its presidential nominee for the 1996 election. Running against Clinton and Bob Dole, Perot still managed to pull in 8.4 percent of the popular vote.

Although Perot’s vote totals had fallen in four years, the 1996 results were still dramatic for a third-party presidential candidate. Despite being mocked at times by the mainstream media for his political naïveté, Perot had managed to tap into a developing undercurrent of political distrust and disgust of career politicians by voters.

Joining Perot in encouraging Trump to enter the race was Jesse Ventura, the one-time professional wrestler who once was known as Jesse “The Body” Ventura. Running as a Reform Party candidate, Ventura stunned America when he was elected governor of Minnesota in 1998.

Of course, if you ask me, Jesse would have won in Minnesota, even without his Reform Party affiliation. He could have run as a candidate for the Communist Party and still captured the governor’s seat.

Every wrestling fan—and there were tons of them—loved Jesse. He is smart. He is engaging. He is a beloved celebrity. He is outspoken. And the man on the street identifies with him.

The same can be said about Donald Trump, whom I believed could personally build on that formula in 2016 and ride it right into the White House.

But for now, Trump was carefully learning from Perot and Ventura. At times, Trump would jokingly refer to them as “the nutty billionaire and the wrestler.” But the fact is that he took their advice seriously and particularly admired both men. But more importantly, Trump was quick to recognize the two had discovered an electorate discontent in Middle America that was just beginning to rear its head.

Strangely enough, bolstering Trump’s confidence was a poll conducted by the National Enquirer in 1999, interviewing one hundred Americans—a small sample, about one-tenth the sample size of a standard national poll—but the respondents were reportedly clamoring for Trump to get into the race.

New York Times reporter Adam Nagourney was with Mr. Trump and me on the twenty-sixth floor of the Trump Tower office when Trump was looking over the National Enquirer poll.

“‘Those are the real people,’ Mr. Trump declared of the Enquirer readers, earnestly laying his hands across his desk,” Nagourney report-ed. “Roger Stone, his paid consultant, who was sitting across the desk, offering Mr. Trump the occasional pointer during the forty-five-minute interview, added, ‘That is the Trump constituency.’”3

And I meant it. But the truth of the matter is I never seriously believed he had a shot at becoming President in 2000. The time really wasn’t right for him yet.

People were just becoming disenchanted with Washington politicians. They still had a long way to go before “outsider” Donald Trump could come to the rescue. There was still an economic collapse ahead, terrorism on 9/11, and mounting immigration problems—all ingredients for Trump’s triumph in 2016.

But for now it was full-speed ahead. Despite Perot’s strong showing in the previous two presidential elections, I had serious reservations about whether Trump could win the White House as the presidential nominee of the Reform Party. Clearly, the Reform Party did not have the organization the Democrats or the Republicans had.

But the truth is we had nothing to lose by first seeing how voters would react to this billionaire real estate magnate from New York City.

An Exploratory Committee

At Trump’s suggestion, I set up the exploratory committee and put myself in charge. Maybe in some small way he could have an impact on the election, while he looked toward the future. As I said, Trump had absolutely nothing to lose by forming the exploratory committee.

And let’s not forget—we’re talking Donald Trump, who likes publicity, likes adulation, likes making waves, but also had some things he really wanted to say to the American public.

There was also a windfall available. Because of Perot’s showing four years earlier, the Reform Party’s presidential candidate was entitled to nearly $13 million in federal matching funds. If Trump ran and captured the nomination, he could at least start off using OPM (Other People’s Money).

But as you would expect, money has never been an issue for Trump.

My first goal was to attract maximum publicity when Trump announced the formation of an exploratory committee to decide whether to enter the race for the Reform Party’s nomination. It was an easy goal, since publicity is never too difficult when you’re talking about Donald Trump. It’s a given that Donald Trump attracts publicity.

We decided to have him announce the formation of his exploratory committee on CNN’S Larry King Live on October 8, 1999. Larry’s show was hot back then and we believed it was the perfect forum for his announcement.4 Before he went on, we brainstormed what Trump should say to Larry. I was concerned the committee announcement might not be strong enough to get him maximum exposure the following day in newspapers and on television. After all, there had been constant speculation about it for weeks.

I looked at him with a big grin and said: “If Larry asks you who you would select as a running mate, just say ‘Oprah.’ Everybody loves Oprah! The press will eat this up. It’s a win, whenever you throw out her name.

Just prior to the Larry King appearance, I called a CNN connection I had known for years. “If you want a big story out of Trump’s appearance on King, have Larry ask him who he would pick as a running mate if he runs for president,” I said. And I promised the producer, with a wink, Trump’s answer will absolutely shock everyone. Despite the producer’s promise to pass along the info to Larry King, we had no way of knowing for sure whether Larry would take the bait and actually ask Trump the question.

Larry agreed to tape the interview with Trump during the day and air it later that night on his show. Trump had badly wanted to attend a dinner with Jesse Ventura that evening and schmooze with some of the Reform Party people.

Early in the interview, Trump dropped Bombshell Number One: “So I am going to form a presidential exploratory committee, I might as well announce that on your show, everyone else does, but I’ll be forming that and effective, I believe, tomorrow,” Trump told the crusty interviewer. “And we’ll see. I mean, we’re going to take a very good, strong look at it.”

And just minutes later, Larry went for it and asked him if he had a vice presidential candidate in mind. Trump hesitated briefly as if to ponder his answer and then stunned everyone including King—and no doubt Oprah herself. “Oprah. I love Oprah,” Trump said. “Oprah would always be my first choice. She’s a terrific woman. She is somebody that is very special. If she’d do it, she’d be fantastic. I mean, she’s popular, she’s brilliant, she’s a wonderful woman.” The following day the newspapers and TV news were filled with talk of Trump and Oprah.

The press ate it up and so did we!

As a result of his comments on King’s show, we were flooded with media requests for interviews. And Trump was well prepared. Over and over again, he stressed how seriously he was looking into running.

“Unless I thought I could win the whole thing, I would have no interest,” he told one newspaper.

And Trump, through his upcoming book and interviews, was very clear on where he stood on the issues.

Abortion? Trump was “very pro-choice.” “I hate the concept of abortion,” he said. “I hate it. I hate everything it stands for . . . but I just believe in choice.” It was a far cry from his pro-life stand in 2016.

Guns? In his book, he wrote that he “generally” opposed gun control. However, he supported a ban on assault weapons and a longer-waiting period to buy firearms. Again, a more moderate Trump than the one we see today.

Health care? Trump called himself “very liberal” on the issue and stressed he was a believer in “universal health care.”

But he was also ahead of his time in warning against terrorism, saying: “It’s time to get down to the hard business of preparing for what I believe is the real possibility that somewhere, sometime, a weapon of mass destruction will be carried into a major American city and detonated.”

Taking on Buchanan

We hit the ground running, but there was one person who stood in Trump’s way of getting the Reform Party’s nomination—my old colleague from the Nixon White House, Pat Buchanan, who badly wanted to be the next president. Buchanan worked for Nixon as an advisor and speechwriter. Brilliantly talented, Buchanan was the genius who came up with the phrase Nixon made famous, appealing as he did in 1968 to the “Silent Majority.” He was shrewd. He was smart. But he could also be thin-skinned at times. Pat Buchanan was the perfect foil for Trump.

As brilliant as Buchanan is, he is prone to saying some pretty wild things that come back to bite him. It might be that sometimes Buchanan is just too honest. In his 1999 book, A Republic, Not an Empire,5 he wrote that Hitler was no threat to the United States in 1938, at the start of World War II in Europe. Even if that was true, the concept did not play to an American public that saw Hitler as the monster he truly was.

I was the one who noted it to Trump. You just don’t get many opportunities like this in politics. And when you do, you have to hit hard—VERY HARD. It was an unfortunate thing for Buchanan to say, but we were going to remind the world every chance we could that Buchanan said it. Trump couldn’t wait to nail him on it. He was like an animal going after raw meat. Trump fired one shot after another—and never stopped.

On September 26, 1999, in a television appearance on CNN’s Late Edition, Buchanan tried to explain that his book was not written to be sympathetic to Adolf Hitler during World War II. “We had every right, and we were more than right . . . just and moral to smash (Germany and Japan),” Buchanan insisted. “It was a noble cause. There’s nothing in that book that says otherwise.”6

I typed up a statement from Trump and faxed it to the show, challenging Buchanan’s statements and quoting Trump as saying: “Pat Buchanan’s stated view that we should not have stopped Adolf Hitler is repugnant. I think it is essential that someone challenge these extreme and outrageous views by Pat Buchanan. [He] denigrates the memory of those Americans who gave their lives in the Second World War in the effort to stop Hitler.”

In my haste to get Trump’s statement out, I misspelled Hitler’s first name—something the New York Daily News took us to task for. But in the end, I didn’t care. We were already successfully painting Buchanan as a “Hitler sympathizer.”

I later told Trump that no one has ever lost an election by kissing babies, smiling, and attacking Adolf Hitler. At my urging, Trump continued to take advantage of every opportunity to remind people about Buchanan’s words on the Führer. On October 25, 1999, Trump gained widespread publicity when he changed his party registration from Republican to the New York Independence Party—making him eligible for the Reform Party’s nomination. And he escalated his attacks on Buchanan.

“Denouncing Patrick J. Buchanan as a ‘Hitler lover,’ Donald J. Trump announced today he was resigning his Republican registration in advance of a possible challenge to Mr. Buchanan in his expected quest for the Reform Party Presidential nomination,” Francis X. Clines wrote as his lead paragraph in the New York Times article published on October 25, 1999.7

“‘It’s a very great possibility that I will run,’ said Mr. Trump, the real estate and casino millionaire.”

And about Buchanan, Trump said: “Look, he’s a Hitler lover. I guess he’s an anti-Semite. He doesn’t like the blacks. He doesn’t like the gays. It’s just incredible that anybody could embrace this guy.”

He also had this to say about Republicans: “I really believe the Republicans are just too crazy right now.”

It couldn’t have worked out any better. With the New York Times articles appearing on the eve of a speech in which Buchanan was expected to jump the GOP ship to become a Reform Party candidate, Trump was able to attack Buchanan, change party affiliation, and throw out a giant tease he was likely to run—all at the same time.

Now the next thing we had to do was get the Trump message out all over the country. We carefully plotted out trips for Trump. Our mission was to get maximum exposure and be able to begin to connect with average Americans in the heartland as well as on the coasts. But there was still one big announcement to make to lay the groundwork for a national tour. In an effort to cement his relationship with the working class and make his billionaire status more acceptable to voters, Trump unveiled a tax on the rich in early November. This would be a one-time “net worth tax” on the wealthiest Americans: individuals and trusts worth $10 million or more. A 14.25 percent levy on such a “high net worth” would have raised $5.7 trillion and wiped out the national debt. It also would have saved the government $200 billion a year in interest payments, allowing for a middle class tax cut.

It was unbelievable how much publicity Trump attracted by attacking Hitler (through his attacks on Buchanan) and by saying we should tax the rich. Like the timing of his changed party affiliation, it just could not get any better.

Hitting the Campaign Trail

Now it was time to hit the road.

The first trip was down to south Florida in mid-November. The Sun-Sentinel in Fort Lauderdale headlined its story on his appearance this way: “Trump: I’ve got what it takes to be President.”8

Never shy, Trump boasted his qualifications for the White House.

“When you look at the other candidates, did they make a billion dollars in a short period of time? I don’t think so,” Trump said. “I’ve done things that people said couldn’t be done.”

And the newspaper noted: “Trump’s visit to Miami marks the beginning of a ninety-day drive to win over ‘the people,’ aided by a bevy of public relations firms—and his new campaign adviser Roger Stone, mastermind of presidential campaigns for Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan.”

Once again, the game plan for Trump was simple: play to your audience. And he did just that.

The Sentinel reported:

After standing for the pre-revolutionary Cuban national anthem, and calling Fidel Castro a killer during his speech, Trump was regaled with cheers of “Viva Donald Trump! Viva!” by about 40 veterans of the [Bay of Pigs] invasion.

The cheers continued after nightfall, when about 400 Cuban-Americans turned out to hear Trump speak at the Radisson Crown Plaza in western Miami, organized by the Cuban-American National Foundation.

“If I could meet Castro right now, I would have two words for him: Adios, amigo,” Trump told the crowd. “We must not reward Fidel Castro with trade, hard currency or respect. He’s a murderer, he’s a tyrant, he’s a bad guy.”

As far as Cuban Americans are concerned—Fidel Castro was their Hitler. And Trump knew this and capitalized on it.

During his two-day visit to Miami, he met with Cuban-American leaders; attended a Reform Party rally; was the guest at a reunion of veterans of the Bay of Pigs invasion; and met with members of Brothers to the Rescue, a Cuban exile group that drops anti-Castro leaflets over the island nation.

Trump succeeded in doing exactly what he set out to do. He got a great reception and he garnered great publicity.

Then it was on to Los Angeles for two Reform Party events, a visit to a Holocaust memorial, a speech to 17,000 people at a “motivational” conference, and an appearance on The Tonight Show with Jay Leno.

But he hit his first bump in the road during an appearance at a meeting with leaders of the California Reform Party.

Trump was here to present himself as “a triumphant developer, a new book author, and the potential next leader of the free world,” Adam Nagourney noted for the New York Times in an article published on December 10, 1999. “It was a cantankerous meeting with leaders of the California Reform Party, whose support Mr. Trump would presumably like should he run for president. For many, the most memorable moment came when someone asked if Mr. Trump supported the Reform Party platform.”9

“Well. Nobody knows what the Reform Party platform is,” Trump loudly responded.

A man offered Trump a copy of the platform as boos rang out from the crowd.

The fact is that no one really cares about a party platform except those people who write it. Unfortunately, those were the exact people Trump was addressing. Also, the Reform Party platform was more important than usual because the platform planks in this case defined how and why the Reform Party in 1999 was different from the GOP, the party from which most Reform Party members had come (including Donald Trump).

For the New York Times, this encounter raised the fundamental question about Trump’s two-day exploratory trip to the West Coast. “Is he serious?” Nagourney asked in the article, wondering if Trump really was a presidential candidate. “As Mr. Trump’s performance with the Reform Party leaders here suggested, the developer’s command and interest in the details of running for president sometimes seemed tenuous.”

Yes, it was a misstep, but not a big one. I swore I’d never let him make that kind of mistake again.

But there were lighter moments during that trip. Speaking at a meeting of the Reform Party, he went out of his way to note the television cameras taping him.

“By the way, that camera is 60 Minutes,” he said pointing one out. “Don’t worry about them. It’s just a small program on television.”

Never forget: Trump loves the attention.

When he appeared on The Tonight Show, Leno asked how things were going. Trump shot back: “Oh, so much press. So much press out there.” And he wasn’t lying. I did everything I could to make sure that for the few days we were in Los Angeles, Donald Trump was the biggest celebrity there.

Like every other celebrity hungry for press in Hollywood, we made certain Trump paid the requisite visit to The Ivy restaurant. For those of you who don’t know about The Ivy, it is the place where stars gather in Tinseltown. It’s a nondescript brick building on Robertson Boulevard, surrounded by its trademark white picket fence. The inside looks as if it could have been furnished by your grandmother—fluffy seat cushions, fluffy pillows, and patterned draperies. The paparazzi sit outside waiting to see exactly who shows up. The prices are high and the food is good. But no one goes there for the food. You go to be seen, or you go to watch. And it is not the usual haunt for your typical political candidate. But then again, Donald Trump has never been your “TYPICAL” political candidate. Even before The Apprentice, Trump projected celebrity.

And, believe me, all eyes were on him as he walked into the restaurant. Everybody stopped to watch him. Few celebrities could bring The Ivy to a halt, but Trump did. He stopped by Rod Stewart’s table to say hello and then made his way over to Michael Bolton to wish him well.

He blew them all away.

But we caught some heat over his appearance at a Tony Robbins motivational event.

Trump had a deal with Robbins where he would give ten speeches and Robbins would pay him $100,000 a speech. So, of course, we scheduled his exploratory campaigning to coincide with the time he was scheduled to be in California for the Robbins event. It just made sense.

Trump visited the Holocaust Museum in Los Angeles. He did a very highly publicized event on the rooftop of his hotel for Reform Party officials, and then he went out to Anaheim to do his speech for Robbins. Some people got ticked off that he was mixing politics and business. But Trump didn’t care. He later told me: “I’m the only guy who explored running for president and made money on it.” Keep in mind, he was only exploring a run for president. He wasn’t yet a candidate.

A Learning Experience

Trump was beginning to get concerned about troubling signs coming from factions inside the Reform Party. Infighting, different political philosophies, and general personality conflicts—common problems in politics but especially difficult in relatively small US third parties trying to make their mark—were starting to take its toll on the reformers.

It’s something both Trump and I had feared from the beginning. He believed that if he ran and the Reform Party collapsed, fingers would wrongfully be pointed at him. We started to become convinced the party was going to implode even if Trump never became a candidate.

Trump traveled to Minnesota to brainstorm with Jesse Ventura in early January 2000. Ventura was becoming disgusted with the Reform Party. He confided to us that he was thinking of pulling out completely. But for now, he was staying and trying to make the best out of it. Even though we were growing more and more certain the time wasn’t right for him to run, Trump still kept stirring the pot and acting like a candidate-to-be. In Minnesota, he knocked George W. Bush and Vice President Al Gore, whom he noted were both born into well-heeled families.

“There’s a big difference between creating a lot of wealth and being a member of the lucky sperm club, which a number of different people that are running right now are,” Trump said in a joint appearance with Ventura.

As if rehearsed, Ventura quickly added: “I’m not a member of that club either.”

And Trump did his utmost to differentiate himself from the mainstream candidates.

He called the field of GOP candidates a “bunch of stiffs” and attacked front-runner Bush, saying he’s “no Einstein.” “If people think he’s dumb, he’ll have a hard time winning the election.” And he once again went after Buchanan calling him “a loser.”

Despite his mounting doubts about joining the race, he continued to insist he was seriously considering entering.

“I am looking very, very seriously as to whether or not it can be won,” he said of the presidential race. “If I can win, I think I can do a very good job.”

But in his heart, he knew it was all over. We all did. Jesse was fed up with the Reform Party and looking to quit. But more importantly Trump was now convinced political infighting was destroying the reformers. They could not be counted on to help carry him to the White House.

Out of respect for Jesse, Trump agreed to hold off making the announcement that he would not, in fact, run for President until the former professional wrestler made a decision.

But slowly we began to let the word out.

One New York gossip columnist wrote on February 6: “The man who wrote the book on the art of the deal has been toying with a Presidential run on the Reform Party ticket. But he’s pulling out of the race in about two weeks, reports one well-connected political source.”

And even the slightest thought of Trump officially declaring his candidacy came to an end weeks later when Ventura officially quit the party in February 2000. Ventura’s decision to leave came as no surprise, of course, to Trump and those of us working for him. Jesse just couldn’t stand it anymore.

He gave us a heads-up before he announced it publicly, but we had been expecting it for weeks. And the truth is, the Reform Party needed Jesse much more than he needed them. Without Jesse, there would be no strong Reform Party. And without a strong Reform Party, there would be no Trump Presidential candidacy.

Typical of Jesse, he pulled no punches in announcing his decision. He publicly called the party “hopelessly dysfunctional” and said it dragged down independent politicians like himself.

The Associated Press noted: “The Reform Party has been hampered for months by squabbling between Perot’s allies and Ventura supporters. They sparred over the 2000 convention site, presidential candidates and the party’s money.”

Ventura took a parting shot at Buchanan, calling him “an anti-abortion extremist and unrealistic isolationist.”

Better Luck Next Time

But it was all over—and so was Trump’s fascination with presidential politics for 2000.

Sure, we kicked around a number of options for a Trump candidacy. It would be nearly impossible to get him on all the state ballots if he ran as an independent with no party backing. Entering the race would have been a waste of time for him.

And Trump was adamant. He told me again and again: “I will not run unless I can win and I mean it! This is over—for now!”

Shortly after Jesse bolted from the party, Trump publicly announced he was not entering the 2000 presidential race.

“Since the beginning of my political exploratory effort, I have consistently said that I was only interested in running if I had the prospect of winning,” he said. “Without Jesse, the Reform Party is just an extremist shell and cannot be a force or even a factor in 2000.”

And the New York Daily News noted on February 14, something all of us involved with Trump had known all along: “Veteran political operative Hank Sheinkopf said Trump probably would not have won the White House, but his candidacy would have given the Reform Party a boost. ‘Buchanan makes them more a cult,’ Sheinkopf said. ‘Trump was the only thing that could have saved them from themselves.’”10

And, of course, as soon as he decided not to run, he went back to the party of his parents and re-registered as a Republican—the party that would eventually help bring him into the White House.

Ironically, throughout his flirtation with the Reform Party nomination, critics in the press openly speculated whether he was indeed a serious candidate for the presidency, or if he was really more interested in promoting a new book. Let me tell you this: Trump was dead serious about running in 2000—and a lot of people were dead serious about voting for him.

About a week and a half after dropping out of the race, Trump won the Michigan Reform Party primary. And just weeks later, he won the California Reform Party primary by pulling in 44 percent of the votes. The closest of five opponents collected only 27 percent of the vote.

Looking back there was absolutely no downside to Trump eyeing the 2000 presidential race. He learned a lot from it that would help him sixteen years later.

2012

Trump thought seriously about running for President again in 2012—this time as a Republican.

Once again, he had incredible support. Sure, there were skeptics in the media but, more importantly, voters absolutely loved him. They connected with him.

“The polls are very strong,” he told a reporter. “I am seriously thinking about it. I hate what’s happened to the country.”

“A recent poll came out where Trump and [Bill] Gates are the only two that beat Obama. Gates isn’t running obviously, but they put names on it, and we’re the only ones who beat Obama.”

Trump had surged to the head of the Republican field by seizing on the questions being raised over whether President Obama was actually born in Kenya and was not in office legally since he was not a natural-born American citizen. Some of Obama’s most ardent critics were openly challenging him to produce his birth certificate. And the supermarket tabloid, Globe, only added fuel to the fire when, in July 2010, it published a cover story headlined: “OBAMA WAS NOT BORN IN THE U.S.”

Obama left himself wide open to questions. He had always claimed he was born in Hawaii, but had never backed it up with a full copy of his birth certificate. And as each day went by, the issue was clearly gaining more and more traction. Even though it was terribly politically incorrect, Trump was going to use it any way he could.

Some liberals in the media tried to paint Trump as a racist for questioning the birthplace of an African-American president. The New York Times later observed: “In the Birther movement, Mr. Trump recognized an opportunity to connect with the electorate over an issue many considered taboo: the discomfort, in some quarters of American society, with the election of the nation’s first black president. He harnessed it for political gain. . .”11 One Trump adviser during that time observed: “The appeal of the Birther issue was, ‘I’m going to take this guy on, and I’m going to beat him.’ It was a great niche and wedge issue.”12

Trump smelled a weakness and he went right for it.

 “Why doesn’t he show his birth certificate,” he asked during a March 23, 2011 appearance on The View. Five days later, he appeared on Fox News and said: “He’s spent millions of dollars to get away from this issue. Millions of dollars in legal fees trying to get away from the issue. And I’ll tell you what, I brought it up, just routinely, and all of a sudden a lot of facts are emerging and I’m starting to wonder myself whether or not he was born in this country.”

In another TV appearance, Trump added: “I have people that have been studying [Obama’s birth certificate] and they cannot believe what they’re finding . . . I would like to have him show his birth certificate, and can I be honest with you, I hope he can. Because if he can’t, if he can’t, if he wasn’t born in this country, which is a real possibility . . . then he has pulled one of the great cons in the history of politics.”

I told the New York Times: “He was suspicious about it, or at least interested in it.” Among Republican base voters, “[Stone] added, many of them believe the president is foreign-born, and Trump has the ability to interject any idea that is outside of the mainstream into the mainstream.” And to that point, a Gallup poll revealed at that time only 38 percent of Americans surveyed believed Obama was “definitely” born in the United States.

The Times noted that there was also division in the ranks of the Trump Team over how aggressively he should continue to pursue the Birther argument. Kellyanne Conway, who was then a Republican pollster, cautioned that if he decided to enter the campaign, he would need to beat Obama “on the merits,” the newspaper said.

And to top it all off, NBC, which airs The Apprentice, was starting to get antsy over the whole Birther thing. The network execs called Trump and begged him to tone it down just a bit. They feared it would turn off a chunk of the more than one million African Americans who watched the show. But the whole Birther issue was coming to an end even sooner than we expected.

To be honest, we never imagined Obama would release his birth certificate. Who would have ever thought he would cave to Trump? On April 27, 2011, however, Obama shocked everyone—including Trump—by releasing his original long-form birth certificate, which showed he was indeed born in Hawaii. “We do not have time for this kind of silliness,” a frustrated President said. “I’ve been puzzled at the degree to which this [story] just kept on going . . . Normally I would not comment on something like this. But the country has some enormous challenges out there . . . We’re not going to be able to solve our problems if we get distracted by sideshows and carnival barkers.”

Nevertheless, Trump kept fanning the flames of uncertainty. “An extremely credible source has called my office and told me that Obama’s birth certificate is a fraud,” he said later. But officially the issue was dead and buried and Trump knew it. After all, only Trump could force Obama to release a birth certificate “or whatever it was,” as Trump put it.

While Trump’s fascination with the White House still burned within him, he also had The Apprentice to deal with—and it wasn’t as easy as you might think. He loved doing the show and was reluctant to give it up. At one point, he was actually thinking about hosting it from the Oval Office if he made it all the way to the White House. He even discussed it with Steve Burke, the CEO at NBCUniversal, telling Burke he would reconsider running if the network was concerned about his candidacy. Burke was very clear—he didn’t want Trump to go forward with the campaign. Vanity Fair reported13:

“If you don’t want me to do this, then I need you to ask me,” Trump told the executive, according to one person familiar with the conversation. Burke eventually went to Trump’s office and conceded that he did not want his star to attempt a bid for the White House. “But another person with knowledge of the situation noted that the two men had a subsequent conversation in which they broached a compromise, albeit one that seems more like a Trumpian fever dream than a network-TV reality show. It outlined, presumably fantastically, that if Trump should run for president; and on the off chance that he won, he would continue to star in The Apprentice from within the White House.”

But the more Trump continued considering the campaign, the more he realized it just didn’t make any sense for him to get into this race. And, as always, Trump was only interested in it if he could win. Romney, after all, had a long head start.

Despite his strong polling, Trump believed that Obama would likely win reelection and that Trump’s chances were far better in 2016 when it was a wide-open election. On February 2, 2012, Trump told reporters he was endorsing Mitt Romney for president and said he was not going to mount an independent campaign if Romney captured the GOP nomination.

“It’s my honor, real honor, to endorse Mitt Romney,” Trump said. He called Romney “tough” and “smart,” and added, “he’s not going to continue to allow bad things to happen to this country.” But privately he believed Romney, who proved to be a ‘choke artist’, did not stand a chance against Obama and once again he was right.

Trump, however, was continuing to lay the groundwork for 2016.

Hillary’s House of Cards

This is Yuge . . .

—Donald J. Trump

Emails released by WikiLeaks show Hillary Clinton’s campaign strategists had decided to “elevate” Donald Trump during the Republican primaries because key players, including Hillary’s campaign manager Robby Mook and Hillary’s campaign chairman John Podesta, agreed with the top officials at the Democratic National Committee that Trump would be the easiest GOP candidate for Hillary to beat.14

That miscalculation prompted a series of missteps that caused former First Lady Hillary Clinton to miss her second chance to “break the glass ceiling” and become the first woman president of the United States—a goal Hillary had coveted virtually her entire adult life.

Hillary, the presumed Democratic Party presidential nominee in 2008, when she lost in the primaries to a then little-known Senator Barack Obama from Illinois, was once again the presumed nominee in 2016. Remarkably, though she came much closer, Hillary Clinton failed a second time to capture the presidency, losing this time to Donald Trump, a New York billionaire with a controversial past and mercurial personality who had never held a political office in his life.

Clinton clearly had the superior political résumé, having followed two terms as first lady, with two stints as a US Senator from New York, serving from 2001 until 2009, when she resigned to become Secretary of State, serving under President Obama from 2009 to 2013.

Hillary entered the 2016 presidential race with the steadfast backing of mainstream media, including all broadcast networks and major newspapers such as the New York Times and the Washington Post, all of which crossed the line of journalistic independence to become partisan advocates of Clinton’s candidacy.

The story of how and why Hillary Clinton became a two-time loser in US presidential politics is historic, not only because it represents the likely end of the Clinton dynasty in American politics, but also because Donald Trump’s surprise election victory marks a realignment of the electorate. It was a powerful blow against the far-left that increasingly has dominated the Democratic Party since the rise of Obama as a presidential contender and the first loss for Hillary in her ongoing bid for the White House.

Can You Name a Hillary Clinton Accomplishment?

This is a question that has dogged Hillary Clinton ever since her failure to enact the original version of universal health care, at the time known as “Hillary-care,” during the first years of her husband’s presidency. Even Hillary Clinton appears to have had trouble with this question. On June 9, 2014, in an interview with ABC News anchor Diane Sawyer on the eve of the publication of Clinton’s book Hard Choices, Clinton gave no answer when Sawyer asked her to detail a marquee accomplishment or a signature doctrine for which she could claim responsibility during her tenure at the State Department. The Washington Post, in reporting the exchange with Sawyer, noted that Hillary’s Republican critics immediately highlighted her failure to list accomplishments in response to Sawyer’s question. The Washington Post report continued, “Clinton caused a political flap earlier Monday after ABC aired a portion of the interview in which Clinton said her family was ‘dead broke’ upon leaving the White House in 2001 and ‘struggled’ to pay their mortgages on two homes. Republicans seized on the comments to argue that the Democrat—now a multimillionaire who charges $200,000 per speech—is out of touch with middle-class Americans.”12

On June 9, 2016, in a taped message posted on YouTube by Clinton’s presidential campaign, President Obama endorsed Hillary Clinton for President, characterizing her as one of the most qualified candidates ever to run for the office.15 When forced on her personal website to list her greatest accomplishments, Hillary included that she had fought for children and families for forty years, that she had helped get 9/11 responders the health care they needed, that she proclaimed at the United Nations that “women’s rights are human rights,” and that she stood for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender (LGBT) rights at home and abroad.16 In listing her accomplishments, Clinton neglected to address her failures, such as the Benghazi terror attack that killed US Ambassador Chris Stevens and three other brave Americans, the failed “reset” with Russia, and the destabilization of the Middle East that followed an “Arab Spring” hijacked by the Muslim Brotherhood’s support of radical Islamic militia in countries across Northern Africa, including both Libya and Egypt. Nor did Clinton list any important legislation she had sponsored in her eight years in the US Senate.

Instead of running on her own record of accomplishments, Clinton was tagged in 2016 as “running for Obama’s third term.”17 Democrats embraced this idea, thinking Obama’s popularity as president might spill over to Hillary, encouraging those who voted for Obama to believe a Hillary Clinton presidency might represent a continuation of President Obama’s domestic and foreign policies. Republican strategists seized on the disadvantages Hillary assumed by allowing herself to be framed as an Obama-surrogate president. That designation allowed GOP presidential contenders to attack Clinton by attacking Obama. To win under the presumption that her presidency would be a continuation of Obama’s presidency, Clinton had to support an economic record with anemic growth numbers, a foreign policy that included obvious disasters like Benghazi, and face an electorate that was more racially divided and socially polarized by a wide range of new players who had shown up on the political landscape since 2004. These players included groups like Black Lives Matter and radical LGBT advocates supporting polarizing issues such as unisex bathrooms in elementary public schools and transvestites in the military.

Hillary Clinton had held an impressive list of government positions, especially in comparison to Donald Trump; that was obvious. Her failure to post historic accomplishments in those government positions made her run for the presidency in 2016 vulnerable, especially to criticism by an outsider as outspoken as Donald Trump. To win the presidency, Hillary not only had to inflate her questionable list of accomplishments, she also had to prop up an Obama presidency that many in Middle America considered one of the worst in American political history.

Obama’s Legacy #1: Slow Economic Growth at Home

The Bureau of Economic Analysis has calculated the annual GDP, Gross Domestic Product, going back to 1929, as well as annual growth in real GDP since 1930. In the eighty-six years from 1930 through 2015, the United States has seen fourteen presidents serve in the White House. Of the thirteen presidents who served their full term in those years, President Herbert Hoover—best remembered for ushering in the Great Depression—was the only president who did not see a single year in which growth in real GDP was 3 percent or better. Barack Obama—inaugurated in January 2009 and leaving the presidency in January 2017—joins Hoover as the second president since 1930 who did not see a year in which real GDP was 3 percent or better.18

On Friday, January 29, 2016, the Bureau of Economic Analysis reported that the 2015 US real growth in GDP was 2.8 percent, making 2015 the tenth year in a row that real growth in GDP failed to reach the 3 percent mark. The longest previous run of real growth in GDP under 3 percent in US economic history was only four years in length, lasting from 1930 to 1933 during the darkest depths of the Great Depression. Obviously, the first two years of this ten-year stretch came as the economy tanked in the subprime banking crisis at the end of President George W. Bush’s second term. The other eight years in the ten-year stretch encompassed the entire two terms of Barack Obama’s administration, making it clear Obama’s presidency failed to lift the US economy above the low-mark set by his predecessor.19

Under Obama, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the US Department of Labor learned a new trick, perfecting the art of keeping unemployment figures low by inflating the number of Americans considered not in the labor force. In the first jobs report after the 2016 presidential election, the Department of Labor said the unemployment rate dropped from 4.9 percent in October to 4.6 percent in November, with the number of Americans unemployed dropping to 7.4 million workers, the lowest of the Obama presidency. But at the same time, the labor participation rate dropped a tenth of a point to 62.7 percent in November, meaning only 62.7 percent of US workers were considered to be working, with the result that 27.3 percent of those eligible to work were either looking for a job or had become so discouraged at the prospects of finding a job that they simply dropped out of the labor force altogether. When President Obama took office in January 2009 amid the Bush recession, 80,529,000 Americans were not in the labor force. That number has risen steadily during Obama’s two terms, reaching 94,708,000 in May 2016, a number eclipsed only by November’s 95,055,000.20

Under Obama, a trend developed in which growth in total jobs was accomplished only because the growth in part-time work outpaced the number of full-time jobs being lost, while the number of workers holding multiple part-time jobs hit a twenty-first century high.21 According to manufacturing employment data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the United States has lost some 303,000 manufacturing jobs since Obama took office. Obama has also failed to keep his 2012 reelection campaign promise that he would create one million manufacturing jobs in his second term. In fact, there were only 297,000 manufacturing jobs created in the United States from January 2012 through October 2016.22

According to the Census Bureau, median family income is nearly $13,000 less than when Obama first took office, while the poverty rate under Obama has remained at or near 14.5 percent, and extreme poverty has grown more extreme—with the number of people living 125 percent below the official poverty rate higher every year under Obama than during the Bush presidency (growing over 19 percent every year from 2010 to 2014), and the percent of the population having an income at 50 percent or less of the poverty level following the same trend (up over 6 percent every year that Obama was president). The conclusion is undeniable that during Obama’s presidency, wealth inequality has increased and poverty levels are higher.23

Under Obama, the number of Americans on food stamps, officially the US Department of Agriculture’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, or SNAP, increased from 32 million people in 2009 to 43.6 million in April 2016, having reached an annual high of 47.6 million participants in 2013, when nearly one in every seven Americans was on food stamps.24

Under the Obama administration, all of this evidence shows that the United States accelerated on the trend of converting from a full-time employment economy to a part-time employment economy, with a continuing concentration of wealth among the top 1 percent, while poverty levels failed to drop and food stamp usage skyrocketed. Taxes increased under Obama, in part spurred on by the growing list of Obamacare taxes being imposed on the middle class,25 while the imposition of 229 major new federal regulations implemented since 2009 cost the US economy $108 billion annually, using the regulatory agency’s own numbers.26

At the same time, Obama by the end of his second term was on track to double the US national debt to $20 trillion, equaling the addition to the national debt amassed by all Obama’s predecessors to the presidency combined.27 Meanwhile, the Obama administration was pressing in November 2016 to ram through Congress a massive new “free trade” deal known as the Trans-Pacific Partnership, the TPP, with the plan to follow this by circling the globe with the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership, TTIP.

While economics is not necessarily the focus of all presidential debates, most Americans vote for a president only after answering the question of whether or not they are economically better off than they were four years earlier. Hillary entered the 2016 presidential campaign having to defend Obama’s record of expanding “new world order” trade agreements, while the employment situation in the United States appeared grim under the prospect of continued high taxes, increased government regulations, and low economic growth.

Obama’s Legacy #2: Increased Terror Threat at Home and Abroad

Obama’s foreign policy is dominated by images of radical Islamic terrorism, from the Benghazi compound burning through the night, to the Isis black flag waving in triumph as Isis swept from Syria into Iraq, to jihadists making videos beheading their victims, or with the United States flying cargo planes filled with newly printed billions to Iran as payoffs culminating in a deal with Iran that could end up like Clinton-era deals with North Korea ended up—with Iran breaking its promise to refrain from making nuclear weapons while developing intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capabilities aimed at threatening their neighbors and the world as a whole.

In every year under the Obama administration, the United States has suffered a terrorist attack. Still, throughout his administration, President Obama refused to utter the words “radical Islamic terrorism,” even as refugees by the thousands poured out of Syria and other parts of the Middle East to enter unvetted into Europe and the United States.28

In December 2, 2015, Syed Farook and Tashfeen Malik, a Pakistani couple, attacked a San Bernardino County government building with combat gear and rifles. The pair, dressed in black, opened fire on about eighty employees attending an office Christmas party, killing fourteen and wounding twenty-two. According to federal authorities investigating the attack, Farook had digital contact with at least two terrorist organizations overseas, including the Al Qaida-affiliated al-Nusra Front in Syria. Four hours after the shooting, Farook and Malik were shot dead in a gun battle with police on a San Bernardino street.29

Then, on June 12, 2016, Omar Mateen, a twenty-nine-year-old security guard, after pledging allegiance to ISIS, killed forty-nine people and wounded fifty-three others inside Pulse, a gay nightclub in Orlando, Florida. The FBI interviewed Mateen in 2013 and 2014 and found him not to be a threat.30

The Obama administration had settled nearly 43,000 Somali refugees, 99 percent of whom were Muslim, in the United States during Obama’s eight years in office.31 In 2016, Obama was on pace to welcome to the United States 12,000 refugees from Syria, 99 percent of whom were Muslim—part of the 85,000 refugees Obama had pledged the United States to accept from around the world. Accepting Syrian refugees increasingly became controversial after Syrian refugees were implicated in planning terrorist attacks in Europe.32 In addition to not feeling better off economically, millions of American voters felt less secure at home as the presidential election cycle kicked into high gear in 2016.

Hillary 2016: Confident of Victory

In 2008 and 2012, Barack Obama had easily beaten two GOP mainstream presidential candidates—Arizona Senator John McCain and former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney. With California, New York, and many other states certain to vote Democratic, regardless of who the Democrat’s presidential candidate was, Hillary Clinton started out with a huge electoral vote advantage that the far-left elite reasoned was unbeatable.

With the Clinton Foundation having grown to an estimated $2 billion global empire,33 Hillary had no doubt she would have the advantage over the GOP in campaign cash. While the money was, of course, not available to the campaign going into the 2016 presidential election, the Clintons knew they could return to the trough of Clinton Foundation’s wealthy donors from Silicon Valley and Wall Street for big dollar donations. This was in addition to the ideologically driven donations corralled by George Soros.

The Clintons were also confident Hispanic immigrants and African Americans would vote overwhelmingly Democratic. This, combined with union votes and the votes of women, the Clintons reasoned, would make Hillary’s win inevitable.

What could possibly go wrong?


Would Election Day 2016 Be a Repeat of 1980?

A Gallup poll, conducted October 26, 1980, showed Ronald Reagan was slipping farther behind President Carter, with Carter at 47 percent and Reagan at 39 percent.34

Reagan did not surge into a lead in the Gallup polls until the very last poll taken at the end of October 1980, when Gallup, just days ahead of election day, November 4, 1980, reported Reagan had surged ahead to 47 percent for Reagan versus 43 percent for Carter.

When the voting was finally done on November 4, 1980, Reagan won by a landslide, capturing 50.7 percent of the popular vote to 41.0 percent for Carter, winning forty-four states with the exception of Georgia, Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota, Rhode Island, and West Virginia, for an electoral vote total of 489 versus forty-nine for Carter.

“At the heart of the controversy is the fact that no published survey detected the Reagan landslide before it actually happened,” noted Time magazine senior correspondent Massimo Calabresi, in an article published October 31, 2012.35 “With such responsibilities thrust on them, the pollsters have a lot to answer for, and they know it,” Calabresi wrote. “Their problems with the Carter-Reagan race have touched off the most skeptical examination of public opinion polling since 1948, when the surveyors made Thomas Dewey a sure winner over Harry Truman,” he continued. “In response, the experts have been explaining, qualifying, clarifying–and rationalizing. Simultaneously, they are privately embroiled in as much backbiting, mudslinging and mutual criticism as the tight-knit little profession has ever known. The public and private pollsters are criticizing their competition’s judgment, methodology, reliability and even honesty.”

The Associated Press, writing on November 8, 1980, reported simply that pollsters had failed to predict the Reagan landslide. “The Ronald Reagan steamroller not only flattened many Democratic politicians, but also dented the reputations of the nation’s polls and pollsters for failing to gauge the magnitude of the Republican victory,” noted AP reporter Evan Witt. “Most published polls just before last Tuesday’s election said the race between Reagan and Jimmy Carter was ”too close to call,” but Reagan trounced the incumbent by 10 percentage points in the actual vote,” the AP article continued. “While explanations of the difference vary, what is certain is no poll correctly called Reagan’s margin. Some were closer than others, but none was on the mark.”

On November 5, 1980, the day after the 1980 presidential election, the Associated Press quoted David Neft, executive vice president of then-renowned pollster Louis Harris and Associates, as attributing Carter’s loss to low voter turnout, noting that higher voter turnout would have benefited Carter given that Democrats have traditionally benefitted from higher voter registration numbers.

On October 28, 1980, following the last debate between President Jimmy Carter and GOP challenger Ronald Reagan, ABC News set up a non-scientific survey in which viewers of the debate could call into a telephone number to vote for the winner. ABC reported that participating callers picked Reagan by more than two to one over Carter as having gained the most from the televised presidential debate.

The Associated Press, relying on overnight ratings for New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles by the A.C. Nielsen Company estimated that the Carter-Reagan debate was seen by at least 105 million Americans, and perhaps as many as 120 million. An audience of ninety million was estimated for the highest-rated of Carter’s debates four years earlier with then President Gerald R. Ford.

On October 29, the Associated Press Poll noted that a proprietary AP poll yielded results from which each side could claim ”victory” in the long-awaited confrontation. More Reagan supporters watched than did Carter supporters. Among viewers supporting Reagan, 46 percent said he did the better job while 34 percent said Democrat Carter did—a margin the AP reported roughly paralleled the margin between them among the 1,062 people polled both before and after the debate. “Neither man made significant inroads into the other’s camp,” the AP wrote. “Both held on to virtually all of their supporters who watched the debate. Viewer reaction to the debate broke along partisan lines, with those who generally agreed with Reagan thinking he did the best job while Carter scored highest with those who found him well informed and-or in agreement with their views.”

The review of Reagan’s performance in the last debate with Carter gave no indication that Reagan’s performance was responsible for a last-minute surge that gave him the election. “There may have been no clear winner in Tuesday night’s presidential debate, but the focus of the discussion was pretty much where President Carter wanted it, on the issue of war and peace and not on the economy,” wrote AP writer R. Gregory Nokes in an article published October 29, 1980. “Republican candidate Ronald Reagan, who had said he wanted to focus in the closing days of the campaign on Carter’s ‘economic record of misery and despair,’ let pass several opportunities to say how he could do better than Carter,” Nokes continued. “Reagan spent much of the 90-minute debate seeking to portray himself as a man of peace to offset the warmonger image that Carter has tried to tag him with. He wanted to come across as presidential, and he may well have succeeded,” the AP article concluded. “But his attack on Carter’s economic record seemed cursory and superficial.”

In the final analysis, Democrats were hard pressed to defend Carter’s record in 1980. Carter’s four years in office were plagued by many serious setbacks, including the Iran hostage crisis, which languished into its 444th day as Election Day approached, long gas lines caused by the OPEC oil embargo, and an economy hampered by unprecedented double-digit interest rates.

What Reagan’s landslide proved was that Carter’s failures weighed heavily on voters who President Richard Nixon had earlier termed the “Silent Majority”—a group typically prone to be underrepresented in polls taken by mainstream media polling outlets. In 1980, the “Silent Majority”—those who Barack Obama characterized as “clinging to their guns and Bibles” and the same voter block Hillary Clinton characterized as an irredeemable “basket of deplorables”—proved decisive. Though they were not reflected in the polls, they turned out and voted for Ronald Reagan—the candidate the mainstream media had defiled throughout the 1980 election campaign—in record numbers. In 2016, the question was whether the “Silent Majority” would rise once again, this time giving Donald Trump a victory over media favorite Hillary Clinton that the polls, up until the very end, failed to predict. Like Carter, who tried to convince voters who had elected him in 1976 to turn out to reelect him in 1980,36 the question in 2016 was whether Hillary Clinton could inspire a repeat of the massive Democratic turnout that Obama had twice succeeded in drawing to the polls. Or, would 2016 prove that the coalition assembled by Obama was unique to him, connected perhaps to his charisma, and not a coalition that cold and unlikable Clinton could count on coming out for her?





Part 1
 How Donald Trump Hijacked the Republican Presidential Nomination

Donald Trump’s Hostile Takeover of the GOP

In modern American presidential politics since the 1960s, the only route to win the Republican or Democratic Party nomination for the nation’s highest office is to enter the six-month grueling complex of state primaries, caucuses, and state conventions that began in 2016 with the Iowa primary, scheduled for February 1, 2016, and ended on June 7, 2016, with primaries in South Dakota, New Mexico, New Jersey, Montana, and California.

As Theodore White explained in his original The Making of the President 1960, after Abraham Lincoln, the first presidential nominee of the Republican Party, won the party’s nomination at a convention held in the wood-framed “Wigwam” building in Chicago. For a period of thirty-five years, from 1865 to 1900, the choice of presidential candidates was “left to the bosses in convention assembled,” with the result that their selections tended to result in mediocre presidential candidates at best. In 1960, only sixteen states held presidential primaries, far different from the fifty-state primary contest common today. “These sixteen states were as diverse in their politics and sociologies as the diversity of American civilization itself; they had been chosen by no superior reason or plan,” White wrote. “Altogether to the foreign eye they must have seemed the most preposterous field of battle on which men who aspire to the leadership of American freedom and control of its powers should choose to joust. Yet these states were, and remain, vital to the play of American Presidential politics.”1

In 2016, the goal of the Republican Party presidential primaries was for a candidate to gain the party’s nomination on the first ballot of the national nominating convention by winning a simple majority of delegates, 1,237, from the total of 2,472 slated to attend the Republican National Committee’s national nominating convention scheduled for July 18–21, 2016, at the Quicken Loans Arena in Cleveland, Ohio. This is the home arena of the Cleveland Cavaliers basketball team led in 2016 by superstar LeBron James. Should no candidate achieve the 1,237-delegate majority required for the nomination prior to the start of the RNC national nominating convention, most delegates would be free to vote their preference, starting on the second ballot. Professional politicians warned that a deadlock could result in a “brokered convention,” with the implication that the convention would revert to the type of backroom deal making and swapping of delegates that characterized old-style, smoke-filled back-room national nominating conventions that today’s series of national primaries, caucuses, and state conventions was designed to prevent.

While the United States has not yet entered a perpetual presidential election cycle, where candidates declare for the office as soon as a president is selected on Election Day, the presidential cycle typically commences early in the third year of the current president’s term. In 2016, the first candidate to declare for the presidency was first-term Texas Senator Ted Cruz, who announced on March 23, 2015; followed closely by first-term Kentucky Senator Rand Paul, who made his announcement on April 7, 2015; and by the first-term Florida Senator Marco Rubio, who made his announcement on April 13, 2015. Even though all three of these contenders held lowly “freshman” status in the US Senate, each felt he had cultivated a national audience that could propel him into the White House.

The next few months proved another rule in modern American presidential politics, namely, that the party not currently holding the presidency tends to generate a large field of contenders, each of whom has managed to convince themselves and their initial financial backers that they have a chance to win the White House.


	On May 4, Carly Fiorina, the former Hewlett-Packard CEO who, in 2010, lost a race for US senator from California to incumbent Democrat Barbara Boxer, declared. 

	Fiorina was joined on May 4 by retired neurosurgeon Ben Carson declaring for president, hoping to capitalize on the publicity he gained at the White House 2013 National Prayer Breakfast where President Obama sat through his twenty-seven-minute critical speech that prompted a Wall Street Journal editorial encouraging him to run for president.2 

	On May 5, former Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee threw his hat in the ring, followed by former Pennsylvania Senator Rick Santorum, who declared on May 27, as well as former New York Governor George Pataki, who made his presidential announcement on May 28.

	June saw the following added to the growing field of Republican contenders: US Senator from South Carolina Lindsey Graham; former Texas Governor Rick Perry, June 4; Louisiana Governor Bobby Jindal, June 24; New Jersey Governor Chris Christie, June 30. 

	But the two biggest announcements in June were former Florida Governor Jeb Bush on June 15, and billionaire New York businessman Donald J. Trump, on June 16. 

	July filled out the field with announcements by Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker, Ohio Governor John Kasich, and former Virginia Governor Jim Gilmore. 



The end result were seventeen Republican Party presidential candidates, including nine governors or former governors, five US senators or former US senators, one female CEO who had never held elective office, a retired neurosurgeon who had never held elective office, and Donald Trump—a true outsider who had toyed with running for president in 2000 and 2012 but had never stood as a candidate facing an election or held a political position of any kind whatsoever.
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