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INTRODUCTION

THE PRODIGAL NATION

“You and I have a rendezvous with destiny. We will preserve for our children this, the last best hope of man on Earth, or we will sentence them to take the last step into a thousand years of darkness.”

—Ronald Reagan, “A Time for Choosing,” October 27, 1964

Re•sur•gent (ri-’sǝr-jǝnt): adj. 1. Exhibiting renewal or revival;
2. Surging back again.

The democratic republic created by the Framers of our Constitution—and designed with the hope of enduring forever—is hanging by a thread. Are you willing to do your part to save it?

The United States faces a crisis unlike anything we’ve ever confronted in our 235 years. We are facing economic threats like no other, social threats like no other, and national security threats like no other, all at the same time. Our country teeters on the brink—the very edge of a precipice—and only determined, courageous, and principled leadership will pull us back from what will otherwise be a series of catastrophes that could literally end the United States as we know it.

The Constitution of the United States was designed to save America in exactly such a situation as this. Constitutional conservatism—the principles arising from the Constitution that form a vision and system of limited government—forms the foundation of the economic, social, and national security policies that we need—right now—to not only pull back from the edge of the abyss, but to then move forward and prosper in enjoying our God-given rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

It took decades to get into our current predicament. Both parties are to blame, and we the voters are also to blame for letting politicians do what they’ve been doing to drive our beloved country into a ditch. Principled leadership is rare, but it would be more common if voters would consistently fire those politicians who fail to live up to their oath of office to support and defend the Constitution of the United States.

The Ship of State Is Sinking—All Hands on Deck

Two friends of ours provided a vivid image that explains just how dire this situation is for every person living in America today. We’ve been given this image separately by two retired military officers. Both served the United States during wartime, and both were commanding officers.

A capital ship in the U.S. Navy is one of the big ships, such as an aircraft carrier or a battleship. When you’re commanding a naval ship during a war, there are always competing concerns and priorities about how you allocate resources. An aircraft carrier has several thousand personnel on board, carrying a vast array of military aircraft and assets, and must maintain the ship in such condition that it’s able to perform all of its functions. A carrier is always abuzz with activity, with thousands of people moving about on its many decks, performing their duties.

Such is the scene on a carrier on any given day. But then imagine what happens if a missile launched by a hidden enemy suddenly strikes the ship without warning.

Immediately the ship goes to general quarters. All hands to battle stations. Whatever you’re doing, you drop it and rush to your assigned station.

The entire aircraft carrier has only two concerns at that moment. The first is to put the ship into a combat posture to defend itself. The threat must be identified and steps taken to prevent a second attack, or to launch a counterattack.

The second is damage control. Watertight hatches are sealed throughout the ship. Water containment and pumping teams go into action, and firefighters prevent fires from spreading. If not immediately countered, either the fire or the water can destroy the ship.

Both of those concerns serve a single mission: Save the ship. The ship has been hit. Every effort is focused on containing and repairing that damage, while heading off any new damage. Whatever you were working on five minutes ago no longer matters. If the ship goes down, we all go down. Although some might escape aboard lifeboats, the loss of the ship will be devastating on a scale that nothing else compares to.

That is the crisis state the United States is currently experiencing. The USS America has been hit by a missile—an economic and governmental missile. Unless all citizens muster to general quarters, our ship of state will go down.

You need a captain (president) who is able to keep the ship afloat in the midst of this emergency, while directing the forces to repair the damage and restore the ship to its full operational capacity. But no captain can do it by himself; every crew member must do his or her part to save the ship.

The missile that has struck the ship of state is one of government policy on three fronts: economic mismanagement, trillions of dollars of deficit spending, and massive entitlements that cannot possibly pay what they’ve promised. The 111th Congress (2009 and 2010) amassed more debt—$3.22 trillion—in just two years than the first one hundred Congresses combined over a period of two hundred years. That’s $10,429 per person—including each child—in the United States, just in the past two years.1 And that number doesn’t even touch our other $11 trillion in debt, or $88 trillion in unfunded entitlements.

This book talks about going to general quarters to contain that damage and prevent the ship from going down. It also talks about the other functions of our ship of state—our culture, our security, and for that matter our overarching vision of the nature of our society and the proper role of government in our free society—that must be addressed to repair it and bring us to our full capacity, and get us back on course.

One of the naval officers who described this scenario used to be at the helm of an aircraft carrier, directing the movement of the colossal ship. He explained that it can take a ten-mile radius to turn a carrier.

Our ship of state is bigger than any aircraft carrier. Instead of thousands of personnel, we have over 300 million people. Instead of a size that can be measured in terms of a number of football fields, we cover half a continent. And instead of billions of dollars of military assets, we have a $14 trillion economy. It will take an enormous turn to bring the USS America around and set her back on her constitutional course.

Some of these problems have taken many years to develop. One leading problem has been building for seventy-five years. But the past decade has set these problems on a collision course, and the past two years have exacerbated these problems to catastrophic proportions. They have become the missile that is now striking us, and we must take drastic, immediate action to save the ship of state and come about on a new course.

THE AMERICAN BODY WITH A LIFE-THREATENING DISEASE

Another way to understand how to successfully grapple with our current emergency is to consider a person facing a life-threatening situation.

The body of every human being is always beset by countless dangers. We are constantly surrounded by bacteria and viruses that will take us down in short order if they can make it past our bodies’ protective layers. That’s why an open wound can prove fatal.

Uncle Sam has some serious medical conditions that are endangering his health. These social issues, of families breaking down, the loss of the concepts of moral absolutes and transcendent truths, the sense of being accountable to a being greater than yourself, these principles that drive you to sacrifice your own comfort so that your children can have a better life, and the decline of the firm conviction that there are things worth dying for, are a cancer in our national body. If we fail on issues such as the sanctity of life and marriage, or the honored place of faith in our nation’s life, we will slide from decadence, to apathy, to cravenness, and collapse under attacks both from without and within.

The economic issues confronting us, however, are like a sudden heart attack. We are faced with a situation unlike anything in our national existence. The American people are burdened with personal debt on a level undreamed of by any who came before us. Our government, during brief times of unparalleled liberalism, established entitlement programs that have created trillions of dollars in obligations that there is simply no way to ever pay. Taken with the other factors we’ll look at in this book, our economy teeters on the edge of a cliff.

Economically, in our metaphor we have sky-high cholesterol and triglycerides. We’re morbidly obese. Every day we’re eating a mountain of greasy fried food, smothered in cheese. We refuse to exercise, cut our portions, or eat salads and vegetables. If something radical doesn’t change right now, we’re going to have a catastrophic heart attack. As a nation we’re going to be crippled and disabled—at best. At worst, we’ll be dead.

We face a war on two fronts. America is going bankrupt economically and morally. Without fundamental change, we’re going to be struck dead from our fiscal heart attack or we’re going to slowly waste away until dead from our moral cancer.

We must act now to save the Republic.

THIS IS ABOUT MORE THAN MONEY, IT’S ABOUT SAVING WESTERN CIVILIZATION

There are many trying to define the current political crisis as entirely about cost of government and size of government. They’re dead wrong, shortsighted, and failing to understand the big picture of the interdependent nature of the American body politic and the precepts that are absolutely essential to sustaining limited government over a multi-generational time span. America cannot recover unless we overcome this profoundly wrongheaded idea, which is based on a modern liberal delusion regarding human nature, as explained in Chapter 5.

The other issues on the table—whether we compare them to turning an aircraft carrier or battling cancer—are every bit as critical to the survival of our way of life. If we don’t overcome the threats to our culture and national security, they will destroy American civilization as it has existed since the Founding. If we rein in spending, overhaul our entitlement systems, and get government out of the areas of the economy where interference stifles growth and productivity, but do not address these cultural and security issues, then the America we know will cease to exist, just as surely as it would from an economic collapse.

Not only that, but—and we want to emphasize this point as absolutely critical—if we succeed on the economic issues, but fail either on security or on social issues, the economic issues will end up falling apart again anyway in later years. Should that happen, then after perhaps a decade of paying the price to turn around the economy, a price that will be a real hardship for us, then within thirty years we’ll be back in exactly the same place. Principled leadership is about permanently solving these problems, not kicking them down the road for a quarter century, condemning our children to confront them.

We explain all this in Chapter 3. Failure to grasp that we cannot solve our economic problems without solving our cultural problems stems from failing to consider the Founders’ concept of what elements are essential for enlightened self-government. The reality is that when families break down, government steps in with bigger programs and bigger spending. Government grows when families fail.

True leadership is about more than ten years. It’s about looking thirty, fifty, and a hundred years down the road and laying a foundation for long-term prosperity and happiness. If we fail to recapture constitutional conservatism in any of its three aspects—economic, social, or national security—then we will lose all three in the long term.

Government Grows When Families Fail

Too many political leaders—within the leadership of the Republican Party and even those who call themselves “conservative leaders” but who don’t support the social issues of faith, life, and marriage—fail to comprehend the self-defeating agenda they are pursuing. In doing so, they also reject the Framers’ concept of limited government.

People require government. They either govern themselves, or someone else will govern them. The family unit is the basic human unit of government. Stable traditional families constrain personal behavior and focus economic energies to generate productive outcomes. As explored in the coming chapters, there is one inescapable truth: Wherever family fails, growth of government to fill the void is unstoppable.

The Republican Party—and with it the American Republic—cannot be resurgent without understanding this point. Conservatism is built upon this truth, because the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence accept it as a foundational premise. As the Founders of this country understood all too well, self-government endures only when people govern themselves in an honorable and moral fashion, with strong families to raise the next generation with all the values necessary to perpetuate self-government.

You cannot stop a decades-long march toward a socialist and authoritarian state if the family breaks down. Those who say we need to maintain a laser focus on government spending miss the forest for the trees, or refuse to accept what the Founders embraced. If we balance the budget and rein in government but do not rebuild and protect families, then the popular will for government intervention will irresistibly grow over time. Whenever that happens, massive government programs displace families and churches, and funding for these intrusive nanny-state programs inevitably follows.

Transformational Shift

A profound shift in attitudes and priorities is transforming America. Critical issues that languished for years now enjoy majority support, and Americans are ready to vote for serious change in national leadership to bring about a sea change in national policy.

America is polarized at levels unseen since polls started asking about the liberal-conservative divide in 1992. As of the most recent polling, 42% of American adults call themselves conservative, as opposed to 20% liberal and 35% moderate. That’s the highest level ever for conservatives (the previous high was 40%, in 2003, 2004, and 2009). It’s also relatively high for liberals, who in recent years polled under 20%.2

The casualty here is moderates. In 1992, moderates were 43%. The number held steady at 40% for almost a decade. And it had never dropped below 36% since polling began.3 What this shows is that an increasing number of Americans understand they can’t sit on the fence. Whereas 53% of Americans called themselves either liberal or conservative in 1992, that number is now at 62%. Tens of millions of Americans no longer call themselves moderate, either throwing in their lot with big-government collectivism and wealth redistribution, or committing themselves to the Constitution, economic freedom, traditional families and values, and strong national defense.

This represents a crystallizing in American thinking. People are realizing the folly of a “moderate” budget deficit, which will still bankrupt you. They’re coming to understand that a “moderate” judge, who follows the Constitution half the time but ignores it half the time, is still toxic to the rule of law. People understand the status quo is unacceptable; we’re at a fork in the road, and we’re either going toward European-style socialism under an authoritarian government, or returning to a constitutional republic that protects families and empowers them to pursue the American dream in a free-market system.

But polls are showing another shift that is utterly unprecedented in this country since records began. Only 11% of Americans have confidence in the federal government. Beyond that, fully 50% have no confidence in it, the worst showing since pollsters started asking in 1973.4 Similarly, confidence in Congress has now hit an all-time low since polling began, with only 13% of Americans approving.5 This disapproval resulted in Republicans picking up sixty-three House seats in 2010.

What this means is that there’s political will in this country for historic action. The American people are taking sides, and the majority support what constitutional conservatism calls for to restore our republic.

Collision of Worldviews

People are trying to make sense of what’s happening in America. There’s tremendous disunity among the American people. Although we’ve always been a people with diverse backgrounds, priorities, and views, there’s been some consensus on certain fundamentals.

Not so anymore. America’s political life and overall direction are in a state of remarkable change that carries both tremendous opportunities and profound dangers.

Today’s division comes from a collision of worldviews. A worldview is a paradigm, an overall philosophy by which we understand our lives and the world around us. We each have certain core beliefs regarding self, family, other people, government, etc., and when we pull all of those basic beliefs together, there’s our worldview.

There is a clear fault line in America’s current political divide, resulting from the clash of two opposing worldviews. On one hand are people who believe that government is a source for positive good that can effectively solve social ills. They are distrustful of private business, because they think private-sector workers try to get rich. Capitalism and the desire to accumulate wealth are ignoble, so those who focus their careers on achieving such things are somehow morally deficient. Those who work in professions devoted to serving other people and especially those in need—in other words, government bureaucrats—are to be trusted more than private-sector workers.

Given all this, it’s not only acceptable that good-natured servants in government should take money and resources from those venal creatures in corporate America, it’s preferable. Such a transfer of wealth is ideal. These people also believe that every person is entitled to a great many things, and that no one has a right to accumulate vast sums of wealth, because such amassing is done through greedy materialistic pursuits that consume resources needed more by other people. So it’s the role of government to develop programs that provide for those with less, and take from those with “too much” however much is necessary to fund these generous new programs.

On the other hand are those who believe that government is unavoidably inefficient and wasteful. Although many government employees are well-meaning, many are process-obsessed bureaucrats whose sole ambition is to keep doing whatever they’re doing, regardless of the results. These people think in terms of “return on investment” and see the government’s return on tax dollars as embarrassing. They think that anything government does that the private sector could also do, the private realm will do better, because private-sector workers are driven by the carrot of greater profits and thus bigger bonuses, as well as by the stick—the fear of getting fired for unacceptable job performance (as opposed to government workers, whom it is almost impossible to fire no matter how inept they are).

These people view government as an unfortunate necessity. You need government for things such as protecting the country and building highways, but aside from that, government should be kept as small as possible. People tend to be better stewards of their own property and put that property to more productive uses. Thus government should enact a system of uniform and reliable laws that respect people’s rights to life, liberty, and property and secure justice for them when injured, but aside from that it should not try to dictate how people make decisions.

This latter view is essential to the American Dream, which is still alive and well in the hearts of countless Americans. You cannot be free to succeed without also being free to fail. Government cannot provide you a cushy safety net that eliminates the fear of losing without also putting such shackles on you and a low enough ceiling that you can’t succeed. Government corrodes the economic forces necessary to achieve massive success, and government interference in families cannot do anything other than undermine parents in a household.

As he so often did as the Great Communicator, President Ronald Reagan summed up the view of this second group of people: “Government is not the solution to our problems. Government is the problem.”

This divide has been sorting out over four decades, and recent events have finally crystallized it. The concept of a nanny state was first conceived in America in the 1930s, though even its proponents wanted only to create a safety net, not subsidize the lives of millions. But the nature of government is to grow and consume, and so it did. It mushroomed in the 1960s, then oscillated and occasionally retreated a step in the 1980s. But it grew in the 1990s, grew again under a Republican president in the early 2000s, and now has exploded over the past two years.

In the 1960s, Democrats embraced social liberalism alongside their entitlement mentality. Then with the rise of Ronald Reagan, Republicans embraced family-centered conservatism alongside pro-business policies. Although some politicians tried to straddle the fence, and many did on certain issues, the parties eventually started to differentiate.

The final stage has occurred in recent years, with the abject failure of moderate policies confirmed to countless millions. Just as you can’t be a little bit pregnant, either government has the answers and is the way to go, in which case we need to give it all of the power and resources it says it needs, or government is the problem—not the solution—and we need to get it out of our lives, where it has no business, and take back the money that it needlessly wastes to the impoverishment of us all, reclaiming those resources to provide for ourselves, our families, and our future.

Between Ronald Reagan in the 1980s and Barack Obama right now, America sees the full picture of these two views, setting them in stark contrast with one another. Ronald Reagan was a consistent and devoted conservative. Barack Obama is a committed and unapologetic liberal. If someone arises in the GOP carrying the truly conservative mantle of Ronald Reagan to challenge President Obama in 2012, the American people will have to choose between these two worldviews.

A CLASH OVER HUMAN NATURE

This divide over the role of government comes from a fundamental divide on human nature. Which of the two general visions of the role of government you embrace stems from which of these two views of human nature you accept. One naturally flows from the other.

The classical view of humanity is the one that was dominant from before Christ until the early 1800s, and is foundational to Judeo-Christian philosophy, theology, and sociology.6 In this view human beings are imperfect and morally flawed creatures. In biblical terms, we’re all sinners. We all have unwholesome, counterproductive, and harmful desires and impulses, and need to resist and control these thoughts and urges. People are profoundly egocentric—self-focused and self-centered. Because of these flaws, we need government to protect us from others and occasionally from ourselves. Government is necessary to protect the weak from the strong, for fear of retribution to constrain individuals from acting out of anger, malice, or wanton disregard for others.

In contrast, the romantic view of humanity emerged around 1800 as a reaction to rationalism and the Enlightenment, and arose in spiritualism and philosophies such as transcendentalism and existentialism. The romantic view is that human beings are inherently good and virtuous, perfectible beings with infinite upward potential. Mankind can evolve to a state where government isn’t even necessary because everyone could live harmoniously in a man-made paradise. But until that utopia arrives, government is a benevolent force to help plan people’s lives and redistribute assets to create a fair and equitable society.

Countless works have been written on these topics, most of them religious. Even after the rise of romanticism, however, many works without theological premises bear out the truth of the classical view of humanity. Scholars of other disciplines arrive at the same classical-view conclusions, as seen for example when economist Thomas Sowell explores this issue in nonreligious terms in Conflict of Visions. In it Sowell speaks of those holding the tragic view of humanity—that man is constrained by his imperfections—versus those holding a utopian view of humanity—wherein people are devoid of inherent moral defects. Many great works of philosophy and theology examine this ageless debate.

History proves the classical model correct. In the 1800s, some romantics predicted the twentieth century would be the golden age of humanity. These prognosticators predicted that wars, poverty, and famine would cease. Instead the twentieth century saw the two most devastating wars in human history, and more than 200 million human beings killed by the totalitarian and authoritarian regimes of the Soviet Union, North Korea, China, Germany, and Japan, and in the massacres of Cambodia and Rwanda, among other places.

This is why communism fails, both in predicting how people will act individually and also collectively when working in government. Communism rests upon the romantic premise that man is naturally willing to give up all personal property, that individually he will labor productively with no incentives of personal gain or fear of loss, that he will freely give to his fellow man, and that he will consume only what he needs as opposed to what he wants. Communism also argues that government can be trusted to effectively and benevolently transfer and redistribute economic resources and outputs according to each person’s needs. Instead people act according to the classical view, and because they do, communism leads to destitution, starvation, genocide, and tyranny.

It’s clear beyond any doubt that the Founders adhered to the classical view of humanity. As James Madison famously said in The Federalist No. 51, “If men were angels, no government would be necessary.”7 Because of humanity’s flawed nature, however, government also had to be strictly limited: “If angels were to govern men, neither external or internal controls on government would be necessary.”8 In other words, we need government because people are prone to destructive behavior. But we need to always mistrust and constrain government, because government is populated by people every bit as flawed as those they are charged with governing.

In Chapter 5 we explore the tenfold promise of America. We look at the specific promises the Founders gave us in the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. The governmental design in those documents shows the Founders’ abiding lack of faith in government, how they diligently worked to limit federal power, set the federal government against the states, set states against the feds, and within the central government, to break governing power into three branches, and then set each of the branches against the others.

So the collision of worldviews underlying our current divide is between those with faith in government to do what’s right and those who understand enough about human nature to never put their trust in any government, which inevitably wields vast and sometimes terrifying power over other people.

The End of Federalism

Part of the genius of the U.S. Constitution is that it sets up a federal system as an aspect of limiting government power. The United States is a federation of sovereign states united around common principles. Current violations of our constitutional framework amount to the abolition of federalism.

We are unlike most countries in that our states are not merely provinces. In most countries, provinces handle various local affairs but aren’t sovereign in their own right. Provinces exist at the sufferance of the national government, as political subdivisions of the nation, and must obey the central government. A province in this system is similar to the county in which you live, which is a subservient subdivision of your state.

Not so in America. Each state is a sovereign republic, free to make its own laws and policies in most matters, and conduct its affairs as it sees fit. Only certain narrow policy areas are given to the central government, and the Constitution that creates that government is also the one that specifies over what areas of law and policy the federal government has jurisdiction. Everything else is left to the states to decide.

The genius of this system is that it maximizes every citizen’s ability to live under laws reflecting his or her needs, values, and priorities. Citizens vote for a governor as their chief executive, and for state representatives and state senators, who in turn vote on laws to govern the daily lives of those voters.9 While each member of the U.S. House represents roughly 650,000 Americans, the typical state house member might represent around 60,000. Thus each voter has perhaps ten times the voting power to decide whether that state representative continues to hold office, which in theory makes him roughly ten times as responsive to his constituents. Moreover, being chosen from the local community also means that more people will know him, and he’s more likely to represent the true needs and wishes of his constituents.

As we’ll see in Chapter 4, the Supreme Court referred to states as the “laboratories of democracy” in our system of government. It allows for a united people with common characteristics to experiment on ways to address social needs. If one state succeeds in a big way, then other states can decide whether to imitate it. If a state fails miserably on an issue, then other states can treat that as a cautionary tale and avoid the same mistake.

People get to vote with their feet in America’s federal system. If you don’t like how things are run in your state—whether it’s taxes, education, or a plague of corruption—then you get to move to a state that better reflects your views and values.

Both parties have been killing our federal system. Republican actions such as centralizing education policy in the No Child Left Behind Act undermine local control. Democrats’ actions have been worse by an order of magnitude, from healthcare to labor to environmental regulations. Some Democrats go further, advocating that the federal government become a truly national government, creating national standards on everything. As part of this, the government would begin asserting a “police power” (explained later) of making laws for public health, safety, and welfare in every area of life.

As we’ll also see in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, however, federalism is also in danger from radical libertarians (not ordinary libertarians). Federalism is one of the promises of the U.S. Constitution, a promise that some people who cannot win a single election at the ballot box are trying to break, forcing a bizarre form of judicial activism down Americans’ throats.

Federalism is thus being eroded from multiple directions, assaulted in all three branches of government. It’s just the latest proof of Thomas Jefferson’s observation: “The natural progress of things is for liberty to yield and government to gain ground.” This end of federalism is part of a broader threat to our republic: It means we are in a constitutional crisis.

The Constitution in Crisis

We are at a fork in the road with the Constitution. The issues we confront this decade will push us past the point of no return if we choose wrongly. For decades various principles of constitutional law have been increasingly ignored, or stretched to a point that would be unrecognizable to the Founders of this nation.

For decades, legal commentators have wondered about various limits in the Constitution, theorizing, “What if this would happen?” or “What about that?” But they’ve been entirely academic conversations. The courts were silent (as they should be), because no government action forced lawsuits that required the courts to determine the outer edge of what the Constitution allowed on these issues and strike down any laws to the contrary.

Now that’s changed.

As you’ll read in this book, the Constitution is being violated in unprecedented ways, with cases now moving toward the Supreme Court that would have been unfathomable a generation ago. Our Supreme Law is being challenged as never before, on economic issues such as the scope of government power over private businesses and personal decisions, social issues that could redefine the most basic institutions of human civilization, and national security issues such as how to protect Americans against a wartime enemy.

Our friend Congressman Trent Franks of Arizona is fond of quoting Daniel Webster in speeches. One line from Webster that Congressman Franks often uses bears repeating here: “Hold on, my friends, to the Constitution and to the Republic for which it stands. Miracles do not cluster and what has happened once in 6,000 years, may not happen again. Hold on to the Constitution, for if the American Constitution should fail, there will be anarchy throughout the world.”

Daniel Webster’s wisdom from 1851 still holds true. Webster was one of the greatest statesmen in American history, serving both as a senator and our most famous Supreme Court lawyer. This American giant—who possessed a deep grasp of history, philosophy, and biblical truth, as well as of the Constitution—took the long view of history and the broad view of the world’s cultures, and considered the U.S. Constitution nothing short of a miracle.

The Resurgent Constitution

What do we mean by “Resurgent”? There is a resurgence under way in this country, a rising wave of something that was once dominant, then faded, and now is ascendant again. But a resurgence of what? There are three possible answers. And ironically whether one or all of these are true will dictate whether we recover and flourish as a free, prosperous, and honorable nation.

In the immediate, visible sense that you can see on a TV screen, the Republican Party is resurgent. Despite the media’s glee at the thought that the GOP had been dealt a mortal blow between the 2006 and 2008 elections (a magazine cover showed an elephant with the label “Endangered Species”), we survived. After 2008, Republicans were leaderless, voiceless, and lacking a plan because we lacked a clear philosophy.

Three people fixed all that. Nancy Pelosi’s self-righteous and wide-eyed San Francisco liberalism alienated Middle America. Harry Reid’s curmudgeonly demeanor and occasional low blows kept ordinary folks from connecting with this otherwise-ordinary guy. And of course, Barack Obama took the cake, mixing detached and self-satisfied effete elitism with a far-left, out-of-touch agenda, and responded to criticism and opposition with an unbecoming mixture of complaining, inappropriate jokes, and blame-the-previous-guy rhetoric, amounting to a picture of unpresidential conduct. Together with the president’s aides, including a loudmouthed communist, a foulmouthed chief of staff, at least one avowed socialist, and a troupe of far-left zealots, this created a shocking tapestry of unmitigated liberalism utterly foreign to the American people, the American spirit, and the American Constitution.10

America is a center-right country. The contrast was too stark, and as the American people pulled back, Republicans reacted. Some were backbenchers on account of their conservative ideas on one issue or another, and these principled statesmen suddenly had a seat at the table. Others were full-spectrum conservatives to begin with, like Congressman Mike Pence of Indiana, who, instead of locking horns with GOP leadership, suddenly had a wide-open national stage for GOP leadership. Others are opportunists, who despite a long record of moderate policies suddenly found it advantageous to sound conservative, and jumped on the bandwagon. Who knows? Some of these conversions might even be genuine. Time will tell (if they survive their primaries).

This combination of truly conservative candidates coming to the fore, somewhat conservative politicians moving to the right, and some fakers who could sense the political winds led to a Republican resurgence. Republicans gained sixty-three seats in the House, creating the largest Republican majority in the better part of a century. We also took six Senate seats, six governorships, and numerous statehouses. The 2010 Republican victory is one of the greatest ever.

In another sense, however, conservatism is resurgent. Rhetoric about low taxes has always been popular outside the far-left socialist circles where President Obama recruits his “czars.” But now instead of just talking about not spending more on government, you could actually get applause for talking about cutting government. You could even touch the “third rail” of Social Security and Medicare, flatly declaring that entitlements must be fundamentally reformed. Increasingly, you can speak openly about your faith, even if your faith is the only politically incorrect faith on earth (that is, Christianity). And you could push back against the politically correct tide of appeasement and globalism, in favor of protecting American lives and interests.

Gone were the justifications for George H. W. Bush’s tax hike. Gone were Bob Dole’s moderate, big-government policies. Gone also was George W. Bush’s “compassionate conservatism.” Moderate policies put us in a ditch; liberal policies only dug the hole deeper. Faced with the abject failure of government, millions of Americans became interested in truly limited government.

But ultimately, the best way to describe what’s going on in America today is that the Constitution is resurgent. The Constitution of the United States, which since the rise of big government in the 1930s—and especially since the invasion of full-bore liberalism in the 1960s—has been seen as increasingly irrelevant to our government policies, is suddenly a topic of mainstream political discussion, instead of being an afterthought. Senior public officials now regularly make the case that numerous things—whether Obamacare, White House czars, or censoring conservative political voices on radio and television—violate the U.S. Constitution.

Therein lies our great hope as a people and a nation. Although no government is perfect, as a singular blessing of divine providence the U.S. Constitution is the greatest charter of government ever penned by man. Through its genius, we have the best shot any group of imperfect human beings could ever have to live as a free and happy people. And through its resurgence, we might just have one last chance for our republic to succeed again.

Republicans had a good night on November 2, 2010. But whether they will continue to have good nights—that is, whether the 2010 election was a flash in the pan driven by voter anger, or instead begins an enduring resurgence signaling a turning point for America—depends on whether the Republican Party has at long last become a conservative party. And whether the GOP is truly a conservative party turns on whether the GOP is finally dedicating itself to strict adherence to the U.S. Constitution.

The Prodigal Nation

In the Bible, the Lord Jesus Christ told the Parable of the Prodigal Son. In it, a wealthy man had two sons. One was hardworking and dependable. The other was lazy and selfish. One day the second son went to his father and said, “I don’t want to wait around for you to die for me to get my inheritance. It’s not right for me to have a reason not to be sad over you dying. How about giving me my half of your estate now?” The father loved his son, and gave him money for half of all the father owned.

Instead of building a house next door so he could be near his loving father, or living in a nearby town, Jesus says that the son then went off to a far country, where he lived large, partying every night. He spent every dime he had on lavish food, alcohol, and prostitutes. Left broke and destitute, the son finally ended up working in a pigsty, serving slop to the pigs. (To appreciate how bad that is, remember that Jesus was telling this story to a Jewish audience; pigs were forbidden, they were unclean; you couldn’t eat them, touch them, or touch anything they touched. So here Jesus paints a picture of a young man who’s truly hit rock bottom.)

Then one day the young man “came to his senses,” Jesus explains. The son says to himself, “My father has workers, and he cares for them. They get paid well and have good housing and plenty of food. I will arise. I will go back to my father, and I’ll tell him that I’m not worthy to be his son anymore, but I’ll happily be a servant on his land, and get away from this place. Why would I ever stay here?” And so the young man set off for his home country.

Back on his father’s land, his dad would go out every day and look toward the horizon, hoping to see his son whom he missed terribly. One day, he saw a figure walking toward his estate across the fields. From the way he walked, before he could even make out the walker’s face he knew it was his son. The father hiked up his robe and ran out to his son in the field. (A man of stature never pulled up his robe to run, so this was a real statement of a man who didn’t care at the moment about appearances or customs; he was happy to sacrifice his dignity to get to his son.)

The father reached the son in the middle of the field and threw his arms around him. The son started his well-rehearsed speech: “Father, I’ve sinned against Heaven, and against you. I’m no longer worthy to be called your son. Let me live and work here as one of your servants, and—” His father cut him off, calling out to his servants, “Bring my best robe and put it on my son! Bring my ring and put it on his hand. Go slaughter the fattened calf and make a feast!”

The father threw a party, with his son as the guest of honor. When the first son became upset at the treatment his waste of a brother was receiving, his father told him not to resent his brother, because “everything I have is yours, too. But we must celebrate, because it was as if your brother was dead, and now he is alive again. He was lost, and now he is found.”

The Parable of the Prodigal Son is about the forgiveness of sins. It’s a story of repentance and redemption, a beautiful picture of how flawed and fallen human beings can be restored to a right relationship with the living God who created us all in his image.

But it has an application to our current constitutional crisis. We have left our Founding Fathers’ house. We have wasted our magnificent inheritance on self-indulgent lifestyles and an orgy of shameful spending (shameful because our children and grandchildren will pay the price for our disgraceful lack of self-control).

We can return to our Founding Fathers’ house. We are still the heirs of what they intended for us, and we can go back to their home. It’s possible that America is finally coming to her senses. If so, we can leave the pigsty that we’re currently in and start the long, difficult trek home to our Founding Fathers’ house.

We have to remember that—unlike the prodigal son—this is not just about us; it’s about our children. Do we want our kids growing up and living in a pigsty, or do we want for them the comforts and joys of our Founding Fathers’ house? If we return to that house, we will be welcomed with open arms, and our children will dwell there in happiness after us.

A REPUBLIC, IF YOU CAN KEEP IT

A portentous chance encounter sounds a somber note for where we are today. After the Constitutional Convention in 1787, the delegates left Independence Hall in Philadelphia. A lady stopped Benjamin Franklin on the street to ask him a question.

This is hardly surprising. First, Franklin was one of the most learned and well-known of the Framers. And second, he was a longtime resident of Pennsylvania; he represented Pennsylvania at the Continental Congress that declared independence, and was part of the Pennsylvania delegation to this convention. As one of the best-educated and most-experienced men in America—a statesman, a diplomat, an inventor, an entrepreneur, and many other things—it was a regular experience for someone to stop Franklin on the street.

The woman asked Ben Franklin, “Well, doctor, what have we got—a republic or a monarchy?” Everyone knew that the Articles of Confederation had failed. Everyone knew that the Constitutional Convention had been convened to create a stronger national government. She wanted to know what they had proposed to the American people.

Ben Franklin’s answer is sobering: “A republic—if you can keep it.”

That’s where we are, 224 years later. We have a republic, but just barely; we’re holding on to it by our fingernails. Can we keep it?

We can, but only through embracing constitutional conservatism. No time for half measures or half-truths. America is on the brink, and we need to save it now for our children’s sake. We’re like the Prodigal Son in the pigsty, and it looks like tens of millions of Americans may have finally come to their senses, perhaps enough to constitute a critical mass that forges a majority on Election Day 2012, if we can properly explain to them what policy options are best for the long-term interests of our nation.

That’s what this book is about. If this resurgence of the Republican Party becomes more than a partisan resurgence, becomes a resurgence of true conservatism—not the modern pseudoconservatism promoted by some—and a resurgence of the Constitution itself, then we can keep our republic and restore its glory.

It’s time to return to our Founders’ house. It’s time to come home to the wonderful place we should never have left. By returning to the Framers’ constitutional conservatism of the past, we can lead America into a glorious future, illuminated by the blazing lamp of liberty.
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 DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS HAVE BOTH FAILED AMERICA


“A pox on both your houses!”

—Mercutio, Romeo and Juliet, by William Shakespeare

“The nine most terrifying words in the English language are, ‘I’m from the government and I’m here to help.’”

—Ronald Reagan



Most would expect that a book written by two Republicans—your authors—discussing the Constitution, history, politics, and policy would lambaste the Democratic Party, and especially President Barack Obama as the sitting Democratic president and as the most liberal president in American history. They’d also expect us to criticize Hillary Clinton, as the possible Democratic nominee in 2012. They’re right; that’s exactly what we do.

But we also do something that will surprise a lot of people (especially Republicans): We’re pretty harsh with the GOP as well. The fact that we’re loyal Republicans can’t compel us to refrain from criticizing our party. To the contrary, we’re deeply concerned about the state of the Republican Party, and as such we feel the need to sound the call that Republicans need to overhaul our party by returning to our core principles.

Some things are more important than politics. We’re both Americans before Republicans. This book is about America; the U.S. Constitution, which is the Supreme Law in America; and what needs to be done to save the American Republic. This book is about Republicans only insofar as it shows what the GOP must do to be the political vehicle by which constitutional conservatism can bring America back from the brink of disaster.

As Americans who love this country, we take our fellow Republicans to task along with the Democrats. The country where we and our children live is in terrible trouble. Failed policies and ineffective leadership have left the United States in an unsustainable position, and hard choices confront the American people whether our leaders have the courage and strength to confront those dangers or not.

And the cold, hard reality is this:

Both Democrats and Republicans have failed the United States of America.

This is not to say that both parties are equally to blame. As you’re about to read, the Democratic Party has done far more to damage America than the Republican Party. Democrats—especially now under President Obama, along with Hillary Clinton, Nancy Pelosi, and Harry Reid—have almost ruined the United States, driving us into bankruptcy, moral decline, and vulnerability to attack. The policies of the modern Democratic Party are not merely bad for America; they are disastrous.

But instead of being the solution, the GOP has too often been part of the problem. Republicans are too often watered-down Democrats. We grow an already-too-big government, we just grow it slower than Democrats in the name of being “moderate.” We spend money we don’t have, driving up the national debt; we just spend ourselves into bankruptcy slower than Democrats do, and embrace such “moderation” as a virtue. We pile debt on the heads of our children; it’s just not the mountain range of debt that Democrats pile on our little ones. We make government more intrusive into people’s lives while designating ourselves “in the middle”; we’re just not micromanaging people’s lives like Democrats. We go along with parts of a liberal social agenda and call it “moderate”; we just don’t embrace a radical-secularist agenda like Democrats. We’ve not paid too much attention to the Constitution; we just don’t ignore it like Democrats. We even sometimes appoint judges who don’t consider themselves bound by the Constitution; we just don’t appoint judges who feel free to completely rewrite it according to their own beliefs.

These are things to be ashamed of, not celebrate. Too many Republican incumbents deride their opponents in primaries as being “extreme,” while bragging about how they themselves are “moderates” who are “in the middle” where “most Americans are.” These assertions are ridiculous. Their “moderate” policies have placed us on the brink of bankruptcy and failed to address the serious and mounting problems facing America. In calling themselves “moderates,” they admit that they’ve failed us all.

In fact, the reason we’re currently grappling with the most radical president in American history, backed by a radical Congress (at least until last November, though it’s now a divided Congress, not conservative), is that the voters ousted the Republican Party from power. They didn’t embrace the Far Left; they just got sick of GOP hypocrisy, ineffectiveness, and lack of principle.

The rise of the Tea Party movement is a manifestation of voter rage against corruption and ineffectiveness in both parties. Not only is this rage justified, but those who don’t share it must not understand the dangers facing America. Why do you think some Republican politicians won’t show their faces at Tea Party rallies? Because Tea Partiers are protesting against some of them! That’s why Tea Party–backed candidates trounced some well-established incumbents in their own primaries in 2010 and can expect more of that in 2012 and 2014. Too many Republicans have been part of the problem, helping Democrats drive America into a ditch, and possibly off a cliff.

It’s time for the Republican Party to stop being the lesser of two evils half the time. It’s time for us to stop being on track on one issue but dead wrong on the other issue debated that very same day. It’s time for Republicans to be part of the solution by becoming the party of real and lasting solutions.

There’s one point to make up front, however, because it’s central to this chapter. The single most egregious failure of both the Democrats and the Republicans is that they’ve failed to protect the American family.

But here’s the aspect of that argument that so many Washington leaders miss: Restoring the family is more than a social values argument; it is an economic prosperity argument. If you survey the broad scope of world history, you will find that government doesn’t grow where families stay strong. Authoritarian and totalitarian regimes don’t succeed in gradually enslaving a people through growing government in nations where families stay strong. Family is the basic unit of government. Where families are strong, government remains contained, and the family becomes a springboard from which economic freedom and prosperity vault to new heights.

Too many so-called conservative leaders fail to grasp this simple fact. To be pro–traditional marriage, pro-values, and pro-life is to be pro-business, pro–wealth creation, and pro-freedom. That is a central point of this book, which we lay out in detail in the following chapters. It’s an essential key to restoring American freedom and prosperity, and any so-called conservative leader who doesn’t embrace this truth is not leading America in a direction that will restore free markets and limited government.

Hypocrisy of Barack Obama and the Democrats

Let’s start with the Democrats. There are plenty of unflattering words to describe how the Democratic Party has acted over the past four years, terms that would not describe the party a generation ago: Leftist. Statist. Socialist. But perhaps the best word—the one for which the America people are angriest—is Hypocrite.

Even children react to what they perceive to be hypocrisy. When Mommy or Daddy tells a little boy or girl not to do something, but then the child sees the parents do it, there are several results. First, the child is confused, because wasn’t he just told that this thing was wrong? Second, the child becomes angry. And third, the child resents the parents’ authority and is more prone to disobey them in the future. Hypocrisy destroys the hypocrite’s moral authority.

American voters are not children, despite the fact that President Obama and his associates treat us as such. They are nothing short of paternalistic in how they treat the American people, as if we’re too stupid to run our own lives. But arguing from the lesser to the greater, if even children detect and justifiably resent hypocrisy, tens of millions of grown adults are nothing short of outraged when they see it in their elected leaders.

This isn’t to say all Democrats are hypocrites, of course. Nor does it say that American voters who happen to vote Democrat are hypocrites. Much of the time it’s Democratic voters who are outraged most, because what they’re seeing out of Washington is not what they voted for. This charge of hypocrisy is about the bulk of Democrats running the country at the moment, though as you’ll see the so-called conservative Democrat who says he’s not with those ruling elitists is a mirage that can’t stand the light of day.

BROKEN PROMISES

One infuriating trait that has defined the Obama White House and the Pelosi-Reid Congress is broken promises.

Throughout this book, you’ll read many examples of where President Obama and his lieutenants have promised one thing and done another. Here at the outset, though, we’d like to point out several notable examples that illustrate a recurring theme: a lack of character and trustworthiness.

It’s important to keep in mind that there are at least three types of broken promises. One is something that you say you’ll do and maybe you try—even if only halfheartedly—but the results don’t materialize. That’s a lie only if you didn’t give it a serious effort. The second is something you promise, but once in office you learn critical facts you didn’t know before, and realize that what you promised is bad, that following through would harm the nation’s interests. It was a foolish promise, so you apologize, reverse yourself, and leave it to the voters to decide whether to forgive you. The third, though, is something you have complete power to do, and the facts haven’t changed, and you just don’t do it.

That last type is a bald-faced lie. It’s a shameless lie, the sort that voters shouldn’t let you get away with. It’s an issue of character. Those who prove they are untrustworthy are not fit to serve as stewards of governmental power. Those are the kinds of promises we focus on here.

Start with the issue of transparency. A perfect example is when Senator Barack Obama promised that when Congress was debating healthcare legislation, instead of having secret meetings (which he decried), he would have all the hearings and negotiations broadcast on C-SPAN.1 Even though he’d have been morally bound by his promise even if it had been said only once, or said off-the-cuff, Obama made this promise no fewer than eight times.2

He broke his promise. President Obama flat-out deceived the American people about televising the healthcare negotiations. He promised, “That’s what I will do in bringing all parties together, not negotiating behind closed doors, but bringing all parties together, and broadcasting those negotiations on C-SPAN.” As the Washington Examiner reported, “As a candidate, President Obama repeatedly called for airing the health care reform debate on C-SPAN, but now that he’s in office—and personally involved in negotiations—the White House says no cameras.”3 The chairman of C-SPAN, Brian Lamb, even wrote a letter requesting that the president’s promise be kept, and asking for access for his cameras to carry the negotiations.4

What is especially troubling about episodes like the C-SPAN promise is what it suggests. This isn’t the sort of promise that affects millions of people directly, so it’s not likely to cost you much at the ballot box. In other words, this is the kind of false statement you can make deliberately, with every intention of deceiving people, because it sounds good at the moment, and you expect that you’ll never pay a price for it. That makes it entirely about character; it’s a dishonest act; it’s dishonorable, and the American people should hold to account a leader who looks them straight in the face and willfully tells them falsehoods—repeatedly.

Another example may seem minor, but it’s telling. President Obama promised that all legislation sent to him by Congress would be posted online for five days before he would sign it into law. Once again, he broke that promise. Obama gave his word that he “will not sign any non-emergency bill without giving the American public an opportunity to review and comment on the White House website for five days.”5

This is routinely ignored. The credit card overhaul bill (which is raising your credit card rates, if you’re generally responsible with credit cards) was signed on May 22, 2009, only two days after being passed by Congress. He did the same with expanding children’s health insurance (which is a massive middle-class entitlement), and with a law expanding the time frame for women to sue when alleging gender discrimination at work. Despite the fact that none of these was an emergency that couldn’t wait five days, the president broke his pledge.6

There are aspects of promises where we’re willing to let President Obama off the hook. For example, as a candidate he criticized the Bush administration for using the state-secrets privilege to block our most sensitive classified information from being released in open court when prosecuting terrorists. However, since becoming president, Obama has invoked the state-secrets privilege. Using this privilege to protect national security secrets is vital for protecting America. Obviously President Obama has learned this. It was a foolish and wrongheaded promise not to use the states-secret privilege, which we chalk up to then Senator Obama’s lack of experience in national security. We’re glad the president reversed course to protect the United States.

But in most instances, the president broke his word without excuse. The administration that promised openness and transparency, along with the Speaker of the House who promised the same, has instead given America the most secretive government we’ve ever seen. First are President Obama’s czars, which as we explained in our first, bestselling book, The Blueprint, are completely unconstitutional. One of the benefits that Obama reaps from these illegal czars is that those working inside the White House might be immune from congressional subpoenas.7 This is a slap in the face to the American people, as these czars are running vast areas of national policy, czars such as Carol Browner, a socialist running cap-and-trade in an attempt to take over all of American industry,8 and Elizabeth Warren, a statist who, despite being denied Senate confirmation, is building an agency that claims the power to control every loan made in America.9 On top of those, on another front they’ve even made the SEC (Securities and Exchange Commission) exempt from requests under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), a law that exists solely to make government transparent and accountable to the voters by making them disclose their records and decision making to the public.10

Former Speaker Pelosi and her leftist comrades have followed the president’s lead in this furtive attempt to keep the American people in the dark. When Democrats were scheming to ram through Obamacare, they started holding secret meetings with Democratic members of Congress—no Republicans allowed—in order to substitute a new bill for the versions originally rammed through Congress. (How’s that for transparency?) As public outcry was growing to open these meetings to public scrutiny, or at least to tell the public what was in the bill that would dominate a large part of every American’s life, Pelosi defiantly waved off these demands, never opening the meetings to the public.

Then comes the issue of rules. Regarding Obamacare, Democrats made one of the most telling comments to summarize their tenure in office. Congressman Alcee Hastings—a Democrat who was Judge Alcee Hastings until he was impeached and removed by the U.S. House and Senate for taking bribes (whereupon the Democrats happily embraced him as a congressional candidate)—commented that “all this talk about rules—we make them up as we go along.”11

Possible crimes also should be investigated. When Congressman Joe Sestak was running for the U.S. Senate in Pennsylvania as a Democrat in 2010 (he later lost to Pat Toomey), Sestak said someone from the White House offered him a job to drop out of the Senate race to protect the unprincipled Arlen Specter. Published reports state that former White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel was personally involved, as was former president Bill Clinton. It’s a federal crime for any federal employee to offer a candidate for federal office anything of value in an attempt to influence an election.12

Once Sestak reconciled with the Obama White House, he said he was offered only an unpaid advisory position. That’s a joke so ridiculous that it insults the voters’ intelligence. Sestak was a three-star admiral and U.S. congressman who had his eye on a Senate seat. It would probably take a highly paid, high-power job to entice him to give up his Senate bid. Sestak was offered something very important, meaning someone around President Obama may have committed a federal crime.

The same happened with Andrew Romanoff, when running against incumbent Senator Michael Bennet in Colorado. Romanoff claimed that Deputy White House Chief of Staff Jim Messina offered him a job in exchange for dropping his Senate bid.

Democrats came back with the saddest of defenses: “Everyone does this.” First of all, no they don’t. Second, who cares? It’s a crime. If these White House officials committed a crime, then they need to be held to account. (Conversely, if Sestak and Romanoff are liars, then the White House staffers should be exonerated.) One reason the American people have become so cynical about government is that they sense that a lot of corrupt acts go unpunished, and they’re right to expect something better. Cities like Chicago have become so accustomed to corruption that it’s become the way of doing business. Americans must reject the Chicago Way.

Also, there’s a serious question as to whether President Obama was involved in these schemes. It’s extremely unlikely that the White House chief of staff and deputy chief of staff could have offered Senate-confirmed presidential appointments of sufficient stature to bribe a U.S. congressman—appointments such as secretary of the navy or CIA director—without the president’s approval. Given that offering these jobs would be a federal crime, if the president of the United States had knowledge of them, then it becomes a criminal conspiracy, where every coconspirator is liable to the maximum extent of the law as if that person had personally committed the crime alone.

Republicans should investigate these credible allegations of possible crimes committed by the White House. However, Republicans would make a damaging political error if they were to launch every possible investigation, and issues involving the president—any president of either party—should not result in impeachment hearings unless egregious felonies are involved. (We’re quick to point out that offering a federal job to buy someone off from seeking a Senate seat is a misdemeanor, not a felony, so it does not meet the “high crimes” standard the Constitution sets for impeachment.) Nonetheless this is a public corruption issue that should be investigated one way or the other. If that means that the president needs to order White House staffers to cooperate with a criminal investigation, then so be it.

We would sternly warn the White House of the sobering political lesson that many administrations refuse to learn: The cover-up is usually worse than the crime. Offering to buy off a Senate candidate is a misdemeanor, but lying under oath is perjury, and that’s a felony. If Republicans investigate this issue, then Rahm Emanuel, Jim Messina, and anyone else implicated in these possible crimes had better answer truthfully. If not, then there must be consequences. For that matter, Republicans should consider subpoenaing Bill Clinton as well, and see if the former president has learned his lesson, that saying things like “It all depends on what the meaning of the word ‘is’ is” is a poor substitute for telling the truth.

OBAMA IS SUBVERTING CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT

A final issue is how Barack Obama has damaged the institution of the presidency. The office is bigger than any one person. Every occupant of that office has an obligation to protect its stature and prerogatives for future generations. Moreover, as our head of state and the most recognizable and authoritative person in America, every president must also be mindful of the other two branches of government, maintaining and building respect for our entire constitutional system of government.

Here, President Obama has failed miserably. He has demeaned the prestige of his office through attacks that are beneath the dignity of the presidency. One of countless examples that we could cite happened in the last days of the 2010 election, when Obama accused Republicans of taking illegal foreign money to influence the election.13 As you’ll read in Chapter 14, these comments launched a malignant campaign of deception and conspiratorial paranoia carried out by the vice president, the White House staff, and the Democratic National Committee, a campaign that even liberal pundits and the New York Times decried.

Moreover, President Obama insulted the American nation to foreigners. Speaking in Europe, Barack Obama apologized for America’s greatness. He then went on to criticize the nation he leads by saying, “there have been times where America has shown arrogance and been dismissive.”14 Our president doesn’t speak about us—his people—to foreigners in that way.

In the closing days of the 2010 elections, President Obama told Hispanic voters that Republicans are his “enemies,” and that Hispanics should join him to “punish our enemies.”15 American statesmanship demands that every president accept that he is the president of our entire nation and temper how he speaks of even his political opponents, using broad and inclusive language. Rejecting more than two hundred years of presidential wisdom and dignity, President Obama calls Republicans his enemies and says that others should join with him to punish his enemies. Those are words expected from authoritarian statists or tin-pot dictators, not the president of a great freedom-loving republic.

And he has insulted his coequal branches of government in an unprecedented manner. On January 21, 2010, the U.S. Supreme Court handed down a landmark victory for the First Amendment in Citizens United v. FEC.16 President Obama vigorously disagreed with this decision, for reasons you’ll read about in Chapter 14 (all of which involve giving you, the American people, the right and power to speak your mind and hold your government accountable). So in January 2010, in his constitutionally mandated State of the Union address, with five justices of the High Court sitting in places of honor amid the gathered assembly, President Obama condemned the U.S. Supreme Court, saying that the Court’s free-speech decision that we examine in Chapter 14 allows “American elections [to] be bankrolled by America’s most powerful interests, or worse, by foreign entities.”17

This disgraceful attack was patently false, leading Justice Samuel Alito to shake his head in disbelief and stately disapproval, muttering, “That’s not true.” It also compelled Chief Justice John Roberts to take the evidently unprecedented step of pushing back against the president, expressing the judiciary’s disapproval of the “image of having members of one branch of government, standing up, literally surrounding the Supreme Court, cheering and hollering while the Court—according to the requirements of protocol—has to sit there expressionless, I think is very troubling.”18 Obama stirred up his congressional henchmen to act like a mob of brutish thugs to intimidate the third branch of government, in an appalling display of boorish demagoguery.

This reminds your author (Blackwell) of one of my experiences in the former Soviet Union when serving as U.S. ambassador to the United Nations Human Rights Commission. Assistant Secretary of State Richard Schifter led a delegation including me and Judge Danny Boggs of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, to show them how to set up an independent judiciary. (Judge Boggs was born in Havana in Castro’s Cuba, and understood totalitarianism.) It’s the hallmark of authoritarian and totalitarian regimes that the courts are never free from political control and intimidation. Dictators denigrate courts of justice in other countries, and Assistant Secretary Schifter took me and Judge Boggs to educate the Soviets on how America holds its independent courts in the highest respect.

President Obama’s actions were shockingly outrageous. Showing such disrespect for the Supreme Court is a grievous assault on our constitutional system of government. Even in the wake of the Court’s most egregiously wrong decisions, like Dred Scott, Plessy v. Ferguson, and Roe v. Wade (all discussed in Chapter 6), the sitting president of the United States never humiliated the institution of the Supreme Court, especially not to the justices’ faces before a national audience, surrounded by the president’s political allies. It marks an utterly deplorable and shameful act that subverts our constitutional order.

President Obama is a marked contrast in this regard to President George W. Bush. Like his predecessor, President Obama is a credit to his office for being a faithful husband and a devoted father. However, the shameful examples discussed above could not be more different from the dignity and graciousness with which George W. Bush conducted his public affairs (as did President Reagan and President George H. W. Bush). Because so many presidents hold themselves to such an honorable and respectable standard, it’s easy to lose sight of how petty and unseemly actions badly diminish the presidency. We cannot yet see the extent to which President Obama’s tactics have weakened the stature of his office, an office that must endure so that it can serve future generations long after Barack Obama leaves the White House.

THE MYTH OF THE CONSERVATIVE DEMOCRAT

We could go on with countless examples of other issues, enough to fill a whole book.19 We also want to note that we’re somewhat uncomfortable dwelling on these points, because in a democracy it’s better to give other people the benefit of the doubt regarding motives and character and keep disagreements focused on policy differences rather than personal issues. But if you assume high office, you open yourself up to a full and frank discussion of your integrity. When the president of the United States and his top congressional allies violate the public’s trust, they must be called to account.

We conclude by pointing out that one of the things we’ve all learned over the past two years is the myth of the conservative Democrat. Anyone who supports President Obama for reelection, voted for Nancy Pelosi as Speaker, or supports Harry Reid as Senate majority leader is no conservative.

A number of Democrats in the U.S. House played their voters for fools. Bart Stupak called himself a pro-life Democrat, yet he sold out unborn babies at the end, voting for a version of Obamacare that includes funding for abortion (explained in Chapter 8). Others, like Brad Ellsworth and Joe Donnelly of Indiana, called themselves “Blue Dog” Democrats or even “conservatives.”

The 111th Congress put the lie to all such assertions. Democrats conspired behind closed doors as to how many votes they could lose and still pass radical legislation such as Obamacare. Pelosi’s office would put together a list of vulnerable Democrats according to how tough their reelection chances were, figure out how many votes they could lose (with any offsets from Republicans), and then give permission one at a time. This cynical approach allowed the most vulnerable Democrats to vote against a measure and then run for reelection touting their opposition to President Obama and Pelosi. But when the president or the Speaker needed their vote, or when it’s time to decide whether to support Obama for a second term, these Democrats have been right where they are needed, doing exactly as they’re told by their statist masters.

Nor were Democrats’ losses limited to the House. Governors and senators who ran as centrists but were in reality liberal Democrats saw their political careers come crashing to an end in the 2010 midterms. Some, such as Indiana’s Senator Evan Bayh, didn’t even seek reelection. Others, such as Ohio’s Governor Ted Strickland, were held to account by the voters.

The Failure of the Modern Republican Party

Although not as bad, Republicans have a lot to answer for, as well. The voters were right to fire the Republicans in 2006 and 2008 by expelling them from the White House and Congress, because Republicans betrayed their core principles and America suffered as a result. Although the United States would have been much better off over the past few years if Republicans had controlled Congress and the White House, GOP failures and betrayal of principles had grown to such an intolerable point that something had to be done. In short, the Grand Old Party had stopped being the solution to America’s problems as a conservative party, becoming instead part of the problem as a moderate party.

The reality is that—unlike Ronald Reagan—George W. Bush was not a conservative. This isn’t to say he was liberal; he was not. There are issues where President Bush was conservative. But overall, George W. Bush was a moderate Republican. The problem is that President Bush called himself conservative, and the media pushed that moniker like a slur because many of them despise conservatives, so too many people in the public eventually got the picture that if you want to know what a conservative looks like, take a look at President Bush. Anyone to the right of Bush—that is to say, a real conservative—was then called an extremist, a radical, or a nut.

BEWARE OF COMPASSIONATE CONSERVATIVES

We want to reiterate our respect for President Bush, and our strong support for many of his accomplishments. But our respect and personal affinity for the former president cannot be allowed to mute a frank discussion of how George W. Bush was a moderate, and yet what America now needs is a conservative head of state. Perhaps nothing sums up better how President Bush and his team were not conservative than the idea of the “compassionate conservative.”

First, true conservatism is the most compassionate form of conservatism. The old adage is true: “Give a man a fish and he’ll eat for a day. Teach a man to fish and he’ll eat for a lifetime.” True conservatism empowers individuals and families. It allows them to reach for the stars, using their God-given potential to the fullest extent that providence allows.

“Compassionate conservatism,” however, is not conservative at all. It’s all about moderate—not conservative—policies. It’s a form of triangulation, used to play off the GOP base while peeling off a number of Democrats.

That’s how a number of President Bush’s signature legislative priorities won passage. Medicare Part D was a massive expansion of the Medicare program. Although fortunately to date this program has come in under budget, the reality remains that Medicare is on a path to bankruptcy, and new entitlements such as Part D only make the situation worse. Concerning another topic covered in Chapter 13, education, the No Child Left Behind Act was a monstrous expansion of the Education Department over the lives of Americans, supplanting the rightful place of states and local school boards. Although accountability is desperately needed in education, this is not the way to get it.

All this pales, though, against President Bush’s last months in office. In addition to everything else, the president embarked on a massive government takeover of parts of the private sector. Although government action is needed during times of crisis, some ways of responding are worse than others. The president engaged in a massive intervention in the markets that gave the U.S. government a direct stake in some of America’s most important companies. Beyond that, this gave tremendous political cover for Bush’s successor—Barack Obama—to take these government controls to the next level. Although it’s not surprising that President Bush would act in the face of a crisis, an action that empowers the federal government to control vast areas of our economy was a terrible idea, and was a final reminder of how long it’s been since America had a conservative chief executive.

PREVIOUS REPUBLICAN TRANSGRESSIONS

Nor did these moderate policies start with President George W. Bush. Previous Republican presidents and Congresses likewise did not consistently adhere to conservative principles, and at times did even worse than that.

For example, the second President Bush was far more conservative on taxes than his father, President George H. W. Bush. The first President Bush partially doomed his 1992 reelection prospects by breaking a pledge. He had boldly proclaimed to the country that if the Democrats pushed him to raise taxes, he would defiantly tell them, “Read my lips: No new taxes!” He went on to raise taxes two years later, and millions of Americans never forgave him for it.

It’s part of modern revisionist history to try to peg Bush 41’s reelection defeat on economic issues, pushed by those who would like to redefine conservatism as a solely economic philosophy to the exclusion of social issues. This is yet another attempt—you’ll see such attempts throughout this book—to falsely label “conservatism” as a philosophy that’s exclusively concerned with economic and size-of-government issues.

Instead, Bill Clinton’s defeat of George H. W. Bush was a perfect example of all three parts of conservatism, which we learn about in Chapter 3. President Bush appointed David Souter to the Supreme Court. Souter turned out to be an unabashed liberal, and showed that in spades just months before the 1992 election by preserving a constitutional right to abortion by reaffirming Roe v. Wade, and also voting to hold that prayers offered at high school graduations are unconstitutional. (Both cases were narrowly divided decisions.) The president also decided not to push to Baghdad in the Persian Gulf War. These decisions disappointed social conservatives and national security conservatives, respectively. Coupled with a third-party candidate and the anger from economic conservatives, Bush 41 lost just enough votes from his base to allow a less-than-ideal challenger, Bill Clinton, to defeat him for the presidency.

We don’t want to sandbag the Bush family, which has done a lot of good for America through public policy in office, and also through developing and supporting candidates for countless offices over the past thirty years. (We also want to point out that former governor Jeb Bush of Florida has shown himself to be a committed conservative on many issues.)

Instead, we see that with the exception of Ronald Reagan (whose candidacy began as an insurgency) and 1964 nominee Barry Goldwater, who was also an insurgent, the Republican Party since the 1940s has been a moderate party, not conservative. John McCain was staunchly conservative on government spending and a hawk on national security, but aside from that was either seen as soft on issues (for example, he’s pro-life but never outspokenly so) or moderate to liberal (such as his immigration and tax policies during the Bush years). Before that, Bob Dole was generically moderate on everything across the board, a throwback to the pre-Reagan GOP. In the 1970s, Gerald Ford was an unmitigated disaster of a president—every bit as much a failed president as Jimmy Carter. Ford supported abortion on demand, affirmative action, big government, and secularism. (Just a few years before his death, President Ford commented that appointing far-left justice John Paul Stevens to the Supreme Court was one of his greatest accomplishments.) And Richard Nixon became stridently moderate in his later years in office. For many years, every GOP establishment candidate has been moderate, not conservative.

The Republican Party has not fielded a unified conservative government since 1928, when Calvin Coolidge was still president. Few people alive today have ever seen a conservative Republican government.

Attack of the Fake Conservatives

In defining what it means to be conservative, we also need to take account of one other thing: There are some being billed as conservative who are anything but. While there’s such a thing as an economic conservative who doesn’t support the social conservative agenda, and a social conservative who doesn’t support the economic agenda, there are also wolves in sheep’s clothing. These people are not real conservatives, and to the extent that they’re billed as such, they’re an impediment to getting America back on the right track, or for the Republican Party regaining power in any lasting manner.

We’re not talking about people who aren’t even Republicans. For example, Matthew Dowd—who was Bush 43’s pollster in 2000 and strategist for the 2004 campaign—was not a Republican; he’s a Democrat who since leaving the White House continues to cast himself as an authoritative commentator on Republicans. Scott McClellan, one of Bush 43’s press secretaries, and whose ineptitude rivals that of Robert Gibbs in the Obama White House, was also a Democrat, and wasted no time upon leaving the White House in betraying the former president and much of the White House staff. With those people, you should know what you’re getting.

We’re also not talking about those who make no pretense of being conservatives. Some economic or social moderates have a very sophisticated understanding of geopolitics and national security that can make them extremely useful in foreign policy. For example, General Colin Powell never claimed to be conservative, being completely up front that he favored abortion, affirmative action, and big government. But he’s an outstanding soldier and a very thoughtful person, and as such was an excellent national security advisor to President Reagan and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for Bush 41 and a formidable secretary of state for Bush 43.

Instead, we’re talking about those who are called conservative but are not. These people go on TV and radio to give a “conservative” view. They then misrepresent what conservatism is all about, and allow the media and Far Left to paint true conservatives as fanatics, as they’re well to the right of these fake conservatives.

One example is Michael Gerson, who served as a Bush 43 speech-writer, and then became a senior domestic policy advisor. Gerson now works as a Washington Post columnist and a frequent ABC contributor. He’s a brilliant speechwriter and respected public servant.

But he’s no conservative. While billed by his leftist colleagues as conservative, ever since leaving the White House, Gerson has been relentless in his efforts to make the GOP more moderate and less conservative. He even wrote a book titled Heroic Conservatism: Why Republicans Need to Embrace America’s Ideals (And Why They Deserve to Fail If They Don’t), which essentially is a treatise on how being a conservative is really all about being a moderate. That is to say, the kind of “conservatism” Gerson embraces involves massive government entitlements, an enormous regulatory government, and massive foreign-aid outlays. In other words, Gerson’s “heroic” conservatism is what the rest of America calls “moderate.” His book was even endorsed by such conservative luminaries as a former Democratic vice presidential candidate, Senator Joseph Lieberman (who supports abortion, gun control, Obamacare, tax hikes, gay rights, and “agenda” judges—explained in Chapter 6).

In August 2010, Gerson wrote a Post column ridiculing the “conviction that the federal government has only those powers specifically enumerated in the Constitution.” He continues, “This view is logically inconsistent—as well as historically uninformed, morally irresponsible and politically disastrous. The Constitution . . . granted broad power to the federal government to impose taxes and spend funds to ‘provide for ... the general welfare.’ . . . “He also says it’s extreme to question birthright citizenship, and that Tea Party populism is incompatible with conservative principles, with Abraham Lincoln’s “tone,” and with Christian teaching.

The reality is that Michael Gerson’s type is toxic to the GOP. We’re regrettably going to be a little harsh. Setting aside numerous flaws in this column that would deserve a rebuttal if space allowed (such as the fact that there is a serious constitutional debate about birthright citizenship that we explore in Chapter 12), what Gerson doesn’t realize (but would if he had the slightest training or education in constitutional law, or if he had bothered to read our first book) is that ever since the founding of the Republic, the Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized, including as recently as this last term, in U.S. v. Comstock, with a liberal majority—a liberal majority—that “nearly 200 years ago, this Court stated that the Federal ‘Government is acknowledged by all to be one of enumerated powers.’”20 Even the most liberal Supreme Court justice knows and acknowledges this truth, and performs linguistic gymnastics to try cramming whatever he’s trying to justify into a specific constitutional provision. Gerson didn’t know it, but he casually discarded as trash the cardinal principle of the Constitution, which even judges on the Far Left respect because they understand it’s the cornerstone of our whole form of government.

What’s extremely troubling about this is that when Gerson was a commissioned officer of the United States, serving in a senior White House role, his oath of office was to “support and defend the Constitution of the United States.” The problem is that too many Republicans have tried to take Republicans away from the Constitution, violating the core principles of the Founders (principles that Abraham Lincoln gave his life to save), all the while having the temerity to cite these giants as supporting preposterous and legally inaccurate positions. Although Gerson’s misquotes are probably born of ignorance rather than deceitfulness, that’s no excuse for misleading the American people.

Another example is Steve Schmidt, who served in a variety of political positions in the George W. Bush White House and 2004 campaign, and was manager of McCain’s 2008 campaign. He’s a talented and accomplished Republican strategist.

But again, he’s no conservative. He’s come out as a committed foe of social conservatives. He specifically blasts conservative people of faith, saying that no one should ever cite the Bible to support their beliefs, because “if you put public policy issues to a religious test, you risk becoming a religious party.”21

Schmidt is outspoken on these social issues. He condemns the Republican Party for supporting marriage as the union of one man and one woman, calling for the GOP to embrace same-sex marriage.22 He also regularly criticizes McCain’s VP running mate, Sarah Palin. (We can’t help but note that Governor Palin is an Evangelical Christian who is courageously pro-life and supports traditional marriage.)

Schmidt’s ridiculous statements demonstrate a complete ignorance of America’s history and a rejection of America’s political theory. He may be a fantastic strategist, but that doesn’t mean he understands anything about America’s history or Constitution. When a person is elected, they’re elected to make laws in accordance with their beliefs, and insofar as they have a religious faith, such faith will inevitably inform their moral beliefs, whether it’s in regard to the death penalty, waging war, human cloning, or the more conventional social issues of abortion, same-sex marriage, religious liberty, and guns. For that matter, religious beliefs also influence countless public officials on economic issues such as taxes, education, welfare, and national security. Such religious sentiments dominate many of the most famous speeches or actions of presidents, and the Declaration of Independence was framed as an explicitly religious document.

For example, opposition to slavery was driven by Evangelicals in the Northern states. Read Lincoln’s Second Inaugural address, which quotes repeatedly from the Bible. We challenge Steve Schmidt to condemn Lincoln’s unapologetic Christian religiosity—which among other things informed his public policy stance on slavery, thereby violating Schmidt’s test. The Republican Party was founded as a religious party in 1854, with a religiously driven mission to abolish the institution of slavery. (How’s that for a religious test?) In fact, the GOP did not become an economic conservative party until 1896, more than four decades later.

These are just two examples among many. Gerson is a social conservative who flatly rejects economic conservatism, and Schmidt embraces at least some economic principles but rejects social conservatism with gusto. In both cases, they represent beliefs that contradict the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, the Founders, and the creators of the Republican Party.

The media is very shrewd about using such fake conservatives to make real conservatives look bad. They put these fake conservatives on the air opposite unabashed liberals. The liberals give their leftist perspective, then the fake conservative gives a moderate opposing viewpoint that meets the liberals halfway. This frames the debate for the public as left-versus-right. Then, when a real conservative comes along and gives a truly conservative assessment of the matter, such an evaluation is of course to the right of the fake conservative. But since the moderate position has been labeled “conservative,” the truly conservative perspective looks extreme. The media then labels the conservative an extremist and his position as radical, marginalizing conservatism in public debate.

We see this repeatedly on almost every issue. The Democrats used this tactic in this past election cycle to marginalize Republican Senate candidates. We saw this when genuine conservatives ran against moderates in the Republican primary, such as with Marco Rubio in Florida, Rand Paul in Kentucky, Joe Miller in Alaska, and Mike Lee in Utah.

Not only do they do this with politicians, they also do it with federal judges. They took a moderate like Justice Sandra Day O’Connor and called her a conservative once she announced in 2005 that she was retiring from the Supreme Court. Then Sam Alito—who judicially speaking is a real conservative—was nominated to replace O’Connor. Since they labeled O’Connor a conservative, and Alito was to the right of O’Connor, they screamed, “What an extremist! America is doomed!”
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